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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

The City of Rochester, Rochester Economic Development Department,
and Empire State Development are working in collaboration to bring
the proposed redevelopment of Midtown to fruition. As such, Walker
Parking Consultants (“Walker”) has been retained to provide parking
consulting services to the Midtown Development project team and
assist with the formation of a parking plan that specifically addresses
the appropriate amount of parking supply needed to service the unique
combination of proposed land uses.
The result of this report will allow The Design Team, City of Rochester,
State of New York, Empire State Development, PAETEC Corporation
and other stakeholders a better understanding of parking as it relates
specifically to the planning of Midtown, its associated land uses, and
urban densities. As redevelopment continues to evolve and site
specific developments are designed, parking planning will also require
additional design in order to most appropriately fit the needs of each
phased building.
Our evaluation of shared parking between the proposed future
developments and land densities recommends 918, 2,289, and
2,688 parking spaces are needed to accommodate the Low,
Medium, and High Density Developments, respectively. These parking
demands include reduction factors to account for dynamics specific to
the land use types and driving characteristic in Rochester. A further
discussion of the reduction factors as well as methodology for the
shared parking model is discussed further in this report.
The following report focuses on the study methods and results of the
aforementioned research and analysis, and is presented to LaBella
Associates to assist in making informed decisions with regard to the
proposed Midtown Development. Specific sections of this report may
not necessarily affect one another directly; however, were included to
meet the needs of the overall planning for re-development and at the
request of City and State agencies.
This report will present information necessary to understand the:
•
•
•

Future needs of parking due to Midtown Redevelopment
History of parking conditions in and around Midtown
Considerations related to parking and their impact on the
developments
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SCOPE OF SERVICES
The scope of the analyses completed by Walker includes the following
key tasks:
•

Determined the number of parking spaces that are needed for the
exclusive use of PAETEC Corporation in Phase I of the proposed
development plan;

•

Determined if additional parking supply is needed in the Midtown
block;

•

Determined the conceptual number of parking spaces needed for
each of the three development scenarios considered in Phase II;

•

Reviewed and discussed the City’s historical relocation plans during
facility repairs and where parkers should be relocated at the time of
Phase I completion;

•

Analyzed and recommended the location of parking facilities in
relation to other proposed developments;

•

Discussed the criteria for determining vehicle entry/exit locations with
respect to surrounding streets for Phase II;

•

Discussed the type of parking that is needed to serve Phase II
developments;

•

Discussed the impact of on-site vehicular circulation as it relates to
various land uses, the impact of parking location on pedestrian
movement, and the potential for future parking expansion for Phase II
developments;

•

Discussed conceptual solutions that address queuing areas/lengths
and on-street parking opportunities;

•

Reviewed zoning code for the proposed Urban Renewal District as it
relates to parking and commented on any potential challenges;

•

Summarized the baseline inventory regarding existing parking spaces
within a five- and ten-minute walking distance of the Midtown
Development site; and

•

Discussed strategies and techniques to incorporate parking into the
architectural elements of a mixed-use development.
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molmlpba=absbilmjbkq=mi^k==
The plan for the Midtown Development project consists of two phases.
The first phase includes the construction of a 500,000 SF corporate
world headquarters for PAETEC Corporation with completion in 2011.
Phase two of the development program has not been specifically
determined, although three land use density scenarios have been
recommended and conceptually identified by LaBella Associates with
assistance from EDAW/AECOM. The second phase is likely to
include additional mid-rise office, residential, hotel, retail, and
restaurant area with construction likely to commence shortly after
completion and absorption of Phase 1.
The following table provides an overview of the potential development
scenarios considered by Walker in this report.
Table 1: Conceptual Development Scenarios
Land Use

Low

Development Density Scenarios
Medium
High

m^bqb`=qçïÉê

M pc

RMMIMMM pc

RMMIMMM pc

jáÇJoáëÉ=lÑÑáÅÉ

M pc

UUIMMM pc

OOMIMMM pc

oÉëáÇÉåíá~ä

OPT ìåáíë

OSR ìåáíë

eçíÉä

NMM êççãë

NMM êççãë

oÉí~áä

OSITNT di^

OUINVO di^

OVQ ìåáíë
NMM êççãë
OUIVSV di^

oÉëí~ìê~åí=J=cáåÉ=aáåáåÖ

OMIQQU di^

ONIPTV di^

ONITMV di^

oÉëí~ìê~åí=J=nìáÅâ=pÉêîáÅÉ

NPIQUQ di^

NQIOMQ di^

NQIQRV di^

LaBella Associates, August 2008

In all scenarios, the 1,844-space Midtown Parking Garage is slated to
remain in place with structural and waterproofing repairs schedule to
be performed in late 2009 or early 2010.
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MIDTOWN REDEVELOPMENT SITE
The development site for the Midtown project is irregular in shape and generally bound by East Main Street to
the north, East Broad Street to the south, Euclid Street, the intersection of Atlas Street and Chestnut Street to the
east, and South Clinton Avenue to the west. The parameters of the Midtown Redevelopment Site are shown in
the following figure.
Figure 1: Midtown Redevelopment Site
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The purpose of this section is to utilize shared parking methodology as
a means to evaluate the future parking demand for Phase I and Phase
II of the proposed Midtown Development. The results of this shared
parking analysis identify the optimal number of parking spaces to meet
the needs of the PEATEC Tower in Phase I and the proposed mixed-use
development in Phase II.

FUTURE PARKING
DEMAND

SHARED PARKING METHODOLOGY
Walker Parking Consultants was commissioned by the Urban Land
Institute (ULI) and the International Council of Shopping Centers (ICSC)
to lead a team of parking and transportation planning experts to
update the landmark publication, Shared Parking. Walker Parking
Consultants was the lead consultant and principal author of the update,
published November of 2005. The shared parking analysis herein
reflects both the significant research that has taken place in the
ULI/ICSC effort, as well as the experience of Walker Parking
Consultants in performing shared parking analyses over the past two
decades.
Shared parking is defined as parking spaces that can be used to serve
two or more individual land uses without conflict or encroachment.
One of the fundamental principles of downtown planning from the
earliest days of the automobile has always been to share parking
resources rather than to have each use or building have its own
parking. The resurgence of many central cities resulting from the
addition of vibrant office, residential, retail, and entertainment
developments continues to rely heavily on shared parking for economic
viability. In addition, mixed-use projects in many different settings have
benefited from shared parking. There are numerous benefits of shared
parking to a community at large, not the least of which is the
environmental benefit of significantly reducing the square feet of
parking provided to serve commercial development.
The ability to share parking spaces is the result of two conditions:
•

