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Walker Parking Consultants
WALKER 606 5. Olive Street, Suite 1100

e PARKING CONSULTANTS Los Angeles, CA 90014

N

Voice: 213.488.4911
Fax: 213.488.4983
www.walkerparking.com

August 14, 2014

Ms. Erika Iverson

Planning Associate

Rosenheim & Associates, Inc.
21550 Oxnard Street, Suite #780
Woodland Hills, CA 91367

Re: Shared Parking Study & Parking Management Plan
Cornerstone Mixed Use Development
Agoura Hills, CA

Dear Ms. lverson,

Thank you for passing along the City’'s comments related to Walker's Shared Parking
Study and Parking Management Plan for the proposed Cornerstone Mixed-Use Project.
We have provided the response to specific comments within the body of this letter
(below). Al comments noted as addressed within the body of the report, are
incorporated within the attached document.

Comment #1 {page 3)

Figure 1 -has been adjusted

Comment #2 (page 3)
Table 1 - provides the same breakdown of office/retail/restaurant as the traffic impact

analysis. No action required.

Comment #3 (page é)

The second paragraph is taken directly from the AVSP, and is therefore accurate. We
believe that the City is requesting additional context, and therefore text will be added.
We will add, “The allowance for reduced parking for mixed-use is in itself keeping
shared parking in consideration and justified by shared parking cclculcn‘lons up to a
maximum of 25%". (added to the 39 paragraph on that page)

Comment #4 (page 11)
Table 3 - This is a common request from cities as there is a misunderstanding between

policy tools {minimum parking requirements) and projection tools (parking demand
ratios). Please note that the shared parking model utilizes data points from actual
hourly observations from throughout the US over a number of years. The base ratios are
developed as a statistical reduction of those many observations to provide a ratio for
various user groups (i.e. employees, visitors, etc.) of the same land use with an 85th
percentile reliability. The percentage hourly adjustments are provided for each of these
user groups (not a single land use ratio), as a comparison to the peak parking demand
ratio. Again, these percentages are based on statistical reduction of the same data set

c:\users\kramere\desktop\2014aug14-walker sps & pmp.doc
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to maintain a cormrelated and consistent source for projecting demand {See ULl Shared
Parking).

The City’s ratios are presented as minimum parking requirements for a given land use
(not by user group), and offer no claim to accuracy for projecting actual parking
demand - they are minimum requirements. There is also no study or data set to support
these minimum requirements as tools to accurately project parking demand. It is
important to understand that minimum requirements are policy tools and not projection
tools. The City’s requirements also do not comelate with the hourly percentage
reductions because they are not from the same data source, and therefore would not
provide a sound basis for analysis or evaluation.

Comment #5 (page 13)

Table 4 — Although office buildings reach their peak activity (and parking presence)
during the weekday daytime, there is a period between noon and 1PM when lunch
typically occurs. Office lunchtimes result in a small reduction (10%, or 90% of peak) for
office employees who drive off-site for lunch or lunch meetings in resaurants, etc. There
is a very significant reduction in office visits (85% reduction, or 15% of peak). From a
practical standpoint, meetings tend not to be scheduled during the lunch period, and
observations used to develop this adjustment to the hourly ratio support that idea.

Comment #6 (page 13)

Table 4 - The total of 139 spaces is accurate as it combines community shopping center
customers (52), family restaurant customers (85), and office visitors (2) for a total of 139
spaces. Upon review of Table 4, we readlized that Table 4 and Table 5 each had a row
hidden in the subtotals for resident parking. We have replaced Tables 4 and 5 to
include that number in the subtotals — which does not impact the overall totdl, is it
added the hidden row all along.

Comment #7 (page 16)
If valet or attendant assist parking is selected by the developer/owner as the means to

alleviate the intermittent parking shortfall, a stacking plan should be provided by the
developer as a condition of approval. Otherwise, this is an academic exercise at cost
to the deveioper/owner.

Please let me know if you have further needs related to this study, comments, or
response.

Sincerely,

WALKER PARKING CONSULTANTS

EW Y

Ezra D. Kramer
Parking Consultant

EDK:edk
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INTRODUCTION

Walker Parking Consultants (“Walker”) was retained by Rosenheim & Associates, Inc.
(“RAA") to perform a Shared Parking Study and Parking Management Plan for the
proposed Comerstone Mixed-Use Project in Agoura Hills, CA. The following report details
our understanding of the project, project methodology, and findings.

