CHAPTER 10

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE 2014 RECIRCULATED DRAFT

EIR

The Response to Comments chapter of the EIR includes comment letters for the California
Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo (the University or Cal Poly) Student Housing
South 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR. These comment letters were received from entities including
federal and state agencies, non-agency organizations, and the general public. In accordance
with CEQA Guidelines 8§15132(d), this Final EIR presents the University’'s response to
comments submitted during the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR review and consultation process.

The letters of comment are in chronological order with the responses following the individual
letters. Letters of comment are reproduced in total, and numerical annotation has been added
as appropriate to delineate and reference the responses to those comments.

10.1 AGENCY COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES

The following agencies have submitted comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR.

Respondent Code Contact Information Page
State of California
Office of Planning and Research SCH éi?:?a}n()gtitrg% 95812 10.1-2
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit ' T
Posted: February 14, 2014 www.ceqanet.ca.gov
City of San Luis Obispo 919 Palm Street
City Council THM San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 10.1-4
Town Hall Meeting Comments Contact: Carlyn Christianson, Vice '
Letter dated: March 27, 2014 Mayor
919 Palm Street
City of San Luis Obispo SLO ian LU|.sI;)b|sE(‘)], EA 93401 10.1-274
Letter dated: March 31, 2014 ontact: Derek Johnson, '
Community Development
Director
. . 3433 Roberto Court
San Luis Obispo County . )
Air Pollution Control District APCD 2antLuJ|[.sl\Sl)bll.spo,é3A 931?1 lit 10.1-449
Letter dated: March 31, 2014 ontact: Mielissa uise, Alr Quality
Specialist
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Environmental Impact Report
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SCH-1

10.1-2 Student Housing South
Environmental Impact Report
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10.1.1 Response to State Clearinghouse Notice of Distribution

Comment Response
No. P
SCH-1 Standard notice of agency distribution from State Clearinghouse. No changes to the EIR
are necessary.
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Environmental Impact Report



Chapter 10
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THM-2

THM-3
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THM-13
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THM-19

THM-20

THM-21

THM-22
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10.1.2

Response to Letter from City of San Luis Obispo City Council —
Town Hall Meeting Comments

Comment
No.

Response

THM-1

This is the cover letter to the package submitted. The City provides the University
notification of the town hall meeting, and encloses minutes, a DVD, and written
correspondence received. The City further supports the University’s compliance with
CEQA and notes a separate letter will be forwarded from the City. These statements are
noted.

Note: Items 2-42 comprise the draft minutes of the town hall meeting, and are a summary of the DVD
recording, which has been viewed by SWCA staff. The following comprise the responses to both the
minutes and the DVD recording.

THM-2

THM-3

THM-4

THM-5

THM-6

THM-7

City staff introduced the session and gave a general outline of project status and the
evening’s proceedings.

SW makes statements regarding nighttime light, growth inducement, and desires to see a
concurrent Master Plan/LUCE update.

Comments noted; the evaluation of the severity of impacts related to lighting are based in
part on existing lighting in the area; Section 4.1 of the EIR finds that there are substantial
existing lighting sources in the area; the project lighting, as mitigated, is determined not to
constitute a substantial increase over existing conditions.

The EIR addresses growth inducement in Chapters 2 and 6. The project does not
increase enroliment. Impacts related to backfill of housing vacated by project residents
are considered speculative.

The City is currently updating the Land Use and Circulation Elements. The proposed
project does not alter enroliment or bedcount projected in the Master Plan and EIR.

PV is concerned with Grand Avenue Traffic. The commenter is referred to MR-1
(Chapter 10.2).

SH is concerned with driveways and other factors complicating travel along Grand
Avenue. The commenter is referred to MR-1 (Chapter 10.2). The commenter is also
concerned with noise and air quality impacts during construction, particularly related to
the Old Pacheco School. The presence of the school and sensitive receptors is disclosed
in both Sections 4-2 and 4-4. The commenter references statements attributed to the
University President regarding future enroliment. The commenter is referred to MR-5
(Chapter 10.2).

SC desires consideration of alternatives, and is concerned with impacts to city
infrastructure. These comments are noted. The EIR addresses alternatives in Chapter 5,
and discloses impacts to city infrastructure and services in Sections 4-5 and 4-7. The
commenter references statements attributed to the University President regarding future
enrollment. The commenter is referred to MR-5 (Chapter 10.2).

SC reads a letter from TC which outlines concerns over traffic congestion and
deterioration of quality of life; the commenter urges City opposition to the project. The
commenter is referred to MR-1, regarding Grand Avenue traffic impacts, and MR-2 and
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Comment
No.

Response

THM-8

THM-9

THM-10

THM-11

THM-12

THM-13

THM-14

THM-15

THM-16

MR-4 regarding nuisances and social issues (Chapter 10.2).

PA urges buffers as part of the project, supports alternatives, including specifically the
Parking Structure location alternative, and opines that this project will force neighborhood
homeowners to sell.

The commenter is referred to MR-3 regarding buffers. Comments in support of
alternatives are noted. The commenter is referred to MR-4 regarding social and economic
impacts (Chapter 10.2).

JA suggested use of planning commission staff expertise in evaluating the project. This is
not a specific comment regarding environmental issues or the EIR.

GP discusses problems of studentification, prefers alternative sites. Comments regarding
alternatives are noted. The commenter is referred to MR-4 regarding social and economic
impacts (Chapter 10.2).

DH expresses concerns with student behavior, impacts to City services, including water
supply, and potential for increased traffic. The commenter is referred to MR-2 regarding
student-related nuisances (Chapter 10.2). Impacts to City services are addressed in
Sections 4-5 and 4-7. The commenter is referred to MR-1 in response to concerns over
traffic.

RK states concerns over long term negative impacts (demise of neighborhoods), prefers
alternatives, and submits a petition.

Comment noted. The commenter is referred to MR-4.

JD states selection of alternate sites should consider other lands. Notes role of politics
and supports inclusion of amenities.

Comment noted. The process for selection of alternatives for evaluation is outlined in
Section 5. Amenities to be included in the project are outlined in the Project
Description.

DG states general opposition, concerns over lack of employment for new enroliment, and
general opposition to design directions on campus.

Comment noted. The project would not increase enroliment.

MT questions information being spread about the project. Notes the University is a state
agency and not subject to local approval.

Comment noted.

KB states University should mitigate for financial impacts to the City, including police, fire,
emergency facilities, traffic control, protective barriers at Slack.

Response: Impacts to City services are addressed in Section 4-5. The University has
existing agreements for fire and emergency response services, and compensates
the City pursuant to the terms of the agreements. The traffic section has been
amended to include in-lieu fees options for mitigation (refer to MR-10). The EIR does
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Comment
No.

Response

not identify the need for protective barriers at Slack Street.
Concerns over Future Enroliment.
Response: Please refer to MR-5 (Chapter 10.2)

Concerns constructing freshman housing will increase availability of residences for
upperclassmen and result in net growth locally.

Response: The project will not increase enroliment. The total student population
residing in private residences will decrease as a result of the project. Backfill is
addressed in the Executive Summary of the EIR.

CA states that discouragement of alcohol use by University and local policing is not
effective, cites police calls. Expresses general concerns with student behavior,

THM-17 degradation of neighborhood.
The commenter is referred to MR-2 (Chapter 10.2).
IM states the topography/location are not appropriate for dorms.
Response: The existing topography will be altered through the development of the
project as described in Section 2 of the EIR.
IM states the parking structure size is not adequate.
Response: An analysis of the sufficiency of parking supplies is provided in Section
4.6. The analysis determines there is sufficient available parking to accommodate
THM-18 demand.
IM expresses concerns regarding view blockage and supports alternatives.
Response: Comment noted.
IM expresses concerns over traffic and pedestrians in light of Pacheco reuse.
Response: As noted in Section 4.6 and MR-1, the project will decrease vehicle traffic
along Grand Avenue. Operation of the Teach School has been included in the
analysis.
KA generally opposes site, prefers H12 and H16.

THM-19 J Y opP P

Comment noted.
LW expresses concern over impacts to views and “Studentification.”
Response: The University and its consultants have reviewed attached materials

THM-20 related to “Studentification.” The project aims, in part, to relieve pressure on housing
stock in existing residential neighborhoods by providing on campus housing. The
commenter is referred to MR-4. Concerns over impacts to views are noted.
Additional mitigation will be included in the Final EIR to further address impacts.

LW states concern over impacts to Grand Avenue, and impacts related to Pacheco
operations.

THM-21 _ _ o
The commenter is referred to MR-1 (Chapter 10.2). The EIR incorporates existing
and proposed use of the Old Pacheco School into analyses where relevant.
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Comment

No. Response
JK generally opposes the site and prefers H12/H16.
THM-22
Response: Comment noted.
TE states the EIR omitted discussion of parking needs/management during construction
Response: Construction-related traffic is addressed in Section 4.6.5.5 of the EIR.
The circulation plan typically includes designation of staging and parking areas for a
particular project.
The commenter is concerned regarding impacts to Grand Avenue.
Response: The commenter is referred to MR-1 (Chapter 10.2).
THM.23 The commenter makes general statements that the project review is “piecemealed.”
Response: Comment noted. The project is an amendment to the existing Master
Plan. The reasonably foreseeable cumulative scenario is outlined in Chapter 3.
The commenter notes overarching goals of CEQA to balance environmental and social
and other impacts, including privacy and lowered property values.
Response: The commenter is referred to MR-4 regarding economic and social
impact. Findings regarding social and economic benefits and impacts are addressed
in the findings and statements of overriding considerations, which will be developed
by the Board of Trustees.
THM.24 GM opposes site, requests consultation between Cal Poly and the City.
Response: Comment noted.
SR supports alternative sites, and seeks City support.
THM-25
Response: Comment noted.
EM states the traffic analysis needs to address east-west circulation, which causes cut-
through traffic in neighborhood streets
Response: The traffic analysis in Section 4.6 uses current models to assess impacts
and redistribution of traffic, including dispersal along smaller streets. The analysis
THM-26 finds traffic will be routed predominantly to other major campus entry points, where
more direct routes and wayfinding are available.
EM further opposes project, seeks City support in opposition.
Response: Comment noted.
CR states the Chamber has no policy position, supports on campus housing, amenities
THM-27  and student population growth.
Response: Comment noted.
RV refers to obligations of public agencies, questions “rejection” of alternative sites,
mitigation.
THM-28 ) . . . . .
Response: The EIR did not reject environmentally superior alternatives. The CSU
Board of Trustees will evaluate alternatives as part of their decision-making process,
where findings and statements of overriding considerations will be developed and
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No.

Response

acted upon. The Board will also evaluate the feasibility of mitigation.
RV states impacts to Grand Avenue were omitted.

Response: The commenter is referred to MR-1 (Chapter 10.2).

JL supports selection of H12/H16
Response: Comment noted.
JL wants City to evaluate consistency with City policies

Response: Comment noted. The University is not subject to local land use authority.
General consistency information is provided in Section 3.

THM-29 | states concerns related to aesthetic, pedestrian safety, and traffic impacts
Response: Specific responses are provided to separate correspondence provided by
the commenter (refer to Chapter 10-2).
JL states that mitigation for aesthetic and pedestrian impacts insufficient.
Response: Specific responses are provided to separate correspondence provided by
the commenter (refer to Chapter 10-2).
THM.30 CS opines project would significantly increase noise and other public safety calls.
Response: The commenter is referred to MR-2 (Chapter 10.2).
MH voiced concerns regarding proximity of Old Pacheco, including impacts related to air
quality, noise, and pedestrian safety.
Response: Operations at Old Pacheco have been incorporated into the analysis.
THM.31 MH is concerned regarding potential wind tunnels, glare
Response: Specific responses are provided to separate correspondence provided by
the commenter (refer to Chapter 10-2).
MH seeks City support for opposition and supports alternative sites.
Response: Comment noted.
RH states general opposition to Cal Poly plans, concerns over noise and dust impacts
during construction, and concerns over noise, trash and drug use near Old Pacheco
THM-32  School long term.
Response: Comments are noted. Noise and dust during construction are analyzed in
the EIR. The commenter is referred to MR-2 (Chapter 10.2).
MVLB states concerns over height, shape, location and massing of project, consistency
with local character.
Response: Comment noted. The EIR discloses impacts related to aesthetics.
THM-33 Additional mitigation will be incorporated into the EIR to address impacts (the
commenter is referred to MR-9).
MVLB states concerns over impacts to noise, traffic, public safety, and air circulation
Response: Comment noted. The EIR analyzes discloses impacts related to the
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No.
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issues above. Provision of emergency response is subject to agreements with the
City; the EIR determines emergency access is adequate for the project (Section 4-5
and 4-8). The commenter is referred to MR-1, which addresses Grand Avenue.
Proximity to the elementary school is addressed where relevant in the EIR.

MVLB supports alternative sites.
Response: Comment noted.

LS expresses concern over negative impacts to cyclist safety, quality of life, and property
values.

THM-34
Response: The commenter is referred to MR-2 (Chapter 10.2).

TT opposes the location. Opines existing parking lot is heavily used and questions where
parking will be relocated, urges City opposition.

THM-35 Response: Comment noted. An analysis of parking demand, redistribution, and
supply is provided in the EIR in Section 4.6. The analysis finds sufficient parking
supply to accommodate demand and redistributed parking. The project does not
increase enrollment.

THM.36 HT references a letter (material #60) and seeks council support.

Response: Comment noted. Statement is attached (material #60).

EW questions whether students want to live in dorms.
Response: The University has performed market research to determine housing
needs and demand, as noted in the Project Description.

THM-37  Ew recommends update of the Master Plan prior to hew housing.

Response: The University is pursuing bedcount projected under the existing Master
Plan; the University continually evaluates the need to update the Master Plan. The
commenter is referred to MR-5 regarding growth.
SL expresses concerns over long term negative impacts to ambient noise and traffic
intensity.

THM-38 _ _
Response: The commenter is referred to MR-1 and MR-2 (Chapter 10.2). Dispersal
of traffic is addresses in Section 4-6.

JD recommends the City and Cal Poly negotiate regarding site selection, City should

THM-39  consider closure of Grand Avenue as leverage.

Response: Land use and development on campus are not subject to City approval.
AA states disappointment that the meeting was conducted during spring break. The
commenter opines near or on-campus housing is important, and suggests improving

THM-40  relationships.

Response: Comments noted. The commenter does not raise environmental issues.

THM-41 ks seeks evaluation of impacts to populations and housing and backfill. Opines City is

Student Housing South 10.1-267

Environmental Impact Report



Chapter 10

Comment

No.
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THM-42

THM-43

subsidizing students because they do not contribute sufficiently to the tax base.

Response: The EIR provides discussion of impacts to population and housing
backfill, concluding the topic is speculative. The commenter is referred to MR-4
regarding economic and social issues.

DF expresses concerns regarding Grand Avenue, including pedestrian and cyclist safety.

The commenter is referred to MR-1.

The City concludes the meeting and summarizes next steps. No response is heeded.

The following are attachments to the cover letter and minutes consisting of correspondence submitted
to the city for the town hall meeting.

The material is a copy of a letter submitted separately to the University; specific

THM-44 responses are provided in Chapter 10.2.
The material is a copy of a letter submitted separately to the University; specific
THM-45 . .
responses are provided in Chapter 10.2.
a. The commenter quotes regarding a public agency’s obligation to comply with CEQA,
and guidance therein.
Response: Comment noted.
b. The commenter notes several significant impacts were identified in the EIR, and
states that findings for rejection of alternatives were not provided.
Response: The EIR did not reject environmentally superior alternatives. The CSU
Board of Trustees will evaluate alternatives as part of their decision-making process,
where findings and statements of overriding considerations will be developed and
acted upon. The Board will also evaluate the feasibility of mitigation.
THM-46 C. The commenter states that alternatives should include redesigning the site to provide
an open space buffer.
Response: The commenter is referred to MR-3 (Chapter 10.2).
d. The commenter provides further discussion of the CEQA process.
Response: Comment noted. The development and approval of appropriate findings
and statements of overriding consideration is a function of the CSU Board of
Trustees.
e. The commenter opines that the lack of information regarding Grand Avenue traffic
constitutes a deficiency in the document.
Response: Please refer to MR-1 (Chapter 10.2).
The document is a letter submitted by Roger and Linda Bishop, not in attendance at the
meeting.
THM-47 ) ] .
a. The commenters state concerns over Grand Avenue, including pedestrians and
bicyclists.
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Comment

No. Response
Response: The commenters are referred to MR-1 (Chapter 10.2).

b. The commenters generally state concerns with noise, construction traffic, and air
quality during construction, proximity to Teach program, and view obstruction.
Response: Comments are noted. Each topic raised is addressed in the EIR in
respective sections. Construction traffic is addresses in Section 4.6.5.5 of the EIR.

c. The commenters address buffers.

Response: The commenters are referred to MR-3 (Chapter 10.2).

d. Comments regarding participation/response of City
Response: Comment noted.

e. The commenters list several off-site mitigation or funding issues, including city police,
city fire, expansion of emergency/hospital facilities, traffic control, and barriers for
pedestrians along Slack Street.

Response: The EIR finds no significant impacts related to city police or fire service.
The project will not increase enroliment or significantly increase staffing therefore
expansion of emergency or hospital facilities is not considered a potential impact of
the project. The EIR mitigation for traffic impacts has been amended; the commenter
is referred to MR-10.

Costs related to pedestrian facilities north of Slack Street will be borne by the
University and occur on University property in this area.

Construction hours and limits on operations are discussed in Section 4-4 of the EIR.

f.  The commenter opines the project will not move students on to campus because it
serves freshmen.

Response: The project will increase the total percentage of students living on
campus.

g. The commenters address future growth.

Response: The commenters are referred to MR-5 (Chapter 10.2).
THM.48 The commenter attaches a copy of a notice provided to the neighborhood.
Response: Noted.
The material is a copy of an email notice of the meeting.
THM-49
Response: Noted.
The commenter suggests the City oppose the project.
THM-50
Response: Noted.
The material is a letter from Mr. French.
THM-51 a. The commenter opposes the project’s location.
Response: Comment noted.
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No. P

The material is a letter from Mr. Ortiz. Mr. Ortiz has submitted a separate letter, however,

this letter is slightly different and therefore separate responses are provided.

a. The commenter supports City comments on the EIR.

Response: Comment noted.

b. The commenter states the project will add to operating costs of the city, relating to
water, utilities, and emergency services, and increase disruption in local
neighborhoods.

Response: Information regarding sources and provision of water and utilities is

THM-52 provided in Section 4-7 of the EIR. The University maintains its own supplies and
infrastructure for water and utilities. The University has an agreement with the City to
provide emergency response to the campus. The EIR addresses impacts to
neighborhoods in several locations.

c. The commenter opines the University is in conflict with its own plans and guidelines
in terms of use, impacts to communities, and impacts to Grand Avenue.

Response: An evaluation of planning consistency is provided in Chapter 3.
d. The commenter supports City response to the EIR.
Response: Noted.
THM-53 The material is a repeat of a letter submitted directly to the University as a comment letter

on the EIR. Responses are provided in Chapter 10.2.

THM-54 The material is a repeat of a letter submitted directly to the University as a comment letter

on the EIR. Responses are provided in Chapter 10.2.

The material is a letter from Sharon Whitney.

a. The commenter opposes the project and supports the City’s comment letter.
Response: Comment noted.

b. The commenter states the EIR should address disposition of existing housing sites.
Response: The RDEIR includes the following specific language in both the Executive
Summary and the Project Description to address disposition of existing sites:

“Under the current proposal, the bed count identified in the Master Plan for housing
sites H-4 through H-7 would be consolidated at the current site and the complexes at
THM-55 sites H-4 through H-7 would not be pursued under the current Master Plan. The
project is intended to meet existing and projected demand for housing. The project
does not increase enrollment over current levels. The Poly Canyon Village project,
developed in 2008, included an amendment to the total Master Plan bed count, and
an EIR was certified for the project. The proposed housing does not increase bed
count over projections in the Master Plan, as amended.”
The above language specifically commits the University to forego development of
previously identified housing sites under the current Master Plan.
c. The commenter refers to future growth on campus.
Response: The commenter is referred to MR-5 (Chapter 10-2).
10.1-270 Student Housing South

Environmental Impact Report



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR

Comment
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d. The commenter states that b. and c. above warrant alterations in other sections of
the EIR.
Response: Please see responses above, no additional changes are proposed.

e. The commenter states that the document should reference the City’s LUCE update.
Response: The update is referenced on page 3-5.

Ms. Whitney’s letter is repeated as an additional attachment.

The material is a letter submitted by Donley Winger.

a. The commenter opposes the project and is not satisfied with outreach.
Response: Comment noted.

THM-56 b. The commenter outlines issues related to the operation of Grand Avenue.

Response: The commenter is referred to MR-1 (Chapter 10-2); pedestrians, cyclists,
and off peak resident trips are addressed in Section 4-6.

c. The commenter reiterates opposition.
Response: Noted.

The material is a letter submitted by Paul Allen.

a. The commenter opposes the location, citing student behavior.
Response: The commenter is referred to MR-2.

b. The commenter opines the project is not consistent with the character of the area,
and that the project will result in homeowners feeling increased pressure to sell.
Response: The commenter is referred to MR-4.

c. The commenter reiterates issues related to owners selling or moving out in lieu of
renters.
Response: On-campus housing is proposed, in part, to alleviate pressure on
neighborhood housing stock. The pattern of owner to renter conversion is subject to
a variety of forces. The commenter is referred to MR-4.

THM-57 d. The commenter addresses future growth.

