BRAINERD PLANNING COMMISSION
TUESDAY, November 20, 2018
6:00 p.m.
City Hall Council Chambers
1. Call To Order
2. Approval/Amendment Of Agenda

3. Approval Of Minutes
Regular Meeting Held October 17, 2018

Documents:
2018-10-17 DRAFT.PDF

4. New Business

4.a. Review Of The ISD181 School Board/City Council Meeting Held On Tuesday, November
13, 2018

¢ Regarding the recommended Interim Ordinance for Off-Street Parking Lots.
e See attached memos - Commissioner Marohn

Documents:
TALKING POINTS.PDF

5. Public Forum
Time allocated for citizens to bring matters not on the agenda to the attention of the
Planning Commission - time limits may be imposed

6. Commissioners' Questions/Comments
7. City Planner's Report
8. Adjourn

Any individual needing special accommodations, or that desires more information about the above
items, please call 218-828-2309


http://www.ci.brainerd.mn.us/95d7dc3e-ffd7-4040-bdbd-4c038b515341

PLANNING COMMISSION
Wednesday, October 17, 2018
#1 Call to Order

Planning Commission Chair Headley called the meeting of the Brainerd Planning
Commission to order at 6:00 p.m. in the City Hall Council Chambers.

Noted present were Commissioners Burslie, Headley, Gorham, Marohn, and Wussow;
and Council Liaison Lambert. Commissioner Antolak was noted as absent. Also present was City
Planner Ostgarden, and Administrative Specialist Bestul.

#2 Approval of Agenda

MOTION AND SECONDED BY COMMISSIONERS WUSSOW AND LAMBERT TO
AMEND THE AGENDA ELIMINATING 4D. DISCUSSION OF MORATORIUM ON DEMOLITION
OF NON-CONDEMNED STRUCTURES.

Commissioners Marohn, Burslie, and Gorham voted “nay”. Commissioners Wussow,
Headley and Lambert voted “aye”. City Planner Ostgarden voted “nay”. The Chair declared the
motion failed.

MOTION AND SECONDED BY COMMISSIONERS BURSLIE AND MAROHN TO
APPROVE THE AGENDA AS PRESENTED.

Commissioners Marohn, Burslie, and Gorham voted “aye”. Commissioners Wussow,
Headley and Lambert voted “nay”. The Chair declared the motion carried.

#3 Approval of Minutes of the Reqular Meeting held on September 19, 2018

MOTION AND SECONDED BY COMMISSIONERS LAMBERT AND BURSLIE, DULY
CARRIED, TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING HELD ON
SEPTEMBER 19, 2018.

#4 New Business

A. Public Hearing — Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment to Consider Draft Changes to
Section 57-2

¢ R-3 (High-Density) Residential District — Permitted uses to Permit Single Family
Dwelling

City Planner Ostgarden stated the R-3 District currently allows only multi-family dwellings.
He explained there are several changes that must take place in order to add the permitted use to
the ordinance such as setback changes, conditional use changes and accessory building use
changes. The purpose and intent of the district would be modified to eliminate the requirement of
multiple family structures. The following are other changes discussed:



515-57-2: Permitted Uses: Adding C. SINGLE FAMILY DWELLINGS
515-57-3: Accessory Uses: Adding TOOLS and SECTION 24 to A.
Eliminate J. as shown
Adding N. as shown

515-57-4: Interim Uses: Adding A. — C. as shown
515-57-5: Conditional Uses: Adding K., L., and M. as shown
515-57-7: Minimum Lot Area: Adding A1. SINGLE FAMILY

Adding B1. SINGLE FAMILY AND TWO FAMILY
Adding C1. SINGLE FAMILY

515-57-8: Building Height: Adding SINGLE FAMILY to A.
515-57-9: Building Perf Standards: Adding MULTI FAMILY to A.
Adding B. — E.

515-57-11: Design Requirements:  Adding 1. — 5. as shown

515-17-8: Accessory Buildings: Adding SINGLE FAMILY DWELLINGS TO THE
ACCESSORY DWELLING SIZE LIMITATIONS.

Commissioner Burslie asked the reason for having different setback requirements for
single family dwellings as opposed to multi family dwellings. City Planner Ostgarden replied scale
and height of the buildings are determining factors.

The Chair opened the public hearing at 6:08 p.m.

No one came forward.

The Chair closed the public hearing at 6:08 p.m.