BACKGROUND

In March 2008, a Shared Parking Study prepared by Associated Transportation
Engineers (“ATE”) was submitted to the City of Agoura Hills for the Cornerstone Mixed-
Use Project. Subsequently, the City of Agoura Hills contacted Walker Parking
Consultants {“Walker”) to perform a Peer Review of the ATE Shared Parking Study. The
Peer Review was provided in August 2008, which suggested revisions should be made
to the ATE study. ATE provided a response to the Peer Review in November 2008.
Shortly thereafter, a meeting including City staff, Rosenheim & Associates, Inc. (“RAA"),
ATE and Walker took place to resolve any outstanding issues. After confering with City
staff, Walker.delivered a final Peer Review memorandum in January 2009, which
provided recommendations to revise the Shared Parking Study to meet City
preparation standards for methodology. One recommendation was to provide a
Parking Management Plan to identify appropriate methods to be used to offset any
anticipated parking shortfalls that may occur from time to time.

In October 2013, Walker was contacted by RAA requesting a Parking Management
Plan for Cornerstone. Walker inquired as to whether the Shared Parking Study had
been revised per the recommendations. provided within the 2008/2009 Peer Review.
The Shared Parking Study was not revised but would need to be revised not only to
meet City requirements, but also to provide meaningful data points to inform the
Parking Management Plan. Suggested remediation methods must consider the
quantity and frequency of any parking shortfall. Therefore, Walker has prepared the
following Shared Parking Analysis and Parking Demand Management Plan. The report
answers the following questions:

e Based on the cument program how is parking demand anticipated to be

generated?
e Is the proposed parking supply adequate to meet or exceed the projected
demand?
e If not, how could the periods when parking supply is inadequate be managed
effectively?
PROJECT AREA

The project area for this engagement includes the Cornerstone Mixed-Use Project site,
which is bounded by Agoura Road to the north, Cornell Road to the west, designated
green space to the south, and a residence to the east. The following figure, Figure 1,
highlights the project area within the surounding market. Figure 2 provides a more
detailed view of the project site. Site plans are provided within the appendices.
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Figure 1: Market Area

Source: Google Earth, 2013.

Figure 2: Project Site

Source: Google Earth, 2013.
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REPORT ORGANIZATION AND METHODOLOGY

This report contdins two main sections, 1) a quantitative analysis of parking
requirements, parking demand generation, and parking adequacy, and 2) a discussion
of parking demand management techniques appropriate for the site based on results
of the quantitative analysis.

QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS

The AVSP sets a lower limit on any shared parking analysis for developments within the
AVSP area. The lower limit is equal to the zoning code minimum parking requirements
for residential parking, plus 75% of the zoning code minimum parking requirements for
non-residential parking. We will perform this calculation to set our lower limit. A shared
parking study will show different results, as this is simply a lower limit imposed by the City.

Walker will quantify the parking demand generated by Cornerstone utilizing the
methodology provided within the Urban Land Institute (“ULI") publication, Shared
Parking, 2n@ Editfion. Estimates of the future parking supply are provided by Heathcote &
Associates, the project architect, and are considered reasonable and reliable. Pairing
these proposed future conditions we will determine on-site parking adequacy.

PARKING MANAGEMENT PLAN

The final step in any shared parking study is o develop and recommend a parking
management plan to ensure that shared parking will occur as the quantitative analysis
shows, or to dlleviate shorifalls though management practices is possible. The
recommended parking management plan will encourage the efficient use of the on-
site parking supply and suggest other options if necessary. Other options include
implementing transportation demand management (“TDM”) strategies, active on-site
management, ds well as shifting some users off-site to a nearby parking supply.
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QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS

The quantitative analysis is based on the proposed future conditions for Cornerstone.
Heathcote & Associates have provided proposed land use quantities and parking
supply layout and counts. RAA provided assumptions regarding the mix of land uses to
better define the program for this study.

PARKING SUPPLY

The parking supply proposed to serve Cornerstone consists of enclosed (subteranean)
parking, surface parking, and on-street parking. The enclosed parking will consist of 175
standard and 8 ADA spaces for a total of 183 spaces. The surface parking will consist of
64 standard and 3 ADA spaces, for a total of 67 spaces. Spaces set aside for residents
will be signed and controlled as required within the AVSP.

On-street parking will be added along Agoura Road and Comell Road. Site plans show
17 parallel on-street spaces across Cornell Road, 13 standard and 4 ADA angled
spaces along the near side of Comell Road, 15 standard and 2 ADA angled spaces
along the near side of Agoura Road. Although these spaces will not be owned by
Comerstone, the City has indicated that these spaces can be used to offset the parking
demand projected for the site within the Shared Parking Study. The on-street spaces will
consist of 45 standard and 6 ADA spaces, for a total of 51 spaces.

The overall total for the parking supply serving Cornerstone are 284 standard and 17
ADA spaces, for a total of 301 spaces.

PROGRAM DATA

The program data for Comerstone was provided in two stages; site plans were provided
on November 5, 2013, and assumptions on land use breakdown were provided on
December 18, 2013. The information provided proposed land uses, and layouts for the
parking supply. The proposed program for the site is summarized in the following table.

