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THE CITY OF KEY WEST 

PLANNING BOARD 

Staff Report 

 

To:  Chairman and Planning Board Members 

 

Through:  Thaddeus Cohen, Planning Director 

 

From:  Melissa Paul-Leto   

 

Meeting Date: November 19, 2015 

 

Agenda Item: Variance – 725 Duval St. (RE # 00015920-000000; AK # 1016306) – A 

request for Variance to minimum parking requirements in order to 

renovate an existing commercial structure on property located in the 

Historic Residential Commercial Core (HRCC-1) zoning district pursuant 

to Sections 90-395, 108-572 of the Land Development Regulations of the 

Code of Ordinances of the City of Key West, Florida. 

 
 

Request: Variance from Section 108-572 to allow a reduction in the minimum 

parking requirements from 22 to 9 regular parking spaces based on a 

parking study analysis and the change of square footage and use being 

proposed.  
 

Applicant:  Trepanier & Associates, Inc. 

Property Owner: 725 Duval Street, LLC 

Location:   725 Duval Street (RE # 00015920-000000; AK # 1016306) 

Zoning:  Historic Residential Commercial Core (HRCC-1) 
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Background: 

The existing three-story commercial structure was constructed in 1991 and was approved for a 

parking variance, Resolution #89-486 to install 11 compact spaces and 9 full size spaces under 

the HP-2 Zoning District. This approved parking design requires one-way ingress via Petronia 

St. and one-way egress via DuPont Lane. There are currently 20 parking spaces. 

 

As part of a new Major Development Plan application, the applicant is proposing to renovate the 

existing commercial structure by eliminating approximately 5,393 sq. ft. of non-residential floor 

area and using that remaining space instead for residential units on the 2nd and 3rd floor. Based on 

the calculations of square footage being taken from commercial use into residential use, the 

proposal reduces the overall parking demand on site from 27 spaces required by code to 22 

spaces due to the shifting of commercial space to residential space. 

 

The need for the Variance is triggered by Section 108-571 requiring Major Development Plans to 

comply with the minimum parking requirements of Section 108-572.  

 

Sec. 108-571. - Applicability. 

Parking shall be provided in all districts at the time any building or structure is erected or 

enlarged or increased in capacity by a change of use or the addition of dwelling units, transient 

units, floor area, seats, beds, employees or other factors impacting parking demand as stated in 

this article. The parking spaces shall be delineated on a Development Plan if required pursuant to 

Article II of this chapter. If a Development Plan is not required, the applicant shall submit a 

scaled drawing which shall be approved by the Building Official and filed with the Building 

Department. The land comprising approved parking spaces required by the Land Development 

Regulations shall be maintained as off-street parking spaces in perpetuity and shall not be used 

for other purposes unless there is a city-approved change in land use on the premises which 

warrants a change in the design, layout, or number of required parking spaces.  

 

Sec. 108-572. - Schedule of off-street parking requirements by use generally. 

Off-street parking spaces shall be provided in accordance with the following schedule for motor 

vehicles and bicycles: 

Use 

Minimum Number of Parking Spaces Required For: 

Motorized Vehicles 

Bicycles As % of 

Motor 

Vehicles 

(1) Single-family 1 space per dwelling unit None 

(2) Multiple-family: 
  

 
a. Within historic district 1 space per dwelling unit 10% 

(16) 
Retail stores and service 

establishments 

1 space per 300 square feet of gross 

floor area 
25% 

(17) Warehousing or manufacturing 
1 space per 600 square feet of gross 

floor space 
10% 

 

 



 Page 3 of 5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Relevant HRCC-1 Zoning District Dimensional Requirements: Code Section 122-660 

Dimensional 
Requirement 

Required/ 
Allowed 

Existing Proposed 
Change / Variance 

Required? 

Maximum height 35 feet 40’ 40’ 
In compliance  
(Sec. 122-32) 

Minimum lot size 4,000 sf 10,892 sf 10,892 sf In compliance 

Maximum density 
22 dwelling 

units per acre 
0 

5 units =  
20 du/acre + 2 
density bonus 

In compliance 

Maximum floor 
area ratio 

1.0 0.99 0.49 In compliance 

Maximum building 
coverage 

50% 51% 50% In compliance 

Maximum 
impervious surface 

70% 98% 92% 
In compliance  
(Sec. 122-32) 

Minimum front 
setback 

0 feet 15.94’ 10’ In compliance 

Minimum side 
setback  
(northwest) 