MOTION AND SECONDED BY COMMISSIONERS BURSLIE AND LAMBERT, DULY
CARRIED, TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE TEXT AMENDMENT
TO ADD SINGLE FAMILY DWELLINGS AS A PERMITTED USE IN THE R-3 (HIGH-DENSITY)
RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT.

B. Public Hearing — Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment to Consider Draft Changes to
Section 57-2

e R-3 (High Density) Residential District - Permitted Uses to Self (Mini) Storage
Facilities

City Planner Ostgarden indicated a request has been received to consider amending the
R-3 (High-Density) Residential District to allow the construction of mini-storage facilities. A
Mini (Self) Storage facility is defined as: An enclosed storage facility containing independent, fully
enclosed bays that are leased to individuals exclusively for the storage of household or
commercial goods or personal belongings.

City Planner Ostgarden explained the property proposed is an approximate twelve-acre
parcel of land north of the commercial center along Washington Street, that include the
Chamber/BLAEDC offices and Ace Hardware. The property can be accessed from the west via a
platted undeveloped Jackson Street right-of-way and from the south via a platted undeveloped
NW 2" Street right-of-way off James Street. Over the years, (re)development and street locations
have created a very difficult and unsafe access to the property, which may be a reason the
property has not been developed. The owners have looked at many options to develop the site.



They believe there is a need for additional self (mini) storage in the City and feel this site would
be a good location for this use. The Planning Department has contacted three local storage
companies and two were willing to tell us that they were full and had a waiting list.

City Planner Ostgarden viewed and explained the zoning map indicating the surrounding
zones and locations. There are three zoning classifications that affect this property: R-3 (High-
Density) Residential, R-2 (Medium Density) Residential and B-4 General Business District. The
amount of property proposed for the use is not the issue — the decision to be made is if mini (self)
storage facilities are an appropriate use in an R-3 District.

City Planner Ostgarden indicated several Minnesota communities were contacted
regarding their zoning requirements and none of them allow mini storage facilities in their
residential districts. There are many reasons that mini storage development has opposition when
proposed near residential areas. Some may include:

Aesthetics

Crime

Lights

Traffic

Incompatible land use
Lack of job creation
Outdoor Storage
Occupancy

O O O O O O O O

City Planner Ostgarden explained the zoning ordinance criteria for text amendment review
as follows:

1. The proposed action’s consistency with the specific policies and provisions of the official
City Comprehensive Plan.
The site is identified as Business Park on the Future Land Use Plan.

2. The proposed use’s compatibility with present and future land uses of the area.
Tyrol Hills to the east is an isolated residential development with apartments on
NW 4 Street. The site design and access does not function well for the area.

3. The proposed use’s effect upon the area in which it is proposed.
See #2, #4 and #5.

4. Traffic generation of the proposed use in relation to capabilities of streets serving the
property.
Based on the Institute of Traffic Engineers, this would impose 5.4 vehicle trips/day.
A typical single-family dwelling would generate 9-10 vehicle trips/day.

5. The proposed use’s impact upon existing public services and facilities including parks,
schools, streets, and utilities, and its potential to overburden the City’s service capacity.
Self (mini) storage would have no effect on any of the areas identified above.

City Planner Ostgarden stated this use could be allowed “by right” or by Conditional Use
Permit in R-3 Districts and identified several development standards that could be considered as
follows:



o Maximum:
=  Facility size
= Site coverage
* Building height
Access requirements
Design
Screening
Exterior storage
Hours
Separation
Occupancy
Storage pods

O 0 O O O O 0 Oo

City Planner Ostgarden indicated a zoning ordinance text amendment is not subject to the
60-day rule because it is not an approval of an “action” under Minnesota statute.

Commissioner Lambert asked if the property could be split and rezone that parcel to B-4.

City Planner Ostgarden explained the initial purpose this area was zoned in this manner
was to transition from a high-density residential area, to a medium-density residential and then to
a single-family district. The focus must not be on this request or this parcel of property; it needs
to be on the issue of amending all R-3 Districts to have the ability to construct mini storage
facilities.

Commissioner Burslie asked City Planner Ostgarden if he feels this is an appropriate use
for an R-3 District. City Planner Ostgarden stated with design standards, an opportunity to review
the proposal limiting the size and with proper design, the use could be a compatible use near
higher density residential.

Commission discussion took place.
The Chair opened the public hearing at 6:37 p.m.