Table 1: Program Data

Project Component Size
Retail 23,013 SF
Restaurant 11,000 SF
Office 34,905 SF
Residential
Studio Lofts 15 Units
2-Bedroom Apts. 20 Units

Source: Rosenheim & Associates, 2013.
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CITY BASED PARKING REQUIREMENTS

The City of Agoura Hills adopted a specific plan for the area surrounding and including
Cornerstone, the Agoura Village Specific Plan (“AVSP"). AVSP was instituted to spur
redevelopment, and create a more vibrant village setting by encouraging increased
density and a mix of land uses that share parking within each ownership parcel and
with those nearby. These changes would allow for a more efficient use of iand by
lowering the total parking demand during peak periods, as well as the required onsite
parking demand by applying the theory of shared parking. Since the institution of the
AVSP, several land owners and developers have brought forth new development or
redevelopment plans.

The AVSP states the following regarding shared parking for mixed-use developments:

Mixed Use Parking

When a project contains a vertical mix of uses composed of retail
commercial or office uses with residential and/or office use above in
the same building, the non-residential portion of the mixed use building
may be eligible to receive a reduction in the parking requirements
established by this Specific Plan of up to 25 percent, subject to
approval of a ADVP. The number of required parking spaces may be
reduced subject to the following:

1. Submittal of a parking demand study conducted by a licensed
traffic engineer or other traffic professional acceptabile to the City, and
2. Agreement to participate in the formation of a future parking
assessment district or fee.

Therefore the first step is to calculate the required parking under the Zoning Ordinance
(no shared parking). For the non-resident portion of the project, the minimum
requirement cannot go below 75% of the calculated non-residential parking
requirement for the site. Note that this is just a lower limit but does not impact the
shared parking analysis in any other way than to cap the possible reduction. The
allowance for reduced parking for mixed-use is, in itself, keeping shared parking in
consideration and justified by shared parking calculations up to a maximum of 25%.

The restaurant square footage provided in the program data is for the entire restaurant.
The City of Agoura Hills zoning code calculates parking requirements based on seating
area. We assume that 60% of the total area will be designated as the customer areq,
which results in 6,600 SF of seating area.

The program data provided by RAA is used in to calculate the floor using the program
data, and the restaurant seating area assumption.
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Table 2: Limit of Shared Parking Reduction
Project Component Size City Parking Ratio  Parking Requirement
Retail 23,013 SF 4 spaces/1000 SF 92 spaces
Restaurant 6,600 SF (@) 15 spaces/1000 SF 99 spaces
Office 34,905 SF  3.33 spaces/1000 SF 116 spaces
Residential
Studio Lofts 15 Units 1.0 spaces/Unit 15 spaces
2-Bedroom Apts. 20 Units 2.0 spaces/Unit 40 spaces
Guests 35 Units 0.5 space/Unit 18 spaces
TOTAL REQUIRED PARKING : 380 spaces
Spaces Available for Reduction 325 spaces
Possible Reduction 25%
Minimum Spaces Required for Non-residents (b) 244 spaces
Minimum Spaces Required for entire development 299 spaces

(a) Assumes é0% of restaurant space is devoted to patrons to calculate City
(b} Shared Parking study may reduce parking requirement to this amount

Source: Rosenheim & Associates, City of Agoura Hills, 2013.

A goal of the AVSP is to help guide development in the specific plan area and in doing
so create an area within the City that has a traditional downtown ambiance with
pedestrian activity and outward facing development that runs fluidly from one
development to the neighboring development. One hope is that once people are out
of their cars, those cars can stay parked and people can walk throughout the area to
shop, dine, etc. With this in mind, the mix of land uses at Comerstone work exiremely
well from a shared/joint parking standpoint with neighboring developments. Both the
Whizin Center (across Agoura Road) and Agoura Oaks (diagonal across both Agoura
Road and Cornell Road) contain land uses that peak on the weekend evenings, which
is opposite the parking needs for office space.

The next step is to prepare a shared parking study that is acceptable to the Cify.
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SHARED PARKING APPROACH

Shared parking is based on the use of a single parking space to serve two or more
individual land uses without conflict or encroachment. The ability to share parking
spaces is the result of two conditions:

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

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

The key goal of a shared parking analysis is to quantify the number of parking spaces
that is adequate to support a mix of land uses within a development from a
commercial standpoint without requiring the wasteful construction of an excessive
number of parking spaces, many of which will remain unused.