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

•

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

For example, office buildings require parking spaces during daytime
hours on weekdays, while restaurants and entertainment venues have
5
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peak parking needs during the evening and weekends. The interplay
of land uses in a mixed-use environment also produces a reduction in
overall parking demand. For example, a substantial percentage of
patrons at one business (restaurant) may be employees of PAETEC
Tower or other downtown businesses (office). This is referred to as the
“effects of the captive market.” These patrons are already parking and
contribute only once to the number of peak hour parkers. In other
words, the parking demand ratio for individual land uses should be
factored downward in proportion to the captive market support
received from neighboring land uses.
Although the interplay of land uses can reduce the overall demand, it
should be noted that there are limits imposed by proximity of land uses
to each other and to parking facilities. While "shared parking" by
definition is capitalizing on the different demand period for a
combination of land uses, it is not logical to assume that a hotel (with
peak demand in the evening) can share with an office building (with
peak demand during the day) if the two land uses are too far apart.
Human behavior restricts shared parking opportunities by limiting the
distance users are willing to walk from a parking facility to their final
destinations.
Our shared parking analysis begins with the application of base
parking ratios to the proposed land uses. Walker’s base parking
demand ratios in the shared parking model are developed with data
from previous project experience, surveys, data from the Urban Land
Institute (ULI), the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE), and other reference
materials.
The following table shows the unadjusted base parking ratios applied
to each land use.
Table 2: Base Parking Demand Ratios
i~åÇ=rëÉ
lÑÑáÅÉ=

sáëáíçê
MKOM

Weekday
bãéäçóÉÉLoÉëáÇÉåí
OKSM

råáí
LâëÑ=di^

pçìêÅÉ
O

qçí~ä
tÉÉâÇ~ó
OKUM

OKVM

MKTM

LâëÑ=di^

N

PKSM

oÉëí~ìê~åí=J=cáåÉ=aáåáåÖ

NRKOR

OKTR

LâëÑ=di^

O

NUKMM

oÉëí~ìê~åí=J=nìáÅâ=pÉêîáÅÉ

`çããìåáíó=oÉí~áä

NOKTR

OKOR

LâëÑ=di^

O

NRKMM

eçíÉäJ_ìëáåÉëë

NKMM

MKOR

Lêççã

OIQ

NKOR

oÉëáÇÉåíá~ä=pÜ~êÉÇI=lïåÉÇ

MKNR

NKTM

Lìåáí

OIP

NKUR

Sources
NK= Parking Requirements for Shopping Centers
I====pÉÅçåÇ=bÇáíáçåK=t~ëÜáåÖíçå=a`W=rifJqÜÉ=
====rêÄ~å=i~åÇ=fåëíáíìíÉI=NVVVK
OK=Parking Generation,==qÜáêÇ=bÇáíáçåK=t~ëÜáåÖíçå=a`W=fåëíáíìíÉ=çÑ=qê~åëéçêí~íáçå=båÖáåÉÉêëI=OMMQK
PK=a~í~=ÅçääÉÅíÉÇ=Äó=t~äâÉê=m~êâáåÖ=`çåëìäí~åíëK
QK=dÉê~äÇ=p~äòã~åI=?eçíÉä=m~êâáåÖW=eçï=jìÅÜ=fë=båçìÖÜ\?=rêÄ~å=i~åÇ I=g~åì~êó=NVUUK
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Base parking demand ratios have been developed from industry
research by land use category, for both a typical weekday and
weekend. The shared parking projections prepared for the Midtown
Development are calibrated to reflect the parking needs of the
proposed mixed-use development on a typical weekday. These ratios
are adjusted by site specific factors including drive ratio and noncaptive factor specific to information about Rochester obtained from
census information in order to customize the ratios for the subject
development. The drive ratio reduces the overall parking demand for
patrons arriving via mass transit, car-pooling, walking or riding a bike.
The non-captive factor reduces the demand when uses are used
congruently, such as when office employees patron a restaurant during
their lunch hour or other retail services.

PHASE I DEVELOPMENT (PAETEC TOWER)
The planned PAETEC Tower is a Class A office tower consisting of
500,000 square feet. The projected parking demand generated by
the tower is approximately 1,205 spaces on a typical weekday. This
figure represents a 15% modal split reduction to account for
car/vanpooling, and employee use of public transportation.
Table 3: Summary of PAETEC Tower Parking Demand

i~åÇ=rëÉ

råáí

rå~ÇàìëíÉÇ=
aÉã~åÇ

m^bqb`=qçïÉê

RMMIMMM=pc=

NIQMM

^ÇàìëíÉÇ=
aÉã~åÇ
NIOMR

Source: Walker Parking Consultants, LaBella Associates & EDAW|AECOM, 2008

The existing Midtown Parking Structures has a supply of 1,844
parking spaces that should adequately accommodate the demand of
1,205 vehicles generated by the PAETEC building during a typical
weekday.
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PHASE I VEHICLE TRIP GENERATION
The peak vehicle trip generation for the PAETEC Tower was analyzed
on the basis of two variables; number of employees and building size.
Our analysis indicates that the peak weekday vehicle trip generation
could range between 600 to 700 vehicles.
The summary of projected peak vehicle generation for the PAETEC
Tower during a typical weekday morning and afternoon is presented in
the following table.
Table 4: PAETEC Tower Peak Hour Vehicle Trip Generation
Number of Employees
båíÉê=EVPBF

1,500

^j=mÉ~â=
bñáí=ETBF

RRU

QO

Building Size (SF GLA)
båíÉê=EVPBF

båíÉê=ENNBF

mj=mÉ~â=
bñáí=EUVBF

qçí~ä=

SMM

SMKR

QUVKR

RRM

qçí~ä=

båíÉê=ENMBF

mj=mÉ~â=
bñáí=EVMBF

qçí~ä=

TMM

SOKR

RSOKR

SOR

500,000

^j=mÉ~â=
bñáí=ETBF

SRN

qçí~ä=

QV

Source: ITE Trip Generation, 7th Edition (Corporate Headquarters Building, 714)

PHASE I & II DEVELOPMENT
LaBella Associates and EDAW|AECOM provided Walker with three
density development scenarios for evaluation that are summarized in
the table below.
Table 5: Phase I & II Development Density Scenarios
Land Use

Low

Development Density Scenarios
Medium
High

m^bqb`=qçïÉê

M pc

RMMIMMM pc

RMMIMMM pc

jáÇJoáëÉ=lÑÑáÅÉ

M pc

UUIMMM pc

OOMIMMM pc

oÉëáÇÉåíá~ä
eçíÉä

OPT ìåáíë
NMM êççãë

OSR ìåáíë
NMM êççãë

OVQ ìåáíë
NMM êççãë

oÉí~áä

OSITNT di^

OUINVO di^

OUIVSV di^

oÉëí~ìê~åí=J=cáåÉ=aáåáåÖ

OMIQQU di^

ONIPTV di^

ONITMV di^

oÉëí~ìê~åí=J=nìáÅâ=pÉêîáÅÉ

NPIQUQ di^

NQIOMQ di^

NQIQRV di^

Source: LaBella Associates and EDAW/AECOM, Sept
Note: Retail and Restaurant uses are adjusted by 10% to convert from total square feet to gross
leasable area (GLA).
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CONCEPT 1: LOW DENSITY DEVELOPMENT
As shown in the following table, sharing parking between the different uses for the low density development
scenario may result in a 25% reduction, from 1,230 to 918 spaces.
Table 6: Low Development Density Parking Demand
Weekday