The Chair recognized Mr. Brad Person, attorney representing the Gustafson family who
own the land north of the strip commercial center in Tyrol Hills and are interested in constructing
the self-storage facility. Mr. Person stated from his experience, the need in this area seems to be
for storage of recreational items for either seasonal residents or for someone with not enough
storage at their residence. The proposal is for ownership of a unit and not for rental purposes. Mr.
Person replied to the statement that jobs would not be created from this type of use of the
property. However, industrial areas they are allowed on should be for manufacturers that create
jobs and not for storage facilities. He stated a mini storage facility would be a less intense use
than an apartment building for example. Mr. Person indicated with a Conditional Use Permit, the
City can make the proper requirements for each application received.

The Chair closed the public hearing at 6:47 p.m.
Commission discussion took place.

MOTION AND SECONDED BY COMMISSIONERS MAROHN AND WUSSOW TO
RECOMMEND DENIAL BASED ON THE FINANCIAL CALCULATIONS PROVIDED BY



COMMISSIONER MAROHN AND THE CONCERNS OF INAPPROPRIATENESS
THROUGHOUT ALL R-3 ZONES.

Commissioner Burslie stated it is a compatibility issue and would not like to see storage
units being constructed in neighborhoods.

MOTION AND SECONDED BY COMMISSIONERS MAROHN AND WUSSOW, DULY

CARRIED, TO AMEND THE MOTION TO ADD INCOMPATIBLE USE IN NEIGHBORHOOD
DISTRICTS.

C. Comprehensive Plan Update Presentation

The Chair recognized Mr. Tad Erickson and Mr. Matthew Kallroos, Regional Development
Planners with Region Five and Ms. Ashley Kaisershot, Planning Specialist with Sourcewell. They
gave an update of the Comprehensive Plan progress with a summary of the community
engagement process that is taking place. The importance of public participation is a main leading
element to creating a Comprehensive Plan. The current goal is to intentionally involve citizens
and stakeholders throughout the community and to make people feel heard. Mr. Erickson
indicated the Steering Committee consists of thirteen strong citizens whose role is to gather
information about and from the community and then summarize and prioritize the information they
receive. Mr. Kallroos reviewed the Community Engagement Plan, community engagement that
has been done to date, and ward meetings. He reviewed the online community survey that ended
in September and some of the survey responses. Mr. Erickson explained the next steps in the
process and the timeline. They thanked the commission for the opportunity to present.

D. Discuss a Moratorium on Demolition of Non-Condemned Structures (Buildings that are
Structurally Sound)

Commissioner Marohn requested the discussion start with determining what is the role of
Planning Commission. The commission is defined as an advisory group to the City Council
regarding planning and zoning issues and other land use matters. Mr. Marohn stated the
conversion from buildings to parking lots is a land use matter. He asked if this is a topic the
commission is interested in discussing.

Commission discussion took place.

Commissioner Marohn explained the idea and reasons of an interim ordinance. He stated
some city codes need to be updated or a situation arises that was not anticipated and is moving
at a fast pace. The issue should be paused to review the long-term impact it could have. A
moratorium could be issued, which would only be done under certain circumstances and it must
meet certain requirements. He indicated the issue at hand is with the final plans from the school
district to acquire properties for the purpose of expanding and to make parking lots. He feels there
needs to be time to discuss the best way to accommodate and lessen the long-term negative
impact to the neighborhoods in the City.

Commissioner Lambert stated she thinks it is time to review the ordinance. The news from
the school district shocked many residents and would like to see a 6-month moratorium.

Commissioner Wussow indicated he is not aware of an interim ordinance for a moratorium
and requested clarification.



Commissioner Marohn stated it is an interim ordinance to enact a moratorium, in which he
used a template from the League of MN Cities. He requested it be sent to the city attorney for
direction and questioned if a reply was received.

Commission discussion took place.

The Chair recognized Mr. Rod Knowles, 723 S 5" Street who resides across from the high
school. He stated he was notified by a phone call from a consultant from ICS representing the
school district. Mr. Knowles met with them and they talked about the long-range planning for his
property and relocation services they offer. He questioned them about imminent domain, and they
replied they had never heard any discussion about it. At the open forum for the candidates for the
school board, he spoke with the superintendent who stated no one used imminent domain in their
talks. There is lack of conversations afterward and it was clear to him they wanted him to vacant
his property by October 2019. Mr. Knowles indicated he has a greenhouse to grow orchids and it
takes many years to acclimate them to their surroundings. He stated he did not expect this to
happen after seeing the referendum and wonders what happened for them to tell him he needs
to vacate so they can pave over it. He stated the entire community needs to have their say in the
matter. There are other options and ideas for this concern that can be addressed.