Shared parking considers the types, quantities and user groups of land uses for a
development, as well as site and market specific characteristics. The analysis begins
with those quantities being multiplied by parking generation ratios. Adjustments (Modal
Split and Noncaptive) for each user group are then applied for morning, afternoon,
and evening time periods based on a site and market analysis. Further adjustments are
applied based on hourly and monthly activity factors for each user group. The shared
parking model is structured to identify a peak parking demand period for both
weekday and weekend conditions. Figure 3 outlines the ULl Shared Parking
Methodology.
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Figure 3: ULI Shared Parking Methodology

1 Gather and review project data

Type and quantity of land uses
local zoning standards of practices
Existing conditions, parking pricing, local users, and facilities if appropriate
local mode splits, transit, and fransportation demand management programs
Physical relationships between uses
Parking management strategies accepiable to the various parties

3

Select parking rafios {space/unit land use)
B8 Weekends and weekdays
a Visitor/customer, employee/resident, and reserved

4
Select factors and analyze differences in activity pattems
o Time of day
a Monthly
L 2

Develop scenarios for criical parking need periods
4

Adjust ratios for modal split and persons per car for each scenario

3

Apply noneaptive adjustments for each scenario
N |

I

Calculate required parking spaces for each scenario

= S &1 & &9 RS

)

Do scenarios reflect all criical parking NO

needs and management concerns?

=7

YES

3

9 Recommend a parking plan
Test adequacy of parking for key scenarios

Evaluate potential facilities and allocation of spaces for key scenarios
Confirm physical relationships between uses to encourage shared parking
Recommend parking management plan to achieve projected shared parking

Source: Shared Parking, 2n Edition, 2005.
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SHARED PARKING STUDY

Because we are using a computer model to identify the peak periods, the order of
steps is slightly different than that of Figure 3. Modal split and noncaptive adjustments
are made before any time of day or month of year adjustments are applied. If we
were not using a computer model we would need to calculate several peak periods
using hourly and monthly adjustments, then test each by applying modal split and
noncaptive adjustments. The model eliminates the need to calculate and test several
periods as this is calculated internally within the model. The model generates the peak
weekday and weekend periods and overall parking demand as the output.

Within the parking industry there are a few publications that provide statistical data
regarding parking demand generation, but only the Urban Land Institute's Shared
Parking provides a recommended methodology along with data sets for projecting
shared parking demand. Through discussions with the City of Agoura Hills, we have
determined that the ULI methodology for projecting shared parking demand is the
preferred method. Therefore, we use the ULl-approved base parking ratios and UL
approved monthly/hourly adjustments.

1) DATA COLLECTION

The first step in the study is to understand the development itself, its geographic
surroundings, and the demographics of residents, patrons and employees of the land
uses on site. The program data for these developments is provided in Table 1. Other
information that may be useful when developing our peak parking scenario includes:

o Thesite is located on Agoura Road, which is a major east-west comidor with
available transit. Agoura Road is also located parallel to the 101 Freeway.

e Employees of Comerstone may opt to utilize one of three bus routes that run along
Agoura Road; this option should be included in the overall modal split (means of -
transportation to work).

¢ Along the 101 Freeway several DOT Park and Ride lots exist which allow coworkers
the opportunity to rideshare/carpool to save on gas, and vehicle wear and tear.

o Parking for residents will be held separate from any shared supply, but resident guest
parking would be within the shared supply.

¢ The site plan is set, so striped parking stall count will not change. Any parking
shortfall would be mitigated through parking demand management strategies.

2) PARKING BASE RATIOS:

We elected to utilize the ULI Shared Parking base ratios, which vary slightly from those
found in the City's municipal code; however, it is important to remain consistent in the
ratios that are used because the hourly and monthly adjustments are also based on
these ULI base ratios. ULI developed base ratios for each user group for a given land
use for both a peak weekday and a peak weekend period. The ULl base ratios were
developed through study of several isolated development land uses. These isolated
developments offer no transit, and also have no proximate land use that could share
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fhe attached parking supply and therefore, skew the base ratios. These ratios can be
foundin Table 3.

Table 3: Base (Unshared) Parking Ratios, Weekday & Weekend

Weekday Weekend

Land Use/User Group Visitor Employee Visitor Employee  Unit
Community Shopping Center (<400 ksf) 2.90 0.70 3.20 0.80  /ksf GLA
Family Restaurant 9.00 1.50 12.75 225  /ksf GLA
Residential Shared, Rental 0.15 1.57 0.15 1.57  /unit
Office <25,000sq ft 0.30 3.50 0.03 0.35  /ksf GFA
Office 25k to 100k sq ft weighted average based on size  /ksf GFA
Office = 100k 0.25 3.15 0.03 0.32  /ksf GFA

Source: Walker Parking Consultants, 2013.