Demand Adjustments

i~åÇ=rëÉ
oÉí~áä
==bãéäçóÉÉ
cáåÉL`~ëì~ä=aáåáåÖ
==bãéäçóÉÉ
c~ëí=cççÇ
==bãéäçóÉÉ
eçíÉäJ_ìëáåÉëë
==bãéäçóÉÉ
oÉëáÇÉåíá~ä=dìÉëí
oÉëáÇÉåíá~ä=oÉëÉêîÉÇ
pìÄíçí~ä=`ìëíçãÉêLdìÉëí=pé~ÅÉë
pìÄíçí~ä=bãéäçóÉÉLpÜ~êÉÇ=oÉëáÇÉåí=pé~ÅÉë========
qçí~ä=m~êâáåÖ=pé~ÅÉë

rå~Çà
aÉã~åÇ
TT
NV
PNO
RS
NTO
PM
NMM
OR
PS
QMP
SVT
NPM

aÉã~åÇ
jçåíÜ=^Çà mâ=eê=^Çà kçå=`~éíáîÉ aêáîÉ=o~íáç
^ìÖ
^ìÖ
TWMM=mj
bîÉåáåÖ
bîÉåáåÖ
TWMM=mj
SVB
VRB
RMB
NMMB
OR
UMB
VRB
NMMB
URB
NO
VVB
NMMB
VRB
NMMB
OVQ
NMMB
NMMB
NMMB
URB
QU
VVB
UMB
OMB
NMMB
OT
NMMB
VMB
NMMB
URB
OP
VOB
TRB
NMMB
SSB
QS
NMMB
OMB
NMMB
URB
Q
NMMB
NMMB
NMMB
NMMB
PS
NMMB
NMMB
NMMB
NMMB
QMP
QOU
UT

NIOPM

VNU

Summary

aÉîÉäçéãÉåí=pÅÉå~êáç
`çåÅÉéí=N

içï=aÉåëáíó

i~åÇ=rëÉ
m^bqb`=qçïÉê
jáÇJoáëÉ=lÑÑáÅÉ
oÉëáÇÉåíá~ä
eçíÉä
oÉí~áä
cáåÉL`~ëì~ä=aáåáåÖ
nìáÅâ=pÉêîáÅÉ=aáåáåÖ

rå~ÇàìëíÉÇ=
aÉã~åÇ
råáíë
M pc
M
M pc
M
OPT ìåáíë
QPV
NMM êççãë
NOR
OSITNT di^
VS
OMIQQU di^
PSU
NPIQUQ di^
OMO
qlq^ipW
NIOPM
ORB=êÉÇìÅíáçå

^ÇàìëíÉÇ=
mÉ~â=
aÉã~åÇ
M
M
QPV
RM
PT
PQO
RM
VNU

Source: Walker Parking Consultants, LaBella Associates, & EDAW|AECOM, 2008

9

MIDTOWN REDEVELOPMENT
PARKING PLANNING
OCTOBER 8, 2008

PROJECT # 11-2343.00

CONCEPT 2 - MEDIUM DENSITY DEVELOPMENT
As shown in the following table, sharing parking between the different uses for the medium density
development scenario may result in a 24% reduction, from 3,024 to 2,289 spaces.
Table 7: Medium Development Density Parking Demand
Weekday

Demand Adjustments

i~åÇ=rëÉ
`çããìåáíó=pÜçééáåÖ=`ÉåíÉê=EYQMM=âëÑF
==bãéäçóÉÉ
cáåÉL`~ëì~ä=aáåáåÖ
==bãéäçóÉÉ
c~ëí=cççÇ
==bãéäçóÉÉ
eçíÉäJ_ìëáåÉëë
==bãéäçóÉÉ
oÉëáÇÉåíá~ä=dìÉëí
oÉëáÇÉåíá~ä=oÉëÉêîÉÇ
lÑÑáÅÉ=ORâ=íç=NMMâ==ëè=Ñí
==bãéäçóÉÉ
lÑÑáÅÉ=[RMMIMMM=ëè=Ñí
==bãéäçóÉÉ
pìÄíçí~ä=`ìëíçãÉêLdìÉëí=pé~ÅÉë
pìÄíçí~ä=bãéäçóÉÉLpÜ~êÉÇ=oÉëáÇÉåí=pé~ÅÉë========
pìÄíçí~ä=oÉëÉêîÉÇ=pé~ÅÉë
qçí~ä=m~êâáåÖ=pé~ÅÉë

rå~Çà
aÉã~åÇ
UO
OM
POS
RV
NUN
PO
NMM
OR
QM
QRN
OS
OUO
NMM
NIPMM
URR
NITNU
QRN
PIMOQ

aÉã~åÇ
jçåíÜ=^Çà mâ=eê=^Çà kçå=`~éíáîÉ aêáîÉ=o~íáç aÉÅÉãÄÉê
aÉÅÉãÄÉê OWMM=mj
a~óíáãÉ
a~óíáãÉ
OWMM=mj
NMMB
NMMB
QRB
NMMB
PT
NMMB
NMMB
NMMB
URB
NT
NMMB
SRB
UMB
NMMB
NTM
NMMB
VMB
NMMB
URB
QR
NMMB
VMB
NMB
NMMB
NS
NMMB
VRB
NMMB
URB
OS
STB
SMB
NMMB
SSB
OT
NMMB
NMMB
NMMB
URB
ON
NMMB
OMB
NMMB
NMMB
U
NMMB
NMMB
NMMB
NMMB
QRN
NMMB
NMMB
NMMB
NMMB
OS
NMMB
NMMB
NMMB
URB
OQM
NMMB
NMMB
NMMB
NMMB
NMM
NMMB
NMMB
NMMB
URB
NINMR
PUQ
NIQRQ
QRN
OIOUV

Summary
aÉîÉäçéãÉåí=pÅÉå~êáç
`çåÅÉéí=O

jÉÇáìã=aÉåëáíó

i~åÇ=rëÉ
m^bqb`=qçïÉê
jáÇJoáëÉ=lÑÑáÅÉ
oÉëáÇÉåíá~ä
eçíÉä
oÉí~áä
cáåÉL`~ëì~ä=aáåáåÖ

råáíë
RMMIMMM
UUIMMM
OSR
NMM
OUINVO
ONIPTV

nìáÅâ=pÉêîáÅÉ=aáåáåÖ

pc
pc
ìåáíë
êççãë
di^
di^

NQIOMQ di^
qlq^ipW

rå~ÇàìëíÉÇ=
aÉã~åÇ
^ÇàìëíÉÇ=mÉ~â=aÉã~åÇ
NIQMM
NIOMR
PMU
OSS
QVN
QRV
NOR
QU
NMO
RQ
PUR
ONR
ONP
PIMOQ

QO
OIOUV
OQB=êÉÇìÅíáçå

Source: Walker Parking Consultants, LaBella Associates, & EDAW|AECOM, 2008
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CONCEPT 3 – HIGH DENSITY DEVELOPMENT
The following table demonstrates that sharing parking between the different uses for the high density
development scenario may result in a 23% reduction, from 3,490 to 2,688 spaces.