Response: The commenter is referred to MR-5.

e. The commenter is concerned about the view of the project in the area.
Response: Comment noted. Aesthetic impacts are outlined in Section 4.1. Mitigation
has been amended (refer to MR-9).

f.  The commenter addresses Grand Avenue.
Response: The commenter is referred to MR-1.

g. The commenter seeks discussion of impacts to residential neighborhoods in the
cultural resources section. The commenter also supports a larger buffer.
Response: The commenter is referred to MR-3. Cultural resources are defined in
Section 4-8.
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THM-58

THM-59

THM-60

The commenter states that population and housing discussions should include
displacement of owner-occupied residence in favor of renters.

Response: On-campus housing is proposed, in part, to alleviate pressure on
neighborhood housing stock. The pattern of owner to renter conversion is subject to
a variety of forces. The commenter is referred to MR-4.

The commenter supports the H12/H16 site alternative, stating that the alternative
was rejected because it was inconvenient and far from dining.

Response: The alternative has not been rejected; the Board of Trustees will consider
all material in the record in making a decision on the project. Further information
about the feasibility of alternatives is provided in MR-8.

The commenter states that the parking structure location alternative would be
preferable as the structure would act as a buffer.

Response: Comment noted.

The material is a signed petition opposing the project.

Response: Noted.

The material is a letter from L. White accompanied by reference materials on the subject
of “studentification.”

a.

The commenter shows panoramic photographs of the San Luis Obispo area, and
states that the scale of the project is incompatible with the surrounding density.

Response: The commenter is referred to MR-9.

The commenter refers to materials appended which define and discuss
“studentification.”

Response: The University and its consultants have reviewed the materials submitted,
including materials which provide definitions of the terms, and materials which
expand upon the issue and strategies to address the phenomenon as defined.

The University pursues the construction of additional on-campus housing in part to
relieve pressures associated with housing students in off-campus neighborhoods.
Commenters have stated that the placement of housing in this location would
disproportionately lead to student access and nuisance behavior in the adjoining
neighborhoods, and this location would be relatively worse in terms of creating this
condition than other locations on campus. The EIR addresses impacts related to
nuisance noise, public safety, and related issues in several sections of the EIR. The
commenter is referred to MR-2 for more detail.

It remains that the population to be housed is existing enrollment; and an existing
component of the off-campus resident population. The EIR notes this in several
sections, and states that drawing the line between the relocation of this population
and significant environmental impacts related to nuisances is either speculative or
not quantifiable.

The material is a sheet including signatures of council members under a pledge to
“protect the quality of life for all residents.”

Response: Noted.
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Comment

No. Response

The material is referenced in Carolyn Smiths presentation (comment #30) and consists of
THM-61 @ map of calls placed regarding noise complaints.

Response: Noted.
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From: Murry, Kim
To: i ; loel Nesl; snosek@ealpoly.edy
Cec: lzhnson, Derek; Lichtip, Katie: I
Subject: Housing South - City"s comments on Recirculated Draft EIR
Date: Monday, March 31, 2014 4:05:35 FM
Attachments: imageddlong
SLOCity-Commentl etter Attachments.odf
Micole:

Attached please find the City’s comments on the recirculated Draft EIR for the Housing
Project South dorm project proposed by Cal Poly. Please be in touch if you have
questions. Thank you.

Kim Murry
Deputy Director

Community Development

Long Range Planning

919 Palm Street, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-3249
E ;

T 805781.7274

slocity.org
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| Community Development

919 Palm Street, San Luks Obispo, CA 93401-3218
805.781.7170

March 31, 2014

CSU Board of Trustees

Nicole Carter, Senior Planner ncarter(iswca com
SWCA Environmental Consultants

1422 Monterey Street, C200

San Luis Obispo CA 93401

SUBJECT:  Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report for Cal Poly Student Housing
South Project

This letter serves as the City of San Luis Obispo’s technical response to the Recirculated Draft SLO-1
Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) for the proposed Cal Poly Student Housing South
Project. The Vice Mayor of the City has separately transmitted a summary of citizen concerns
about the project presented to the City Council at a Town Hall meeting held on March 25, 2014

The City was deeply disappointed that the RDEIR failed to address many of the technical SLO-2
deficiencies contained in the City’s original comment letter dated January 24, 2014 (Attachment
1). As you will note in our more detailed comments in this letter and the associated attachments,
the City of San Luis Obispo believes the RDEIR is inadequate in its analysis of the impacts of
the project and the associated mitigation measures. Moreover, the City questions the legal
sufficiency and compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of the
RDEIR.

The University has a legal obligation to address the project’s potential impacts to the community SLO-3
and to propose associated mitigation measures. The City believes this is especially true for those
impacts and mitigations affecting adjacent residential neighborhoods. This is required in order to
have a legally defensible environmental document which will be used to inform a future decision
by the Board of Trustees. Additionally, the Final EIR (FEIR) represents an issue of trust
between the University and the community, The FEIR must represent the University’s best
efforts to assess and mitigate the impacts of this project. This is true both on and ofT site. The
RDEIR fails to establish the foundation that will lead to a FEIR that meets either the spirit or the
requirement to inform decision makers of the environmental impacts associated with the project
and mitigations to address any impacts. In the case of the RDEIR, it fails to analyze the range of
reasonable and foreseeable impacts and in some cases, identifies impacts, but does not
incorporate mitigation measures that the City has identified. The City expects the University to
do better than the work reflected in the RDEIR. Our hope is that the University re-evaluates the
viability of an alternative site that might be environmentally superior. Short of that, the
University must fully disclose and discuss potential impacts and propose mitigations in the FEIR.
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SLO-7

SLO-8
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SLO-8
(continued)
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SLO-10

SLO-11
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Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR)
2013 Cal Poly Student Housing South Praject

SCH #2013001085

March 31, 2014

Page 4

The cumulative impacts identified in the RDEIR need to be accompanied by mitigation measures
even if there is no ability to mitigate to less than significant levels. Mitigations need to be
offered to address the transition between the adjoining neighborhood and the proposed project as
described in AES Impact 2. There may be site design and building design features that comply
with both the City’s Community Design Guidelines and Cal Poly's own Master Plan (which call
for land use compatibility and being sensitive to impacts on adjacent neighborhoods) that could
provide some mitigation to long-term aesthetic concerns.

While landscaping is offered as a mitigation to soften the impression of a continuous building
surface, this does not address loss of views. Alternatives discussed in Chapter 5 of the RDEIR
do not specifically address increased setback along Slack Street or explore ideas of clustering the
buildings. The evaluation only addresses increased setback as a function of a reduced project
alternative (which did not meet the project objectives). Building design direction could include
stepped buildings, wall and roof articulation, color, and style. At the very least, the Final EIR
needs to explore mitigations of site and building design options to address the visual impact of
four and five story buildings atop a bank slope on Slack Street adjacent to a single family
residential neighborhood.

The discussion under 4.1.5.3 of light and glare is not sufficient. No night-time simulations were
provided to show how light from the tall structures in this location will impact nighttime ambient
light levels in the adjacent neighborhood. The Master Plan direction regarding lighting addresses
the requirement to hood exterior lighting sources and provides direction regarding lighting of the
parking structure, but concludes that the impact of lights from upper floor windows and on
ambient light in the area is less than significant. This conclusion is not supported by the limited
range of mitigations and does not incorporate other mitigating methods related to the buildings
themselves, such as their orientation, fenestration, and amount of glazing that faces the adjacent
residential neighborhoods in order to address light intrusion.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Please see the comments on page 3 of Attachment 1. In addition, the City questions the
conclusion that the project would fall under the service population threshold for Greenhouse Gas
(GHG) emissions, even with the acknowledgement that there will be some off-set from existing
emissions associated with the existing parking lot use. The assumptions used in the CalEEMod
modeling program (as described in Appendix C) indicate trip generation rates from the Master

SLO-11
(continued)
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areas. Applying an effective capacity factor (typically 80% - 90%) increases the projected SLO-32
parking shortfall in the vicinity of the project. There is already an established practice of students (continued)
parking within the adjacent neighborhoods, and lack of parking at the project location will drive
additional student into the surrounding areas searching for parking. The project also discusses
parking lots that are approximately 1 mile or more away as available capacity for resident
parking displaced by the conversion of the parking lot. However the Shared Parking Manual
published by the Urban Land Institute and studies conducted by Walker Parking Consultants
{Attachment 3) have found that the maximum acceptable distance for walking from parking to a
destination under outdoor uncovered conditions for a long term, low turnover, and young
demographic is 3 miles. Therefore parking outside 3 miles of a destination should not be
considered as available capacity given both the effective capacity factor and acceptable walking
distance there is an overall parking shortfall. Because there are still locations in the adjacent
neighborhoods that have non-restricted parking, the project could cause a significant impact by
generating excessive parking demand in the surrounding neighborhoods and on limited parking
enforcement resources.

City Recommendations: Reevaluate parking capacity with an appropriate effective capacity
factor and for a distance of no more than .3 miles to a given destination, Identify additional
parking capacity, additional parking enforcement resources, and an on-campus shuttle system
between parking facilities and residences as mitigation measures if they resolve these significant
impacts. The University should recirculate this section of the RDEIR after correcting the
analysis and incorporating the full range of mitigation measures.

3. Transit; On-campus residents are less likely to own or drive their own car as identified in other SLO-33
sections of the EIR. Although a zero net increase in enrollment is proposed by shifting students’
residences from off-campus to on-campus, this will increase ridership demand on routes that are
already near capacity. Therefore a finding that transit ridership will not increase conflicts with
other findings in the EIR and is invalid.

City Recommendations: Evaluate impacts to ridership and transit capacity of shifting off-campus
students to on-campus in the same or similar manner that was done as part of the Master Plan
Update EIR. Identify any augmented transit service/capacity needs, local shuttle programs, and a
transit monitoring program as mitigation if they resolve these significant impacts.

New Comments on the Recirculated EIR

1. Intersections Not Included in Analysis: There are several intersections that are not included in SLO-34
the analysis that would otherwise be required under the City’s traffic impact guidelines. These
include Grand & Slack (the intersection immediately adjacent to the proposed project and a
Gateway entrance into the University’s core) and Grand & 101 (the only Hwy 101 off-ramp
serving the University — located approximately 1,300 ft. from the project site). While the general
conclusion of the traffic consultant may be that trip reductions from the project are low, under
CEQA, the technical analysis should still include that analysis conclusion to fully inform the
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agreement with the City or choose to implement all or part of these projects. If those measures SLO-39

are not feasible then evaluate and identify other measures that are. The City continues to put (continued)
forward that we are willing to partner with the University to fund any public facilities, impacted
by the project and to determine its fair share responsibility under CEQA.

Identify the following as mitigation measures if they resolve these significant impacts.

- Foothill & Santa Rosa: Existing + project and cumulative intersection widening as
identified in the Highway 1 Major Investment Study.

- California & Taft; Existing + project and cumulative signalization or roundabout control
upgrade.

- US 101 & California: Existing + project modification of painted median / TWLTL to
accommodate a two stage left turn. Cumulative signalization or roundabout control
upgrade.

In response to a meeting with Cal Poly Staff, City staff provided information to document the
City’s concerns about assumptions in the previous draft EIR. This documentation was provided
via email to the University’s EIR consultant and traffic engineers working on the EIR. The
email is provided as Attachment 4 and information provided in that email is attached to this letter
as Attachments 5 through 12.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the City has identified several areas where the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft SLO-40
EIR failed to adequately address potential impacis as well as areas where potential impacts have
been identified but adequate mitigations have not been offered. This is unacceptable to the
community. CEQA is integral to decision making (PRC § 21006). The Final EIR needs
significant revisions in order to be considered a legally defensible document that can be used to
inform both the public and the Board of Trustees about the environmental impacts associated
with the project prior to any decision by the Board of Trustees on the proposed project.

Sincerely yours,

Wﬂ%r

Derek Johnson
Community Development Director
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Attachment 1

o Uall crty of san luis OBISPO

Community Development Department « 818 Palm Street, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-3218

January 24, 2014

CSU Board of Trustees

Nicole Carter, Senior Planner ncarter{@swea.com
SWCA Environmental Consultants

1422 Monterey Street, C200

San Luis Obispo CA 93401

SUBJECT:  Draft Environmental Impact Report for Cal Poly Student Housing South Project

This letter serves as the City of San Luis Obispo’s comment letter on the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) prepared for the Cal Poly Student Housing South Project.

The City greatly appreciates the opportunity to comment and for providing an extended comment
period for the DEIR. We understand that the University intends to respond to all comments
submitted on this draft of the DEIR and proposes to recirculate the DEIR and respond to these
comments and future comments provided by the community and other responsible agencies.

The City of San Luis Obispo understands the need and desire to provide on-campus housing to
increase student success and the City’s own policies support on-campus housing for students.
The City offered comments on the Notice of Preparation and found that while the DEIR
acknowledged impacts in several of the categories identified as potential issues by the City, little
or no mitigation was offered for impacts occurring within the City of San Luis Obispo. The
direct and indirect impacts of the growth on campus have the potential to be incompatible with
the surrounding neighborhoods unless effective mitigations are provided. It is essential that Cal
Poly address and mitigate University impacts to ensure that both the University and the City’s
long range goals are achieved, Unless the University addresses project specific and cumulative
impacts, there will be an incremental impact to services and needed facilities that will negatively
affect the continued success of the City and University,

The project under review will address the University’s need to address existing overcrowding in
dorms and provide 1,475 new beds on campus for incoming first year students. However, this
project has implications beyond the Cal Poly campus which is of concern to the City of San Luis
Obispo. Specifically, the City has concerns related to impacts from redistribution of trips and
impacts to intersections and street segments; need for improved bicycle and pedestrian facilities
to address increased non-motorized traffic associated with the project; increased demand for City
services — calls for public safety service in the adjoining neighborhoods as well as neighborhood
wellness, noise, and gatherings; and increased demand on the City’s open space and recreational
facilities.

The City has determined that the DEIR inadequately analyzes and/or mitigates the impacts
associated with the proposed project, and in some instances, does not offer mitigation even
though significant impacts are recognized. The comments provided below are intended to offer

The City of San Luis Obispo Is committed 1o include the disabled in all of its services, programs and activities.
(_' Telecormmunications Device for the Deaf (B05) 781-7410.
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ATTACHMENT 2
CAL POLY MASTER PLAN UPDATE
CAL POLY SAN LUIS OBISPO, CALIFORNIA
TRAFFIC AND PARKING STUDY
August 2, 2000 ATE Project #99081

Updated January 19, 2001

Prepared for:

Crawford, Multari, Clark & Mohr
641 Higuera Street, Suite 202
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

ASSOCIATED TRANSPORTATION
ENGINEERS

100 8. Hope Avenue, Suite 4, Santa Barbara, CA 93110-1686 © (805) 687-4418 @ FAX (805) 6B2-E500

Student Housing South 10.1-303
Environmental Impact Report



Chapter 10

ATTACHMENT 2

August 2, 2000

Chris Clark

Crawford, Multari, Clark & Mohr
641 Higuera Street, Suite 202
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

TRAFFIC, CIRCULATION AND PARKING STUDY FOR THE
CAL POLY MASTER PLAN UPDATE, SAN LUIS OBISPO, CALIFORNIA

Associated Transportation Engineers (ATE) is pleased to submit the following traffic,
circulation and parking study for the Cal Poly Master Plan Update. It is our
understanding that the results of the study will be incorporated into the EIR being
prepared for the Master Plan Update.

We appreciate the opportunity to assist you and the University with the Master Plan

Update.

Associated Transportation Engineers

Scott A. Schell, AICP
Principal Transportation Planner
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ATTACHMENT 2
Table 3
Master Plan Potential Trip Generation
Master Plan
ADT AM. Peak P.M. Peak

Component Size

Rate Trips Rate | Trips | Rate | Trips

Upperclassmen 2,500 Students | 2,504 6,260 0074 185 0,192 480

Freshmen 500 Students 1.72 H6l0) 0,051 26 0132 66
Faculty/Staff 465 Personmel | 1189 553 .123 62 0.107 54
Total 7,673 273 600

As indicated in Table 3, the Master Plan could generate 7,673 ADT, 273 A.M. peak hour
trips and 600 P.M. peak hour trips. These project-generated trips would be the number
expected if the reduction measures that are part of the Master Plan are not
implemented.

Table 4 shows the decrease in trips that would be associated with implementation of the
policies and TDM trip reductions provided for in the Master Plan. Policy guidelines
include implementation of the following measures: orrcampus parking restrictions for
resident freshman (limiting permits issued to freshman), commuter control measures
which incorporate restricted parking permits for students that live within a certain
distance of the campus; implementation of a transit/shuttle service to serve key campus
areas and continuation of the successful faculty/staff incentives already in-place to
promote car-pooling, van-pooling, bicycle use, telecommuting, etc. for new campus

personnel.
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ATTACHMENT 2
Table 4
Master Plan Potential Trip Reductions
Project
Component Size ADT AM. Peak P.M. Peak
Rate | Trips Rate | Trips | Rate | Trips
Freshmen 1,200 Students | 1.720 | -2,064 | 0.051 | -6l 0.132 | -158
Commute 650 Students L1700 | -761 0.117 |-76 0166 | -108
Faculty/Staft TDM | 150 Personnel 1189 [ -178 0,123 |-18 0107 | -16
Total -3,003 -155 282

The Master Plan trip reduction strategies rely on several elements. The trip generation
analysis assumes that 10-15% of freshman would allowed to obtain parking permits
(about 55% of resident freshman are currently issued parking permits). A combination
of TDM measures would be implemented to decrease the number of trips generated by
commuting students and faculty/staff members. Implementation of these measure
would likely generate a demand for a local shuttle bus/transit service to transport those
students to key campus areas during peak times. In addition to parking restrictions,
enhanced bicycle facilities and an improved oncampus commercial environment and
community atmosphere, as well as telecommuting incentives, would reduce trips to and
from the campus. The trip generation analysis assumes continuation of the TDM
program for faculty and staff. Survey data indicate that approximately 35-40% of faculty
and staff members utilize altemative transportation modes (carpool, vanpool, bicycle,
walk, local transit, etc). The trip generation analysis assumes between 30 and 35% of
new faculty/staff personnel would continue in this same trend.

The net change in traffic expected by implementation of all the Master Plan components
and policies is summarized in Table 5.
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|ATTACHMENT 2
Table 5
Master Plan Trip Generation

AN, Peak P.M. Peak

Project Component ADT Hour Trips Hour Trips
Master Plan Additions 7.673 273 600
Master Plan Reductions -3,003 -155 -282
Net Project Change +4,670 +118 4318

As shown, the Master Plan is expected to generate a net increase of 4,670 ADT, 118
AM. peak hour trips and 318 P.M. peak hour trips.

Trip Distribution

Table 6 and Figure 8 show the trip distribution percentages used to assigned the Master
Plan traffic to the project-area street system. Project trip distribution percentages are
based on the analysis of existing trip distributions throughout the campus, the planned
roadway extensions and realignments oulined in the Master Plan, as well as
existing/proposed locations of on-campus housing and parking.

Table 6
Master Plan Trip Distribution

Origin/Destination Direction Percentage

California Boulevard South 4004

Highland Drive West 20%%

Grand Avenue Southeast 35%

Surrounding arcas Local 5%
Total 100%%

The concentration of Master Plan traffic (as well as existing traffic rerouted due to
roadway changes) would be expected on the extension of California Boulevard for
several reasons: 1) new onrcampus housing facilities are centralized northeast of N.
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facilitate better design, management, and operation of park-
ing facilities. Adapting a shared parking plan (o the needs of

different users is further discussed later in this chapter,

Walking Distances

Among the more critical issues for parking design, which in
turn affects 1ts abilily lo be shared and managed, is the walk-
ing distance from the parking arsa to the destination. As
stated by one of the most widely quoted experts on pedes-
trizn design, John ). Fruin, “there are indications that the tol-
erable limit of human walking distance is more situation-
related than energy-related.” The tolerable walking distance
for "a given design situation is related to such factors as the
trip purpose of the individual, the avallable time, and the
walking environment.”

A 300-foot walking distance may be unacceptable to a
custormer wishing to pick up a single product at a drug or
comvenience store. A 2,000-foot walking distance from a
parking facility is generally considered acceptable for therme
parks and event facilities; event parkers wishing to avoid

[ATTACHMENT 3_|

parking fees may trek even farther. The weather and available
protection from precipitation will affect acceptable walking
dislances, as will the “friction” along the walking path of
travel, Walking through areas perceived as unsafe will signif-
icantly reduce acceptable walking distances. Having to cross
major streets, railroad tracks, or bridges across freeways also
can be less desirable than a maore direct, pedestrizn-friendly
route. Another key facter is the visibility of the ultimate des-
tination along the path of travel, The walking distances from
the farthest spaces al a regional shopping center are-often
significantly longer than thase in downtowns or other activ-
ity centers, but being able to see a mall entry from the park-
ing space can make the long distance more acceptable,
Table 6-1 prasents acceptable walking distances, employ-
ing a level-of-service (LOS) approach similar to the traffic
engineering profession’s level-of-service classification sys-
tem. The LOS classification can be used to gauge the accept-
ability of a design compaonent to its patential users. LOS A s
the best or ideal performance, LOS Bis good, LOS C is aver-
age, and LOS D is below average but minimally acceptable,

r :
. m Level-of-Service (LOS) Conditions for Walking Distances from Parking

Masximum Walking Distance LosD Los € LOSB LOS A
Within Parking Facilities.
Surface Lot 1400 f 1050 i 00, 380
S_trL[thg 1200, 800 ft A00 Tt 300 fu

Mary 5 Smith and Thomas A. Butcher, *Hew Far Should Packers Have ta Walk? Farkimg, September 1994,

Design, Operation, and Management of Shared

Parking 137
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Losp Lsc

Factors Influencing Selection of Level of Service

-

Long Term

Just Glad to Find a Space

Speculative Office Building

s

Table 6-2 suggests some factors for determining the
appropriate level of service for a particular set of circurn-
stances, For further discussion of the selection of an appro-
priate level of service, see Parking Structures’

The level of service of the overall walking distance from a
parking space to a destination’s entry can be considered as
the average of its parts. For example, if the walking distance
from a parking spece to an elevator tower is 600 feet or LOS
B, and the walking distance from the pedestrian exit of the
garage to the destination s 1,600 feet or LOS D, then the
averall experience is LOS €

Why More Parking Is Not Always Better

When parking is relatively inexpensive to develop and pre-
vided free to the users, most segments of the community
{inclucing residents who might be adversely affected by
spillover parking, zoning staff and boards, lenders, and ten-
ants) tend to believe that more is better. One has only to
drive through suburban commercial areas to see that parking
is generally oversupplied. The planning community has rec-
ognized that designing roadways for the peak-hour volume
that ray ever ocour s not in the best interests of the com-
munity; this philosophy, however, is not nearly as widely
accepted in parking planning. With free surface parking,

138 Shared Parking

developers have less incentive to argue with requirements
that commonly result in significantly more parking spaces
provided than are reasonably necessary for & design day.
They can always seek permission to develop something
additional after the initial project is fulty leased and operating,
if the: parking supply proves to be excessive,

Dievelopers, tenants, and lenders somatimes express con-
cern about the competitive edge that the appearance of
ample parking may give a competing development i their
own site has a lower parking ratio, Developers and business
owners do on occasion adverlise “"abundant free parking”
when they perceive that their competitors are not ab'e lo
equal that claim.