2.5 feet 2.5’ 2.5’ In compliance 

Minimum side 
setback 
(Petronia) 

0 feet 2.5’ 2.5’ In compliance 

Minimum rear 
setback 

10 feet 35’ 50’  In compliance 

Minimum vehicular 
parking  

22 9 full size 
11 compact 

9 full size spaces 
 

Variance required 

Minimum handicap 
parking 

N/A 0 1 +1 /  
In compliance 

Minimum bicycle 
parking 

4 0 14 spaces  +14 /  
In compliance 

Minimum open 
space 

33% 2% 7% +5% In compliance 
(Sec. 122-32) 

Landscaping Code Ch 108, 
Arts V & VI 

See analysis See analysis In compliance 

Consumption area 
or number of seats 

 None None None 

 

Process: 

Planning Board Meeting:     November 19, 2015 

HARC: TBD  

Local Appeal Period:     30 days 

DEO Review Period:      up to 45 days 
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Analysis – Evaluation for Compliance with the Land Development Regulations: 

The criteria for evaluating a Variance are listed in Section 90-395 of the City Code. The 

Planning Board before granting a Variance must find all of the following:  

 

1. Existence of special conditions or circumstances. That special conditions and 

circumstances exist which are peculiar to the land, structure or building involved and 

which are not applicable to other land, structures or buildings in the same zoning 

district. 

 
The land is located in HRCC-1 Zoning district and the Historic Commercial Pedestrian 

Oriented Area (Parking Waiver Zone). Currently, the parking lot provides 20 vehicular 

parking spaces. The current parking lot design is the result of a variance approval via 

Resolution 89-486 when the property was zoned HP-2 requiring 27 parking spaces. The 

applicant is proposing to shift commercial storage space to residential space allowing a 

required 22 parking spaces. The ratio of lot size to existing building floor area makes the 

required parking demand not feasible without demolishing existing floor area.  
 

IN COMPLIANCE. 

 

2. Conditions not created by applicant. That the special conditions and circumstances do 

not result from the action or negligence of the applicant. 

 

The applicant has proposed to construct seven residential units on the 2nd and 3rd floors. 

By making this decision as a property owner, the property has increased its need for 

parking. The special conditions and circumstances are a result of the applicant.  
 

NOT IN COMPLIANCE. 

 

3. Special privileges not conferred. That granting the variance requested will not confer 

upon the applicant any special privileges denied by the land development regulations to 

other lands, buildings or structures in the same zoning district. 
 

Given the existing site conditions and prior development of the property, it would be 

difficult for the applicant to propose any reasonable use of the property without needing a 

parking variance. Therefore, granting the variance request may not necessarily confer 

upon the applicant special privileges denied to other lands, buildings or structures in the 

HRCC-1 Zoning District.  

 

IN COMPLIANCE. 
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4. Hardship conditions exist. That literal interpretation of the provisions of the land 

development regulations would deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by 

other properties in this same zoning district under the terms of this ordinance and 

would work unnecessary and undue hardship on the applicant. 
  

The land is located in the HRCC-1 Zoning district and historic commercial pedestrian 

oriented area. The interpretation of the current parking standards deprive the applicant of 

developing permitted uses on the property while applying alternate parking demand 

standards. 

 

IN COMPLIANCE. 

 

5. Only minimum variance granted. That the variance granted is the minimum variance 

that will make possible the reasonable use of the land, building, or structure. 
  

The variance request is the minimum necessary that will make possible the reasonable 

use of the land and structure as proposed. The characteristics of the proposed project and 

the associated permitted uses, demand nine parking spaces as determined by professional 

engineering analysis. The variance request will allow the development of permitted uses 

in HRCC-1 with the necessary parking. 
 

IN COMPLIANCE. 

 

6. Not injurious to the public welfare. That the granting of the variance will be in 

harmony with the general intent and purpose of the land development regulations and 

that such variance will not be injurious to the area involved or otherwise detrimental to 

the public interest or welfare. 

 

Due to not being in compliance with all of the standards for considering variances, the 

granting of the requested variance would not be in compliance with this standard. 

 

NOT IN COMPLIANCE.  

 

7. Existing nonconforming uses of other property not the basis for approval. No 

nonconforming use of neighboring lands, structures, or buildings in the same district, 

and no permitted use of lands, structures or buildings in other districts shall be 

considered grounds for the issuance of a variance. 

 

Existing non-conforming uses of other properties, use of neighboring lands, structures, or 

buildings in the same district, or other zoning districts, are not the basis for this request. 