Table 8: High Development Density Parking Demand
Weekday

Demand Adjustment

i~åÇ=rëÉ
`çããìåáíó=pÜçééáåÖ=`ÉåíÉê=EYQMM=âëÑF
==bãéäçóÉÉ
cáåÉL`~ëì~ä=aáåáåÖ
==bãéäçóÉÉ
c~ëí=cççÇ
==bãéäçóÉÉ
eçíÉäJ_ìëáåÉëë
==bãéäçóÉÉ
oÉëáÇÉåíá~ä=dìÉëí
oÉëáÇÉåíá~ä=oÉëÉêîÉÇ
lÑÑáÅÉ=NMMâ=íç=RMMâ=ëè=Ñí
==bãéäçóÉÉ
lÑÑáÅÉ=[RMMIMMM=ëè=Ñí
==bãéäçóÉÉ
pìÄíçí~ä=`ìëíçãÉêLdìÉëí=pé~ÅÉë
pìÄíçí~ä=bãéäçóÉÉLpÜ~êÉÇ=oÉëáÇÉåí=pé~ÅÉë========
pìÄíçí~ä=oÉëÉêîÉÇ=pé~ÅÉë
qçí~ä=m~êâáåÖ=pé~ÅÉë

rå~Çà
aÉã~åÇ
UQ
OM
PPN
SM
NUQ
PP
NMM
OR
QQ
RMM
RO
SRT
NMM
NIPMM
UVR
OIMVR
RMM
PIQVM

aÉã~åÇ
jçåíÜ=^Çà mâ=eê=^Çà kçå=`~éíáîÉ aêáîÉ=o~íáç aÉÅÉãÄÉê
aÉÅÉãÄÉê
OWMM=mj
a~óíáãÉ
a~óíáãÉ OWMM=mj
NMMB
NMMB
QRB
NMMB
PU
NMMB
NMMB
NMMB
URB
NT
NMMB
SRB
UMB
NMMB
NTO
NMMB
VMB
NMMB
URB
QS
NMMB
VMB
NMB
NMMB
NS
NMMB
VRB
NMMB
URB
OT
STB
SMB
NMMB
SSB
OT
NMMB
NMMB
NMMB
URB
ON
NMMB
OMB
NMMB
NMMB
V
NMMB
NMMB
NMMB
NMMB
RMM
NMMB
NMMB
NMMB
NMMB
RO
NMMB
NMMB
NMMB
URB
RRU
NMMB
NMMB
NMMB
NMMB
NMM
NMMB
NMMB
NMMB
URB
NINMR
QNQ
NITTQ
RMM
OISUU

Summary

aÉîÉäçéãÉåí=pÅÉå~êáç
`çåÅÉéí=P

eáÖÜ=aÉåëáíó

i~åÇ=rëÉ
m^bqb`=qçïÉê
jáÇJoáëÉ=lÑÑáÅÉ
oÉëáÇÉåíá~ä
eçíÉä
oÉí~áä
cáåÉL`~ëì~ä=aáåáåÖ
nìáÅâ=pÉêîáÅÉ=aáåáåÖ

råáíë
RMMIMMM
OOMIMMM
OVQ
NMM
OUIVSV
ONITMV
NQIQRV

pc
pc
ìåáíë
êççãë
di^
di^
di^
qlq^ipW

rå~ÇàìëíÉÇ=
aÉã~åÇ
NIQMM
TMV
RQQ
NOR
NMQ
PVN
ONT
PIQVM

^ÇàìëíÉÇ=mÉ~â=
aÉã~åÇ
NIOMR
SNM
RMV
QU
QP
ONU
RR

OISUU
OPB=êÉÇìÅíáçå

Source: Walker Parking Consultants, LaBella Associates & EDAW|AECOM, 2008
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SUMMARY OF SHARED PARKING ANALYSIS
Based on the analysis performed herein, estimates of projected shared
parking demand for each development density scenario are presented
in the following table:
Table 9: Summary of Shared Parking Analysis for Phase I & II

pÅÉå~êáç=
içï

pÜ~êÉÇ=m~êâáåÖ=
aÉã~åÇ
mÉ~â=jçåíÜ mÉ~â=qáãÉ
VNU

^ìÖìëí=

TWMM=mj

jÉÇáìã

OIOUV

aÉÅÉãÄÉê

OWMM=mj

eáÖÜ=

OISUU

aÉÅÉãÄÉê

OWMM=mj

PHASE I
Once scheduled construction of PAETEC Tower is completed in the fall
of 2011 an additional 1,200 employees are anticipated to occupy
the tower. It is anticipated that the new demand of 1,205 vehicles
will be accommodated by the existing 1,844 parking spaces in the
Midtown Parking Garage. Approximately 444 (unadjusted demand)
or 639 (adjusted demand) parking spaces will remain after the
demand is absorbed into the Midtown Parking Garage.
PHASE II
As Phase II parking demand ranges by 1,770 spaces between the
low and high density developments and the actual layout of the
buildings is not confirmed we recommend these additional spaces
should not be considered additional supply available for other uses
until Phase II development plans are confirmed by the project team.
Structural systems of the proposed Phase II developments may impact
the existing parking stalls and reduce the overall available parking
supply.
The parking demand projected in the Phase II range depends on the
specific development program and density. Nonetheless, all of the
parking requirements for Phase II development will be met by on-site
parking accommodations. Parking may be provided through a mixture
of surface and structured parking (above and/or below grade).
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OTHER DEVELOPMENTS
There are two known developments that are planned near the Midtown
Development site that will impact the use of parking in downtown
Rochester. A description of the projects and assumed parking
considerations are given based on the most current information
available during the preparation of this study.
ESL
ESL Headquarters plans to relocate to downtown Rochester. ESL’s
prospective development site is bounded by South Clinton Ave,
Woodbury Blvd, Chestnut Street, and Pitkin Street. Once opened in
early 2010, ESL plans to bring 350 employees downtown. At full
occupancy 500 employees are anticipated to occupy the ESL
headquarters. A 550-space parking structure is included in the design
of the development with an additional 60-space surface lot. Parking
demand for the development will be entirely within the project
boundaries. The result of parking being contained on site does not
affect parking for Midtown Redevelopment or other areas downtown.
RENAISSANCE SQUARE
When fully developed and operational in 2012 the Renaissance
Square project will provide new retail shopping, a transportation
center, and the Monroe Community College and Performing Arts
Center. The development is proposed to be located to the west of
Midtown. A review of Allee King Rosen & Fleming’s (7/25/08)
Environmental Assessment, Chapter 9 Vehicle Traffic and Parking was
completed to identify the potential parking impact. Key changes to the
parking supply are presented below:
•
•
•

Loss of 370 surface parking spaces
Loss of 38 on-street parking spaces along Mortimer Street
Gain of 35 surface parking spaces

The report identifies that the additional demand for parking will be
accommodated in the surrounding parking supply within 1,000 feet of
the Renaissance Square Development excluding Midtown Parking
Garage.
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In recent years, the City of Rochester has had to relocate parking
patrons among various parking facilities due to actual and impending
structural issues that required immediate attention. The actual number
of parkers relocated to specific parking locations is uncertain, therefore
approximate figures and a qualitative discussion on the relocation
process is presented herein. Shown in the following figure is an
historical review of vehicle relocation beginning with the collapse of
the South Avenue Parking Garage Helix, through the closure of
Midtown Parking Garage.