The Chair recognized Mr. Ed Shaw, 722 S 6™ Street who expressed displeasure in the
referendum as it did not indicate there would be two large city blocks of parking lot constructed
and that is just the plan for the high school. Mr. Shaw stated he has been trying to make contact
directly with the school district and was not told about his property acquisition until the Friday prior
to a Monday meeting. Apparently, it was in their plans for months, but no one bothered to contact
him. He has received no response from the district or willingness to address his requests for
information. He believes the City needs to step in on behalf of its residents, their concerns and
for the best interests of the City.

MOTION AND SECONDED BY COMMISSIONERS MAROHN AND BURSLIE TO
RECOMMEND A MORATORIUM BE ENACTED FOR A ONE YEAR TIMEFRAME TO ALLOW
TIME TO REVIEW AND AMEND THE ORDINANCE.

City Planner Ostgarden stated the city attorney did receive a copy of the draft request and
did not indicate any language amendments to the ordinance. He recommends having the
research compiled on this topic for the Council prior to bringing it to them. The council will need a
good record of facts and past findings to back up why this is necessary.

Commissioner Wussow stated he would like to discuss the following from the draft
ordinance:

1.04 “...The section does not address instances where there is excess parking or
instances where the construction of additional off-street parking would be deleterious to the public
good.”

1.05 “The City requires a demolition permit for the removal of a structure...”

1.06 “...demolished for purposes of constructing off-street parking.”

2.01 “Research-doene Discussion by the Planning Commission in 2017...”

2.02 “Research-doene Discussion by the Planning Commission in 2017...”



2.03 “Research-done Discussion by the Planning Commission in 2017...”

2.04 “...During the meeting, Planning Commission members voiced specific concerns
on potential negative impacts from these expansions.”

2.05 Speaks about the “Minnesota Department of Education as part if a public
referendum...”

2.06 “The City does not require any parking at any school sites within the municipal
boundaries.”

2.08 “While the City has removed parking mandates for school buildings from its official
controls, neither planning documents nor any official controls contemplate a
maximum amount of parking allowable, a point above which additional parking
undermines the health, safety and welfare if residents and the City’s capacity for
provisions of services.”

3.04  “Structures that are to be demolished as part of a commercial or residential
reconstruction project where a building permit for a new structure has been issued,
are likewise exempted from these provisions.”

Commissioner Wussow does not agree with the memo provided to the commission by
Commissioner Marohn.

Commission discussion took place on the concerns above.

MOTION AND SECONDED BY COMMISSIONERS MAROHN AND BURSLIE TO
RECOMMEND ADOPTING THE INTERIM ORDINANCE ESTABLISHING A MORATORIUM
AMENDING 2.01, 2.02, 2.03 FROM RESEARCH DONE TO DISCUSSION AND ADDING THE
ORDINANCE NUMBER TO 2.06.

Members Burslie, Headley, Gorham, Lambert and Marohn voted “aye.” Member Wussow
voted “nay”. The Chair declared the motion carried.

E. Discuss Ordinance Provisions for the Expansion of Parking Lots Greater than 20 Stalls

Commissioner Marohn stated he does not believe having a maximum amount of parking
is a good policy. He would like input from the commission on what provisions would go into a
revised ordinance to ensure that off-street parking added to the general prosperity of the
community.

Commissioner Lambert indicated she agrees with the idea of shared parking lots between
businesses.

Commissioner Marohn suggested the idea of shared parking be a part of the permit review
process and if there is an opportunity for shared parking with another facility where the timing for
demand does not overlap.

Commission discussion took place about the memo provided by Commissioner Marohn.



Commissioners discussion resulted in two different views, and it was determined to draft
two versions of ordinance language to be reviewed at a future meeting.

#5 Public Forum
The Chair opened the public forum at 8:53 p.m.
No one came forward.
The Chair closed the public forum at 8:53 p.m.
#6 Old Business
None

#7 Commissioners’ Questions/Comments

Commissioner Marohn stated Mr. Joe Minicozzi from the company Urban3 based in North
Carolina will be in Minnesota in December and is interested in speaking at the Planning
Commission meeting. The City Council will also be invited to attend the December 19" meeting,
with a start time to be determined.