3] MODAL SPLIT ADJUSTMENT

Modal split considers the mode of transportation that patrons and employees would
use to amive at the development. Walker utilizes data provided by the US Census
Bureau for the means of fransportation to work to adjust modal split for employees. The
Census Bureau data indicates that roughly 89% of workers employed in Agoura Hills
drive a vehicle to their place of work. Site considerations, like the availability of transit
and availability of parking, as well as economic factors for differing employee types
such as the cost of gas, and general vehicle maintenance are also used to gauge this
adjustment. The site is located along a major conidor which offers bus service. In all
the modal split adjustment for this site considers pedestrian, bicycle, bus, train/bus,
carpool and drop-off's as altemative to a single-occupant vehicle being parked on
site. We believe that an 11% reduction is appropriate for office employees, in
accordance with the Census Bureau data. For both retail and restaurant these
employees typically travel shorter distances and could be dropped off as an additional
mode split. Typical demographics for these positions also suggest potentially younger
employees, with lower vehicle ownership. Therefore the adjustment for the retail and
restaurant employees was input at 25%.

As for a patron modal spiit, there is transit availability, but we do not believe that the
types of land uses present are conducive to many patrons ariving via transit. Some of
the activity could come from employees of nearby developments, which supports a
small reduction - we assume a 5% reduction during the daytime but no reduction in the
evening or weekends. The on-site retail is considered service retail, and could also
serve employees of surounding developments, and drop-off. In addition, those having
a meal at a nearby site may also opt to walk across the street to the theater.
Considering these possibilities we believe that a 5% reduction in patron parking
generation for retail, restaurant, and theater uses would be appropriate.

We have taken no adjustments for any of the residential parkers — residents or guests.
Because the resident supply will not be shared the adjustment is set at 0. For guests, it is
generally unlikely that these trips occur frequently during the day, when transit use is
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more prevalent. And given the bulk of guest activity occurs when residents are home in
the afternoon, it is likely that guests drive to the site versus using alternative means.

4) NON-CAPTIVE ADJUSTMENT

A non-captive adjustment takes into account any crossover in user groups that does
not necessarily adjust that user's length of stay (if not a reserved parking space). For
instance, an employee or group of employees of the office or retail space could have
lunch or dinner at one of the on-site restaurants during a break. In this case the
employee(s) would create activity for the restaurant without generating any additional
demand for parking. The opportunity for a noncaptive effect at this site is somewhat
fairly good because of the mix of long-term user groups and destinations such as retail
and restaurants. Therefore we have been conservative and assumed only a 10%
noncaptive adjustment for the restaurant and retail space while the office space is
active within the model which decreases in the evening and on the weekend. The
result is a reduction of 16 vehicles between both the restaurant space and retail space
and that would come from roughly 154 onsite employees (office, restaurant and retail)
- this means that on average just over 1 in 10 employees frequent on-site retail or
restaurant daily, which is a reasonable assumption.

5) CHRONOLOGICAL FACTORS

i) Time of Day Factors
The time of day adjustment takes into account that most land uses will vary in
activity and parking generation throughout the day. For instance, only a fraction of
peak parking demand for office employees will be present during weekends,
especially during the evening, allowing for the alternate use of these parking spaces
during non-office hours (potentially sharing with nearby land uses if desired).

i) Monthly Factors
Monthly factors adjust each user group at the development based on activity and
sales trends for that land use. Walker utilized ULI-provided monthly factors for the
office space, retail space, and restaurants.

6} PEAK PARKING CALCULATION

Peak parking demand for Cornerstone is projected by applying ULI and Walker monthly
and hourly occupancy factors to each use. This results in approximately 250 discrete
time periods being examined.

The program data supplied, ULl-provided ratios and adjustment factors, and Walker's
professional opinion for modal split and noncaptive adjustments result in the parking
demand projections found in Table 4 (weekday) and Table 5 (weekend).
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Table 4: Peck Shared Parking Demand, Weekday

Demand
Weekday Unadj Month Adj Pk Hr Adj Non Captive Drive Ratio December
Land Use/User Group Demand December 12:00 PM Daytime Daytime 12:00 PM
Community Shopping Center (<400 ksf) 67 100% 20% 0% 95% 52
Employee 16 100% 100% 100% 75% 12
Family Restaurant 99 100% 100% 0% 95% 85
Employee 17 100% 100% 100% 75% 13
Residential Guest 5 100% 20% 100% 100% 1
Residential Reserved : 55 100% 100% 100% 100% 55
Office 25k to 100k sq ft 10 100% 15% 100% 100% 2
Employee 121 100% 90% 100% 89% 97
Subtotal Customer/Guest Spaces 176 139
Subtotal Employee Spaces 154 122
Subtotal Resident Spaces 60 56
Total Parking Spaces 390 317

% reduction 19%

Source: Walker Parking Consultants, 2013.