An unintended end result of surface parking, especially in
excessive amaounts, is an inherently lower-densily develop-
ment, which in turn means Tt may be difficult to serve it eco-
nomically by transit. When buildings are surrounded by
parking lots, pedestrian trips between nearby establishments
become difficult. Pedestrian connections between buildings
are rarely well-developed, which encourages many 1o get
inta their cars znd drive a black or two for lunch or errands.

Parking structures are more commonly found in denser
developmeants and particularly on sites with higher land casts,
Higher-cost structured parking is more likely to be charged
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How Far Should Parkers

ave to Walk?

BY Mary S. Smith, PE. and Thomas A. Butcher, PE

One of the most [requently asked questions in any parking planning
process is: How far can we expect people o walk from a parking
facility to their ultimate destinations? Yet while most parking
consultants will tell you there are generally accepted rules of thumb,
no two consultants answer that question in quite the same way.

‘The primary cause for lack of consensus is that there are different
factors that affect different situations. Por instance, parking design-
ers usually call for maximum walking distances between 300 and
600 feet tor retail customers, but between 1,200 and 1,500 feet for
employee parking. Distances increase even more when you look at
special event standards: maximum walking distances accepled for
theme parks, stadiums and arenas reach as high as 2,000 feet.

One reason we talk in terms of “rules of thumb” is that there are no
definitive standards or puidelines for the industry. The most widely
J—— ~ quoted reference on pedestrian design in the architectural and trans-

 portation press is an older book, Pedestrian Planning and Design, by
John J. Fruin, PhD), upon which we have relied heavily for this article,

In his book, Fruin asserts that “there are indications that the toler-
~able limit of human walking distance is more situation-related than
energy-related.” The tolerable walking distance for “a given design
situation is related to such factors as the trip purpose of the individ-
ual, the available time and the walking environment,” Fruin writes.

We would expand Fruin's list of variables affecting acceptable walk-
ing distance to include the types of users, frequency of occurrence
or use, the familiarity of the user with the facility, the perception

of security, the expectations and concerns of the user, the degree of
weather protection provided along the path of travel, the perception
or absence of barriers or conflicts along the past of travel, and the
cost of alternatives to walking, if any.

Another reason we can rely only on rules of thumb is because until
recently, parking facilities were considered to be little more than a nec-
essary evil to any land-use development. As a result, many elements
of functional design have been addressed with these rules of thumb,
which are applied across the board to every type of parking project.

In recent years, however, property owners and developers have
come to recognize that parking is the first and last impression
afforded to both visitors and employees. As such, they are becoming
increasingly determined to make the parking facility reflect and be
compatible with the image of the complex as a whole.

10.1-310 Student Housing South
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Because each owner has a different vision or mission for
the property, the appropriate walking distance and other
design parameters will not be the same even for complexes
with the same land uses. For example, the neighborhood
shopping center will have different parking convenience
needs than either a high fashion center or regional mall.

With this change in philosophy, rules of thumb no longer
provide adequate guides for parking design.

The LOS Approach

To evaluate the qualitative variables in parking designin a
systematic and logical way, Walker Parking Consultants/
Engineers has developed the level of service (LOS)
approach to parking design. Borrowed from the traffic
engineering profession, it allows us to consider a variety
of variables affecting acceptability of such desipn decisions
as parking stall and aisle widths, turning radii, entry and
exit queuing standards, and sloping of parking floors and
express ramps.

‘The level of service classification system is similar to the
grading system used in schools: LOS A is the best or ideal
performance; LOS B is good; C is average; and D is below
average but minimally acceptable. LOS E is the approximate
point of failure, and LOS F describes gridlock conditions.

The LOS system is used to reflect the acceptability by the
users of a community of certain parameters. Most road-
ways that are new or are being improved are designed to
attain a LOS of C or better. LOS D is tolerated by commut-
ers in our major urban centers like New York, Los Angeles
and Chicago; and efforts to mitigate the conditions would
not be initiated until the LOS dropsto Eoreven F. Ina
small town, a street condition of LOS B may generate an
outery for traffic improvements.

Similarly, issues related specifically to the parking patron
can be reflected by the level of service approach. In many
cases the specific type of user plays a major role, even
within the same land use type. Is the typical user a family
going to a theme park (perhaps loaded down with stroll-
ers and diaper bags) or a group of adult friends going to a
foutball game? Is it an elderly couple meeting the family at
the airport or a business traveler? Are there transportation
alternatives for the user? s the user a shopper who has a
number of location choices or a visitor who comes to the
site for a specific reason that will not be heavily influenced
by parking convenience, such as a visit to a specific doctor?
How long is the person going to stay — a few minutes or

all day? Are there a variety of parking options at various
prices and walking distances such as in a central business
district? How often does the user park in the same facility:
every day or once a year? Is it a stressful situation, such as
hurrying to the airport or going to the hospital, or a more
routine commute or shopping trip?

The individual parker's expectations are also important,
1s the location suburban or urban? Is the lot an overflow

|ATTACHMENT 3

location at the regional shopping center used only at
Christmas season or a lot in front of a strip/convenience
center? Is it a special event where congestion and long
walking distances, are anticipated or a suburban office park
where convenience is part of the marketing of the building
to tenants? Is it a corporate headquarters where the image of
the corporation is an issues or a speculative office building,

Security also is an element perceived by the user; will he/
she be hurrying to traverse the area as quickly as possible,
or will the person feel comfortable enough to walk a fairly
long distance? Major factors that affect the perception

of security include time of day, the neighborhood, the
general activity levels and lighting,

With all these different variables, it is easy to see why it
has been difficult to set precise standards. We do feel,
however, that it is possible to develop such standards.

In each of the above questions and situations, a somewhat
better level of service is needed to satisty the former than
the latter types of user. We also might design 1o different
levels of service at different points within the system. For
example, we consider that the parking used on average or
typical days at shopping centers should be designed for LOS
A; for busy Saturdays LOS B should be maintained; and the
parking that only gets used for a few hours on the busiest
days of the year might be designed for LOS C. We usually
design airport parking for LOS A, although, occasionally,
we drop to B for long-term, frequent {lyer parking.

Other Issues

Other issues affecting walking distance are related to

the path of travel itself. Based on our experience and
available literature, we have determined there are at least
four variables related to path of travel: degree of weather
protection, climate, line of sight {can the parker see the
destination from the parking space?) and “friction”
{interruptions and constraints on the path of travel such
as crossing streets with or without traffic signals, and
natural and psychological barriers such as railroad tracks
or a change in neighborhood).

To fully reflect all path-of-travel variables in a classifica-
tiom of walking distance by level of service would require
an overly complex matrix. After some study, however,

we found that the degree of weather protection is the

most critical variable. We further decided that acceplable
walking distances entirely within a parking facility are
shorter than those for urban sidewalks, pedestrian bridges
or inside buildings such as airports. Because the user of

a facility walks down a parking aisle or follows a path
between cars to reach the elevator, a high degree of “fric-
tion” exists for this system. Also, since parking structures
are generally perceived as being less sale than open surlace
lots, the distinctions between walking within parking lots
and structures should be recognized.

wwew npapark org PARKING WMay 2008 Y
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Therefore, we have determined the level of service of walk-
ing distances for five different types of circumstances. The
first three reflect degrees of protection along a dedicated
path of travel (i.e., not within a parking facility):

1. totally unprotected
2. covered to reduce the effects of rain or snow
3. climate controlled such as in a pedestrian bridge

The final two categories are:

4. walking within a surface parking lot
5. walking within a parking structure or garage

‘The table below presents our recommended gradation of
maximum acceptable walking distance for levels of service

A through D, which is the lowest level that would be used
under design circumstances. We have not tried to determine
a distinction between E (the point of failure) and F {gridlock).

Level of Sarvice Conditions A ] c D
Clirnate Controlbed 1,000 | 24004 | 38006 | 520010
Ouidoon/ Coverad B0 1,000 1,500 2,000
CutdoorUncovarad 400 800 1,200 1,600
Through Surface Lot 350 T00 1,080 1,400
Inside Parking Facility 300 B0 800 1,200

Experience has shown that climate in the locality is not a
primary factor. There are few, if any, places in the United
States that have a truly ideal walking climate year round.
Heat can be just as discouraging to walking as cold - rain
just as discouraging as snow. Certainly a perfect day
increases the acceptable walking distances and would
probably increase to the maximum walking distances in
climate controlled settings. In the few localities where per-
fect weather is the year-round norm, we recommend that
the climate controlled figures on the table be used.

The maximum walking distance for an unprotecied path
of travel in a non-parking environment was determined
first, using several different types of information.

Fruin's Data

The most important determinant was Fruin’s data on

the relationship between the walking distance and the
proportion of people who choose to walk versus those
who choose other modes of travel. This data came from
an origin/destination survey at the Port Authority Bush
Terminal in midtown-Manhattan. This mid-town ter-
minal situation is probably as close to ideal for studying
the point at which an unprotected walking distance poes
from being minimally acceptable to unacceptable. With a
walking distance of less than 1,000 feet, virtually everyone
chose to walk, rather than catch a bus, take a taxi or other
available alternatives.

30} Mational Parking Association PARKING May 2008
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A common criteria for design in the transportation

and parking industry is the 85th percentile, i.e., one
selects a parameter that is acceptable to 85 percent of

the population. Designing for the 100th percentile is
excessively expensive; designing for the mean results in
problems for 50 percent of the population. In the mid-
town bus terminal study, at a distance of about 2,500 feet,
85 percent chose to walk. If the walk was a mile, about
half the people chose to walk. Fruin was careful to note
that the data was collected on a “fair spring day, resulting
in longer walking distances than would otherwise have
occurred in New York City”

Pruin compared the above distances to the “severely criti-
cized” maximum walking distances from curbside to gates
at such airports as (' Hare (1735 feet), Atlanta (1730 feet),
Dallas/Tort Worth (DFW) (1,650 feet) and San Francisco
{1,300 feer). Los Angeles, Kennedy, Miami and Detroil
each had maximum distances of about 1,100 feet.

The airport walking paths would be primarily in protected,
climate controlled spaces. However, people may be hurrying
to catch a plan; tired after a long business day; or toting
children, strollers and carry-on luggage. Also, the total
walking distances from parking space to gate would be
substantially longer.

Fruin noted that inter-terminal distances at those airports
range from 2,000 to more than 8,000 feet. Some of the
inter-terminal pedestrian connections are indoors, while
others are unprotected. Most people use the inter-terminal
bus service at the longer distances. (It is interesting to
note that since publication of Fruin's book, moving side-
walks have been added 1o O'Hare, both in the terminal
and between elevator cores in the garages; and a people-
mover has been added to the pedestrian terminal at the
American concourse at DFW.)

For special events, several references have cited 1,500 to
2,000 feet as a reasonable walking distance.

For university campuses (usually a LOS C or D condition),
our extensive experience with parking studies has found
that a significant number of students will walk as far as
amile in good weather, rather than wait for the univer-
sity shuttle bus. However, the usage of the shuttle system
increases sharply in poor weather. The students will not
park in distant lots (more than 1,500 to 2,000 feet) at all

il shuttle service is nol available to provide protection on
poor weather days.

City Walking

In cities such as Chicago, anecdatal analysis of commuter
walking distances indicates that 1,600 feet is a realistic
maximum for LOS D for typical weather conditions.

The LOS A unprotected walking distances in our chart
also were derived from sources that cited similar figures.

10.1-312
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Several cited an ideal walking distance inside the ring
road at major shopping centers as 400 feet; this distance
also has been found to be a reasonable walking distance
for shoppers in central business districts. One source cited
350 feet as the ideal walking distance for hospital parking.

Therefore, the acceptable maximum unprotected walk-
ing distances have been scaled from LOS A of 400 feet to
LOS D of L600 feet. The protected walking distances were
scaled from 500 feet for LOS A to 2,000 feet for LOS D, an
increase of 25 percent over the unprotected distances. The
fair weather bus terminal study, our experiences with uni-
versity student parking and the airport data cited by Fruin
led us to scale the climate controlled walking distances
from 1000 feet for LOS A to 5,200 feet (just under a mile)
for LOS D We understand that it is considered “ideal”™
(i.e., LOS A) in the airport industry to provide a moving
sidewalk or other people-mover if the walking distance
inside the terminal, and thus under climate controlled
circumstances, exceeds 1,000 feet,

Where there is friction along the pedestrian path of travel,
such as streets to cross and traffic signals, the acceptable
walking distance may be reduced by 25 percent or more.

For surface lot walking distances, we have relied on a
number of experiences and anecdotes in the design of
parking for shopping centers and other uses such as
theme parks. We then further discounted the walking

ATTACHMENT 3

distances within parking structures. It should be noted

substantially longer than those published by one of the
authors because of additional experience gains with
mega-struciures (more than 3,000 parking spaces)

since the book Parking Structures was published in 1989.

A path of travel often includes components from several
ol the above categories and conditions. In these cases
acceptable total path is less than the total path in climate
controlled circumstances for a LOS one notch below the
LOS used for the individual components. For example,
an airport to be designed for LOS A would want to have
a maximum path of travel of 300 feet from the parking
space to the elevator within a parking facility, and
aweather-protected path of no more than 500 feet from
the elevator lobby to the terminal. There may then be a
climate controlled path of no more than 1,000 feet from
the entrance to the terminal to the gate. The overall path
of travel should not exceed 2,400 feet (LOS B).

This stary was originally publizhed in Parking magazine in 1984,
Mary S. Smith is senicr vice president at Walker Parking Consultants,
She can be reached at mary.smith ®walkerparking.com, Thomas A,
Butcher is executive vice president of Walker Parking Consultants.
Ha can be reached at tom butcher @walkerparking.com,
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Attachment 4

Murry, Kim

From: Hudseon, Jake

Sent: Thursday, March 27, 2014 7:32 AM

To: Murry, Kim

Subject: FW: Info Requested from Today's CF Meeting
Attachments: Cal Poly Infozip

From: Hudson, Jake
Sent: Thursday, March 13, 2014 4:51 PM

To: Matt Haynes (M.Haynes@fehrandpeers.com); Ian Barnes (LBarnes@fehrandpeers.com)
Cc: Nearter@swea.com; Murry, Kim; Johnson, Derek
Subject: Info Requested from Today's CP Meeting

Attached is all the info requested of the City from Today's meeting.

Previous Cal Poly Master Plan EIR section stating that the reduced trip rates assumed TDM measures.
regarding TDM and how this was used to justify trip generation rate assumptions

Turning movement counts at CP gate ways

Studies and resources of walking distances for parking

Traffic Safety & Signal Warrant information for California & Taft

L e

Thanks for meeting today; | think it was really productive... let me know if there is anything else you might need.
Thanks,

Jake Hudson

Traftic Operations Manager

City oof San Luis Obispo

919 Palm Steeet, San Luwis Obispo, Ca
Phone: 805.781.7255

Fax: B05.781.7198
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Attachment 5

Warrants Summary Report
1: California & Taft

Intersection Information:

Major Street Minor Street
Street Name California Taft
Direction NE/SE WE
Number of Lanes 2 1
Approach Speed 35 25
Warrant Met? Notes
Warrant 1, Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume
Yes
Condition A or B Met? Yes 11 Hours met (8 required)
Condition A and B Met? Yes 11 Hours met (8 required)
Warrant 2, Four-Hour Vehicular Volume
Yas 9 Hours met (4 required)
Warrant 3, Peak Hour
Yes
Condifion A Met? IEE 0 Hours met (1 required)
Condition B Met? Yes 5 Hours met (1 required)

Warrant 4, Pedestrian Volume

Condifion A Met? EEI 0 Hours met (4 required)
Condition B Met? PRGN 0 Hours met (1 required)
Califormia 2007/ 10 1
Student Housing South 10.1-315
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Intersection Information:

Major Street Minor Street
Street Name California Taft
Direction NEB/SB WE
Number of Lanes 2 1
Approach Speed 35 25
Warrant Met? Notes

Warrant 6, Coordinated Signal System

Warrant 7, Crash Experience

Yes
Traffie Velume Cendition? PHER 1 Hours met (8 required)
Ped Condition? Yes 11 Hours met (8 required)
‘Warrant 8, Roadway Network

Yes

Warrant 9, Intersection Near a Grade Crossing

AWSC Warrant, Multiway Stop Application

Caondition A Met? Yes

Condition B Met? Yes

Condition C Mst? [
Califormia 2007/ 10 2
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Warrant 1: Eight-hour Vehicular Volume

1: California & Taft

Intersection Information:

Major Street Califernia
Major Direction NB/SB
Minor Direction W8

Warrant 1 Met? | Va8

Details:
Condition & or B Met? Yes 11 Hours met (8 required)
Condition A and B Met? Yes 11 Heurs met (8 required)
100% Standand ary Standard
Major Condition A Candition B Condition & Condition B Wat? Cond. A OF Mes? Cond. &
v‘: 5 I!l valume | Yolume |Voluma  Volume | High- | valuma - Volume | volume  Valuma Cond. B AND Cond. B
m:::f e {00% | >=80% [+=100% c=80% |volume [ee 004 we 805 [se100% = 0%
both | £oumn . column | column | column | Winer |column | column | column | column | Candition Condition | Candition Conditio
Heur approac {800y? (480 | (00)F (72097 | Appreac ] (15007 ¢ {12007 {57 [R2Ey A100% B 100% A B0% B B
hes) L Column  Column Column  Column
Vighicles
0800 10 0700 267 (5 L [F] Mo Mo 13 Mo ey Yis Tes Mo M L [F] Ma
0815100715 138 Mo Mo Mo Mo 187 Yes Yes Yes Yas Mo Mo Mo Na
0830 1o 0T 20 443 Mo Mo Mo o 155 Yas Wes Yas Yas Mo Mo Mo ha
DA% 100748 G300 Yes Yee Mo Ho 245 Yae Yos Yes Yag Yos" Mg Yes g
07040 1 D8 30 Bag Yas Yes Mo Yes 254 Yes Yes Yes Yas Yea Mg Yes® ¥ea”
071510 0B15 1013 Yes Vs R Yed 294 es Tes Yed Yeas Wes Yes* Vs A
O7:30 1o D& 30 1111 Yes Yes. Yes Yes 334 as Tes Yes Yas Yes Yes Yes. s
O7:45 to OB 45 1093 Yes Yes Yes Yes 340 Yas Yes fes Yas Yes* Yes Yes Yas
DE00 oA | 1067 Yas o5 Yas Yes 55 Yas Yes Yos Yas o5 Yas Yes* fes®
R LR el Rk 1009 Yag Yes Yes Yes 294 Yes Wes Yes Yes Yes Yes® Yes A
Califormia 2007/ 10 3
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0820100830 | 923 | Yes Yes | tes Yes | 237 | es ves | ves  es Yos Yos Yes  Yes
OiaSoasas | 857 Yas | Yes Mo Yes 184 Yas | Yes Yeos Yas Yas" Mo Yus s
O 1o 10000 750 Yes Yeg Mo Yes 155 s Yes Yes a6 Yes Mo Yes™ Yes"
[E:RERERIERES 715 Yeg Yes Mo l M 183 Yeg Wes Yoo Yes Yes M Yes Ma

Do8:30 1o 10030 718 Yes | Yes Mo | Mo 155 fas | Yes fes Yas Hes Mo Yes Na

345 1o 10045 725 Yes Yes Mo : Yes 154 s Tes Yes Yas Yeas® Ma Yes s
100010 11:00 | 718 Yes  Yes Mo Mo 147 Mo Wes Yos Yas Mo Mo Yos Ma

1015101118 753 Yas ¥es5 Mo Ves 152 Yas e o5 Yas ¥es Mo os' fes®
1030101130 | 775 Yes s No | ves 161 Yes | Yew Yoz Yas Yes Mo Yes Y
104510 11:45 B47 Yes Yes Mo Yes 194 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes® M Yes s
11:00 18 1200 863 Yes : Yes Yei | T pr ] Yas ; Yes Yes Yas Yes Yes* Yes s
111510 1215 1083 Yas | Yas. Yas Yes 61 Yes | Yes Yas Yas Yos Yas Yos© Yos*
130w i230 | 111 Yes | Yes Yes . Yes 6 Yes | Yes Yeos Yas Yes a5 Yes s
14510 1345 1050 Yas Y85 Yas Yes a7 Yas Yes fas Yas Vas" Yas Y85 Yas
120010 1300 872 Yas . Yes Yes. . Yes 228 ¥og . Yen Yes Yas Yes Yas® Yee Yan
121511315 am Ya8 . Yes Ne . TYea 0 Yes . Yea Yes Yes ea Mo Yas® ¥ea"
12:30 10 1330 873 Yes : Yes Mo Yes 193 Yas : Yes Yes Yas es M Yes Yas
124510 1% 45 agg Yas Yes Mo Yes ik Yas o5 Yas Yas Yas" Mo Yes Yas
130010 14:00 | 533 Yes - Yes Yes - Yes 03 Yas - Yem fos Yas s ‘fas® ¥es Yas
REREDRERE 1002 Vas . Yes Yes : Yes 9 Yeg : Tes Yes Yes Yee AL ] Yes® Yea"
13:30 10 14.30 1001 Yes Yes Yas Yes 18 Yes es Yes Yas Yes Yes Yes Yas
1345101445 | 1020 Yes | Yea Yea | Tes 192 e : Wes Yes Yes Yes® AL ] Yes R
14:00 10 1500 1033 Yes : Yes Yas es 198 as Yes Yes Yeas Yes Yes* Yes as
141501516 1028 Yas : Yes Yas Yoz 194 fas : Wos Yas Yas Yes Yas Yam® Yos*
13001530 | 107 Yes Yes Yas : Yes L Yas Yes Yes Yas Yes Yas Yes Yas
144510 1545 1140 Yas . Yes Yes Ves 138 ¥es . Yes Yes Yas Yo" Yas Yes Yeas
15:00 10 1600 1171 Yes Yes Yeas Wes 187 es ey Yes Yeas e Yea* Yes A
151510 1618 1224 Yas : Yes Yas ! Yes 213 as : Yes Tes Yas es Yes Ys* Yes*

Califormia 2007/ 10 4
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15:30 to 1830 ! 1250 Yes Yes ! hH Yos 248 Yas Yes fes Yas Yos Yes Yes Yas
| |

154510 1645 1248 Yas Yes | Yas Y5 280 Yas Yak a5 Yas Yas" Yas Y85 Yas
| |

150010 1700 | 1268 Yes Yes | Yes Yes 3 b Yeg Yes fes Ye& es Yes® Yes Yes
| I

18151715 | 1294 Yes Yes | Yes Yea 00 Yes Yes Yes ¥es Yea Yeg Yes® Yea*
I I

18:3010 1730 1322 Yes Yes | Yes Yes 268 Yas Tes fes Yas Yes Yes Yes Yas
I I

184510 17 45 130 Yes Yes Yas Yes 238 Yas Wes Yes Yas Ve Yen Yes Yas
| |

170010 1800 | 1290 Yes Yes | Yes Yes 185 Yas Yes fes Yas Yos Yes* Yes Yas
| |

174510 1818 G4l Va5 o5 fas Yes 143 M Yes fas Yas Ne Va5 Yos* Yos*
| |

700 1830 ] Mg Yes | Mo L] ] Mo Ma Yes Ye& Mo Mo Mo Mg
| I

17450 1845 | 318 Mg Mo Mo Ny 42 Mo Ha W M Mo Mg Mo Na
| |

Califormia 2007/ 10 5
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Warrant 2: Four-hour Vehicular Volume
1: California & Taft

Intersection Information

Major Street Minor Street
Street Name California Taft
Direction NB/SB wB
Number of Lanes 2 1
Approach Speed 35 75

Warrant 2 Met?