PARKING
RELOCATION HISTORY

Figure 2: History of Parking Relocation

plrqe=^sbkrb=m^ohfkd=d^o^db=`ilprob=
The circular helix at the South Avenue Parking Garage collapsed in
April of 2006. The helix collapse resulted in the closure of the parking
ramp for extensive structural repairs. A total of 900 -- 950 vehicle
spaces were lost due to closure of the garage. Vehicles that were
parked in the South Avenue Parking Garage were relocated to
Mortimer Street, Court Street, Washington Square, and Midtown
Parking Garage.
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plrqe=^sbkrb=m^ohfkd=d^o^db=m^oqf^i=obl``rm^k`v=
The South Avenue Parking Garage reopened for partial occupancy
after partial completion of structural repairs in September of 2006.
Monthly parkers were relocated in their entirety from Mortimer Street
and partially from Court Street and Midtown Parking Garage.

jfaqltk=m^ohfkd=d^o^db=m^oqf^i=`ilprob=
The Midtown Parking Garage was closed to transient parkers on July
25, 2008. Transient parkers using services in and around Midtown
are able to use other sources of parking within a close proximity
including:
•
•
•
•
•

On-street parking;
Mortimer Street Parking Garage;
East End Parking Garage;
St. Joseph Parking Garage; and
Private off-street parking.

jfaqltk=m^ohfkd=d^o^db=`ilprob=
As of September 30, 2008 the Midtown Parking Garage will be
permanently closed until redevelopment of the site is complete.
Monthly parkers that work within the vicinity of Midtown will be
relocated to Mortimer Street Parking Garage, East End Parking
Garage or St. Joseph Parking Garage. Other monthly parkers that do
not work within the area of the Midtown Parking Garage will be
required to relocate to other locations or where additional parking is
available at the above mentioned parking garages.
Users of Midtown Parking Garage that were not guaranteed parking
in the three garages discussed below should utilize other City owned
or private facilities in areas of town that are proximate to their work.
Other alternatives include using various forms of public transportation
to commute to and from work.
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plrqe=^sbkrb=m^ohfkd=d^o^db=oblmbkp=
The South Avenue Parking Garage is scheduled to reopen for full
occupancy after completion of structural repairs in the fourth quarter of
2009. Any remaining monthly parkers not previously relocated to
South Avenue will be moved from the Mortimer Street Garage.

crqrob=m^ohfkd=obil`^qflk=pqo^qbdv==
The Midtown Parking Garage currently has a supply of 1,844 parking
spaces that is used primarily by the buildings surrounding the area
known as Midtown, including the indoor mall and office tower directly
above the parking garage. The garage is currently utilized at about
74% capacity by monthly and transient parkers. Parking overall is
currently adequate in the Midtown area.

jfaqltk=m^ohfkd=d^o^db=obil`^qflk=mi^k=
As of September 30, 2008 the Midtown Parking Garage will be
permanently closed until demolition of existing buildings above the
garage and construction of PAETEC Tower is complete. Repairs and
maintenance will also be completed on the garage before it reopens.
Parkers currently holding monthly parking cards that work in and
around the Midtown site will be relocated to three surrounding parking
garages. Approximately 1,300± parking spaces are available
between the three parking garages located within a short walking
distance of the Midtown Parking Garage.
Parkers with monthly cards currently working in the buildings listed
below will be accommodated by the 700 available spaces in the
Mortimer Street Parking Garage.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Granite Building
Alliance Building
Chase Tower
Clinton Square
Xerox Square
Excellus Building
Frontier/Three City Center Building
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Parkers with monthly cards currently working in the buildings listed
below will be accommodated in the 300 available spaces at the East
End Parking Garage.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

50 Chestnut Building
Eastman School of Music
HSBC Plaza Building
Miller Center
Neisner Building
N.Y. State Appellate Court
RG&E Building, 111 East Avenue
Rochester District Heating (RDH) Building
Sagamore Building

Parkers with monthly cards currently working in the buildings listed
below will be accommodated in the 300 available spaces at the St.
Joseph Parking Garage.
•
•
•

Bank of America Building
Reidman Building
Triangle Building

A shortage of 544 off-street parking spaces will result due to the
closure of Midtown Parking Garage and the reallocation of monthly
patrons to the Mortimer Street, East End and St. Joseph Parking
Garages. The shortage of parking will be a result prior to the
construction of PAETEC Tower.

PARKING SUPPLY WITHIN WALKING DISTANCE OF MIDTOWN
The parking supply within a five and ten-minute walking distance of
Midtown Parking Garage was evaluated to determine the existing
parking supply as well as the adequacy of those parking spaces.
Data was compiled from Walker Parking Consultants 2008
Comprehensive Downtown Parking Study to obtain the existing parking
supply and adequacy. The table shown to the right provides a
reference of walking distances with respect to time.
Approximately 674± parking spaces are currently available within a
five-minute walk of the Midtown Parking Garage. Of the available
parking supply within a five-minute walk, approximately 125± spaces
are unused on a daily basis. A five-minute walk results in a distance of

^îÉê~ÖÉ=t~äâáåÖ=péÉÉÇë=~åÇ=
aáëí~åÅÉë==
Avg. Walking Speed = 3 MPH
1
5
10
15
20
25
30

Minute
Minutes
Minutes
Minutes
Minutes
Minutes
Minutes

=
=
=
=
=
=
=

264 feet
1,320 feet
2,640 feet
3,960 feet
5,280 feet
6,600 feet
7,920 feet
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approximately 1,320 feet. Note that the supply and adequacy does
not include the currently closed Midtown Parking Garage.
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Additionally, there are approximately 13,408± parking spaces available within a five- to ten-minute walking
distance of Midtown. This parking supply excludes the 1,844 parking spaces at the currently closed Midtown
Parking Structure. Of the total parking supply within this walking radius, approximately 8,107± spaces are
unused on a daily basis. A ten-minute walk or approximately 2,640± feet is considered to be an acceptable
walking distance in a dense central business district such as Rochester. The unused parking supply in the
market area could accommodate the projected parking deficit of 544 parking spaces that may ensue after
relocation of monthly card holders following the closure of the Midtown Parking Garage.
The following table and figure show the existing parking supply within a ten-minute walking radius of the
Midtown Parking Structure. The figure identifies the associated block numbers and the resulting five- and tenminute walking rings.
Table 10: Parking Supply within 10 Minute Walking Distance of Midtown Development
Block #

Walking
Distance

Public Lot

Public
Garage

Private Lot

Private
Garage

Off-Street
Supply

On-Street
Supply

Total Supply

QP
QR
QS
QV
Sub-Total

R=jáåK=çê=iÉëë
R=jáåK=çê=iÉëë
R=jáåK=çê=iÉëë
R=jáåK=çê=iÉëë
5 Min. or Less

M
M
M
M
0

M
M
M
M
0

M
UM
M
M
80

PVM
M
UM
M
470

PVM
UM
UM
M
550

QU
NM
U
U
74

QPU
VM
UU
U
624

R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK
R=J=NM=jáåK

M
NMN
SS
TM
PSM
NTP
TR
M
M
UN
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
TT
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
NMV
M