Table 5: Peak Shared Parking Demand, Weekend

Demand
Weekend Unadj Month Adj Pk Hr Adj Non Captive Drive Ratio December
Land Use/User Group Demand December 12:00PM  Daytime Daytime  12:00 PM
Community Shopping Center (<400 ksf) 74 100% 85% 95% 100% )
Employee 18 100% 100% 100% 75% 14
Family Restaurant 140 100% 100% 95% 100% 133
Employee 25 100% 100% 100% 75% 19
Residential Guest 5 100% 20% 100% 100% 1
Residential Reserved 55 100% 100% 100% 100% 55
Office 25k to 100k sq ft 1 100% 90% 100% 100% 1
Employee 12 100% 90% 100% 95% 10
Subtotal Customer/Guest Spaces 215 194
Subtotal Employee Spaces 55 43
Subtotal Resident Spaces 60 56
Total Parking Spaces 330 293
% reduction 11%

Source: Walker Parking Consultants, 2013.

7) PEAK PARKING SCENARIO

Given the program data, site and market considerations, the shared parking study
produces a peak period for weekday parking generation of 317 total spaces at
12:00PM in December (only the period prior to Christmas). This is due to fewer vacations
for office employees during this period, and an uptick in retail occurning during that
period. -
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FINDINGS: PARKING ADEQUACY

Parking adequacy is a measure of whether the parking supply can adequately provide
for the parking demand generated at the development. The proposed parking supply
according to provided plans is 301 spaces. Therefore, we tested for adequacy based
on a 301-space parking supply. iven the parki upply of 301 spaces, and
projected peak parking demand of 317 spaces, the cument plans result in a parking
shortfall of roughly 16 spaces. The weekend peak period is also December at 12:00PM
and is 293 spaces, which is lower than the proposed supply — which suggests all
weekend periods will have sufficient parking supply.

We also reviewed the peak weekday period for other months to test whether the
shortfall would occur only in a single month, or whether it would be more prolific. We
found that the November peak is the next highest projected demand at 298 spaces,
which is below the planned parking supply.

Table 6: Comparison of Months

Weekday Peak Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul
Land Use/User Group 11:00AM 11:00 AM 11:00 AM 11:00 AM 11:00 AM 11:00 AM 11:00 AM
Community Shopping Cer 27 28 31 31 32 533 31
Employee 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
Family Restaurant 65 65 72 70 73 73 75
Employee 12 12 13 13 13 13 13
Residential Guest 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Residential Reserved 55 55 55 55 55 55 55
Office 25k to 100k sq ft 5 5 5 5 5 5 4
Employee 108 108 108 108 108 108 102
Customer 98 99 109 107 11 112 11
Employee 129 129 130 130 130 130 124
Reserved 55 55 55 55 55 55 55
Total Demand 282 283" 294 292 296 297 290
Less Than Peak 35 34 23 255 21 20 27
Weekday Peak Aug Sep Oct Nov December Late Dec
Land Use/User Group 11:00AM 11:00 AM 11:00 AM 11:00 AM 12:00 PM 12:00 PM
Community Shopping Cer 34 31 32 35 52 41
Employee 9 9 9 10 12 11
Family Restaurant 76 69 73 Al 85 80
Employee 13 13 13 13 13 13
Residential Guest 1 1 1 1 1 1
Residential Reserved 55 55 55 55 55 55
Office 25k to 100k sq ft 4 5 D), 5 2 1
Empioyee 102 108 108 108 97 78
Customer 115 106 m 112 140 123
Employee 124 130 130 131 122 102
Reserved 55 55 55 55 55 55
Total Demand 294 291 296 298 | 317 | 280
Less Than Peak 23 26 21 19 0 37

Source: Walker Parking Consultants, 2013.
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Similarly, we tested the peak month to see how prolonged the shortfall would be over
the course of the day. We find that only 11:00AM, 12:00PM, and 1:00PM are projected
to have a parking shortfall, so the period throughout the day is minimal. The shortfall
would only occur for 3 hours per weekday for the first 3 weeks of December, therefore
any parking management plan addressing a parking shortfall only needs to account for
those limited time periods.