 

IN COMPLIANCE. 
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Pursuant to Code Section 90-395(b), the Planning Board shall make factual findings 

regarding the following: 

 

(1) That the standards established by Code Section 90-395 have been met by the 

applicant for a variance. 

The standards established by Code Section 90-395 have not all been met by the applicant for a 

variance for nine (9) regular parking spaces from the required twenty two (22) parking spaces. 

 

(2) That the applicant has demonstrated a "good neighbor policy" by contacting or 

attempting to contact all noticed property owners who have objected to the variance 

application, and by addressing the objections expressed by these neighbors. 

The Planning Department has not received any public comment for the variance request as of the 

date of this report. 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The Planning Department, based on the criteria established by the Comprehensive Plan and the 

Land Development Regulations, recommends that the request for variance to waive thirteen (13) 

parking spaces be DENIED. 
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725 Duval Street, Key West, FL 33040

Trepanier & Associates, Inc.

X

1421 First St
Key West, FL 33040

305-293-8983

kevin@owentrepanier.com

725 Duval Street LLC

301 Lincoln Road, Miami Beach, FL 33139-3102

HRCC-1 00015920-000000

Variance to allow the redevelopment of an existing substandard parking
lot to create new open space, landscape areas and bicycle parking in
association with a mixed-use building.

Renovation of an existing mixed-use, 3-story frame building in the Historic District to 
include: seven new residential units (2 affordable & 5 market-rate), ~5,339 sq. ft. of first 
floor commercial floor area and applicable site improvements. 
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X

PendingPending

20 9 9 variance
1 0 1 complies
4 0 4 complies
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The  land is located in HRCC-1 Zoning district and the historic commercial pedestrian oriented area 
(parking waiver zone). The structure and the current layout of the site has been in existence since its 
approval by the City and subsequent development around 1990. The design of the parking lot 
approved at that time is nonfunctional. As designed, the existing parking space size and aisle width
do not allow vehicles to maneuver within the parking area. Functionally the parking lot 
accommodates nine automobiles. KBP Traffic Engineering analyzed the functionality of the existing
lot from a traffic engineering perspective and also concluded the lot can accommodate nine spaces 
(pls see attached traffic analysis). Secondly, KBP further analyzed the trip generation and 
determined the characteristics of the development and the pedestrian-oriented area require also nine 
parking spaces.

The  special conditions are not the result of the applicant. The applicant purchased the property 'as-is' 
and was not party to the 1989 development approval of a nonfunctional parking design nor was the 
applicant party to the property's designation in the  historic commercial pedestrian oriented area 
(parking waiver zone). 

The granting of this variance will not confer any special privileges to the applicant. Granting the 
variance will permit the applicant to develop permitted uses on the property and further the goals
of the City's comprehensive Plan, Land Development Regulation and Principals for Guiding 
development with regard to increase the affoudable housing stock and reducing parking impacts, 
traffic circulation on site, reduction of the building and site's carbon footprint through 
implementation of green building renovations and mixed use development. 
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The land is located in the HRCC-1 Zoning district and historic commercial pedestrian oriented area; thus, the
literal interpretation of the current parking standards deprive the applicant of developing permitted uses on the
property while applying alternate parking demand standards more indicative of actual conditions; the current 
parking standards are overly burdensome based on the pedestrian oriented nature and location of the project. 
Denying the variance would work unnecessary and undue hardship on the applicant by requiring more parking 
facilities than are necessary in the historic commercial pedestrian oriented area and more parking facilities than 
are demanded by professionally accepted parking demand modelling standards and practices as evidenced in 
the Trip Generation and Parking Analyses by KBP Consulting, Inc. 

The variance request is the minimum necessary to make possible the reasonable use of the land and 
structure. The characteristics of the proposed project demand nine parking spaces as determined by 
professional engineering analysis. The variance request is to allow the development of the project with 
the necessary parking. 
 

The grant of the variance will not be injurious to the public welfare as evidenced by the fact that the 
request is in compliance with all of the standards for considering variances and accomplishes the 
legitimate public purpose of "preserving the nature, character and historic quality of the Historic 
Preservation District commercial core" and furthers the Goals, Objectives and Policies of the City of
Key West Comprehensive Plan related to affordable housing and compact development incentives, 
multi-modal transportation, green building design, urban infill and mixed use development. 
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No nonconforming use of neighboring lands, structures, or buildings in the same district, and no 
permitted use of lands, structures or buildings in other districts is considered grounds for the 
issuance of this variance.  
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FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
725 Duval St. (RE No. 00015920-000000) 

Pursuant to Sec. 90-273, the Planning Board must consider substantial competent evidence to 
support the granting of the proposed variance. The evidence in the application substantiates the 
ruling that this variance approval accomplishes the legitimate public purpose of maintaining 
individual property rights in the zoning district. 