RMM
M
M
M
M
PTS
M
SMM
M
M
M
NISRV
M
M
M
M
NIOUO
M
M
SRM
ST
M
M
M
M
M
M
NIURM

OR
NRN
PM
OO
M
M
NV
M
M
NRM
OM
M
U
NIMNQ
M
PR
NM
PN
PUP
OUQ
OQP
R
M
TV
M
NUQ
OTT
OSN

M
M
M
M
M
SOQ
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
NUN
M
M

ROR
ORO
VS
VO
PSM
NINTP
VQ
SMM
M
OPN
OM
NISRV
U
NIMNQ
M
PR
NIOVO
NMU
PUP
VPQ
PNM
R
M
TV
M
PSR
PUS
OINNN

PR
NV
PM
OP
OT
PN
OM
NS
T
UN
PO
S
RT
V
NP
NQ
NO
T
QP
PV
OS
NO
OV
M
NR
PP
NS
M

RSM
OTN
NOS
NNR
PUT
NIOMQ
NNQ
SNS
T
PNO
RO
NISSR
SR
NIMOP
NP
QV
NIPMQ
NNR
QOS
VTP
PPS
NT
OV
TV
NR
PVU
QMO
OINNN

5 - 10 Min.

1,112

6,984

3,231

805

12,132

652

12,784

1,275

12,682

726

13,408

NR
NS
NT
NU
NV
OM
ON
OO
OP
OT
QN
QO
QT
QU
RM
RN
RO
RQ
RU
RV
SN
SP
SQ
SR
SS
ST
SU
SV
Sub-Total

Total
1,112
6,984
3,311
≤ 10 Min.
Source: Walker Parking Consultants Comprehensive Downtown Parking Study, 2008
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Figure 3: Parking Supply within 5 & 10 Minute Walk of Midtown

Source: Walker Parking Consultants, 2008
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VEHICLE QUEUING
Improper location of entry and exist points for vehicles in relation to
street intersections or other street geometrics can cause vehicle queuing
concerns while entering and existing off-street parking facilities.

PARKING PLANNING
& DESIGN
CONSIDERATIONS

Considerations for such include location of entry/exit point in relation
to intersections or other existing entry/exit locations within the
developments proximity.
Selection of the proper quantities of parking access revenue and
control systems (PARCS) equipment is necessary to ensure that
unsatisfactory vehicle queues do not occur at the entry and exit points
of the off-street parking facilities during peak periods of activity.
Improper selection of controlled access points during peak periods
may result in congestion of traffic on-street. Selection of too few pieces
of access equipment during peak periods when vehicles are leaving
the off-street parking areas will result in unacceptable unloading time.
The optimal number of parking control access points should be
calculated based on factors including intended use, functional design,
size, equipment processing rates, and access control equipment type
for each specific off street parking facility.
Location of access equipment with relation to the street curb will also
affect the queue length created when entering the facility. Placing the
PARCS equipment too close to the street curb will result in an increased
number of vehicles waiting on-street until they pass the access
equipment. Processing rates of PARCS equipment is also a factor that
will affect the queue lengths for entry and exit locations. A queuing
analysis should be performed for each entry/exit location to determine
the appropriate number of vehicles that should be accommodated in
the queue as not to provide backups on the street.
The type of PARCS equipment installed in a facility has a direct impact
on the ability to load and unload vehicles in an acceptable amount of
time. For example, a typical patron to cashier transaction takes
approximately 27 seconds to process, allowing approximately 135
vehicles an hour through a manned exit lane. Exiting patrons, who
have only to insert a validated pay-on-foot (POF) ticket into a ticket
acceptor, can exit in 8.3 seconds, or at the rate of 435 vehicles per
hour. If only half of the patrons used the self-service POF machines, the
flow rate would be 283 vehicles an hour, an average of 12.7
seconds per transaction.
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If long queue lengths are expected on-street while vehicles are entering the facility during peak periods, street
geometric changes may be required to reduce the congestion and improve traffic flow for vehicles not using
the facility. Solutions may include:
•

Removing on-street parking in front of the entrance of the facility. This allows vehicles to pass the cars
waiting to turn into the facility.

•

Providing a left turn lane for vehicles entering the parking facility to reduce congestion on the street
grid.

•

Providing curb cuts to allow vehicles waiting to turn into the facility an opportunity to move out of the
flow of traffic. Length of curb cut should be calculated for the specific queues anticipated to occur
based on peak volumes and allowable traffic delays on-street.

The following figure shows conceptual queuing strategies for future consideration.
Figure 4: Conceptual Queuing Strategies

Source: Walker Parking Consultants
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ON-STREET PARKING
On-street parking can serve to buffer pedestrians from vehicle travel,
slow traffic to a safer, more livable speed, provide convenient parking
locations for nearby businesses, allow businesses and residences to
reduce the amount of off-street parking, and reduce the "heat island"
effect and enhances urban vibrancy by improving the public realm.
The principle has carried over to Town Center type of developments
which often have on-street parallel or angled parking in the center of
the development, with the remaining parking in lots or structures behind
the buildings.
On-street parking is recommended in and around the street grid of
Midtown where there is a need for short-term parking. Generally shortterm parking in an urban downtown includes durations between fifteen
minutes and an hour. These spaces are intended to be used by shortterm visitors of businesses located within a one- to two-minute walk of
the parking space. In addition, on-street parking could be used by
commercial vehicles making deliveries to the PAETEC Tower or other
occupied office space within the mixed-use development.
It should be noted that on-street parking directly competes with off-street
parking ramps and lots on the basis of location and price. It is not
uncommon for municipalities to price on-street parking according to
perceived economic thresholds in the community, rather than on the
basis of value. When parking is priced based on value, the most
convenient parking located in closest proximity to demand is priced
higher than the other parking alternatives. On-street parking for the
hotel, residential, and PAETEC or mid-rise office employees should be
discouraged through the use of premium pricing strategies for short-term
meters. An appropriately-set pricing strategy for on-street meters will
likely discourage employees of nearby businesses from “feeding the
meter” and encourage them to purchase off-street parking on a monthly
basis. This allows for the intended users to have access to short-term
parking spaces.
The proposed street grid provided by LaBella Associates allows for the
construction of on-street parking and should be maximized.
Maximizing on-street parking on the street grid will account for any
parking that is lost due to building demolition and meeting the demand
for short term needs. Current utilization of on-street parking in the
downtown district is high and will likely continue after construction of
business in and around Midtown is complete.
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PARKING GARAGE COST
Costs to construct structured parking garages vary depending on many
factors including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Above ground vs. below grade parking
Mechanical and electrical systems required to be installed
Type of construction
Local economy factors
Functional design types
Mixed use vs. stand alone parking
Façade aesthetics
Climate conditions during construction