Details:
Motes: 9 Hours met (4 required)
Low Population? [N
Four-Hour Vehicular Volume
Community Population Greater Than 10,000 and Major Street Approach Speed Below 40 mph
< 500
B
E = Warmmant Curve
E 400 W Viamanied
a * Unweamanted
‘g. ) 1 Mapr, 1 Mnor
E 300 1 Mapr, 2+ Minar
g = 2+ Major, 1 Minor
é 00 2+ Major, 2+ Minge
f_: Ly
=
¥ 10
@
] *
=
i
300 400 500 500 700 800 200 1000 1100 1200 1300 1400
Major Strewt - Total of Both Appreachas (VFH)
Califormia 2007/ 10 3]
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Hourly Volumes

Hour

Wajor Streat Total of both approaches [VPH]

Miinar Streat Highast velume appreach [VPH)

00:00:00 - 01:00:00
| comowo | oo
| wwmeoswo | oo |
| mwoewo | 0w
| mwoozwo | ow
| amaow | o

Califormia 2007/ 10

0.00

Q.00

0.00

Q.00

125.00

306.00

124.00

147.00

130.00

139.00

Q.00

0.00

0.00
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Warranted Hours

Heour

Major Street Total of both
approaches (VPH)

Minor Street Highest volume
appraach (VPH)

Califormia 2007/ 10

Maote: Only data of howrs warranted is represented in the above table
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Warrant 3: Peak Hour
1: California & Taft

Intersection Information:

Major Street Minor Street
Street Name California Taft
Direction NE/SE WE
Number of Lanes 2 1
Approach Speed s 25
Warrant 3 Met?
Detalls:

Low Population?

Condition A Met?

Mates:

Motes: 0 Hours met (1 required)
Miner Approach Time Delay Condition  MotMet
Minor Approach Volume Condition et
Total Entering Intersection Velume Condition  MNotMet
Condition B Met? Yes

5 Hours met (1 required)

Califormia 2007/ 10
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Warrant 3

Peak Hour Vehicular Volume
Community Population Greater Than 10,000 and Major Street Approach Speed Below 40 mph

= 600

E‘ 500 = Wamant Curve

i B Waransed

a * Unwaranied

< 400 1 Magor, 1 Minge
E 1 Magr, 2+ Minor
; W00 = 2# Mazjor, 1 Minor
jﬁ 2+ Mapor. 2+ Minor
2 200

Yl

g
E

400 500 500 OO0 800 900 1000 100 1200 1300 1400 1500 1800 1700 1800
Major Street - Total of Bath Approaches (VPH)

Kota: Please turn over for wolume information.

Califormia 2007/ 10 10
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Warranted / Unwarranted

Hour

Major Street Total of both
approaches (VPH)

Minor Street Highest volume
approach (VPH)

Califormia 2007/ 10

11
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Warrant 4. Pedestrian Volume
1: California & Taft

Intersection Information:

Major Street Minor Street
Street Name California Taft
Direction NE/SE Wwe
Number of Lanes 2 1
Approach Speed 35 25

Warrant 4 Met? _

Details:
Fedestrian Four-Hour Volume Warrant met? _
Pedestrian Peak Hour Warrant Met?  No
Mates 0 Hours met (4 required)
Speed imit or B5th-percentile speed on the major street = 35 mph, or R S
intersection lies within an isolated community with population = 10,000 ?
Califormia 2007/ 10 12
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Warrant 4, Pedestrian Four-Hour Voluma

400

300

20

Total of Ml Pedestnans Cossing Major 52 ee (PPH)

= Wamant 4 Curve
B Wararied
* Unwaranted

600 700 600 500 1000

1100 1200 1300 1400
Major Siresi - Viehicles Per Houw - Total of Both Appeoaches (VPH)

Warranted [ Unwarranted
Major Street Vehicle Volume ‘Wolume of Pedestrians Croassing Major
Hour (VPH) Street (VPH)
700 am 854 10
8:00 am 1,116 10
4:00 pm 1,448 18
5:00 pm 1,358 5
Califormia 2007/ 10 13
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Warrant 4, Pedestrian Four-Hour Volume

= Warant 4 Curve
E Varanted
* Unwaranied

Toal cl Al Poschas g e Cossang

. + * P
300 400 500 600 700 1100 1200 1300 1400
N St P
Pedestrian Peak Hour
Hour ‘WVehicular Velume Pedestrain Volume
16:00:00 1448 18
Califormia 2007/ 10 14
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Warrant 5: School Crossing
1: California & Taft

Intersection Information:

Major Street Name California

Major Direction NB/SB

Warrant 5 Met? _

Details:
Time Peried Interval for Students Crossing (min} 0
Number of Students Crossing in Time Period 0
Number of Adeguate Gaps in Time Penod 0
Other Remedial Measures Attempted? No
Adjacent Signal on NB approach? No
Adjacent Signal cn SB approach? No
Will New Signal Restrict Progressive Traffic? Yes
Califormia 2007/ 10 15
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Warrant 6: Coordinated Signal System
1: California & Taft

Intersection Information:
Major Street Name |~ California

Major Direction MNBISB

Warrant 6 Met? [N

Detalls:
Approach Acceptable Adjacent Coordinating Adjacent Intersection
DinMame Platooning? Signal? Distance
WE Approach (Taft)
Yes I NI
ME Approach (California)
Yes T Ne YA
SB Approach (California)
Yes . N NiA
Unacceptable Platooning? Distance to Closest Signal
(AL haast one approach) {Miuat be MA or >= 1000)
No /A
Califormia 2007/ 10 16
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Warrant 7: Crash Experience
1: California & Taft

Intersection Information:

Major Street Name | California
Major Direction | NB/SE
Minor Direction |'WE

Warrant 7 Met?

Details:
Low Population? No
Major Street Speed Limit 35
Major Street 85th-Percentile Speed 35.00
Qualifying Crashes 5
Adequate Alternative Trials? Yas
Traffic Volume Condition Met? Yes 11 Hours Met (8 Required)
Ped VYolume Condition Met? No 1 Hours Met [3 Requuedh
Traffic Volumes Pedestrian Volumes
B0% Standard Mat?
B ORE Westbound Ped Volumes
Major Street  Minors Streel
Heur Vehieles Vehicles Candition Condition Pods = 807 Pads = 07
A B
06:00 to 0700 293 0 Mo Mo 0 Mo 0 Mo
05:15 ta 0715 341 0 Ne Mo 0 Mo 1 L]
08:30 to OT:30 440 0 Mo Ma 0 Mo 0 Mo
0645 to 0745 538 i Mo Ho i Mo o Mo
07:00 to 08:00 B854 0 Mo Na 0 Ma o Mo
0715 to 0B:15 1034 0 Mo Ha 0 Mo o hla
07:30 ts 05:30 141 i Mo Ha o Ha o Ho
O7:45 to 0545 1138 0 Mo Ma 0 Mo 0 L]
Califormia 2007/ 10 17
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08:00 to 09:00

08:15 ta 0915

08:30 to 09:30

08:45 to 0845
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08:15 to 10:15

09:30 te 10:30

08:45 to 10:45

10:00 to 1100

101510 11115

10:30 10 11:30

10:45 10 11:45
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11:151e 1215

11:30 to 12:30

114510 1245
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12:15 10 1315
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12:45 to 13:45

13:00 to 14:00

13150 1415

13:30 1o 14:30

13:45 to 14:45

14:00 to 15:00

14:15 to 15:15

14:30 to 15:30
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Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR

14:45t0 15:45
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151510 16:15

15:30 to 16:30

154510 1645

16:00 to 17:00

16151 1715
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164510 1745

1700 to 18:00

171510 1815

17:30 to 18:30

1745 to 18:45
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Warrant 8: Roadway Network

1: California & Taft

Intersection Information:

Major Street Name California
Major Direction MNEISE
Minor Direction WEB

Warrant 8 Met? (A or B)

Details:
Growth Rates (per year)
NE SB WEB
L L 0.00% L 0.00%
T 0.00% T 0.00% T
R R R

Condition A, Total Entering Violume

Condition B, Non-normal Business Day

Existing
Existing Peak Hour 1294 Highest Hour 0
Years 00 Second Highest Hour 0
E‘“"“’ rﬁ" ::_“" , Lssq Third Highest Hour 0
AIANL LS han i Fourth Highest Hour 0
Warrant 2 in 5 Years? Yes Fifth Highest Hour 0
Warrant 3 in 5 Years? Yes
Yearly Growth Rate 0.00%
Years 0.00
Future
Highest Hour 0
Second Highest Hour 0
Third Highest Hour 0
Fourth Highest Hour 1]
Fifth Highest Hour 0
Condition A Met? Yes Condition B Met?  [[NNRNCIS

Califormia 2007/ 10
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Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR

Warrant 9: Intersection Near a Grade Crossing

1: California & Taft
Intersection Information:
Major Street Minor Street
Street Name California Taft
Direction MNB/SB WE
Number of Lanes 2 1
Approach Speed 35 25

Warrant 9 Met? [Ne

Details:
MNote No approach with a railroad grade crossing
Minor-street approach having a grade crossing
Distance from the center of the track to the stop or yield line interpolated
Mumber of occurences of rail traffic par day Adjustment factor
Pearcentage of high-ocoupancy buses crossing the track % Adjustment factor
Percentage of tractor-trailer trucks crossing the track % Adjustment factor

The rail traffic arfival times are uknown, the highest traffic valume hour of the day is used

Califormia 2007/ 10 21
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Warrant

500 T "

O IR T SO D R T PR S - = Viamare Curve
r . | | | 1 | B Waranted
: I * Unwaranted
> h

200 i

]

0 00 200 300 400 500 600 VOO 80O 800 OO0 100 1200 1300 1400 1500
X ams
Warranted | Unwarranted
Hour Major Street Total of Both Approaches [VPH) Adjustid Valume af Miner Approach Crassing the Track
[WPH]
Califormia 2007/ 10 22
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Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR

Bicycle Warrant
1: California & Taft

Intersection Information :

Major Street Name Califermia
Major Direction MNEB/SB
Minor Direction WEB

Bicycle Warrant Met?

Details:
Collision (two or more counts) 0
Geometric Path  No

Volume Condition Met?

RS Mo hour met

Title:
Traffic Volumes Bicyele Volumes Condition
Vehicles entering Bicycles entering B*V=
Hour the Intersection the Intersection (B) 500007 B ==507?
06200 to 07-00 418 1} M o
05115 to 07315 503 1} MNe o
05:30 to 0730 642 o he Na
065045 to 0745 876 o Mo Mo
0700 to 08:00 1088 o Ne Mo
0715 to 08:15 1308 s} Mo Mo
07:30 to 08:30 1445 o Ne Mo
0745 to 0845 1439 o Mo Ha
08:00 to 09:00 1422 o Ne M
08:15 to 09:15 1303 o Mo MNa
068:30 to 0830 1160 o Mo Ma
Califormia 2007/ 10 23
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08:45 to 09:45
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09:15 to 10015
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10630 t0 11:30
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11:15t0 12:15

11:30 10 12:30

11:45 to 12:45

12:00 to 13:00

121510 1315

12:30 to 13:30

12:45 to 13:45

13:00 to 14:00

13:15to 1415

13:30 te 1430

13:45 to 14:45

14:00 to 15:00

14:15 to 15:15
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14:45 10 1545
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15:15 ke 1815
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15:45 to 16:45

16:00 to 17:00
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16:30 to 17:30
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16:45to 17:45
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17:45 to 18:45
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All-Way Stop Control Warrant : Multiway Stop Applications
1: California & Taft

Intersection Information:
Major Street Name Califernia
Major Direction MNE/SE
Minor Direction WB
AWSC Warrant Met? | Yes |
Details:
Condition A Met? Yes
Condition B Met? Yes
Condition C Met? PHE s Hours Met (8 Required)
Qualifying Crashes By
Major Street 85th-Paercentile Speed 3500
Major Street Speed Limit 35
Califormia 2007/ 10 26
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Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR

Traffic Volumes Bicycle Volumes Ped Volumes Condition C
ajor Miner  |Westhaund ‘Wasthaund Major Street Minor Street
Street  Sireat Bicycle Bicycle
Hour Vehicles Vehicles | Vaolumes. Walurmes.

(Total Wehicle | AvgiVeh + Ped +  Delay »=
Wolume) >= 300 | Bicycle) == 200 30

08:30 to O7:30 449 193 4] o [¥] [} fes Mo Yes
i
|

07 :30 to 08:30 1.141 304 1] ] 4] o Yeos Ma Yas
|
[

08:30 to 0930 956 204 0 1] [+} [+] Yes Ma Yes
1

Califormia 2007/ 10 27
Student Housing South 10.1-341
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Attachment &

California & Taft
lookup file not found 01/01/09 - 12/31/13

O
04/20/09

¥
03/11/10

he

o — I D
ST r‘Eﬂ,_W“ﬂ 0ar25/08

-
0572

D4i1a1z

-t —
11119409
04/28/12

11/04/12  04/22M10

Lo’___;nzmﬁz T G 17
L 10/14/09 e

o2/mz2nz2
gl =| =l
ﬁ&ﬁ E;@ EE 09126772
T e T PR —
& 2 = x 03/19M3
e
a7/08M3
o 25
lookup file not found
<« Straight —= Parked « Pedestrian  Fixed objects:
<— Stopped <~ Erratic X Bicycle 0 General @ Pole
< Unknown <~ Out of control () Injury @ Signal 8 Curb
. J Sl @ Tree & Ammal
< Backing w___ Right turn @® Fatality
<= Overtaking » Left turn > Nighttime i 3rd vehicle
<= Sideswipe & U-turn 1 DUI « Extra data
C 6 03132074 ntersection Magle ver B 704 Pd' Programming 198
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Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR

Intersection Turming Movement
Prepared by: Attachment 7

Fiewo Data Senvices or Amzowa, Inc.
S520.316.48T4s

Project #: 10-1081-030

TMC SUMMARY OF California & Foothill
APPROACH LANES
N
i Al HEE @
3 AN HBE
g sl&f=
Foothill = G L Foothill
AM [ad] ] TOTAL H}
331 | 108 | 117 | 106 | T T pr— s [ 0| 65| & ] &
493 I 159 [ 138 | 1ee [—> stanaL S—— 75 [ o6 | 152 ] 323 || | E
I B E L[ wfe | 15 5
I
z
i
E LOCATION #: 10-1081-030

=D

36

TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT

L1
5

California & Foothill
(Intersection Name)

839 | 411 | 241 | 187 ::>
==

106

1179| 424 | 354 | 401 é)

TOTAL

-} Thursday 05,03/2012
Dy Date
% APPROACH LAMES I T ST |
AM FOOAM . BOOAM
NOON 1100AM 100PM
FM 3NOpr . SO0FM
AP FEAK HOUR _THSAM
WOON PEAE HOUR 1130 Ar4
PM PEAK HOUR 345 FM
Student Housing South 10.1-343
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Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR

Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:

*fEsLn Data Services oF ARizoNa, Inc.

520.316.6745

M-S STREET:  California DATE: 05/03/2012 LOCATION: San Luis Obispo
E-W STREET: Foothill DAY: Thursday PROJECT# 10-1081-030
NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WF WR TOTAL

LANES 1 1.5 0.5 0.5 1.5 i | 1.5 0.5 1 1 0.5 0.5

6:00 AM

B:15 AM

6:30 AM

6:45 AM

7:00AM 90 50 5 0 7 3 13 18 46 1 4 1 238
7:15 AM 92 B8O 5] 0 5 4 19 23 61 6 ] 2 304
7:30 AM 131 68 10 1 11 B 13 15 B4 9 7 4 361
7:45 AM 89 142 11 3 18 4 39 64 62 4 14 10 460
8:00AM 130 90 2 2 2 11w s 5 3 19 9 400
B:A5AM 87 70 10 o0 18 5 2 33 8 12 25 1 363
B:30AM 118 109 12 2 12 11 20 3 5 11 17 4 409
B:45 AM B8 110 6 4 25 7 26 53 75 10 21 6 431
Q:00 AM

9:15 AM

9:30 AM

9:45 AM

10:00 AM

10:15 AM

10:30 AM

10:45 AM

11:00 AM

11:15 AM

11:30 AM

11:45 AM
[ToTAL ML [ NT [ NR | SL [ ST | SR EL | ET | ER | WL [ WT | WR | TOTAL
Volumes 825 719 62 | 1z 118 53 | 179 268 524 | 56 113 37 | 2966
Approach % | 51.37 44.77 3.86| 6.56 6448 28.96| 18.43 27.60 53.96| 27.18 54.85 17.96
App/Depart 1606 [ 935 | 183 f 698 | 971 ] 342 | 206 ] 991

AM Peak Hr Begins at: 745 AM

PEAK

Volumes 424 411 3 | 7 v 31 |iwse 159 2258 | 30 ¥5 24 | 1632
Approach % | 48.74 47.24 4.02| 6.48 6481 28.70| 2057 3029 49.14| 23.26 58.14 18.60

PEAK HR.