Sec. 90-394. - Action.  

1. The Planning Board hereby finds that granting of this variance does not permit a use 
not permitted by right or as a conditional use in the zoning district involved or any use 
expressly or by implication prohibited by the terms of the ordinance in the zoning 
district.  

2. The Planning Board hereby finds that no nonconforming use of neighboring lands, 
structures, or buildings in the same zoning district and no permitted use of lands, 
structures, or buildings in other zoning districts is considered grounds for the 
authorization of this variance.  

3. The Planning Board hereby finds that granting of this variance does not increase or 
have the effect of increasing density or intensity of a use beyond that permitted by the 
comprehensive plan or these LDRs.  

Sec. 90-395. - Standards, findings.  

The Planning Board hereby makes factual findings that all of the following standards for a 
variance have been met by the applicant in an affirmative manner: 

1. Existence of special conditions or circumstances.  

There is an existence of special conditions and circumstances which are peculiar to the 
land, structure or building involved and which are not applicable to other land, 
structures or buildings in the same zoning district.

2. Conditions not created by applicant.  

The special conditions and circumstances do not result from the action or negligence 
of the applicants. 

3. Special privileges not conferred.  

The granting the variance requested does not confer upon the applicant any special 
privileges denied by the land development regulations to other lands, buildings or 
structures in the same zoning district. 

4. Hardship conditions exist.  

Literal interpretation of the provisions of the land development regulations do deprive 
the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in this same zoning 
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district under the terms of this ordinance and would work unnecessary and undue 
hardship on the applicant. 

5. Only minimum variance granted.  

The variance is the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable use of 
the land, building or structure. 

6. Not injurious to the public welfare.  

The grant of the variance is in harmony with the general intent and purpose of the land 
development regulations and as such, the variance will not be injurious to the area 
involved or otherwise detrimental to the public interest or welfare. 

7. No nonconforming use. 

No nonconforming use of neighboring lands, structures, or buildings in the same 
district, and no permitted use of lands, structures or buildings in other districts is 
considered grounds for the issuance of this variance.  

Good Neighbor Policy: 

The applicant has demonstrated a "good neighbor policy" by contacting or attempting to 
contact adjacent property owners and addressing any issues and/or concerns.

Revision 10/1/2015
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October 1st, 2015 

Thaddeus Cohen, Planning Director 
City of Key West 
3140 Flagler Avenue 
Key West, FL 33040 

RE: 725 Duval Street 
Variance Revision- Parking  

Dear Director Cohen: 

Thank you for accepting this revision to our variance application submitted on May 1st, 2014. This revised 
variance application accompanies the parking waiver request submitted to your office on 9/16/2015. We 
understand the parking waiver request will be heard on October 15th Planning Board agenda and, if 
successful, this variance will be heard, along with the Major Development Plan on November’s Planning 
Board agenda. 

As previously stated in the parking waiver request submittal, a Trip Generation and Parking Analyses by
KBP Consulting, Inc.1, demonstrates the code requirement is not necessary given the particular use and 
occupancy of the proposed development and the context of the surrounding dense urban land area.  

The proposed development has particular conditions/ characteristics, which create a hardship condition
with regard to Ord. 15-052 and the literal interpretation of Chapter 108, Article VII. Our variance revision 
submittal provides substantial competent evidence to support the parking variance request. 
  

1. The property is located within the intensely vibrant tourist commercial entertainment center3 and 
the Historic Commercial Pedestrian-Oriented Area4 which is overwhelmingly characterized by 
pedestrian traffic5. 

2. Exiting approved parking layout6 is nonfunctional7. 
3. The proposed parking configuration is in compliance with the City’s Comprehensive Plan8. 
4. The project utilizes mixed-use development patterns and affordable housing incentive programs 

to reduce parking demand9 and create affordable housing. 

We look forward to demonstrating to the Planning Board on November 19th, 2015 the particular conditions 
of this mixed use redevelopment infill project in order that they may “make specific findings concerning 
the lack of need for vehicular parking”10 associated with this project. 