The total project cost most often includes, but is not limited to, land
acquisition costs, construction costs, and soft costs. Structured parking
costs typically range from $15,000 to $20,000 per space for an
above ground parking structure that does not require extensive
mechanical and ventilation systems. The façade complexity of the
facility can also adjust the price depending on detail or architectural
significance. A below grade parking facility can range in costs from
$20,000 to $30,000 per space or more. Cost variances for
underground construction include excavation, fire suppression and
ventilation systems, and retaining wall systems. The costs do not reflect
land acquisition, utility relocation, design fees, demolition of other
existing structures, and environmental remediation issues.
Soft costs include, but are not limited to, items such as architectural and
engineering fees, construction contingency, financing costs, planning
studies, legal fees, materials testing, and land surveys. The cost of
these items can represent a figure that may range from 15% to 35% of
the construction cost.
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FUTURE PARKING EXPANSION
Identifying the need for future expansion during the design phase is
critical in order to maximize the parking structures performance and to
optimize the level of impact during expansion. Considerations for
parking future expansion of a facility during initial design should
include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Potential for code changes
Designing for the future during original construction
Site logistics
Mixed use vs. stand alone parking
Horizontal expansion vs. vertical expansion
Construction logistics during expansion
Functional design of initial construction vs. expansion
Additional loads implied on foundations once expanded
Available land use in the future
Present value cost of construction compared to future value
Current development demand vs. future development demand

ACCEPTABLE WALKING DISTANCES
When planning for the location of future parking on Midtown’s site it is
important to consider the walking distance from parking facilities and
the intended user’s final destination within the development. Walker
has developed the level of service (LOS) approach to parking design.
The level of service classification system was modeled after traffic
engineering LOS classification system and includes:
•
•
•
•

LOS
LOS
LOS
LOS

A is best or ideal
B is good
C is average
D is below average but minimally acceptable

The following table provides the walking distance for a variety of
conditions and its associated LOS. Based on the development site,
walking will be done through a surface parking lot, which equates to
350 feet for LOS A; 700 feet for LOS B; and 1,050 feet for LOS C,
as shown in the following table.
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Table 11: LOS Conditions: Walking Distances
iÉîÉä=çÑ=pÉêîáÅÉ=`çåÇáíáçåë
`äáã~íÉ=`çåíêçääÉÇ
lìíÇççêL`çîÉêÉÇ
lìíÇççêLråÅçîÉêÉÇ
qÜêçìÖÜ=pìêÑ~ ÅÉ=içí
fåëáÇÉ=m~ êâáåÖ=c~ Åáäáíó

^
_
`
a
NIMMM=Ñí OIQMM=Ñí PIUMM=Ñí RIOMM=Ñí
RMM
NIMMM
NIRMM
OIMMM
QMM
UMM
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Source: Walker Parking Consultants Parking, May/June 1994, Butcher, T. and Smith, M.

The land uses for Midtown each have their own recommended LOS
and include:
•
•
•
•
•

Office Visitors,
Retail,
Residential,
Hotel,
Employees,

LOS
LOS
LOS
LOS
LOS

A or B
A or B
A
A
B or C

Redevelopment on the Midtown site will take place in multiple phases;
therefore, the construction of additional parking supply should also be
built to accommodate new developments in phases. Locating the new
parking supply on site based on the phasing of development should
take into account the LOS walking distance factors.
PHASE I REDEVELOPMENT PARKING
Phase I redevelopment outlines mostly office, retail and hotel on the
north and north-west portion of the site. Parking for those developments
should be accommodated within close proximity such as walking
distances for those land uses is recommended to be between 400’
and 1,000’. Parking specifically for the hotel could be separated and
incorporated directly into the building as the demand is relatively low
at 125 spaces.
PHASE II REDEVELOPMENT PARKING
Phase II redevelopment includes a significant residential component.
Residential development has its own unique characteristics as parking
is generally reserved, meaning only the residents can use particular
parking spaces.
This is especially true for high end housing
developments in urban CBD districts such as Midtown. Parking for the
housing developments should be located relatively close (400’-500’) to
the actual units, if not incorporated into the design of the complex.
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The proximate location of the proposed retail, restaurant, and hotel
components will allow for parking to be accommodated in one large
facility. A stand alone parking structure or mixed use facility could be
constructed to accommodate the remaining parking needs on the south
and south-east end of the Midtown site.

ON-SITE VEHICLE CIRCULATION
Facilitating vehicle circulation around the north end of the development
for office, retail, and hotel vehicle trips will reduce the overall impact
on traffic in and around the residential units. Separating the office and
retail traffic flow from the residential units located on the south and
south-east portion of the site will improve the level of service on the
street. Additionally, it will reduce congestion in the “heart” of the
developments. Since the Midtown site is approximately a five minute
walk from end to end vehicle circulation is not a critical component as
it is a relatively short walk.

PARKING FACILITY ENTRANCE & EXIT LOCATIONS
The retail developments on the north end of the site will generate a
higher level of transient trips; therefore, entrances for parking should be
placed around the northern perimeter of the site. This allows high
vehicle traffic to remain outside of the core of development.
Placing entrances and exits for parking around the perimeter of the
development allows easier access to the site and enables a lower level
of traffic congestion in the center of the site.
Separate vehicle entrances and exits for the residential units on the
south end of campus are recommended to separate other traffic uses
from the housing developments.
It is our understanding that PAETEC intends to provide parking
exclusively for the use of its employees. In the case of separating
office tower parking from retail or other uses we recommend
separating the vehicle entrances.
Hotel loading and unloading should be provided separate from other
parking uses as generally vehicles using the hotel could block other
traffic attempting to park for other uses.
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PARKING FACILITY TYPES
The most effective way to concentrate a parking supply is through a
parking structure. There are several variables and options to consider
when selecting the type of structure. Options include the desired traffic
flow (one way or two way), additional use within the structure (such as
retail on the bottom level), the Level of Service (LOS) and height
restrictions. Generally, the larger the potential site the greater the
options for the design of the structure.
Structured parking will most likely provide the best option for massed
parking to meet the demand that will be generated by the larger
development densities. Structured parking will also be more cost
effective as compared to underground parking. The facade of the
structure can be designed to accommodate the existing architecture of
the surrounding area of the city. Minimal surface parking lots could be
considered to meet the demands of short term parking such as retail of
office visitors.