FACTOR: | 0.899 | 0.771 | 0.795 | 0.849 | oass7 |
CONTROL:  Signal

COMMENT 1

COMMENT 2:

Student Housing South

Environmental Impact Report

10.1-345
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Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR

FieLo Data Services oF Arizona, Inc.
520.316.6745

N-5 STREET: (Califormia

Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:

DATE: 05/03/2012

LOCATICON: San Luis Obispo

E-W STREET: Foathill DAY: Thursday PROJECT# 10-1081-030
NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTEBOUND WESTBOUND
NL NT NR. SL 5T SR EL ET ER. WL WT WR  TOTAL
LANES: 1 15 05 05 15 1 1.5 05 1 1 0.5 05
10:00 AM
10:15 AM
10:30 AM
10:45 AM
11:00 AM 78 37 5 7 82 3 1% 3 65 6 36 3 380
11:15AM 90 32 7 2 49 12 20 2} €6 &8 M 4 36
11:30 AM 74 64 15 2 s 21 22 32 61 10 28 4 368
1145 4M 111 94 7 2 4 220 46 € A 10 12 10 477
12:00 PM 100 45 7 4 79 o 30 25 100 12 32 5 473
12:15PM 69 34 7 3 1 15 19 21 9% 5 24 1 348
1230PM4 88 3% 8 0 33 15 28 2 74 10 2 4 M6
12:45PM 61 43 4 i ¥ 13 24 3@ 77 8 23 3 324
1:00 PM
1:15 PM
1:30 PM
1:45 PM
2:00 PM
2:15 PM
2:30 PM
2:45 PM
3:00 PM
3115 PM
3:30 PM
3:45 pM
|TOTAL NL | NT | HNR SL | ST | SR EL | ET | ER | WL | wWT | wWrR | TOTAL
Valumes 671 389 &0 | 21 365 158 | 208 266 610 | 72 209 33 | 3062
approach % | 59.91 34.73 5.36] 3.86 6710 29.04] 19.19 2454 56.27| 22.93 66.56 10.51
App/Depart | 1120 7 630 | 544 [ 1047 | 1084/ 347 | 319 1038
NOON Peak Hr Begins att 1130 AM
PEAK
valumes 34 241 3% |11 199 8 117 138 3B | w0 9% zulmssl
approach % | S6.10 3819 571] 372 67.23 2905 2007 2367 56.26| 25.64 61.54 12.82
PEAK HR.
FacTor: | 0.744 0.655 | 0.823 0.796 | oars |
CONTROL: Signal
COMMENT 1: 0
COMMENT 2: 0 _
HOURS: FROM: TO:
A 700 |AM ap0  |AM
MOOM | 1100 [AM 100 |PM
Fi 300 |FM 500 |[PM

Student Housing South

Environmental Impact Report

10.1-347
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Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR

Intersection Turning Movement

FieLp DaTa Services oF Arizona, INc.
520.316.6745

N-5 STREET: California DATE: 05/03/2012 LOCATION: San Luis Obispo
E-W STREET: Foothill DAY: Thursday PROJECT# 10-1081-030

NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUMND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WI WR TOTAL
LANES: 1 15 05 05 15 1 15 05 1 1 05 05
1:00 PM
1:15 PM
1:30 PM
1:45 PM
2:00 PM
2:15 PM
2:30 PM
2:45 PM
300PM 90 29 10 7 82 30 17 % 116 13 % 3 454
315PM 105 41 6 2 52 18 13 27 114 17 27 4 426
330PM 111 56 7 5 46 17 24 26 117 9 29 6 453
3:45 PM 96 77 7 4 70 26 47 41 118 11 35 6 538
4:00 PM 107 36 7 7 B3 37 13 41 134 21 44 2 537
4:15PM 83 32 11 5 82 26 26 3 134 23 41 6 503
430PM 115 42 10 6 87 35 20 0 117 11 32 2 507
445PM 98 38 9 3 72 028 %6 33 102 1% 3 2 463
5:00 PM
5:15 PM
5:30 PM
5145 PM
6:00 PM
6:15 PM
6:30 PM
6:45 PM
[FoTAL NC | NT | MR | SL | ST | SR | EL | ET | ER | WL | WT | WR ] TOTAL
Volumes 805 351 67 | 39 S/9 217 | 186 257 952 | 121 276 31 | 3881
Approach % | 6582 2870 548] 4.67 69.34 2599 1333 1842 68.24| 2827 6449 7.24
AppfDepart [1223 7 568 | B35/ 1652 | 1395/ 363 | 428/ 1298

PM Peak Hr Begins at: 345 PM
PEAK
Wolumes 401 187 35 22 327 124 106 146 503 (1] 152 16 2085
Approach % 64.37 30,02 562 465 69.13 26.22] 14.04 19.34 66.62] 28.21 64.96 5.84| |
PEAK. HR.
FACTOR: | 0.865 | 0.896 | 0.916 | 0.836 | nasa |
CONTROL:  Signal
COMMENT 1: O
COMMENT 2: O
Student Housing South 10.1-349

Environmental Impact Report
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Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR

-(all.n Dara Services or Arzona, Inc.

S520.316.6T45
Pedestrian & Bicycle Study

N5 STREET: Cakloram Dt D2TNTINZ Clty: San Liz Dhigze
- STREET: Fachl Diy: Thuraay Peaject 8: 101001000
LIE___IEE LI! [Wits | E_ﬂg !«!3 [wite |
T-00 A & 700 AN [1]
718 A0 10 T13Am F)
T30 A & 733 AN [] Meith Leg
T4 A0 ] ] Tt Am T
B0 A I 01 AN
LaLEL [] 18 AN
a0 A [ 31 5M
B8 ] ] 155 BN
TOTAL E [ T Tatall £ T 1] st Leg EaiLig
FEOEE RGNS BIGYCLES
Wibs | Biec | eic | witc iEe | Eies | Eifc | Wit
N L e r e L e EREE L ErE WIS P
115 Al B ] 115 AN |
1130 Al 100 1 130 AN
145 A4 5 #9765 AN
1200 Pl E ] 09 PN
1216 P4 ! 15 M
230 i £ £ 0
A3 a8 Pial a 10 Ak
¥ 1) AL T 0
Ltﬁ___ii E LI! [WLES | _F[E__‘IE !i“ Wik |
=00 P 3 = 200 PN
=18 P1 i 5 214
=30 Py iT [0 331 P
243 Pl n 31 145 PN
00 Py 5 ] 403 M
418 Pl EEER.
.30 Py = = 431 M T
445 Pl T 18 A& P -
ToTAL] Fl ] EE5] Tamall b7
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Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR

Intersection Turming Movement
Prepared by: Attachment &8

Fiewo Data Senvices or Amzowa, Inc.
S520.316.48T4s

Project #: 10-1081-036

APPROACH LANES
N
. E
§ Bl |E|&]~
el l=z2(8]-
z Ay
Slack = al K Slack
AW [ait] ] TOTAL B
TOTAL  AM MO i E
[ zsi w01 [ &6 | 82 | exornal T [ 12| s ][]z
1l o [ 3] 5 =3  smarsiee <—l 2] +]s T E
L [ e e | =2 < LslsTs] s 5
I
% ﬁ;:)
w
E LOCATION #: 10-1081-036

=D

TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT

L1

Grand & Slack
(Intersection Name)

1535349553)

seo | 400 | 271 | 220 | —
4

TOTAL

Wednesday 05/02/2012
- Dy Date
‘E APPROACH LAMES I T ST |
AM 7I0AM . BIOAM
NOON 1130AM 130PM
FM A0OPMA . GO0FM
AP FEAK HOUR —T30AM
WOON PEAE HOUR 1130 Ar4
PM PEAK HOUR 500 PM
Student Housing South 10.1-355
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Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR

Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:

ﬁsm Data Services oF ARizoNa, Inc.

520.316.6745

N-S STREET: Grand DATE: 05/02/2012 LOCATION: San Luis Obispo
E-W STREET: Slack DAY: Wednesday PROJECT# 10-1081-036
NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUMND WESTBOUND
ML NT NR 5L 5T SR EL ET ER WL WT WR  TOTAL
LAMNES: i | 2 0 0 2 1 0 1 0 0 1 0
6:00 AM
6:15 AM
6:30 AM
6:45 AM
7:00 AM
7:15 AM
7:30 AM 17 107 1] i 18 8 11 a 4 1 0 0 167
7:45 AM 17 223 0 1 20 7 53 0 7 2 0 0 330
&:00 AM 15 87 0 1 23 6 23 0 12 1 2 0 170
8:15 AM 9 a2 0 1 27 4 14 0 15 1 0 0 153
8:30 AM 16 a7 0 1 12 2 25 1 13 1 1 0 159
8:45 AM 18 111 1 2 26 5 25 1 9 0 0 i | 199
Q:00 AM 7 66 1] 0 41 7 22 li] 7 1 0 1] 151
9:15 AM 11 55 1 1 20 8 12 0 9 2 0 0 119
9:30 AM
9:45 AM
10:00 AM
10:15 AM
10:30 AM
10:45 AM
11:00 AM
11:15 AM
11:30 AM
11:45 AM
[ToTAL ML | NT | NR | SL | ST | SR | EL | ET | ER | WL | WT | WR | TOTAL

Volurmnes 110 818 2 8 187 47 185 2 76 9 3 1 1448
Approach % 11,83 B7.96 0220 3.31 77.27 1942] 7034 Q.76 2890] 69,23 23.08 7.69
App/Depart 930/ 1004 | 242 | 272 | 263 | 12 13 / 160

AM Peak Hr Begins at: 730 AM

PEAK.
Wolumes 58 499 0 4 8B 25 101 0 38 5 2 ] 820
Approach % 1041 8953 000] 342 7521 21.37| 7266 0.00 27.34| 7143 2857 0.00

PEAK HR.
FACTOR: | 0.580 | 0.914 | 0.579 | 0.583 | oe21 |

CONTROL: 4 WAY STOP
COMMENT 1:
COMMENT 2:

Student Housing South 10.1-357
Environmental Impact Report
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Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR

Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:

FieLo Data Services oF Arizona, Inc.
520.316.6745

N-5 STREET: Grand DATE: 05/02/2012 LOCATICON: San Luis Obispo
E-W STREET: Slack DAY: Wednesday PROJECT# 10-1081-036
NORTHECUND SCUTHBOUND EASTEOUND WESTBOUND
ML NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
LANES: 1 2 0 0 2 1 0 1 0 0 1 0
10:00 AM
10:15 AM
10:30 AM
10:45 AM
11:00 AM
11:15 AM
11:30 AM 9 84 ] 1 46 i} 15 0 12 1 ] 0 178
11:45 AM 15 106 0 2 63 13 35 1 11 2 2 3 254
12:00 PM 14 38 ] F 138 23 a 2 9 1] 1 0 236
12:15 PM 1 43 1 o 53 10 9 0 13 2 1 0 142
12:30 PM 5 53 1 o 59 13 & 2 8 0 2 1 150
12:45 PM 8 79 2 o 36 4 18 1 5 [i] 2 0 155
1:00 PM 7 57 0 1 73 15 19 2 4 2 0 0 180
1:15 PM 9 47 1 3 53 P 12 2 12 1 3 i 151
1:30 PM
1:45 PM
2:00 PM
2:15 PM
2:30 PM
2:45 PM
3:00 PM
3115 PM
3:30 PM
3:45 pM
|TOTAL NL | NT | HNR SL | ST | SR EL | ET | ER | WL | wWT | wWrR | TOTAL
Valumes 78 507 & g 52 95 | 123 10 74 8 11 5 1446
approach % | 13.22 8593  0.85] 144 8336 15.20| 5942 483 3575| 33.33 45.83 20.83
appfDepart | 590 /635 | 625 603 | 207 24 | 24 | 184
NOON Peak Hr Begins att 1130 AM
PEAK
valumes 492?115300555&345543'310'
approach % | 15.26 8442 031] 1.39 8310 1551| 5862 259 3879 4167 33331 25.00
PEAK HR.
FacTor: | 0.658 | 0.554 | 0.617 | 0.429 | o797 |
CONTROL: 4 WayY STOP
COMMENT 1: 0
COMMENT 2: O
HOURS: FROM: TO:
AN 730 |aM Q30 |AM
MOON | 1130 [aM 130 _|PM
Fi 400 |FM &00 |PM
Student Housing South 10.1-359
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Intersection Turning Movement

FieLp DaTa Services oF Arizona, INc.
520.316.6745

N-S STREET; Grand DATE: 05/02/2012 LOCATION: San Luis Obispo
E-W STREET: Slack DAY: Wednesday PROJECT# 10-1081-036
NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUMND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
NL NT MR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WP WR TOTAL
LANES: 1 2 0 0 2 1 0 1 0 0 1 0
1:00 PM
1:15 PM
1:30 PM
1:45 PM
2:00 PM
2:15 PM
2:30 PM
2:45 PM
3:00 PM
3:15 PM
3:30 PM
3:45 PM
4:00 PM 13 49 1 ] 179 32 15 9 7 1] ! 2 315
4:15 PM 14 45 1 1 106 22 19 1 13 0 1 1 224
4:30 PM 13 56 2 1 107 12 13 1 14 2 1 I 223
445PM 17 58 1 4 134 17 2 1 18 2 1 2 281
500PM 15 44 1 2 167 36 14 0 19 0 0 0 298
5:15 PM 13 49 a 2 128 28 18 3 18 2 0 u] 2601
5:30 PM 18 a5 1 2 125 25 16 4 28 0 3 i} 277
545PM 10 B1 2 3 139 19 34 1 23 1 2 2 17
6:00 PM
6:15 PM
6:30 PM
6:45 PM
[FoTAL NC | NT | MR | SL | ST | SR | EL | ET | ER | WL | WT | WR ] TOTAL
Volumes 113 437 9 | 21 1085 191 | 155 20 140 | 7 10 8 2156
Approach % 2021 7818 161] 1.62 B3.65 14.73] 49.21 635 44.44) 28.00 40.00 32.00|
App/Depart [ 559 7 600 | 1297 7 1232| 315 ] 50 | 25 ;314
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 500 PM
PEAK
Wolumes 56 229 4 9 559 108 B2 8 BB 3 5 2 1153
Approach % 1938 79.24 1.38] 1.33 B2.69 15098] 46.07 449 49.44] 30.00 50.00 20.Dl]| |
PEAK. HR.
FACTOR: | 0.777 | 0.824 | 0.767 | 0.500 | naos |
CONTROL: 4 WAY STOP
COMMENT 1: O
COMMENT 2: O
Student Housing South 10.1-361
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-(all.n Dara Services or Arzona, Inc.

S520.316.6T45
Pedestrian & Bicycle Study

N5 STREET: Camng Dista: 22THITN2 Clty: San Liz Dhigze
E-W STREET: Sack Dary: ‘Wwdnsadey Praject ¥ 10-1001-008
T S
T30 Al 2 £l 3 7303 AN
T3 A ) BT
B0 A 02 AN Meith Leg
[ LT 13 AN
B30 A 31 2N
LELE ] BoR5 AN
00 A 03 AN
PREE F 18 AN
TOT) kd E7] [} Fr] T d [ 1 Wi Leg EasiLeg
[~ FeGEaihoes | BICTCLEE |
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e LR TR [WiLEs | LIt min ——
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Fiewo Data Senvices or Amzowa, Inc.

Prepared by:

Intersection Turming Movement

520, 3166745

Attachment 9

Project #: _ 10-1081-089
APPROACH LANES
N
: JHBEE A
E | |s]&]¢
g a8 =
3 "
Highland = WEIE Highland
AW [ait] P TOTAL H}
TOTAL  AM MO i E
267 [ 2 [101] 7% | =T  comma o [ % [ o [ z
344 ] 158 [ ms [ 20 |——> stanaL G——[ 25 [ 47 | 81 | 153 _E
HEA EAE Lol [uwslin] s 5
I
; A0
wi
=
BB 8 8 LOCATION #: 10-1081-089
e ™
5|8 E x4, TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT
A ] B E
ik Slmlﬁliﬂmlind
2 = [Titersection Mame)
AL HE
‘! Tuesday os/01/2012
Dy Date
E APPROACH LANES e |
AM JO0AM . G00AM
MOON 1100AM 100PHM
PM 00PM SO0FH
AM PEAK HOUR 730 A4
MOON FEAK HOUR 1115 AM
PM PEAK HOUR 330 PM
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Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:

*fEsLn Data Services oF ARizoNa, Inc.

520.316.6745

M-S STREET: Santa Rosa DATE: 05/01/2012 LOCATION: San Luis Obispo
E-W STREET: Highland DAY: Tuesday PROJECT# 10-1081-089
NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WF WR TOTAL

LANES 1 2 1 1 2 i | 1.5 1 0.5 1.5 0.5 I

6:00 AM

B:15 AM

6:30 AM

6:45 AM

7:00AM 20 294 28 14 188 16 22 3 24 9 9 9 664
7:15 AM 7 216 13 10 182 6 20 28 48 10 3 i 550
7:30 AM 9 354 25 24 245 9 23 32 37 10 4 2 774
7:45 AM 8 260 6 37 21 9 5 &8 17 7 6 2 721
B:00AM 20 293 2% 13 181 14 22 28 24 8 w9 648
B:A5AM 12 224 19 11 18 5 2 7 47 10 5 6 574
8:30 AM 8 291 3% 17 184 3 33 I W 7 4 6 646
B:45 AM 18 244 47 17 200 5 26 60 24 14 7 6 672
Q:00 AM

9:15 AM

9:30 AM

9:45 AM

10:00 AM

10:15 AM

10:30 AM

10:45 AM

11:00 AM

11:15 AM

11:30 AM

11:45 AM
[ToTAL ML [ NT [ NR | SL [ ST | SR EL | ET | ER | WL [ WT | WR | TOTAL
Volumes 102 2176 255 143 1587 71 193 311 241 75 48 47 5249
Approach% | 4.03 8591 10.07| 7.94 88.12 3.94] 2591 4174 32.35| 44.12 78.24 27.65
App/Depart 2533 [/ 2161801 /1903 | 745 J 700 | 170 ] 221

AM Peak Hr Begins at: 730 AM

PEAK

Volumes 49 1131 131 | B85 833 37 |s2 155 125 |35 25 13 | 2717
Approach% | 374 8627 999| B.90 8723 387| 2473 41,67 33.60| 4430 31.65 24.05

PEAK HR.

FACTOR: 0.845 0.859 | 0.845 0.731 | oazms |
CONTROL:  Signal

COMMENT 1

COMMENT 2:

Student Housing South

Environmental Impact Report
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Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:

FieLo Data Services oF Arizona, Inc.
520.316.6745

N-S STREET: Santa Rosa DATE: 05/01/2012 LOCATION: San Luis Obispo
E-W STREET: Highland DAY: Tuesday PROJECT# 10-1081-08%
NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTEBOUND WESTBOUND
NL NT NR. SL 5T SR EL ET ER. WL WT WR  TOTAL
LANES: 1 2 1 1 2 1 1.5 1 0E ‘i5 05 1
10:00 AM
10:15 AM
10:30 AM
10:45 AM
11:00 AM 15 02 8 5 191 2 16 15 i3 65 21 i7 570
11:15 AM 7 W7 5 7 |/ 7 18 12 7 0 12 g 625
11:30 AM 14 237 30 14 232 11 25 35 13 21 8 4 Ed5
11:45 AM H 228 38 10 2B 13 M O B n 1 g 715
12:00 PM 17 216 15 4 217 8 7 14 22 556 16 & G222
12:15 PM 8 187 17 ? 25 & 9 9 16 26 17 8 550
12:30 PM 12 167 18 I A7 6 15 11 2 18 7 & 433
12:45 PM 14 202 i 4 5 220 . 14 19 13 il 5 3 542
1:00 PM
1:15 PM
1:30 PM
1:45 PM
2:00 PM
2:15 PM
2:30 PM
2:45 PM
3:00 PM
3115 PM
3:30 PM
3:45 PM
|TOTAL NL | NT | HNR SL | ST | SR EL | ET | ER | WL | wWT | wWrR | TOTAL
Volumes 111 1646 172 | 50 1848 60 | 155 173 131 | 255 97 60 | 4762
approach % 575 8533 8.92] 255 9438 3.06 3377 3769 2854| 6226 23.32 14.42
App/Depart | 1920 J 1661 ] 1958 /2238 | 459/ 395 | 416/ 268
NOON Peak Hr Begins att 1115 AM
PEAK
valumes 59 888 112 | 35 96 39&" M 119 67 |19 & % 260?"
Approach % 557 8185 1058] 331 93.01 3.68] 3519 4146 2334| 6386 23.27 12.87
PEAK HR.
FacTor: | 0.422 | 0.885 | 0.635 | 0.647 | osz |
CONTROL: Signal
COMMENT 1: 0
COMMENT 2: 0 _
HOURS: FROM: TO:
A 700 |AM ap0  |AM
MOOM | 1100 [AM 100 |PM
Fi 300 |FM 500 |[PM
Student Housing South 10.1-371
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Intersection Turning Movement

FieLp DaTa Services oF Arizona, INc.
520.316.6745

N-S STREET: Santa Rosa

DATE: 05/01/2012

LOCATION: San Luis Obispo

E-W STREET: Highland DAY: Tuesday PROJECT# 10-1081-089
NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUMND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WP WR TOTAL
LANES: i 2 1 1 2 1 1.5 1 05 1.5 05 1
1:00 PM
1:15 PM
1:30 PM
1:45 PM
2:00 PM
2:15 PM
2:30 PM
2:45 PM
3:00 PM 9 200 28 5 3139 12 14 15 11 48 29 6 716
315 PH 29 163 10 3 306 13 14 10 14 24 11 9 606
3:30PM 17 255 23 13 345 12 23 19 30 33 17 14 801
3:45 PM 30 230 33 9 324 18 21 27 29 35 15 10 791
4:00 PM 23 252 17 12 360 30 11 12 14 [+15] 25 18 840
4:15 PM 18 214 12 14 355 26 19 12 21 38 24 15 768
4:30 PM 25 220 22 10 305 T 21 14 28 n 15 17 715
445PM 22 201 15 3 61 7 16 & 13 41 13 12 623
5:00 PM
5:15 PM
5:30 PM
5145 PM
6:00 PM
6:15 PM
6:30 PM
6:45 PM
[FoTAL NC | NT | MR | SL | ST | SR | EL | ET | ER | WL | WT ]| WR ] TOTAL
Volumes 173 1735 160 | 63 2605 125 | 139 118 170 | 316 149 101 | 5860
Approach % | 837 8390 774 247 93.07 447 3255 27.63 3981| 5583 2633 17.84
App/Depart [2068 7 1975 | 2799/ 3091 | 427 ] 347 | 566/ 447
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 330 PM
PEAK
Wolumes B8 5951 BS 48 1394 B& 74 70 94 172 B1 57 3200
Approach % 783 B4b61  756| 314 91.23 5.63| 31.09 2941 3950] 55.48 26.13 18.39| |
PEAK. HR.
FACTOR: | 0.953 | 0.950 0.773 | 0.711 | nasz |

CONTROL:  Signal
COMMENT 1: 0O
COMMENT 2: 0
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-(all.n Dara Services or Arzona, Inc.

S520.316.6T45
Pedestrian & Bicycle Study

-5 STREET: Sants Roes Dt 22TINZ Clty: San Liz Dhigze
E-W STREET: Highland Day: Tuwuday Praject & 10-1007-040
_—-m-_-m. [Wits | E_—ﬂn—w

T-00 A El 700 AN

T8 A a ] EEEL.

