
 

 
 
 
 
 
   
 
 
Date: June 24, 2011 
 
To: University Heights Mayor & City Council 
 
From: Kent Ralston; Assistant Transportation Planner 
 
Re: One University Place Planned Unit Development Parking Generation 

 
At your request, this memorandum provides background information and parking generation 
scenarios for the One University Place Planned Unit Development (PUD) proposal.  The 
following parking generation estimates provided are produced using information from the 
Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) Parking Generation Manual (4th edition) and the City of Iowa 
City Zoning Code.  
 
Background 
 

University Heights’s adopted zoning ordinance #180 provides detail on specific requirements of 
which the proposed One University Place PUD must comply.  These details include specific 
parking requirements including a minimum requirement of 185 total off-street parking spaces, of 
which no more than 55 parking spaces may be provided above ground.  The PUD submitted 
complies with adopted zoning ordinance No.180 providing a total of 219 parking spaces (52 
spaces provided above ground, 55 spaces below grade in the mixed-use building, and 112 
below-grade parking spaces in the north building). 
 
Parking Generation 
 

Using the information that has been provided in the One University Place PUD, staff has 
estimated the number of parking spaces that may be appropriate for the development based on 
the following assumptions: 
 
• A total of 17,008 sqft of commercial space. As provided by zoning ordinance #180, permitted 

uses of the retail space include: professional offices, bakeries, drug stores, grocery stores, 
barber/beauty shops, catering, restaurants (not including taverns/bars), general retail, art 
galleries, personal fitness centers, or similar uses specified in a developer’s agreement. 

 

• 79 residential condos – the majority of which will be two-bedroom units as indicated by the 
developer. 
 

• 52 surface parking spaces shown in the PUD and 26 below-grade parking spaces in the mixed-
use commercial building are expected to be available for commercial parking (there are 55 total 
below-grade parking spaces shown in the PUD for the mixed-use commercial building – of which 
29 spaces would be utilized by condo tenants during peak demand).  This figure is derived by 
multiplying the ITE parking generation of 1.38 vehicles per dwelling unit by 21 units in the mixed-
use building. 
 

• No parking spaces in the rear (residential) building will be used by commercial patrons  
 

• 100% of ITE parking generation data used during the ‘peak hour’, 50% of ITE parking generation 
used for off-peak hours. 
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Parking Generation Scenarios 
 
Scenario #1 – Parking Generation Demand – 8:00AM Weekday 
Land-Use Sqft.  Parking Generation in 

Peak Hour 
Peak 
Hour 

Parking Space 
Demand (% of total) 

Quality Restaurant 4,238 10.60 vehicles/1,000 sqft 7-9PM 23 (50%) 
Medical/Dental Office 2,407 3.20 vehicles/1,000 sqft 10AM-3PM 4 (50%) 
Hardware/Paint Store 2,624 2.00 vehicles/1,000 sqft 4-5PM 2.5 (50% 
Apparel Store 2,363 1.20 vehicles/1,000 sqft 3-4PM 1.5 (50%) 
Bread/Donut/Bagel 
Shop 

3,021 8.00 vehicles/1,000 sqft 7-9AM 24 (100%) 

Copy/Print/Shipping 
Store 

2,355 3.00 vehicles/1,000 sqft 6-7PM 3.5 (50%) 

  
*Total Commercial Parking Generation = 59 (52 above grade, 7 below) 
 
Using the assumptions previously stated there would be a 19 commercial parking space surplus 
on a weekday at 8:00AM.  This example attempts to reflect differences in peak hours of 
operation by allowing 100% of peak hour parking to be calculated during specific business ‘peak 
hours’ and a 50% reduction during ‘off-peak’ hours for specific retail uses.   
 
For this scenario, this means that Bread/Donut/Bagel Shop parking generation was calculated 
at 100% whereas the remaining land-uses were calculated at 50% of the total because they 
would be considered off-peak at 8:00AM.  To that end, it is unlikely that the Quality Restaurant 
parking demands would compete with the parking demands of the Bread/Donut/Bagel Shop due 
to preferred hours of operation – thereby reducing the number of shared parking spaces 
necessary. 
 