MIXED USE PARKING GARAGE DEVELOPMENT
The thought of a parking structure in an urban environment typically
evokes images of a building that is architecturally uninteresting and
often unsightly when compared to historically significant buildings that
exist in most downtown communities. Many of the older parking
facilities that exist in urban settings are being replaced with a new
breed of architecturally-inspired parking structures that enhance the
surrounding land uses.
Owners and designers are embracing the
concept of seamlessly integrating parking with the dynamic elements of
a viable mixed-use development despite the potential for an increase in
overall project cost. The value is measured by the mixed-use projects’
success as a whole which includes a strong absorption rate of office
space, high levels of retail patronage, and thriving residential
communities.
Parking is an important piece of the mixed-use
development plan that, if done well, can serve to help market and
create a sense of place and architectural identity that is positive.
The proper placement of parking supply is a critical factor in its overall
acceptance and use by different target groups. Therefore, the unique
dynamics of the commercial development program for any mixed-use
project must be considered early on when determining where or how
the parking component should be integrated with the other land uses.
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The following photographs highlight a sample of parking facilities
designed by Walker that are intended to serve multiple land uses and
architecturally enhance and integrate with the surrounding
environments.
=
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wlkfkd=`lab=obsfbt==
Zoning is the means by which cities and other local governmental
agencies ensure that development projects meet the community’s
standards. It has been termed “a preventative approach for achieving
planned and orderly development. With respect to parking, zoning
standards typically lay out formulas for determining how many parking
spaces must be provided for specific types of land uses. Zoning also
commonly deals with street right-of-way considerations, setbacks,
building heights, floor area ratios and other measures of development
density, traffic flow and access controls. Design standards are often
included. The layout of parking, particularly the size of parking spaces
and aisles, is frequently covered. However, many ordinances also
deal with lighting requirements, surface treatments and landscaping
standards; generally those provisions apply to surface parking lots,
which are not covered by the building code that sets forth standards for
the design of parking structures, both enclosed and open.
Walker reviewed Rochester’s Zoning Code Article IX for the City
Center District to determine if the proposed parking dynamics of the
Midtown Redevelopment project comply with specified parking
regulations. Based on Walker’s understanding of the conceptual
development plans and parking configuration, there are no significant
zoning requirements that would impede parking development plans. In
fact, according to Article IX, Section 120-65 there are no parking
supply requirements for new commercial development in the CCD.
The following discussion provides a general overview of the
approaches employed by many communities to establishing parking
codes. It has long been recognized that parking is a key component
of Transportation Demand Management (TDM), which is “a general
term for strategies that result in more efficient use of transportation
resources.
When parking is oversupplied, it is likely to be
undervalued. As estimated by Shoup, drivers park free for 99% of all
automobile trips1, which in turn means that in the vast majority of cases,
drivers do not consider the cost of parking in their transportation
decisions. In recent years, three separate but related planning and
zoning approaches have focused attention on the negative impacts of
a “more is better” philosophy of parking. The three approaches are
Smart Growth, Transit-Oriented= Development, and New Urbanism
which are further described as follows:

N

=açå~äÇ=`=pÜçìéI=The High Cost of Free Parking=E`ÜáÅ~ÖçI=fääKW=^ãÉêáÅ~å=mä~ååáåÖ=
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Smart Growth: According to the Smart Growth Network and the
2
International City-County Management Association , “Smart Growth is
development that serves the economy, community and the
environment.” Rather than abandon existing infrastructure in favor of
the ever-spreading sprawl typical of development in the second half of
the 20th century, Smart Growth encourages development and more
importantly redevelopment in areas where infrastructure such as streets,
utilities and public transportation already exist.
Transit-Oriented Development: According to the Transit Oriented
3
Development Advocate website , transit-oriented development (TOD) is
the land use and economic development version of TDM. The
fundamental premise of TOD is to locate a mix of land uses around
public transit stations in order to significantly reduce the occurrence of
single occupant vehicle trips. Its focus is not merely to get people onto
public transit, but rather to develop neighborhoods where external trips
by auto are minimized. Projects should be located in higher density,
mixed use, urban pedestrian districts with high quality transit service.
External SOV trips can be reduced as much or more by people
walking within a mixed use urban district as they can by using transit
within and between urban centers.
New Urbanism: This is an approach to development (and zoning
regulation thereof) that focuses on neighborhoods of mixed-uses with
civic as well as residential and commercial uses, and outdoor public
spaces. Land uses are not regulated solely by permitted uses in a
district, but “by the type, mass and form of the buildings, their
relationships to one another, and their role in shaping the public space
of the street.” While New Urbanism was initially used in new towns
and other large-scale developments on vacant land, it is increasingly
being used for development within otherwise built-out communities.
All three approaches fundamentally improve the efficient use of land,
achieve affordable housing goals, reduce auto-dependence and
enhance overall community livability. All three approaches rely heavily
on the same things: “The concept includes mixed use, higher density,
buildings at the sidewalk, less private and more public open space,
smaller blocks, narrow streets with wider sidewalks, street trees and
lights, lower parking ratios, shared parking, parking behind buildings,
and on-street parallel parking.”4

O

=Getting to Smart Growth: 100 Policies for Implementation.=
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Although many ordinances have had landscaping and other design
requirements for many years, New Urbanism has spurred a more
radical change in the philosophy of accommodating parking. New
Urbanist zoning codes are form-based which have greater attention to
streetscape and the public realm, and the role of individual buildings in
shaping the public realm. It is important to remember that New
Urbanism was initially a development philosophy for new “greenfield”
developments, that is, those built from scratch on large parcels of
undeveloped land. It is, however, modeled in many ways on the small
community with a walkable downtown of many years ago.
One area of the City’s Zoning Code for the CCD that may be
examined further if surface parking lots are determined to be the most
appropriate type of parking for the development is the landscaping
requirements. We suggest that requirements for landscaping within
parking lots are not necessarily an effective means of shielding and
softening the view of the parking lots between the street and the
building served. Internal landscaping also results in yet more waste of
land, it is often difficult to maintain living plants in the parking
environment, and dotting trees throughout a lot typically doesn’t
achieve enough shade of vehicles to meet the intention of requiring
internal landscaping. While it is certainly desirable to try to save
existing mature trees on a site, planting new ones is not particularly
effective.
Rather, a separation and buffering of the vehicular and pedestrian
environments by landscaping is a much more appropriate and effective
strategy. It should be noted that landscaping and strategies masking
surface lots and structures must also provide a sense of safety for users
of parking facilities. The principals of Crime Prevention Through
Environmental Design (CPTED) for example, suggest that masking of a
surface lot by a 8’ high solid masonry wall is counter-productive to
making the parking acceptable to users. At the same time, enlivening
the street frontage by improving pedestrian activity on sidewalks is
strongly supported by CPTED.
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This report is subject to the following limiting conditions:

LIMITING
CONDITIONS

1. This report is based on assumptions outside the control of
Walker Parking Consultants/Engineers, Inc. (“Walker”) and/or
our client. Therefore, Walker cannot guarantee the results.
2. The results and conclusions presented in this report may be
dependent on future assumptions regarding the local, national,
or international economy. These assumptions and resultant
conclusions may be invalid in the event of war, terrorism,
economic recession, rationing, or other events that may cause
a significant change in economic conditions.
3. Walker assumes no responsibility for any events or
circumstances that take place or change subsequent to the
date of our field inspections.
4. Walker is not qualified to detect hazardous substances, has
not considered such, and therefore urges the client to retain an
expert in this field, if relevant to this study.
5. Sketches, photographs, maps and other exhibits included
herein may not be of engineering quality or to a consistent
scale, and should not be relied upon as such.
6. All information, estimates, and opinions obtained from parties
not employed by Walker, are assumed to be accurate. We
assume no liability resulting from information presented by the
client or client’s representatives, or received from third-party
sources.
7. This report is to be used in whole and not in part. None of the
contents of this report may be reproduced or disseminated in
any form for external use by anyone other than our client
without our written permission.
Computer models that use and generate precise numbers generate
some of the figures and conclusions presented in this report. The use
of seemingly exact numbers is not intended to suggest a level of
accuracy that may not exist. A reasonable margin of error may be
assumed regarding most numerical conclusions. Conversely, some
numbers are rounded and as a result some conclusions may be subject
to small rounding errors.
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