Commissioner Burslie stated again that he would like to see application fees for ordinance
amendments. City Planner Ostgarden replied the City is reviewing the fee schedule at this time.

Commissioner Wussow asked City Planner Ostgarden about the progress his suggestion
of amending the B-1 and B-2 Districts to allow crematoriums that was discussed at the June 20,
2018 meeting. City Planner Ostgarden will review and advise.

#8 City Planner’s Report

City Planner Ostgarden stated he explained to Thrifty White that the attempt to meet the
off-street parking screening requirements are not adequate. They are revising the landscaping
plan to add more and larger plants.

The November Planning Commission meeting is scheduled for the 215, which is the night

prior to the Thanksgiving holiday. It was determined to reschedule to Tuesday, November 20%,
2018 - reminders will be sent to the commission.

#9 Adjourn
The Chair adjourned at 9:08 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Mark Ostgarden AICP

City Planner



Talking Points on Surface Parking for Neighborhood Schools

Points of Consensus
» We all want our neighborhood schools to be successful places for students
to learn.
» We all want our students and families to live in neighborhoods that are
safe, secure and prosperous.
» We all want our neighborhood school sites to be safe and secure.

Potential Points of Divergence
» Improving traffic flow does not improve safety.

o ISD 181 consultants have cited highway design standards for their
approach to Lowell, Harrison and Garfield. These standards may
apply to Forestview and the new school in Baxter, but they do not
apply to Brainerd’s neighborhood schools.

o “Improving traffic flow” could also be described as speeding up
traffic. Faster traffic speed is the opposite of safe.

o The best thing for safety is to slow down vehicles within the school
zone. This creates an inconvenience for parents and staff wishing to
speed through, but that’s one of the tradeoffs of a neighborhood
school.

» On street parking improves safety.

o The safest thing for people walking on a sidewalk is to have a row of
parked cars as a barrier between them and the traffic stream.

o Parallel parking is sometimes not as convenient for drivers as parking
in a surface lot, but the complexity of on-street parking slows traffic
and heightens awareness, both of which improve safety.

» Surface parking does not improve safety.

o Substituting surface parking for on-street parking is a strategy to
simplify the site for drivers by giving everyone their own channel to
flow through. This allows a concentration of cars to flow out of the
parking lot at a designated time and along designated corridors.

o Simplifying the site and concentrating the flow allows site planners to
manage conflicts (keep people walking away from people driving).
This may work on sites like Forestview where there is lots of room for



separation and few reasons for anyone to deviate from their
designated space.

o For an urban school like Harrison, Lowell, or Garfield, this approach
gives drivers a false sense of security, inducing them to drive faster
and be less aware of their surroundings.

o The complexity of an urban neighborhoods defies simplification. The
theory being used at Forestview doesn’t apply. It will make things
more dangerous for students.

» This is a peak problem. We should not over-engineer for the peak
condition.

o Safety concerns are most acute during morning arrival and afternoon
departure times. Together, this is 60 to 75 minutes per weekday.

o When we overdesign for peak conditions, we create a false sense of
security, and induce higher speeds and less awareness among
drivers, during the remaining ~23 hours each weekday and during all
non-school days.

o Along with designs that slow speeds within the school zone, there are
temporary measures the schools are already taking — crossing guards,
placards, etc... — that have made these neighborhood schools much
safer for everyone.

» Students would be best served by not having to be driven to school in a car.

o The most common cause of fatality for children 15 and younger is
automobile collisions?.

o ISD 181 policy forces students within walking distance of
neighborhood schools to walk, bike, or be driven, even in the
harshest weather conditions.

o Busing is only provided to students who live more than a mile from
school. This induces a lot of local traffic, especially during bad
weather and icy road conditions.

o By imposing a suburban, auto-centric design on our neighborhood
schools, and by not providing busing to students in some of our most
distressed neighborhoods, we are inducing a lot more people to
drive.

! National Center for Injury Prevention and Control.



> Needlessly removing tax-paying properties impairs the city’s tax base and
the ability of the city to provide services.

o Removing tax-paying properties from the city reduces the amount of
tax revenue the city collects. It creates financial strain on the city and
a financial burden for other taxpayers.

o Removing tax-paying properties should only be done as a last resort,
when no other feasible approach exists.

o Eminent domain should only be used once all other alternatives for
accomplishing the same goal have been exhausted.