Table 7: Peak Month Hourly Comparison

December Weekday
Land Use/User group 6:00AM 7:00 AM 8:00 AM  9:00 AM 10:00 AM 11:00 AM 12:00 PM
Community Shopping Center (<400 ksf) 1 3 9 17 32 43 52
Employee 1 2 5 9 10 1 12
Family Restaurant 21 42 51 63 72 76 85
Employee [ 10 11 n 13 13 13
Residential Guest - 1 1 1 1 1 1
Residential Reserved 55 55 55 55 55 55 55
Office 25k to 100k sq ft - - 2 é 10 5 2
Employee 3 32 81 102 108 108 97
Customer 2 46 63 87 115 125 140
Employee 10 44 97 122 131 132 122
Reserved ; 55 55 55 55 55 55 55
TOTAL DEMAND 87 145 215 264 301 312 37
December Weekday
Land Use/User group 1:00PM 2:00PM 3:00PM 4:00PM 5:00PM 6:00 PM
Community Shopping Center (<400 ksf) 57 57 57 54 49 51
Employee 12 12 12 12 n 13
Family Restaurant 76 42 38 38 63 75
Employee 13 13 10 10 12 14
Residential Guest 1 1 1 1 2 3
Residential Reserved 55 55 55 55 55 55
Office 25k to 100k sq ft 5 10 5 2 1 1
Employee 97 108 108 97 54 27
Customer 139 110 101 95 115 130
Employee 122 133 130 19 77 54
Reserved 55 55 55 55 55 55
TOTAL DEMAND 316 298 286 269 247 239
December Weekday
Land Use/User group 7.00PM 8:00PM 9:00PM 10:00 PM 11:00 PM 12:00 AM
Community Shopping Center (<400 ksf) 48 4] 32 19 é -
Employee 13 12 10 5 2 -
Family Restaurant 75 75 56 52 47 24
Employee 14 14 12 9 9 5
Residential Guest 5 5 5 5 4 3
Residential Reserved 55 55 55 55 55 55
Office 25k to 100k s ft - - - - - -
Employee 11 8 3 1 - -
Customer 128 121 93 76 57 27
Employee 38 34 25 15 1 5
Reserved 55 55 55 55 55 55
TOTAL DEMAND 221 210 173 146 123 87

Source: Walker Parking Consultants, 2013.
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PARKING MANAGEMENT PLAN

The final step in any shared parking study is to develop and recommend a parking
management plan to ensure that shared parking will occur as the quantitative analysis
shows, or to dlleviate shortfalls though management practices is possible. The
recommended parking management plan will encourage the efficient use of the on-
site parking supply and suggest other optfions if necessary. A parking plan should
evaluate: _
Whether the included on-site and on-street parking will be adequate,

How potential shortfalls would be offset,

How the spaces are allocated for each user group,

Whether the site design will allow for intuitive parking area segregation, or

What signage and time/user restrictions may be necessary,

Whether walking distances are reasonable,

Whether a fee for parking would be employed (as this may shift demand off site),
and

e Whether parking access controls will be used on the site.

The Shared Parking Study provides an answer to the first question — parking is adeguate
under most conditions but will require mitigations during weekdays in December.

The most feasible parking management options to address the parking shortfall during
the 3-hour period on weekdays in early December include:

e Utilization of attendant-assist or valet staff to “stack” park vehicles for the 3-hour
period from 11:00AM until 2:00PM on weekdays for the first 3 weeks of
December. A stacking plan would be required by the City showing how these
additional spaces would be supplied if using un-striped spaces.

o Utilization of valet staff to park vehicles within the resident parking supply for the
3-hour period from 11:00AM until 2:00PM on weekdays for the first 3 weeks of
December. A striping plan would not be required because striped spaces
would be used. Only 20 spaces could be used within the resident supply
because 55 spaces are required for the 35 units, and one of the required spaces
for each multifamily dwelling unit shall be an assigned space.

e Procurement of off-site parking during weekday daytimes preceding Christmas in
December. Proof of the agreement would be required by the City.

The parking allocations will be discussed in greater depth within the following parking
plan. It is important to note that while allocations are a tool for testing capacity, and
limiting access to spaces that need to be protected, they also can limit how flexible a
parking supply is for users and may impact shared parking. The parking supply
allocated to residents should be protected and possibly using access controls, but other
user groups should be encouraged to utilize the most appropriate supply.

This site is fairly small, so intuitive design for the parking supply is not as critical as it can
be in a larger environment. Still, users unfamiliar with the site should be provided the
most accessible spaces. At Cornerstone those are the surface and on-street spaces
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because they are easiest to find, and to orient with the final destination in mind. The
way that the space count and locations work out can be allocated in such a way that
the parking supply lines up appropriately with demand. Similarly walking distances are
not an issue at this site based on Southern California climate and the size of the site.

There have been no discussions of paid parking at the site, and | don’t believe it is
typical in Agoura Hills aside from events at the Whizin's Center. On these evenings it
may be beneficial to set up paid parking and validations for dining within Comerstone's
restaurants simply to protect the supply for appropriate users.

The following list provides program data and nearby parking supply for each building:

o Buildings 1-3 (15 Residential Units, 10,572SF Office, 10,261SF Office/Retail, 23,597SF
Retdil/Restaurant) :
o Surface Parking near Buildings 1-3: 20 STD, 2 ADA

e On-street Supply (Primarily serving Buildings 1-3)
Agoura Road: 15 STD, 2 ADA
Cornell Road: 30 STD, 4 ADA

Building 4(a) and 4(b) (8 Residential Units, 24,488SF Office)
e Subterranean Supply: B2 =79 STD + 2 ADA, B1 =45STD + 3 ADA
o Surface Parking near Building 4(a) & 4{b): 25 STD, 1 ADA

Building 5 (6 Residential Units)
Subterranean Supply: B2 =29 STD + 1 ADA, B1 =11 STD + 1 ADA
Surface Parking near Building 5: 13 STD

e Building 6 (6 Residential Units)
e Subterranean Supply: B1 =11 STD + 1 ADA
o Surface Parking near Building 6: 6STD

PARKING MANAGEMENT PLAN - TYPICAL CONDITIONS

Walker reviewed cument program data noting location, projecting parking demand
quantity, and user group characteristics to develop a reasonable parking plan for
typical conditions.