 
Scenario #2 – Parking Generation Demand – 5:00PM Weekday 
Land-Use Sqft.  Parking Generation in 

Peak Hour 
Peak 
Hour 

Parking Space 
Demand (% of total) 

Quality Restaurant 4,238 10.60 vehicles/1,000 sqft 7-9PM 23 (50%) 
Medical/Dental Office 2,407 3.20 vehicles/1,000 sqft 10AM-3PM 4 (50%) 
Hardware/Paint Store 2,624 2.00 vehicles/1,000 sqft 4-5PM 5.0 (100%) 
Apparel Store 2,363 1.20 vehicles/1,000 sqft 3-4PM 1.5 (50%) 
Bread/Donut/Bagel 
Shop 

3,021 8.00 vehicles/1,000 sqft 7-9AM 12 (50%) 

Copy/Print/Shipping 
Store 

2,355 3.00 vehicles/1,000 sqft 6-7PM 3.5 (50%) 

 
*Total Parking Commercial Generation = 49 (49 above grade) 
 
Using the commercial parking assumptions previously stated there would be a 29 commercial 
parking space surplus at 5:00PM on a weekday.  This scenario uses the same land-uses as in 
scenario #1 to illustrate differences in parking demand due to changes in peak hours of 
business operation.  
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Scenario #3 – Parking Generation Demand – 7:00PM Weekday 
Land-Use Sqft. Parking Generation in 

Peak Hour 
Peak 
Hour 

Parking Space 
Demand (% of total) 

Quality Restaurant 4,238 10.60 vehicles/1,000 sqft 7-9PM 46 (100%) 
Medical/Dental Office 2,407 3.20 vehicles/1,000 sqft 10AM-3PM 4 (50%) 
Hardware/Paint Store 2,624 2.00 vehicles/1,000 sqft 4-5PM 2.5 (50%) 
Apparel Store 2,363 1.20 vehicles/1,000 sqft 3-4PM 1.5 (50%) 
Quality Restaurant 3,021 10.60 vehicles/1,000 sqft 7-9PM 32 (100%) 
Copy/Print/Shipping 
Store 

2,355 3.00 vehicles/1,000 sqft 6-7PM 7 (100%) 

 
*Total Parking Commercial Generation = 93 (52 above grade, 26 below, & a 15 space deficit) 
 
Using the commercial parking assumptions previously stated there would be a 15 commercial 
parking space deficit at 7:00PM on a weekday.  This scenario uses similar land-uses as in 
scenarios #1 & 2 except assumes 2 Quality Restaurants and no presence of a 
Bread/Donut/Bagel shop to illustrate differences in parking demands due to changes in land-
uses and peak hours of business operation.   This scenario assumes that all of the retail 
establishments would remain open at 7:00PM on a weekday – this assumption may artificially 
increase the parking demand in this scenario. 
 
 
Scenario #4 – Parking Generation Demand – Iowa City Zoning Code 
Land-Use Sqft.  Parking Generation in 

Peak Hour 
Peak 
Hour 

Parking Space 
Demand 

Mixed-Use Retail 17,008 1 vehicle /250 sqft NA 68 
 
*Total Parking Commercial Generation = 68 (52 above grade, 16 below) 
 
If comparing the proposed PUD to the parking regulations provided in the Iowa City Zoning 
Code, the PUD would be providing 10 more commercial parking spaces than required.   
 
 
Conclusion 
 

Given that the proposed PUD is located in an urban area near the University of Iowa Hospital as 
well as several established residential neighborhoods, it is likely that the development would 
attract a large number of bicyclists and pedestrians.  As such, the actual parking demand may 
be lower than predicted.   
 