» Surface parking degrades the value of the neighborhood.

o Parking lots are not good neighbors. When not in use, they create a
sense of desolation and pose an invitation to criminal activity.

o Properties adjacent to surface parking lots, specifically in
neighborhoods with excess on-street parking capacity, experience
depressed property values as a result of the lot placement?.

o Even factoring in peak events, the surface parking lots proposed for
our neighborhood schools will be vacant 85% of the time.

o Even if the parking lots are built today with quality lighting and
landscaping, the school district has demonstrated that maintaining
these facilities over time is not a high priority, particularly when
compared to classroom needs.

» The quality of the neighborhood has an impact on the learning potential of
the student.

o Children who grow up in deprived neighborhoods underperform at
school and later in life3.

o Harrison, Lowell, and Garfield are located in already distressed
neighborhoods, where median homes values and median household
incomes are below the school district median.

o Actions that depress property values and further distress these
neighborhoods will have a detrimental impact on our student’s
preparedness to learn.

» The convenience of staff and faculty parking is a low priority compared to
other urgent needs of the neighborhood.

2 parking in Residential Areas, American Planning Association
3 Neighborhood Quality and Student Performance, Journal of Urban Economics, July 2014



o Blueprint 181 documents indicated that one of the reasons for
parking was staff prioritization.

o ISD 181 requires children as young as kindergarten to walk up to a
mile to arrive at school, if they are unable to obtain a ride, regardless
of the weather conditions.

o In light of our expectation of grade school students, expecting the
able-bodied staff at neighborhood schools to walk a block or even
two to get to and from their vehicle is not an unreasonable burden.

o Expecting able-bodied visitors to walk two or more blocks during
peak events is not an unreasonable burden.

Goals for the City
» Work with ISD 181 to find ways to accommodate their needs and objectives
while respecting the neighborhoods the school are located in.
» Retain the neighborhood character of our schools, not transform them into
suburban campuses.
» Have our neighborhoods be so nice that a sizable percentage of ISD 181’s
teachers and administrators desire to live there.

Potential Outline for a Resolution

Offered for discussion, these are steps that could be taken to synthesize the
objectives of the city and the school district.

1. Instead of spending money acquiring properties, demolishing structures,
and constructing surface parking lots, spend those funds right-sizing the
streets and intersections around the neighborhood schools to slow vehicle
traffic.

2. ldentify areas for buses to load/unload at each site. Design approaches and
departures to eliminate turning movements within the school zone.

3. Identify parent pick up and drop off locations, as well as vehicle queuing
areas. Design approaches to maintain slow speeds. Educate parents on best
practices for pick up and drop off. Mobilize district staff in mornings and
evenings to reinforce accepted practices.

4. ldentify convenient on-street parking areas for handicap access and short-
term visitors. Designate these spaces with signage and coordinate with the
city of Brainerd for enforcement.



©)

Note: During non-peak times, some of these may coincide with
school bus pick up and drop off areas.

5. Work to reduce the number of vehicles accessing the site during school

hours.

®)

@)

@)

Reconsider busing policy, especially during winter months, to reduce
the number of students being driven short distances during peak
times.

Encourage carpooling among the staff by providing a monthly prize
lottery for those who ride together.

Establish walking school buses to overcome the safety concerns of
some parents whose kids could walk, but don’t.

Meet with neighborhood families to identify ways to overcome
burdens for students walking and biking.

More....

6. Properly calculate the total number of parking stalls needed.

@)

Collect field data on the demand for parking during regular hours.
Use this data to determine the base number of parking stalls needed.
Collect field data on the demand for parking during peak events
(conferences, award ceremonies, celebrations, etc...). Use this data
to determine the peak number of parking stalls needed.

Count all available parking spots within a one-block walk of the
school site. Compare this to the base number of stalls needed to
identify the parking excess or deficiency.

Count all available parking spots within a two-block walk of the
school site. Compare this to the peak number of stalls needed to
identify the parking excess or deficiency.

7. Construct enough off-street parking to handle only the parking shortfalls
identified with data. Ensure off-street parking uses an urban design to
minimize impacts to the neighborhood.

8. ISD 181 must become serious about implementing the Safe Routes to
School plan as part of the school expansions.

9. The city of Brainerd must become serious about implementing the Safe
Routes to School plan throughout all neighborhoods.
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