LONG-TERM USERS

Parking supply serving residents should be signed accordingly for their sole use. These
spaces may be in a protected areq, so signage at the entry to that area would be
appropriate versus providing signs for each stall. Access control equipment is generally
used in this type of setting to provide additional safety and security for any resident
goods stored within the parking supply. Fifty-five spaces would be set aside for this user
group at all times.
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Office employees should be asked to park in the subterranean supply. During the peak
period this user group is projected to generate 108 vehicles. Retail and Restaurant
employees should be encouraged to park there as well, dependent upon availability.
During the peak period this combined user group is projected to generate 25 vehicles.

The subterranean supply is a less obvious to first-time visitors and therefore should be
utilized by those who are most familiar with the site — employees and residents.

SHORT-TERM USERS

Surface parking and on-street parking should be made avadilable to visitors and guests
to the extent possible. This will also create a more lively development as pedestrian
activity will be visible within and surrounding Comerstone.

Residential guests will be expected to park within the shared parking supply as well.
Their parking activity levels throughout the day mimor residents, but at a much lower
rate. This user group would likely utilize the underground parking vacated by the office
employees, and should be encouraged to do so with signage or policies noted to
residents. This would leave the rest of the parking supply available for other short-term
users (specifically retail and restaurant patrons and office visitors).

Office visitors would be on-site during business hours only. Typically the activity levels for
this user group ramp up a bit later than office employees, and begin to wind down
earlier as well. The lunch period generally has a Iull in activity for this user group
because business meetings are generally not scheduled during this time.  This user
group would use surface parking and on-street parking.

IMPLEMENTATION

Signage should be placed around Comerstone suggesting a 3-4 hour time limit within
the surface parking to encourage turnover without being too restrictive in case of a
meeting plus lunch scenario, etc. No such signage should exist in the subteranean
parking supply because it is intended for long-term parkers. The intent is to keep
residents and employees parked within supply that is appropriate for these long-term
parkers and leaving surface spaces available for short-term users. These policies should
be provided to residential tenants and employees to inform them of user restrictions.

Decals should be issued to the following user groups — each with their own color:
Residents, Office Employees, Retail/Restaurant Employees. The decals would be used
to identify those parking in inappropriate supply — repeat offenders would be notified
that they are in violation of policies and that their parking benefit may be suspended,
or vehicle may be towed.

Under normal conditions the parking supply should be allocated as follows:

e The parking supply beneath Building 6 would accommodate the parking
demand generated by those residential units and no more.
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e The parking supply beneath Building 5 would accommodate the residential units
contained in Building 5 as well as those from Building 1, with 25 standard stalls
and 1 ADA stall remaining to serve Retail and Restaurant Employees.

o The parking supply beneath Building 4(a/b) would accommodate the residential
units in Building 4(a), Building 2, and Building 3, with 97 standard stalls and 2 ADA
stalls remaining to serve Office Employees during the day and Restaurant Patrons
at night.

PARKING MANAGEMENT PLAN - DECEMBER WEEKDAY

The parking shortfall during this period could be accommodated through stacking
vehicles in drive aisles through the use of valet or attendant-assist parking during peak
periods. Given the limited number of spaces needed (16) the striped parking shortfall
could likely be accommodated within the parking supply under Building 4(a/b). If this
option is selected, a stacking plan would be required by the City. Walker could provide
a stacking plan to identify the number of vehicles that could be stack parked and
where they would be located.

A similar option would be to valet park up to 20 cars using resident parking spaces.
Only one spaces per residential unit needs to be an assigned spaces, which mean 35 of
the total 55 would be assigned. Valet staff could use the remaining 20 spaces without
the need to stack them within the aisle of the parking supply. The projected parking
shortfall under the peak condition results in a 16-space shortfall. The shared parking
supply supplemented by these 20 spaces would provide adequate parking under peak
conditions.

The AVSP also allows for the use of off-site parking. This is one option to help meet a
possible shortfall for employees of the site. If this option is selected the City requires
proof of the agreement. If this option is selected, Walker suggests that Retail and
Restaurant Employees be moved off-site. During the peak period they generate
combined parking demand as follows:

e 11:00 AM - 24 spaces
12:00 PM - 25 spaces
e 1:00 PM - 25 spaces

This recommendation provides for an on-site surplus of parking without staffing costs.
Leasing off-site parking would be an expense, but that could be offset if parking spaces
on-site were made available in the evening (when there is a surplus) for neighboring
developments.
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