T30 A 1n 733 AN Meith Leg
R 12 783 BN

B0 A L] 503 2N

LaLEL T 18 AN

B3 A 13 33 2N

B8 £l ] 155 BN

TOTAL [T ¥ mﬁ' Went Lig [EaniLeg

FEOEETHIENE [T
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Attachment 10

National Survey of Bicyclist and Pedestrian
Attitudes and Behavior

VOLUME 1

SUMMARY REPORT

Final Report

Frkdek ok

wwrw.nhisa.gov
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Key Findings: Bicyclist Attitudes and Behaviors

Access to and Use of Bicycle in Summer Months

Nearly half of people 16 or older (46%) had bicveles available for their use on a regular basis.
Those under 21 were the most likely to have access (62%), while less than one-quarter (23%) of
those 65 or older reported access.

Access to a bicyele nises along with houschold income. Just 29 percent of those with household
incomes under $15,000 reported regular access, increasing to nearly half (47%) of those with
incomes of $30.000 to $49,000, and two-thirds (65%) of those with household mcomes of $75,000

Or morg.
FIGURE 1: PERCENT WITH ACCESS TO A BICYCLE,
BY HOUSEHOLD INCOME
5%
55%
46% 47%
9% 4%
TOTAL <F15K T 15K- F30K- 50K- ETEK+
529K $49K FT4K
HH INCOME

Q1. Do you have & hicycle avallable for your use on & reqular basis?
[Base: Tobs! Population; n=9,616]

Nearly 6 in 10 (57%) people 16 or older reported that they never use bicveles dunng the summer
months (18% of these nonusers have access to a bicvele, and 82% do not). About one in seven (13%)
said they use a bicvele less than once a month, while 1in 10 (11%) rode at least once a month, but
not weekly, and 19 percent rode a bicvele at least weekly during the summer months

While males are only somewhat more likely to have access to a bicyele than females (51% versus
42%), they are nearly twice as likely as females (24% versus 13%) to say they ride their bicvele at
least once a week in the summer months.

FIGURE 2: FREQUENCY OF BICYCLING IN SUMMER
MONTHS, BY GENDER B4%

W Total BMale OFemale 9%

19%24%

3% 4995 13% 4o, 13% 14%13%

Mleastonce a Once a month, Less than cnce MNever
week but not weekly a month

Q2: On average, duning the summer months, how offen do you use a
bicycle? [Base: Total population; n=0.616; Male=3 936, Femate=5660]

10.1-388 Student Housing South
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People 16 and older who bicycled at all in the summer months rode bicyeles on an average of
5.0 davs during the past 30 days in the summer months. Males rode an average of 5.8 davs,
compared to 3.9 davs for females. People 16 to 20 rode bicveles more often (6.1 davs) in the
past 30 days than did those of older age groups.

FIGURE 3: AVERAGE NUMBER OF DAYS IN PAST
MONTH RODE A BICYCLE, BY GENDER AND AGE

58
50
I ‘ 39

TOTAL Male Femake 1620 21-29 3045 4684 65

6.1

Q2c: Thinking abouf the past 30 days. about how many of those days dfd
youl fide & bicyefe? [Base: Tolal who bicyele in the summer]

Toial MEls Eemale 16-20 21-29 30-45 46-G4 G5+
Tofalwho bicycle in 4028 19748 204% 4315 5248 1684 1053 214
the summ er

Bicvele nders were categorized into heavy (riding 20 or more days per month), medium (nding
& to 19 davs per month) and light (nding 1 to 7 days per month) riders. Using this
classification, the majority were light-frequency bicvelists (64%), 22 percent were medium-
frequency bicvelists, and 14 percent were heavy-frequency bicvelists during the preceding 30
days.

FIGURE 4: BICYCLING FREQUENCY,
BASED ON DAYS PER MONTH BICYCLED

64%

14%

Light (1-7 days) Medium (8-19 days) Heavy (20-31 days)

Q2c: Thinking abouwt the past 30 days, about how many of those days did
you fice & bicycle? [Base: Total who bicycle in the summer, n=4,028]
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Nearly three-fourths of those 16 or older (72%) never rode a bicyele or had not done so during the
past 30 davs in the summer of 2002, This represents approximately 131 million people who did
not bicyele. Reasons for not bicveling include lack of access to a bicyele (28%) and lack of need
or desire to ride a bicvele (253%;).  Physical difficulty (11%) or weather conditions (10%) were
cach mentioned by 1 in 10. Bicvelists 65 and older were most likely to cite physical difficulty
(21%) as their primary reason for not bieyeling recently

FIGURE 5: REASONS FOR NOT BICYCLING IN THE
SUMMER OR FOR NOT RIDING A BICYCLE MORE RECENTLY

[21°] Dart  Phys  Westher F"'«‘“"u-upe: Safelty Ofher Dot
access meedd officut cond O pacon masorsformof  know
to bicycle wantto transp. exerciEe  how

Qe What s the primary reasan you never ride a bicyele in the
summenthiave nol ndden a bicycle move recently? [Base: Newver bicydle n
summer monihs or have not bicycled in past 30 days, n=7,015)

Considering nding activity in the previous 30 dayvs, about one quarter of people 16 and older (27%)
reported bicyeling at least once.

Males were more likely to be bicyclists than females (34% versus 21%), and those under 20 were
much more likely than older adults to bicyele (42% of 16 to 20 versus 8% of 64+). The proportion of
those 16 and older who rode at least once in the past 30 davs ranged from highs of about one-third in
the Midwest (NHTSA Region 5), Mountain States (NHTSA Region 8) and Pacific Northwest
(NHTSA Region 10), to lows of 22 percent in the Southeast (NHTSA Region 4) and Mid Southwest
(NHTSA Region 6).

FIGURE 6: THOSE WHO RODE BICYCLE AT LEAST
ONCE PAST THIRTY DAYS, BY NHTSA REGION

3% 2% 2%

Total 1 2 3 4 5 6 T a 5 10

Qe: Thinking aboul the past 30 days, abowt how many of those days did
you g & bicycle? [Base: Total population, n=2,616]

NHTSA Remion
i Z a 4 b g 1 g g bl
Tolal Population 507 943 1027 1754 1681 1148 498 358 1316 483
q
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During the summer months of 2002, a projected 2,484 billion bicveling trips were made by
people 16 and older. Male bicyvelists make a disproportionately high percentage of bicyele trips
{given their size in the population) as compared to females. Bicyclists under 21 also make up
maore than their fair share of bicvele trips (making 26% of trips while thev account for just 12%
of the total bicveling population).

Light-frequency bicvelists (fewer than 7 dayvs/month) account for the majonty (39%) of all
bicveling trips. while heavy evelists {20+ days/month) account for just 19 percent of all trips.

FIGURE 7: TOTAL NUMBER OF BICYCLING TRIPS,
BY TOTAL, GENDER AND AGE (IN BILLIONS)

Tatal Trips:

2 484 1.686 799 534 460 B45 453 086
005 100%
B % of Bicycling Trips.
653% rgeg D% of Bicycling Pop.
%
2% MR
m 1{’:‘ 4 -

T T ! 13%

%,

TOTAL Male Female B0 242 W45 4664 BS+

Q8 How many Wps did you make on this most recent day you rode your
bicycie? [Base: Rode bicycle past 30 days]

Rode bicycle inpast 30 days 2525 1325 1200 280 398 1079 62 1M 34 549 1§42

Origin-Destination Information for Bicycling
Nearly 9 1n 10 (89%) trips began at a residence either belonging to the bicyelist or someone clse.
An additional 7 percent of trips began at a leisure or recreational site such as a park. Just | percent
began at work. and 3 percent began in some other location.

The most common purposes of trips were for recreation or leisure (29%) and for exercise or health
reasons (24%). Fewer trips were made to run personal errands (14%). to go home (14%), and to
visit a friend or relative (10%). Just 5 percent said they used their bicycles for commuting to work

or school.
FIGURE &:
PURPOSE OF BICYCLING TRIPS
29%
29%

14% 14%
Reo/ Exercisel Personal Go Visit  Comm to Other  Required
leisure  for healh emands  home  fremdirel.  work' for jobs

(stora) schaal
09,2 25a; What was the main purpese for this tip? [Base: Data for af
trips; n=3,903]
il
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Characteristics of Bicycling Trips

Nearly 2 of 5 trips (39%) on the most recent day of bicveling were reported to be 1 mile or less,
Just | in 3 trips (19%) was reported as more than 3 miles (7% were deemed 10 or more miles).

Nearly half (48%) of bicvehists” trips were ridden mainly on paved roads, not on shoulders (48%),
Other facilities used for bicycling trips included sidewalks (14%), bicvele paths, walking paths or
trails {13%), shoulders of paved roads (13%), unpaved roads (5%), and bicyvele lanes on roads
(3%).

The bicvele was a prefered mode of transportation even when other modes of transportation
were available. Among those who reported bicveling trips that were not just for recreational
purposes, nearly 9 10 (86%) reported that other types of transportation were available to them
that day that thev could have used instead of their bicycles. Younger bicvelists (79%., 16 to 20),
non=-Hispanic Blacks (75%). and those with household incomes less than 515,000 (73%) were
least likely to have altemate modes of transportation available.  When alternative modes of
transportation were available, the bicvcle was chosen primarily for the exercise (41%). though
others said they chose it because they enjov biking or good weather (21%), bicycling 15
convenient { 12%) or for recreation (10%).

Bicycling Safety

More than 1 in 10 bicvelists (13%) felt threatened for their personal safety on the most recent
day thev rode their bicveles in the previous 30 days in the summer of 2002, There were no
statistically significant differences by age or gender. Bievelists in suburban arcas were more
likely to feel threatened (17%) than those living in urban (13%) or mral (9%) areas. Non-
Hispanic White bicyelists (12%) were less likely than those of other races to feel threatened
while bicyeling.

FIGURE & PERCENT FELT THREATENED FOR
PERSOMNAL SAFETY, BY URBANICITY

1T%

Suburban Lrban Rural

@38 Did you feef threatened for your personal safety af any time when
your rode your bicyele thal day? [Base: Rode bicycle past 30 days]
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Overwhelmingly, bicvelists felt threatened while bicyeling primarily due to motorists (88%).
Mare than one-third of bicvelists (37%) also reported feeling threatened for their personal safety
because of uneven walkways or roadways. One in 4 (24%) felt threatened by dogs or other
animals, while 17 percent felt threatened by the potential for crime. Rural bievelists were more
likely to feel threatened by dogs or other animals (33%) than were other evclists,

FIGURE 10
TOP REASONS FELT THREATEMED, BY URBANICITY
W Total
W Suburban
B8% 9%, B Urban
i g O Rural

Motorists Uneven  Dogs or other Fotential for  Too much
wallw ays or animals crima bike or ped.
surfaces traffic

Q38 Dud you feal threatered for your personal safely hecause of any of

the fislewing. .7 [Base: Felt threatenad for parsanal safefy last time rode

bicyele; n=351: Subwban=125; Urban=172,; Rura=54]
Among those who reported they felt threatened by a motonst (11% of bicyelists), the top two
actions seen as threatening were motorists driving too close to the bicychist (40%), and motorists
dnving too fast (32%). Other reasons included the driver not seeing the bicvelist (16%), the
presence of the motonst was threatening (11%), the motonst was rude (8%) and the motonst did
not obev traffic laws (7%).

One in 5 (20%) bicvclists who rode in the past 30 days reported riding in the dark or near-dark
for part of their nides on the last day they rode their bicyveles. The proportion riding in the dark
decreased with age.

Among those who spent at least some time riding i the dark or near-dark in the past vear, more
than 6 in 10 (63%) made efforts to make themselves more visible to motorists. The most
frequently reported methods for making themselves more visible were wearing special clothing
with reflectors or lights {30%), using a bicvele headlight or taillight (36%), making sure the
bicvele has reflectors (32%), and wearing light-colored clothing (16%).
FIGURE 11: METHODS OF MAKING SELVES

MORE VISIBLE TO MOTORISTS,
BY BICYCLING FREQUENCY

B Total O Heavy B Medium O Light

8%y 3941 7% 7%

Wear spacial Lights on Ensure bicycle  Light clothing
clothingflights bicycle has reflectors

Q40. What do you do fo make yourself or your bicycle more visible
after dark? [Base: Do something when riding after dark to make self
more visible; n=437; Heavy=110; Medium=113; Light=211]
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Helmet Laws and Use

Overall. | in 4 people 16 and older (24%) expressed uncertainty over whether their State has a
bicvele helmet law or not, while 18 percent did sav their State does not have any such law. One
in 3 {32%) sav their State has a law that applies to both adults and children, while 25 percent say
their law applies only to children.

Those with children 3 to 15 living in the household were shightly more likely to say their State
has a bicvele helmet law for children {28%) than were those without children 5 to 15 (24%).

Nine in 10 people 16 and older (90%) supported laws that require children to wear helmets
whenever they are riding bicycles, but just 6 in 10 (62%) supported such a law for adults to
always wear bicyele helmets. Bievelists were similar to nonbicvelists in level of support for
bicvele helmet laws for children (88% versus 91%) but less supportive of bicyele helmet laws
than nonbicyelists (49% versus 67%)

FIGURE 12 SUPPORT FOR HELMET LAWS,
BY BICYCLIST STATUS
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Q50 Do you favar or oppose laws tha require . ? [Base: Tolal Adults,

Bicyckst n=2,510; Nonbicyclist=7, 106]
Half {50%) of all bicvclists said they never wear helmets or did not have access to helmets. About
one-third (35%) reported that they wear a helmet for all (24%) or nearly all/most (11%) of their rides.
Riders under 30 are less likely than older nders to wear a helmet for all ndes, Usage of helmets for
all bicyele rides tended to increase as household income increased, as does access to helmets.

FIGURE 13 FREQUENCY OF HELMET USAGE, BY HOUSEHOLD INCOME
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Bicvelists who do not wear a helmet were asked which of a list of potential reasons for not wearing
a helmet applied to them. The top reasons for not wearing a helmet were that the bicyclist does not
have one (30%), that 1t 15 too hot m the summer months to wear a helmet (47%), that helmets are
uncomfortable (43%), and that they do not wear helmets for short bicveling trips (42%). Fewer
agreed that their reason for not wearing a helmet was because they do not like the way they look in
a helmet (27%), that they forgot to wear it (26%), that the helmet does not provide much protection
(22%). that they obstruct vision (12%). and that thev are too expensive (12%).

FIGURE 14. REASONS FOR NOT WEARING A HELMET
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Q8 What are the reasons you don 't always wear & bicycie haimet? 1z I because. .. ? [Base: Bicyclists who do not wear & helmel for all of their rides
fi=1.548]

Availability and Use of Bicycle Paths/Bicycle Lanes

Half of bicvclists reported that bicvele paths (paths away from the road on which bikes can travel)
are avalable m the areas they rode (30%), while one-third reported that bicvele lanes (marked
lanes on a public road reserved for bikes to travel) are available (32%). The frequency of using
bicvele paths and bicvele lanes was very similar, with 73 percent using bicvele paths at least some
of the time thev rode (39% most or all of the time), and 75 percent reporting using bicvele lanes at
least some of the time thev rode (43% most or all of the time).

Urban bicvelists were more likely to use bicyele paths and bicyele lanes all or most of the time
(41% and 43%) than were bicychsts living in rural areas (31% and 33%).

FIGURE 15 FREQUENCY OF USING BICYCLE PATHS
AND LANES, BY URBANICITY
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Q42a, 442 Do you ride on bicycle pathaDicycle fanes...? [Base:
Bicychsts who have bicycle paths avaiable where nge. n=1,202;
Lirban=667; Rural=139 Suburban=426/ have hicycle lanes avalable n=833;
Urban=402: Rural=109; Suburban=322]

Student Housing South 10.1-395
Environmental Impact Report



Chapter 10

The majority of nonusers said they do not use bicyele paths (58%) or bicyele lanes (51%)
because of the lack of convenience, meaning thev were either not available or did not go
where the bicvelist wanted to go. Another frequent reason for not using bicyele lancs was that
bicvelists did not feel safe using them (20%), but this is cited much less often as a reason for
not using bicvele paths (3%).

FIGURE 16: REASONS FOR NOT USING BICYCLE PATHS/BICYCLE LANES
58%
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Seven in 10 bicvchists (69%) reported that they tvpically nde with traffic when nding their
bicveles in the street, that 1s, nding in the same direction as the cars, One in four (24%) smd they
typically ride againsi traffic.

Even when riding on the sidewalk, nearly half {45%) of bicvclists said thev ride in the same
direction as the cars on the adjacent street. Just 16 percent said thev ride facing traffic while ona

sidewalk.

FIGURE 17: DIRECTION OF BICYCLING
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Bicycle-Related Injuries

Just 4 percent of bicvelists 16 and older have been injured in the past two vears while nding a
bicvele ( 10% of those 16 to 20). Heavv-frequency bicvelists (204 days/month) were more
likely to expenence an injury while bicveling (11%) than were medium- (4%) or light-

frequency (2%) bieyvehsts.

A projected 2 million bicvelists reported being injured while riding a bicvele in the past two
vears. An estimated 437, (00 reported the injury was a result of being hit by motor vehicles.
Heavy-frequency bicyclists accounted for nearly 900,000 injuries and 257,000 reported motor-
vehicle-related injurnies. Light-frequency bicvelists expenienced nearly 700,000 injuries in the

FIGURE 18 PERCENT INJURED WHILE
RIDING A BICYCLE,
BY TOTAL AND BICYCLING FREQUENCY

Total Hevy Medium Light

Qdic. in the past iwo pears, were you ever injured while you were riding
@ bicycle? [Base: Rode bicyoie past 30 days; n=2,525; Heawy=324;
Mecdium=549; Light=1 642]

past two vears, with just over 100,000 being hit by motor vehicles.

FIGURE 19 PROJECTED NUMBER OF BICYCLISTS
INJURED/HIT BY MOTOR VEHICLE,
BY BICYCLING FREQUENCY (IN THOUSANDS)
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Satisfaction with How Community is Designed for Bicycling

Almost half (48%) of those 16 and older were satisfied with how their communities are
designed for bicvele safety. One 3 (19%) was very satisfied. Bicyclhists were more
likely to be satistied with their communities (37% verv or somewhat satisfied) than were
nonbicyclists (43%). Those who had access to bike lanes (70%) and bike paths (63%)
were significantly more likely to be satisfied with their community than those who had
neither available (30%).

FIGURE 20: PERCENT SATISFIED WITH HOW
COMMUNITY IS DESIGNED FOR BICYCLING SAFETY,
BY AVAILABILITY OF PATHS/LANES
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Q4éa: How salisfied are you with how your local communily is designed
for making bike riding safe? [Base total popuiation n=9,575; Bike
Pafhs=4,721; Bike Lanes=3,046, Neither=].966]

Regardless of how satisfied they were with the way their communities are designed for
bicyeling safety, almost half of people 16 or older (47%) would like to see some changes made
in their community for bicvelists, Those living in suburban areas were more likely (51%) than
those in urban (47%) or rural (42%) arcas to desire change.

The change most desired in the community among all cveling frequencies was to increase
bicycling facilities such as more bicyvele lanes (38%). more bicycle paths (30%), and more
bicyele trails (14%).

FIGURE 21: TOP 3 CHANGES DESIRED IN COMMUMITY,
BY BICYCLING FREQUENCY
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Key Findings: Pedestrian Attitudes and Behaviors

Walking Behavior in Summer Months

Nearly 3 in 4 (72%) people 16 or older reported that they walked on average at least once a week
duning the summer months, Walking was defined as anv outdoor walking, jogging, or running that
lasts at least five minutes or more. About 1 in 10 (9%) said thev walk less — at least once a month,
but not weeklv. Just 4 percent reported walking less than once a month, and 14 percent reported
never walking in the summer months, Those 63 or older were more apt to report they never walk
(25%) than were those of vounger age groups.

FIGURE 22 FREQUENCY OF WALKING IN SUMMER
MONTHS, BY AGE
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Q&2 On average, duning the summar months, how offen do you walk?

People 16 and older who walked in the summer months walked on average 14.9 days during the
previous 20-day penod in the summer months. Those 16 to 20 (15.8) and 65 and older (15.9) walked
more often in the past 30 days than did those in other age groups.

FIGURE 23 AVERAGE NUMBER OF DAYS IN
PAST MONTH WALKED, BY GENDER AND AGE
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More than 3 in 4 people 16 and older (78%) reported walking at least once in the past 30 days in
the summer months. There was no difference between males and females. nor between most
age groups. The exception was the oldest age group, who were less likely to report walking in
the 30 days preceding the interview (66%).

FIGURE 24: THOSE WHO WALKED AT LEAST ONCE
PAST THIRTY DAYS, BY GENDER AND AGE
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QazZe: Thinking about the past 30 days, about how many of those days did
you walk? [Base: Total population]
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Pedestrians were categorized into heavy (walking 20 or more days per month), medium
{walking % to 19 days per month) and light (walking 1 to 7 days per month) walkers. About 3 in
10 pedestrians are light-frequency (31%), almost as many are medium-frequency pedestrians
{29%), while 41 percent are heavy- frequency pedestrians,

FIGURE 25 WALKING FREQUENCY,
BASED ON DAYS PER MONTH WALKED
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Overall, the reported walking habits of pedestrians has increased slightly since a year ago.
While about one half (51%) of all pedestrians reported no change in their walking behavior
compared to a vear ago, 3 in 10{30%) reported walking maore often, while 19 percent
reported walking less often. Females (32%) were shightly more likely to report an increase
in walking behavior from a vear ago than were males (28%). The percentage of people
reporting an increase in walking declined with age

FIGURE 28 CHANGE IN WALKING BEHAVIOR OVER PAST YEAR,
BY GENDER AND AGE
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Q91: Compared to about & year ago, would you say you are now watking more often,
less often or about the same amaount? [Base: Walked past 30 days]
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One in 5 (20%) people 16 or older reported they never walk or had not done so during the past 30
days over the summer of 2002, This represents approximately 41 million people who did not walk,
The top reasons given for not walking included lack of desire or need (27%), disabilities and other
health impairments (253%), and weather conditions (23%).