Best Regards, 

Kevin Sullivan, AICP 

                                                      
1 Exhibit 1 
2 Exhibit 2 
3 HRCC-1 (Historic Residential Commercial Core – Gulf side) 
4 Exhibit 3 
5 According to engineering analysis by KBP Consulting (Exhibit 1) 
6 Exhibit 4 
7 According to engineering analysis by KBP Consulting (Exhibit 1) 
8 Exhibit 5 
9 Ord. 02-08 (Exhibit 6) encourages commercial properties to create urban infill with small affordable units with bike and scooter parking 
10 Exhibit 2: Pg 8 
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KKBP CONSULTING, INC. 

8400 North University Drive, Suite 309, Tamarac, Florida 33321 
Tel: (954) 560-7103  Fax: (954) 582-0989 

September 8, 2015 

Mr. Kevin Sullivan, AICP 
Trepanier & Associates, Inc.
1421 First Street, P.O. Box 2155 
Key West, Florida 33045-2155 

Re: 725 Duval Street – Key West, Florida
Trip Generation and Parking Analyses

Dear Kevin: 

There is an existing three-story building located at 725 Duval Street in Key West, 
Monroe County, Florida.  The subject site is located, generally, in the northeast quadrant of the 
intersection at Duval Street and Petronia Street. The existing commercial space (5,339 square 
feet) on the first floor will remain; however, it will be divided into four (4) separate commercial 
units.  Seven (7) residential apartment units will be constructed on the second and third floors in 
space (5,393 square feet) that is currently used as accessory / storage area for the first floor retail 
space. 

The purpose of this correspondence is to document the projected trip generation characteristics 
of the reconfigured building and to address the proposed parking configuration and supply. 

Trip Generation Analysis 
The trip generation for this project was determined utilizing the trip generation rates and 
equations contained in the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Manual 
(9th Edition).  According to the subject ITE manual, the most appropriate land use categories for 
the subject land uses are Land Use #220 – Apartment and Land Use #826 – Specialty Retail 
Center. The trip generation rates and equations used to determine the vehicle trips associated 
with this analysis are presented below.

Apartment – ITE Land Use #220 

� Weekday: T = 6.65 (X)
where T = number of trips and X = number of dwelling units

� AM Peak Hour: T = 0.51 (X)  (20% in / 80% out)

� PM Peak Hour: T = 0.62 (X)  (65% in / 35% out)

Specialty Retail Center – ITE Land Use #826

� Weekday: T = 44.32 (X)
where T = number of trips and X = 1,000 square feet of gross leasable area

� AM Peak Hour: T = 0.00 (X)

� PM Peak Hour: T = 2.71 (X)  (44% in / 56% out)
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Regarding the subject site, the location (i.e. in “the heart” of the Duval Street commercial 
corridor), the proposed uses (i.e. retail and residential), and limited parking supply, it is clearly 
evident that a majority of the patrons as well as residents of this site will likely utilize modes of 
travel other than personal automobiles. 

Principally, it is expected that most patrons will be tourists and nearly all of them will walk or 
bike to the site.  Similarly, it is expected that most of the residents will also work and shop 
primarily in the downtown area and will walk or bike to their destination.  Conservatively, it is 
estimated that 80% of the “trips” generated by this site will involve non-automobile modes of 
transportation.

Table 1 below summarizes the trip generation characteristics associated with the 725 Duval 
Street site (existing and proposed configuration) in the City of Key West, Florida.

Daily
Land Use Trips In Out Total In Out Total

Existing
Specialty Retail Center
 - Customer Service Area 5,339 SF 237 0 0 0 6 8 14
 - Accessory/Storage Area 5,393 SF 239 0 0 0 7 8 15

Sub Total 10,732 SF 476 0 0 0 13 16 29
 - Non-Automotive Travel (80%) (381) 0 0 0 (10) (13) (23)

Total (Existing) 95 0 0 0 3 3 6

Proposed
Specialty Retail Center
 - Customer Service Area 4,539 SF 201 0 0 0 5 7 12
 - Accessory/Storage Area 800 SF 35 0 0 0 1 1 2
Apartment 7 DU 47 1 3 4 3 1 4

Sub Total 283 1 3 4 9 9 18
 - Non-Automotive Travel (80%) (226) (1) (2) (3) (7) (7) (14)

Total (Proposed) 57 0 1 1 2 2 4

Difference (Proposed - Existing) (38) 0 1 1 (1) (1) (2)
Compiled by: KBP Consulting, Inc. (September 2015).
Source:  Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (9th Edition).