Should the Council have concerns regarding a lack of available parking, one option would be to 
‘land-bank’ a portion of open space within the development for future parking needs.  The area 
set aside for future parking needs would then only be utilized if the development shows the 
need for more surface parking.  The parameters/threshold at which time more parking is 
deemed necessary could be prescribed by the Council as part of the developer’s agreement.  
Staff would be happy to assist in developing such language. 
 
Please note that the information provided in the parking scenarios are based on land-use 
assumptions provided by the developer.  As more information on the types of commercial 
tenants becomes available we will be better able to provide more accurate parking generation 
figures.  



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
   
 
 
Date: July 7, 2011 
 
To: University Heights Mayor & City Council 
 
From: Kent Ralston; Assistant Transportation Planner 
 
Re: One University Place – Signalization of Melrose Avenue Access 
 
 
I have attached a revised version (dated July 5, 2011) of the Shive-Hattery Technical 
Memorandum regarding traffic operations at the Melrose Avenue / Sunset Street intersection 
and the main access to the proposed One University Place Planned Unit Development (PUD).  
The revisions were necessary as one small discrepancy was found regarding the total square 
footage of retail space provided in the development - the result of which does not change our 
recommendation to signalize the main access to the PUD upon full build-out of the 
development.   
 
As noted in our staff report to Council (dated June 7, 2011), previous concepts proposed by the 
applicant had restricted left-turns at the access at Melrose Avenue.  However, as shown in the 
PUD submitted on May 27th, the applicant is now proposing a full service access where both left 
and right turning movements would be permitted.  Due to this change, additional traffic modeling 
was performed to determine the impact this change would have on the Melrose Avenue access.   
 
Additional traffic modeling indicated that without a traffic signal at the main entrance to the PUD, 
southbound traffic exiting from the development would experience lengthy delays in both the AM 
and PM peak travel hours.  Our concern is that although vehicle queuing would primarily take 
place within the development; lengthy delays would cause motorists to behave irrationally and 
create an unsafe environment for motorists and pedestrians at the intersection.   While it was 
determined that the additional traffic generated by the development would not satisfy the 
requirements for signal installation, approximately 65 additional vehicles exiting the 
development in either the AM or PM peak travel hour would have warranted this signalization 
regardless of other factors such as inadequate gaps for left-turning motorists.  
 
Given that lengthy delays and insufficient gaps for exiting traffic from the development would 
likely be experienced, and that a traffic signal is nearly warranted on volumes alone, staff 
recommends that the main access at Melrose Avenue be signalized upon full ‘build-out’ of the 
PUD.  At a minimum, the intersection should be designed for future signalization if it is 
determined that the desire for a signal will be reassessed at a later date.  
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment 
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Date: July 8, 2011 
 
To: University Heights Mayor & City Council 
 
From: Kent Ralston; Assistant Transportation Planner 
 
Re: One University Place TIF – Public Comment 
 
 

At your request, MPO staff has been collecting public input related to the One University Place 
Planned Unit Development (PUD) for 1300 Melrose Avenue.  Staff received 21 emails with 
written correspondence received between June 6 and July 8, 2011 which are attached for your 
review. Below you will find a summary of common themes staff derived from the written 
correspondence.  Please keep in mind that common themes were difficult to identify as much of 
the correspondence received addressed a wide range of topics related to the proposed 
development.  The themes below were topics that were addressed by two or more 
correspondents and are paraphrased by staff.  
 
 
Common themes 
 

• The development process in general and/or decisions related to the TIF proposal need to be 
slowed and weighed carefully. 

 

• The use of TIF is inappropriate for this specific development and/or TIF revenues should 
only be used for public improvements or uses that have a general public benefit. 

 

• The use of TIF for the proposed development is appropriate and would be advantageous in 
that it may bolster City finances.  

 

• Low income housing assistance generated by TIF revenue is not necessary for University 
Heights and/or implementation of such a program may be difficult.    

 

• The scale and design of the development are appropriate for the site and are aesthetically 
pleasing. 

 

• The One University Place PUD proposal should not be compared to Plaza Towers 
development in Iowa City. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachments: 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
  Correspondence from Pat Bauer 
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