Females were more likely to cite disability (3 1%%) and weather conditions (28%) as a reason for not
walking than were males {18% and 19% respectively). Males were more likely to report a lack of

desire or need (32%) than females (23%). One-half (50%) of those 65 and older who did not walk
reported the maim reason was because of a disability.

FIGURE 27. TOP REASONS FOR NOT WALKING,

BY GENDER AND AGE
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During the summer months of 2002, over half (37%) of those 16 and older who made walking trips
took one trip on the last day they walked, while 29 percent took two trips, and the remainder took
three or more trips (13%). This translates to an average of 1.7 trips per pedestrian on the last day
they walked.

FIGURE 28 AVERAGE NUMBER OF TRIPS,
BY GENDER AND AGE
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In all, a projected 13.33 billion walking trips were made by people 16 and older in the summer
of 2002, This reflects an estimated 6.3 1 billion trips made by male pedestrians and 7.02
billion trips made by female pedestrians, Younger walkers (those under 46) made a shghtly
larger proportion of trips than mught be expected, though pedestnians over 45 account for 36
percent of all walking trips (and 45% of all pedestrians).

FIGURE 28: TOTAL NUMBER OF WALKING TRIPS,
BY TOTAL, GENDER AND AGE (IN BILLIONS)
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Origin-Destination Information for Walking Trips
Eight in 10 (80%) walking trips began at a residence either belonging to the pedestrian or someone
else. An additional § percent of trips began at a leisure or recreational site such as a park. Just 5
percent began at work, 3 percent began at a transportation site, and 4 percent began m some other
location.

The most commen purpose of trips was for personal errands (38%). Additional trip purposes
included exercise/for health reasons (28%) and for recreation or leisure (21%). Just 3 percent said
they walked to commute to work or school, and 4 percent said that walking is required for their
job.

FIGURE 30: PURPOSE OF WALKING TRIPS
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Characteristics of Walking Trips

The average reported walking trip most recently taken during the summer was reported to be 1.3
miles in length. Half of trips (530%) were less than one mile, and an additional 13 percent were
one mile in length. Just 7 percent of trips were more than five miles.

During the most recent day of walking, 45% of pedestrians walked mostly on sidewalks, Other
facilities used for walking trips included paved roads, not on shoulders (25%), shoulders of paved
roads (8%), unpaved roads (8%), and bicvcle paths, walking paths, or trails (6%).

Walking was a preferred mode of transportation even when other modes of transportation were
available. Among those who reported walking trips for non-recreational purposes, 3 in 4 (75%)
reported that other types of transportation were available to them that day that they could have
used mstead of walking,

Younger (73%, 16-20) and older (69% 65+) walkers, heavy frequency walkers (72%), and those
with household incomes less than $15.000 (70%) were least likely to have altemate modes of
transportation available. In cases where altemate modes were available, walking was chosen
primarily for the exercise (39%). Other reasons provided were because they enjoy walking or
eood weather (26%). walking is convenient {12%). or for recreation (6%).

Student Housing South 10.1-403
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Pedestrian Safety
About 6 percent of pedestrians felt threatened for their personal safety on the most recent day
they walked in the summer of 2002, Males and females were equally likely to have felt
threatened. Pedestrians 16 to 20 were more likely to have felt threatened (10%) than were those
of other age groups.

FIGURE 31. PERCENT FELT THREATENED FOR
PERSONAL SAFETY, BY GENDER AND AGE
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Overwhelmingly, the top reason pedestrians felt threatened while walking was due to motorists
(62%). More than one-third of pedestrians also reported feeling threatened for their personal
safety because of dogs or other animals (36%) or because of the potential for crime (36%). More
than one-quarter (28%) felt threatened by uneven walkways or roadways,

Females were more likely to have felt threatened by the potential for crime (42%) than were males
(30%). Suburban pedestrians who felt threatened for their personal safety while walking were
more likely to sav it was because of the potential for crime (50%%) than were those from urban
(28%) or rural (33%) arcas.

FIGURE 32: TOP REASONS FELT THREATENED,
BY URBANICITY
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Among those who reported that thew felt threatened by a motorist (4% of pedestrians), the two
actions that were seen as most threatening were driving too fast (41%) and drving too close to
the pedestrian (35%).

Owerall, 22 percent of pedestrians reported walking in the dark or near-dark for part of their most
recent walk, Males (25%,) were more likely than females (20%) to have walked in the dark, The
proportion walking in the dark decreased with age from about | in 3 pedestrians under 30 to just
9 percent of those 65 and older.

FIGURE 33 PERCENT WALKING IN DARK OR NEAR-
DARK, BY GENDER AND AGE
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Q89 You may have aready mentioned this but, the last time you walked,
was if dark or near-dark oulside for any part of your walk? [Base.
Wafked past 30 days]

Four in 10 (39%) of those who reported walking in the dark/near dark made efforts to make
themselves more visible to motorists. Methods used by pedestrians to make themselves more
visible after dark included weaning light-colored clothing (64%). weanng fluorescent or reflective
clothing (28%), or bringing something visible with them on the walk such as a flashlight or a dog
with a reflective collar { 18%).

FIGURE 34: METHODS OF MAKING SELVES MORE
VISIBLE TO MOTORISTS
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Availability and Use of Sidewalks and Paths

Nearly 7 out of 10 (68%) pedestrians reported that sidewalks or paths are available in the areas
where they walk.

Among pedestrians who reported the availability of those facilities, one-third (34%) reported using
sidewalks or paths every time they walk. An additional 45 percent reported using them most of the
time. The remainder (21%) used sidewalks or paths onlv some of the time or less. Suburban
pedestrians (85%) were most likely to be frequent users of sidewalks,

FIGURE 35 FREQUENCY OF USING
SIDEWALKS, BY URBANICITY
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The most commenly cited reason for not using sidewalks or paths was the lack of convenience
(36%), meaning they were either not available or did not go where the pedestrian wanted to
go. This is less of an issue for heavy frequency walkers than less frequent walkers.

FIGURE 26: REASONS FOR NOT USING
SIDEWALKS, BY WALKING FREQUENCY
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Six in 10 (60%) pedestrians reported that they tvpically walk fécing traffic when walking in the
street (i.e., walking against the direction of the traffic) as compared to nearly 1 in 4 (23%) who
said they walk with traffic. Male and female pedestrians were equally likely to walk against
traffic. Pedestrians 45 to 64 (67%) were more apt to walk against traffic than were vounger or
older pedestnans,

When walking on the sidewalk, pedestrians were about equally hikely to walk against (30%) or
with (33%) traffic. Nearly | in 4 (23%) said it varies, and an additional 12 percent said they never
walk on sidewalks.

FIGURE 37 DIRECTION OF WALKING
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Walking-Related Injuries

Just 2 percent of pedestrians 16 and older reported being injured i the past two vears while
walking, Heavy-frequency pedestrians (those walking more than 20 out of the past 30 davs)
were equally likely to experience an injury while walking (2%) as were medium- (2%) and
light-frequency (2%) pedestrians,

FIGURE 38 PERCENT INJURED WHILE WALKING,
BY TOTAL AND WALKING FREQUENCY
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Nearly 3.6 million pedestrians were injured while walking in the past two years. An estimated
473,000 were injured as the result of being hit by motor vehicles. Heavv-frequency
pedestnans accounted for more than 1.6 million injuries and 193,000 motor-vehicle-related
injuries. Light-frequency pedestrians experienced 856,000 injuries in the past two vears, with
Just over 200,000 being hit by motor vehicles.

FIGURE 39. PROJECTED NUMBER OF
PEDESTRIANS INJURED/HIT BY MOTOR VEHICLE,
BY WALKING FREQUENCY (IN THOUSANDS)
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Satisfaction With How Community Is Designed for Walking

Nearly 3 in 4 (73%) people 16 and older expressed satisfaction with how their
communities are designed for making walking safe. About 4 in 10 (41%) were very
satisfied. Pedestrians were more satisfied with their communities (73% very or
somewhat satisfied) than were nonpedestrians (67%).

FIGURE 40: PERCENT SATISFIED WITH HOW
COMMUNITY IS DESIGNED FOR WALKING, BY

PEDESTRIAN STATUS
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pedestrans=01]
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Regardless of how satisfied thev were with the way their communities were designed for
walking safety, about one-third of people 16 or older (34%) would like to sce some changes
made in their community for pedestrians, Those living in urban (35%) and suburban (35%)
areas were more likelv to desire change than were those in rural (30%) areas.

The change most desired in the community is to merease the number of sidewalks (42%).

Smaller numbers would like to see more lights (17%). improved facilities (12%). more paths
and trails (10%), or more crosswalks (8%). Light-frequency walkers were most interested in
adding more sidewalks,

FIGURE 41: TOP 3 CHANGES DESIRED IN COMMUNITY,
BY WALKING FREQUENCY
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How Far Should Parkers

ave to Walk?

BY Mary S. Smith, PE. and Thomas A. Butcher, PE

One of the most [requently asked questions in any parking planning
process is: How far can we expect people o walk from a parking
facility to their ultimate destinations? Yet while most parking
consultants will tell you there are generally accepted rules of thumb,
no two consultants answer that question in quite the same way.

‘The primary cause for lack of consensus is that there are different
factors that affect different situations. Por instance, parking design-
ers usually call for maximum walking distances between 300 and
600 feet tor retail customers, but between 1,200 and 1,500 feet for
employee parking. Distances increase even more when you look at
special event standards: maximum walking distances accepled for
theme parks, stadiums and arenas reach as high as 2,000 feet.

One reason we talk in terms of “rules of thumb” is that there are no
definitive standards or puidelines for the industry. The most widely
J—— ~ quoted reference on pedestrian design in the architectural and trans-

 portation press is an older book, Pedestrian Planning and Design, by
John J. Fruin, PhD), upon which we have relied heavily for this article,

In his book, Fruin asserts that “there are indications that the toler-
~able limit of human walking distance is more situation-related than
energy-related.” The tolerable walking distance for “a given design
situation is related to such factors as the trip purpose of the individ-
ual, the available time and the walking environment,” Fruin writes.

We would expand Fruin's list of variables affecting acceptable walk-
ing distance to include the types of users, frequency of occurrence
or use, the familiarity of the user with the facility, the perception

of security, the expectations and concerns of the user, the degree of
weather protection provided along the path of travel, the perception
or absence of barriers or conflicts along the past of travel, and the
cost of alternatives to walking, if any.

Another reason we can rely only on rules of thumb is because until
recently, parking facilities were considered to be little more than a nec-
essary evil to any land-use development. As a result, many elements
of functional design have been addressed with these rules of thumb,
which are applied across the board to every type of parking project.

In recent years, however, property owners and developers have
come to recognize that parking is the first and last impression
afforded to both visitors and employees. As such, they are becoming
increasingly determined to make the parking facility reflect and be
compatible with the image of the complex as a whole.
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Because each owner has a different vision or mission for
the property, the appropriate walking distance and other
design parameters will not be the same even for complexes
with the same land uses. For example, the neighborhood
shopping center will have different parking convenience
needs than either a high fashion center or regional mall.

With this change in philosophy, rules of thumb no longer
provide adequate guides for parking design.

The LOS Approach

To evaluate the qualitative variables in parking designin a
systematic and logical way, Walker Parking Consultants/
Engineers has developed the level of service (LOS)
approach to parking design. Borrowed from the traffic
engineering profession, it allows us to consider a variety
of variables affecting acceptability of such desipn decisions
as parking stall and aisle widths, turning radii, entry and
exit queuing standards, and sloping of parking floors and
express ramps.

‘The level of service classification system is similar to the
grading system used in schools: LOS A is the best or ideal
performance; LOS B is good; C is average; and D is below
average but minimally acceptable. LOS E is the approximate
point of failure, and LOS F describes gridlock conditions.

The LOS system is used to reflect the acceptability by the
users of a community of certain parameters. Most road-
ways that are new or are being improved are designed to
attain a LOS of C or better. LOS D is tolerated by commut-
ers in our major urban centers like New York, Los Angeles
and Chicago; and efforts to mitigate the conditions would
not be initiated until the LOS dropsto Eoreven F. Ina
small town, a street condition of LOS B may generate an
outery for traffic improvements.

Similarly, issues related specifically to the parking patron
can be reflected by the level of service approach. In many
cases the specific type of user plays a major role, even
within the same land use type. Is the typical user a family
going to a theme park (perhaps loaded down with stroll-
ers and diaper bags) or a group of adult friends going to a
foutball game? Is it an elderly couple meeting the family at
the airport or a business traveler? Are there transportation
alternatives for the user? s the user a shopper who has a
number of location choices or a visitor who comes to the
site for a specific reason that will not be heavily influenced
by parking convenience, such as a visit to a specific doctor?
How long is the person going to stay — a few minutes or

all day? Are there a variety of parking options at various
prices and walking distances such as in a central business
district? How often does the user park in the same facility:
every day or once a year? Is it a stressful situation, such as
hurrying to the airport or going to the hospital, or a more
routine commute or shopping trip?

The individual parker's expectations are also important,
1s the location suburban or urban? Is the lot an overflow

location at the regional shopping center used only at
Christmas season or a lot in front of a strip/convenience
center? Is it a special event where congestion and long
walking distances, are anticipated or a suburban office park
where convenience is part of the marketing of the building
to tenants? Is it a corporate headquarters where the image of
the corporation is an issues or a speculative office building,

Security also is an element perceived by the user; will he/
she be hurrying to traverse the area as quickly as possible,
or will the person feel comfortable enough to walk a fairly
long distance? Major factors that affect the perception

of security include time of day, the neighborhood, the
general activity levels and lighting,

With all these different variables, it is easy to see why it
has been difficult to set precise standards. We do feel,
however, that it is possible to develop such standards.

In each of the above questions and situations, a somewhat
better level of service is needed to satisty the former than
the latter types of user. We also might design 1o different
levels of service at different points within the system. For
example, we consider that the parking used on average or
typical days at shopping centers should be designed for LOS
A; for busy Saturdays LOS B should be maintained; and the
parking that only gets used for a few hours on the busiest
days of the year might be designed for LOS C. We usually
design airport parking for LOS A, although, occasionally,
we drop to B for long-term, frequent {lyer parking.

Other Issues

Other issues affecting walking distance are related to

the path of travel itself. Based on our experience and
available literature, we have determined there are at least
four variables related to path of travel: degree of weather
protection, climate, line of sight {can the parker see the
destination from the parking space?) and “friction”
{interruptions and constraints on the path of travel such
as crossing streets with or without traffic signals, and
natural and psychological barriers such as railroad tracks
or a change in neighborhood).

To fully reflect all path-of-travel variables in a classifica-
tiom of walking distance by level of service would require
an overly complex matrix. After some study, however,

we found that the degree of weather protection is the

most critical variable. We further decided that acceplable
walking distances entirely within a parking facility are
shorter than those for urban sidewalks, pedestrian bridges
or inside buildings such as airports. Because the user of

a facility walks down a parking aisle or follows a path
between cars to reach the elevator, a high degree of “fric-
tion” exists for this system. Also, since parking structures
are generally perceived as being less sale than open surlace
lots, the distinctions between walking within parking lots
and structures should be recognized.

wwew npapark org PARKING WMay 2008 Y
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Therefore, we have determined the level of service of walk-
ing distances for five different types of circumstances. The
first three reflect degrees of protection along a dedicated
path of travel (i.e., not within a parking facility):

1. totally unprotected
2. covered to reduce the effects of rain or snow
3. climate controlled such as in a pedestrian bridge

The final two categories are:

4. walking within a surface parking lot
5. walking within a parking structure or garage

‘The table below presents our recommended gradation of
maximum acceptable walking distance for levels of service

A through D, which is the lowest level that would be used
under design circumstances. We have not tried to determine
a distinction between E (the point of failure) and F {gridlock).

Level of Sarvice Conditions A ] c D
Clirnate Controlbed 1,000 | 24004 | 38006 | 520010
Ouidoon/ Coverad B0 1,000 1,500 2,000
CutdoorUncovarad 400 800 1,200 1,600
Through Surface Lot 350 T00 1,080 1,400
Inside Parking Facility 300 B0 800 1,200

Experience has shown that climate in the locality is not a
primary factor. There are few, if any, places in the United
States that have a truly ideal walking climate year round.
Heat can be just as discouraging to walking as cold - rain
just as discouraging as snow. Certainly a perfect day
increases the acceptable walking distances and would
probably increase to the maximum walking distances in
climate controlled settings. In the few localities where per-
fect weather is the year-round norm, we recommend that
the climate controlled figures on the table be used.

The maximum walking distance for an unprotecied path
of travel in a non-parking environment was determined
first, using several different types of information.

Fruin's Data

The most important determinant was Fruin’s data on

the relationship between the walking distance and the
proportion of people who choose to walk versus those
who choose other modes of travel. This data came from
an origin/destination survey at the Port Authority Bush
Terminal in midtown-Manhattan. This mid-town ter-
minal situation is probably as close to ideal for studying
the point at which an unprotected walking distance poes
from being minimally acceptable to unacceptable. With a
walking distance of less than 1,000 feet, virtually everyone
chose to walk, rather than catch a bus, take a taxi or other
available alternatives.

30} Mational Parking Association PARKING May 2008

A common criteria for design in the transportation

and parking industry is the 85th percentile, i.e., one
selects a parameter that is acceptable to 85 percent of

the population. Designing for the 100th percentile is
excessively expensive; designing for the mean results in
problems for 50 percent of the population. In the mid-
town bus terminal study, at a distance of about 2,500 feet,
85 percent chose to walk. If the walk was a mile, about
half the people chose to walk. Fruin was careful to note
that the data was collected on a “fair spring day, resulting
in longer walking distances than would otherwise have
occurred in New York City”

Pruin compared the above distances to the “severely criti-
cized” maximum walking distances from curbside to gates
at such airports as (' Hare (1735 feet), Atlanta (1730 feet),
Dallas/Tort Worth (DFW) (1,650 feet) and San Francisco
{1,300 feer). Los Angeles, Kennedy, Miami and Detroil
each had maximum distances of about 1,100 feet.

The airport walking paths would be primarily in protected,
climate controlled spaces. However, people may be hurrying
to catch a plan; tired after a long business day; or toting
children, strollers and carry-on luggage. Also, the total
walking distances from parking space to gate would be
substantially longer.

Fruin noted that inter-terminal distances at those airports
range from 2,000 to more than 8,000 feet. Some of the
inter-terminal pedestrian connections are indoors, while
others are unprotected. Most people use the inter-terminal
bus service at the longer distances. (It is interesting to
note that since publication of Fruin's book, moving side-
walks have been added 1o O'Hare, both in the terminal
and between elevator cores in the garages; and a people-
mover has been added to the pedestrian terminal at the
American concourse at DFW.)

For special events, several references have cited 1,500 to
2,000 feet as a reasonable walking distance.

For university campuses (usually a LOS C or D condition),
our extensive experience with parking studies has found
that a significant number of students will walk as far as
amile in good weather, rather than wait for the univer-
sity shuttle bus. However, the usage of the shuttle system
increases sharply in poor weather. The students will not
park in distant lots (more than 1,500 to 2,000 feet) at all

il shuttle service is nol available to provide protection on
poor weather days.

City Walking

In cities such as Chicago, anecdatal analysis of commuter
walking distances indicates that 1,600 feet is a realistic
maximum for LOS D for typical weather conditions.

The LOS A unprotected walking distances in our chart
also were derived from sources that cited similar figures.
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Several cited an ideal walking distance inside the ring
road at major shopping centers as 400 feet; this distance
also has been found to be a reasonable walking distance
for shoppers in central business districts. One source cited
350 feet as the ideal walking distance for hospital parking.

Therefore, the acceptable maximum unprotected walk-
ing distances have been scaled from LOS A of 400 feet to
LOS D of L600 feet. The protected walking distances were
scaled from 500 feet for LOS A to 2,000 feet for LOS D, an
increase of 25 percent over the unprotected distances. The
fair weather bus terminal study, our experiences with uni-
versity student parking and the airport data cited by Fruin
led us to scale the climate controlled walking distances
from 1000 feet for LOS A to 5,200 feet (just under a mile)
for LOS D We understand that it is considered “ideal”™
(i.e., LOS A) in the airport industry to provide a moving
sidewalk or other people-mover if the walking distance
inside the terminal, and thus under climate controlled
circumstances, exceeds 1,000 feet,

Where there is friction along the pedestrian path of travel,
such as streets to cross and traffic signals, the acceptable
walking distance may be reduced by 25 percent or more.

For surface lot walking distances, we have relied on a
number of experiences and anecdotes in the design of
parking for shopping centers and other uses such as
theme parks. We then further discounted the walking

distances within parking structures. It should be noted

substantially longer than those published by one of the
authors because of additional experience gains with
mega-struciures (more than 3,000 parking spaces)

since the book Parking Structures was published in 1989.

A path of travel often includes components from several
ol the above categories and conditions. In these cases
acceptable total path is less than the total path in climate
controlled circumstances for a LOS one notch below the
LOS used for the individual components. For example,
an airport to be designed for LOS A would want to have
a maximum path of travel of 300 feet from the parking
space to the elevator within a parking facility, and
aweather-protected path of no more than 500 feet from
the elevator lobby to the terminal. There may then be a
climate controlled path of no more than 1,000 feet from
the entrance to the terminal to the gate. The overall path
of travel should not exceed 2,400 feet (LOS B).

This stary was originally publizhed in Parking magazine in 1984,
Mary S. Smith is senicr vice president at Walker Parking Consultants,
She can be reached at mary.smith ®walkerparking.com, Thomas A,
Butcher is executive vice president of Walker Parking Consultants.
Ha can be reached at tom butcher @walkerparking.com,
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Attachment 12

Shared Parking
Sharing Parking Facilities Among Multiple Users

TDM Encyclopedia
Victoria Transport Policy Institute

Updated 12 March 2013

This chapier provides information on technigues for sharing parking facilities among various users fo increase
efficiency.