Trip Generation Summary
725 Duval Street - Key West, Florida

AM Peak Hour Trips PM Peak Hour Trips
Size

Table 1

As indicated above, the amount of automobile traffic associated with the proposed configuration 
at the 725 Duval Street site is anticipated to be minimal and will have little impact on the 
surrounding roadways.  Furthermore, when compared with the existing configuration of the 
building, the overall number of trip generated by the site will be reduced with the proposed 
building configuration.
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Parking Supply
The proposed site plan indicates that the parking lot will consist of nine (9) parking spaces.  As 
mentioned previously, the commercial space will consist of four (4) units and there will be 
7 (seven) residential units.  Five of the residential units require one (1) parking space while the 
remaining two residential units have no parking requirement.  With four (4) parking spaces for 
the commercial component (i.e. one parking space for each commercial unit) and five (5) parking 
spaces for the residential component, the total supply of nine (9) parking spaces appears to be 
both adequate and reasonable. 

This conclusion is consistent with the foregoing trip generation analysis which concludes that the 
patrons and residents associated with the 725 Duval Street site will principally utilize modes of 
transportation other than automobiles.  In essence, the location of this site (i.e. in “the heart” of 
the Duval Street and the historic pedestrian-oriented commercial corridor) is exceedingly 
conducive to pedestrian and bicycle activity.  As such, reliance upon the automobile is greatly 
diminished and, correspondingly, the need for parking is reduced. 

Furthermore, it should be noted that the parking requirement associated with the existing 
building configuration is as follows:

� Commercial Retail (1 parking space / 300 SF) = 18 parking spaces 
� Accessory Storage (1 parking space / 600 SF) = 9 parking spaces 
� Total Parking Requirement = 27 parking spaces 

The parking requirement associated with the proposed building configuration is as follows: 

� Commercial Retail (1 parking space / 300 SF) = 15 parking spaces 
� Accessory Storage (1 parking space / 600 SF) = 2 parking spaces 
� Residential Apartment (1 parking space / DU) = 5 parking spaces
� Total Parking Requirement = 22 parking spaces 

The overall parking demand is decreased as a result of the proposed redevelopment; coupled 
with the pedestrian oriented and multimodal goals, objectives and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan, the proposed parking design is superior to that prescribed by the LDR's. 

Parking Lot Design
The proposed parking lot design consists of nine (9) parking spaces oriented at 90 degrees with a 
24-foot drive aisle.  The parking spaces will be 9 feet by 18 feet.  Ingress and egress to the 
parking area will be provided on Petronia Street and the entrance will be gated.  The proposed 
parking lot configuration and dimensions are viewed as preferable when compared with the 
existing approved parking lot configuration. 

For instance, the original design consisted of 20 parking spaces oriented at 90 degrees with a 
one-way, 16 foot drive aisle.  Nine (9) of these parking spaces were considered “standard” with 
dimensions of 9 feet by 20 feet. 
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The remaining 11 parking spaces were considered “compact” spaces with dimensions of 8 feet –
6 inches by 18 feet – 3 inches.  The overall module dimension (stall depths plus drive aisle 
width) was 54 feet – 3 inches. 

According to the Urban Land Institute (ULI) in their publication entitled The Dimensions of 
Parking (Fourth Edition), the minimum module dimensions for one-way traffic, double-loaded 
aisles, and 90 degree parking are 60 feet with a 24 foot drive aisle.  Similarly, the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) publication entitled Transportation and Land Development
(2nd Edition), the desirable module dimensions for standard parking stalls, 90 degree parking, and 
low turnover rates, are 59 feet with a 24 foot drive aisle.

The originally proposed parking configuration provides too little module and drive aisle width to 
accommodate the required parking / un-parking and circulation maneuvers.  Furthermore, 
90 degree parking and one-way drive aisles are not considered to be compatible and the parking 
radius at the north end of the parking lot is not sufficient to accommodate the vehicles exiting to 
DuPont Lane.  And, lastly, all exiting traffic is directed to DuPont Lane; a local residential 
alleyway.  This is viewed as an undesirable condition. 

Conclusions
In summary, the foregoing trip generation analysis indicates that the planned uses will generate a
minimal amount of automobile traffic and the parking analysis supports the proposed supply and 
lot configuration. 

If you have any questions or require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely,

KBP CONSULTING, INC.

Karl B. Peterson, P.E.
Florida Registration Number 49897 
Engineering Business Number 29939 
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