Description

Shared Parking means that parking spaces are shared by more than one user, which allows parking
facilities to be used more efficiently. It is a type of Parking Management. Shared Parking takes
advantage of the fact that most parking spaces are only used part time by a particular motorist or group,
and many parking facilities have a significant portion of unused spaces, with utilization patterns that
follow predictable daily, weekly and annual cycles.

There are various degrees of shared parking, A parking space assigned to a specific user is not shared at
all. On-street parking spaces located in a busy, mixed use urban area tends to be the most shared. In
between are parking spaces that are shared among various employees at a particular worksite, parking
that is shared by customers at a variety of businesses located in a mall, or arrangements by one facility to
use another facilities parking at certain times, such as a tavern that allows its parking spaces to be used
on Sunday momings by attendees at a nearby church. An assigned employee parking space is typically
used about 2,000 hours per year, while an on-street parking space in a busy area often gets three times as
much use. Efficient sharing of spaces can allow parking requirements to be reduced significantly.

Specific ways of sharing parking are described below.

Zoned Rather Than Assigned Spaces

Parking can be shared among a group of employees or residents, rather than assigning to
individuals. For example, 100 employvees or residents can usually share 60-80 parking spaces
without problem, since not all emplovees will drive to work at one time.

This strategy complements other TDM strategies that encourage people to reduce their vehicle
ownership and use, such as Commute Trip Reduction and Location Efficient Development. This
type of sharing can be a consumer option. For example, motorists could be offered an assigned
space for $100 per month, or a shared space for $60 per month. This allows individuals to decide
whether they are willing to pay extra for an assigned space, or capture the savings that result from
shared parking,

Share Parking Between Sifes

Parking can be shared among different buildings and facilities in an area to take advantage of
different peak periods (see Table 1). For example, an office complex can efficiently share parking
facilities with a restaurant or theaters, since offices require maximum parking during weekdays,
while restaurants and theaters require maximum parking during evenings and weekends As a
result, the total amount of parking can be reduced 40-60% compared with standard off-street
parking requirements for each destination (Smith, 1983). ITE (1995) provides specific
recommendations for shared parking implementation,

http:/fwww vipi org/tdm/tdm89 htm 3/13/2014
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Table 1 Peak Parking Demand
Weekday Peaks Evening Peaks Weekend Peaks
Banks Anditorinms Religious institutions
Schools Bars and dance halls Parks
Distribution facilitics Meeting halls Shops and malls
Factorics Restaurants
Medical clinics Theaters
Offices
Professional services

This table indicates peak parking demand for different land use tvpes. Parking can be shared efficiently by land
uses with different peaks.

Fublic Parking/In Lieu Fees

Parking can be shared by relying on public parking facilities rather than having each building
provide private off-street parking, since each public space can serve many users and destinations.
As a result, 100 public parking spaces can be equivalent to 150 to 250 private parking spaces.
Developers or building owners can be allowed or required to pay in-lieu fees that fund public
parking facilities as an alternative to minimum requirements for private off-street parking (Shoup,
1999h) On-street parking tends to be the best type of public parking facility for sharing, since it is
visible and convenient. 1t is therefore helpful to manage on-street parking for maximum use,
particularly in busy Commercial Centers.

Geographic Considerations

Shared Parking is limited by the proximity of destinations that share a parking facility. Exactly how
close they must be depends on the type of land use and the type of user. Table 2 summarizes acceptable
walking distances for various types of activities. Acceptable walking distance 1s also affected by the
quality of the pedestrian environment, climate, line of site (longer distances are acceptable if people can
see their destination), and “friction” (barriers along the way, such as crossing busy traffic),

Table 2 Acceptable Walking Distances (Parking Evaluation)
Adjacent Short Medium Long
(Less than 100 ft) {less than 800 fi) {less than 1,200 fi) (less than 1,600 ft)
Peaple with disabilities Grocery stores General retail Airport parking
Deliveries and loading Professional services Restaurant Major sport or cultural
Emergency services Medical clinics Emplovees cvent
Convenience store Residents Entertainment center Overflow parking
Religious institution

This table indicates maximum acceptable walking distance from parking to destinations for various activities and
users. It assumes good pedestrion conditions (sidewalks, crosswalks, level tervain) that are outdoors and
uncovered, with a mild climate.

In general, the potential for sharing parking is greatest in areas where land use activities are Clustered,
and the benefits from sharing parking are greatest due to high parking costs. Priorities for sharing
parking are listed below.

. On-street parking on commercial streeis. These are the most convenient parking spaces and so should be
managed for maximum turnover to serve short stops (shopping and other errands), by limiting time or
applying short-term pricing. This usually means limits of less than 2 hours.

2. Off-sireet public parking facilities and on-street parking outside the commercial streets. These are less

http:/fwww vipi org/tdm/tdm89 htm 3/13/2014
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convenient parking spaces and so should be managed for longer stops, mcluding parking by emplovees,
long-term visitors and residents.

3. Off-sireet private parking facilities. These are often the most convenient parking spaces for a particular
site, but may also be convenient for other nearby users. They tend to be used to serve other nearby facilitics
with different peaks. For example, since a bar has peak demand duning Saturday might and a church has
peak demand during Sunday moming, they can efficiently share parking if located near to each other
(usually within a block or s0).

The concept of Shared Parking is well known, but it is often discouraged by current planning practices.
Conventional planning often reflects an assumption that communities want the greatest possible supply
of parking provided at the lowest possible price. Standards used in most communities require each
building or facility include a minimum amount of off-street parking supply, based on studies of peak-
period demand. Transportation professionals and public officials often prefer generous, simple and
consistent minimum parking standards because they are easy to administrate and minimize spillover
problems. All of these factors contribute to inefficient use of parking resources: many parking lots are
seldom or never full, even during peak periods, and most parking spaces are unused most of the time.

These practices are well established, but are beginning to change, particularly in growing urban
communities. Increasingly, communities have objectives to encourage infill development, use of
alternative modes and reduce the portion of land that is paved.

How it is Implemented

Shared Parking is usually implemented by municipal government policy to allow and encourage it, with
sharing arrangements actually made between individual facility developers and managers. It may require
changes to zoning codes (see below), and development of appropriate standards and practices that local
transportation planners can use to evaluate, manage and enforce shared parking arrangements. It can be
encouraged by establishing parking sharing brokerage services to match potential sharing partners,
which can be provided by a Transportation Management Association or local government agency.

Shared parking can also be implemented by providing public parking as a substitute for private parking.

This can be done by:

*  Providing a maximum amount of on-street parking in an area.

e Providing public off-street parking.

s Managing public parking faculties so the most convenient spaces are available to priority uses (such as
customers).

s Addressing barriers, such as inadequate walkways that limit use of public parking.

«  Encouraging more Clustered development.

Allowing or requiring in lieu fees instead of private off-street parking.

Model Shared Parking Code
Below is an example of wording to allow shared parking in municipal parking ordinances.

Introduction

Cumulative parking requirements for mixed-use occupancies or shared facilities may be reduced where it can
be determuned that the peak requirements of the several occupancies oceur at different times (either daily or
seasonally), The submittal requirements for a parking reduction request vary according to the method used to
determine the parking reduction. The reduction methods and accompanying submittal requirements are
outlined in this section. In all cases, a shared parking operations plan must be prepared to the satisfaction of

http:/fwww vipi org/tdm/tdm89 htm 3/13/2014
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the Department of Planning showing that parking spaces most conveniently serve the land uses intended,
directional signage is provided if appropnate, and pedestrian links are direct and clear, On-street parking
spaces wholly adjacent to the property may be included in the required minimum.

Three methods for determining a parking reduction are as follows;

A. Intermittent or Seasonal Nonconflicting Uses

(1.) When required parking reductions are predicted as a result of sharing between intermittent or scasonal
uses with nonconflicting parking demands (e.g. a church and a bank). then the reduction can be considered for
approval by the Planning Commission without demand calculations or a parking study. Individual spaces
identified on a site plan for shared users shall not be shared by more than one user at the same time.

(2.) If a privately owned parking facility 1s to serve two or more separate properties. then a "Shared
Parking Agreement” shall be filed with the City of Favetteville for consideration by the Planning
Commission. Unless explicitly stated to the contrary, the property owner of the parking facility aceepts
responsibility for operating. maintaining and accepting liability for personal injury and property damage.

B. Parking Occupancy Rate Table
When the parking reduction has been shown to be feasible by using the demand caleulations as determined by
Table 3, Parking Occupancy Rates, the applicant shall submit a parking demand summary sheet showing the
process for calculating the reduction as outlined in this section. (Note: The default rates from the Table 3,
Parking Occupancy Rates are set to include a small "safety margin” of parking bevond that minimally needed
to serve an average peak demand. Therefore a local study of parking demand may vield a greater reduction in

parking required.)

(1) The minimum number of parking spaces that are to be provided and maintained for cach use shall be
determined based on standard methods for determining minimum parking supply at a particular site.

(2.) The gross minimum number of parking spaces shall be multiplied by the "occupancy rate” as
determined by a study of local conditions {or as found in Table 3), for each use for the weekday night,
daytime and evening periods. and weekend night. davtime and evening periods respectively.

(3.) The gross minimum numbers of parking spaces for cach of the purposes referred to for cach time
period shall be added to produce the aggregate gross mimimum numbers of parking spaces for each time

period.

(4.) The greatest of the aggregative gross minimum numbers of parking spaces for cach period shall be

determined.

Table 3 Parking Occupancy Rates

Uses M-F M-F M-F Sat. & Sat. & Sat. &
Sun. sun. sSun.
Bam-5pm Bpm-12am 1Z2am-Bam 8am-5pm | B8pm-12am 12am-Bam
Residential ol 100%% 100%% B 1N 100%
Offices 100% 20 5% 5% o %
‘Warehouse /Industrial
Commercial H% BltG 5% 100% T 5%
Hotel T0% 100%% 100% T0% 100% 100 %
Restanrant T0% 100 10%0 T0% 100%a 20%
Movie Theater 4% B 104 RO 10 10%
Entertainment 1% 100%0 10% B0% 100%% %
Conference/Convention 100% 100% S 1005 1% 3%
Institutional {non- 100%, 20 5% 10%G 1 5%
church)
Institutional {church) 10% 5% 3% T00% 4 50% 3%

This table defines the percent of the basic minimum needed during each time period for shared parking. (M-I

http:/fwww vipi org/tdm/tdm89 htm

3/13/2014

10.1-418

Student Housing South
Environmental Impact Report



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR

Student Housing South 10.1-419
Environmental Impact Report



Chapter 10

Online TDM Encyclopedia - Shared Parking Page 6 of 14

(1) Be executed by the owner of said lot or parcel of land the parties having beneficial use thereof,
(2.) Be enforceable by either of the parties having beneficial use therzof, or bath,

(3.) Be enforceable against the owner, the parties having beneficial use and their heirs, successors and
assigns, or both,

(4.) Be first duly recorded i the Office of the Recorder of Deeds.

E. Parking Lot Location Standards. The location of all required and nonrequired parking lots with five or
more spaces shall meet the location requirements below. All conditional uses hereunder shall be granted by
the Planning Commission in accordance with Chapter regulations governing applications of conditional uses;
procedures.

1. Permitted Locations by Right. Parking lots shall be located within the same zoning district as the use they
serve. Required parking lots for uses allowed by right within a zoning district are allowed as a use by right in
the same zoning district.

2. Permitted Locations as a Conditional Use. Remains the same.

3. Off-Site Locations. If oft-street parking cannot be provided on the same lot as the principal use due o
existing buildings or the shape of the parcel, parking lots may be located on other property not more than 600
feet distant from the principal use, subject to conditional use approval by the Planning Commission. Parking
spaces serving residential units must be located within 300 feet of the dwelling unit entrances they will serve
whether they are off or on the site. Clear, safe pedestrian connections must be provided, requinng no crossing
of an arterial street except at a signalized intersection along the pedestrian pathway.

When Parking Requirements Must be Met

Parking requirements shall be met at the time any building or structure is erected, enlarged, or increased in
capacity, changed in use, or an applicable outdoor use is established or enlarged. In mixed-use developments,
or developments affected by co-operative agreements between different uses on neighboring properties,
changes in use will require a parking demand analysis using Table 3 or a Local Parking Study to demonstrate
the change in parking demand pattems. A forecast deficiency greater than 10% must be met by the
construction of additional parking spaces. payment of in-lieu fees. or support of shuttle service or other trip
reduction program satisfactory to the city. If a parking study results in a forecast deficiency of less that 10%,
no covenant or guarantee pavment is required.

Maximum Number Allowed

Parking lots may contain up to 20% more spaces than the required minimum, Any additional spaces above
20% shall be allowed only as a conditional use and shall be granted in accordance with City zoning governing
applications of conditional uses: procedures. and upon the finding that additional spaces are needed.

Travel Impacts

Shared Parking does not directly reduce vehicle travel if it substitutes for increased parking supply. To
the degree that it increases the available supply of parking and reduces parking prices it can encourage
automobile travel. To the degree that Shared Parking allows more Clustered Development it can
encourage use of alternative modes.

Table 4 Travel Impact Summary
Travel Impact Rating Comments
Reduces total traffic. 0 pcpcnds on parking cost and land use
impacts.
Reduces peak period trafTic. i] N
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Shifls peak 1o off-peak penods. 0 b
Shifts automobile travel o allemative 0 L]
modes.

Improves access. reduces the need for 0 "
fravel.

Increased ridesharing. 0 *
Increased public transit. 1] "
Increased cvcling. ) 8
Increased walking, 0 n
Increased Telework, 0 "
Reduced freight traffic 0 "

Rating from 3 (very beneficialy to =3 (very harmful), A 0 indicates no impact or mixed impacts.

Benefits And Costs

Shared Parking can reduce parking facility costs (including aesthetic and environmental impacts), allows
greater flexibility in facility location and site design, and encourage more efficient land use. Marshall,
Garrick and Hansen (2008) found that low-speed urban streets with on-street parking tend to have lower
traffic speeds, and so conclude that on-street parking is, “a tool to help create places that are safer, more
walkable, require less parking, and have more vitality,” Costs include reduced motorist convenience and
prestige, and increased automobile travel if it increases total parking supply. For more information see
Parking Policy Evaluation.

Table 5 Benefit Summary

Objective Rating Comments
Congestion Reduction ] Depends on parking cost and land use impacts.
Road & Parking Savings 3 Can provide significant parking facility savings
Conswimer Savings P Can provide savings 1o consumers,

Transport Choice 0 Depends on parking cost and land use impacts.
Road Safety 0 Depends on parking cost and land use impacts.
Envimonmental Protection 2 Reduces paved arca.

Efficient Land Use 2 Allows more clustered land use,

Community Livability 2 Allows maore clustered land use,

Rating from 3 (very beneficial) to -3 (verv harmful). A 0 indicates no impact or mixed impacts.

Equity Impacts

The Equity impacts of Shared Parking depend on how it is implemented and what is assumed to be the
alternative. If Shared Parking reduces total parking costs it can increase horizontal equity by reducing
cross subsidies from non-drivers to drivers. If it provides savings that are passed on to lower-income
people it can be progressive. If it helps create more Accessible land use it can benefit people who are
transportation disadvantaged and improve basic mobility.

On the other hand, zoning codes may be considered most equitable if they are applied consistently.
Flexible standards, which are required for Shared Parking, may be considered unfair to competitors, and
may create spillover problems if they fail (for example, if employees parking on residential streets rather
than using a parking lot several blocks away as arranged by their employer).

Table 6 Equity Summary

Criteria Rating Comments
Treats evervbody equally . ] Varies depending on circumstances.
Individuals bear the costs they impose. 0 b
Progressive with respect to income. 0 b
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Benefits transportation disadvamaged. ] i
Imiproves basic mobilily. 0 L1
Rating from 3 (very beneflicial) 1o =3 {very harmful). A 0 indicates no impact or mixed impacts.

Applications

Shared Parking can be applied in many situations (Evaluating Parking). It is particularly appropriate
where:

o A specific parking problem exists.

s  Land values and parking facility costs are high.

+  Clustered development 15 desired.

s Traffic congestion or vehicle pollution are significant problems.

s  Excessive pavement is undesirable

Table 7 Application Summary

Geographic Rating Organization Rating

Large urban region 3 Federal government. 0
High-density. urban. 3 State/provincial government. 1
Medium-density, urban/suburban. 3 Regional government. 2
Town. 3 Municipal/docal government. 3
Low-density, mral. 2 Business Associations TMA, 3
Commercial center, 3 Individual business, 3
Residential neighborhood. 3 Developer, 3
Resori/recreation area, 3 Meighborhood association, 3

Campus 3

Ratings range from O (not appropriate) 1o 3 (very appropriate).

Category
Land Use Management

Relationships With Other TDM Strategies

Shared Parking is a type of Parking Management and a Parking Solution. It is often implemented as part
of TDM, Commute Trip Reduction, Transportation Manazement Associations and Campus Trip
Reduction programs. It supports and is supported by Pedestrian and Cycling Improvements, Transit
Improvements, Smart Growth, New Urbanism, Clustering and Transportation Pricing Reforms. It is
important for Location Efficient Development.

Stakeholders

Shared Parking is primarily implemented by local government policies and agencies, and by individual
developers and businesses. Implementation often involves changing current planning, enforcement and
design practices, sometimes with the support of professional organizations. Transportation Management
Associations can provide parking facility brokerage services (for example, maintaining a system to
match businesses that can share parking facilities).

Barriers to Implementation

Shared Parking require overcoming the traditional assumption that society benefits from a maximum
supply of free or low-priced parking, and the resistance from land use and transportation planning
institutions that are accustomed to inflexible minimum parking standards. Some public officials consider
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Shared Parking difficult to administrate (since it requires flexible parking standards, verification and
enforcement), unfair (since some developers benefit more than others), and risky (since they could
create spillover problems. Users accustomed to assigned spaces may object to this practice. There may
be inadequate capacity during unusual peak demand periods.

Best Practices
Best practices for Shared Parking are described in various reports listed below. They include:

o Establish standard procedures for implementing Shared Parking which specify how to caleulate minimum
parking requirements for different combinations of land uses. acceptable walking distances, requirements for
sharing agreements, verification and enforcement,

*  Educate planning officials and developers as the potential for Shared Parking and procedures for
implementing it.

*  Provide a maximum amount of on-street parking, and public off-street parking as a substitute for private off-
street parking. Encourage use of in lieu fees to substitute for private off-street parking.

s Use Transportation Management Associations or local planning agencies to provide Shared Parking
matching and brokerage services.

*  Insure that there is good pedestrian access and appropriate signage for users concerming Shared Parking,
s Perform regular parking studies and feedback from users to identify problems with Shared Parking.

*  Anticipate potential spillover problems, and respond with appropriate regulations and enforcement programs.

What Street Parking Can Do For Downtowns
By Norman W, Garrick and Wesley Marshall (www courant com/news/opinion/commentary he-
plegarrick(5 1 | artmay 18.0.243667 | .storv).

As in other parts of the country, Connecticut towns and cities are struggling to revitalize their
downtowns. Some of the planning and design decisions made m the 1950s and 1960s make this goal
more difficult. One such decision is the elimination of street parking from manv of our town centers.

Although this practice of not accommodating street parking is now routing, there has been little
research done to assess its impact on urban centers. However, a growing number of urban planners
have pointed out that centers that have retained street parking, along with other compatible features
of pre-1950s town centers, are some of the most successtul downtowns in the country,

In order to address this dichotomy between conventional practice and emerging urban theory, we at
the Unaversity of Connecticut designed two studies of on-street parking and 1ts impact on
downtowns. One was based upon case studies of six New England town centers (West Hartford:
Northampton, Mass.. Brattleboro, Vi.. Avon Center, Glastonbury Center and Somerset Square in
Glastonbury ). In the second study, we investigated how street design affected vehicle speeds and
safety, based on a study of more than 230 Connecticut roads,

What we found through these studies was that on-street parking plays a crucial role in benefiting
activily centers on numerous levels. Here are some of the maimn benefits.

« Higher efficiency: Users of the downtowns consistently selected on-street parking spaces over off-
street surface lots and garage parking. The on-street spaces expenienced the most use and the highest
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urmover.

* Betier land use: Using the curbside for parking saves considerable amounts of land from life as an
off-street surface parking lot. Medium-sized town centers can save an average of more than two acres
of land by providing street parking, This efficiency can allow for much higher-density commercial
development than is possible if the center relies solelv on off-street surface lots,

= fhcreased safery: We showed conclusively that drvers tended to travel at significantly slower
speeds in the presence of features such as on-street parking and small building setbacks, Slower
vehicle speeds provide pedestrians, cvelists and drivers more time to react, and when a crash does
occur, the chance of it being life-threatening 1s greatly reduced. In shorl, on-street parking can help to
create a safer environment,

* Betier pedestrian environment: Our study results showed that centers with on-street parking and
other compatible characteristics such as generous sidewalks, mixed land uses, and higher densitics
recorded more than five times the number of pedestrians walking in these areas compared with the
control sites. which lack these traits.

Nearly every town in the state has the street space available that could be used for on-street parking.
Town leaders should consider it. Our results suggest that on-street parking is a tool that can help
create a vibrant and safe town center environment.

Norman W. Garrick is an associate professor of civil and environmental engineering and director of
the Center for Transporiation and Urban Planning at the University of Connecticut, Wesley
Marshall is a docroral candidaie in transportation engineering and urban planning ar UConn,

Examples and Case Studies

Shared Parking at Portland Transit Stations

The Tri-Met (Portland area) Park & Ride Policy encourages Shared Parking near transit stations as an efficient
and cost effective wayv to provide par