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INTRODUCTION 

 

 

“Futurists are now predicting that the world will end with neither a whimper nor a 

bang.  It will end when enough people can’t find a parking place.” (Smith T. , 1983)  

However absurd this quote is, some communities, including Muncie believe it to be true 

in one sense of the word, which is how I became interested in this project.  I was 

attending a Heart of the City meeting and discovered that yet another downtown building 

had been razed to provide for a new surface parking lot in Downtown Muncie, as if there 

were not enough lots already.  How was this possible?  A city with a parking lot on 

nearly every corner did not have enough parking?  I was intrigued to find out why 

officials and community members felt this way. 

 Parking is a hot topic in my hometown of Evansville, Indiana because the 

administration approved the development of a new downtown arena.  The community, as 

with many other cities, voiced their concern that there was not enough parking. 

 The project is not only to provide Muncie with data on their parking supply and 

demand, and to provide recommendations on smart parking policies, but it is for me as 

well so I may better communicate with other municipalities feeling they have similar 

issues.   
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 Like many Midwest communities, Muncie is in a state of transition, in which the 

downtown is seeing a mix of private investment, as well as, many parcels for sale; I was 

drawn to research the supply and demand of parking in the downtown.  Another 

motivation for me was because of Ivy Tech’s move to the downtown.  Ivy Tech is 

moving a majority of its campus, currently located south of the city, to occupy several 

buildings in the downtown.  This move will bring people to the streets again, making the 

downtown a more vibrant place; however, it will also have an impact on congestion and 

parking available.       

I began the project by first establishing boundaries for what I would refer to as 

“downtown”- in clockwise order- Wysor Street, Madison Street, Victor Street, and 

Liberty.  

Map 1- Boundary of study based on the US Census tracts 
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Through this creative project, I hope to show that good planning and creative 

solutions can address downtown parking needs without significant investments in 

additional parking.  The ultimate goal is to ensure that Muncie has adequate parking to 

serve recent increased demand and that the city does not prematurely over-build 

expensive parking places. 
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HISTORY OF DOWNTOWN MUNCIE 

 

 

 

The history of Muncie is important to describe briefly because it will give an 

understanding of its once prosperous time and the factors that led to its decline, resulting 

in the fabric of downtown Muncie today. 

The major economic driver in Muncie 

during the 19th century was the “gas boom”.  This 

drew many manufacturers to the area, including the 

Ball Corporation, Delco-Remy, Indiana Steel and 

Wire, General Motors, BorgWarner, and 

Westinghouse, and for many years Muncie was a 

vibrant, lively place.  The downtown was dense, full of life, with prosperous, thriving 

businesses.   

However, Interstate 69 and the road connecting it to Muncie, SR332 (also known 

as McGalliard) had major impact to the downward spiral of downtown Muncie.  

Businesses started moving out of the downtown and onto McGalliard because of the high 

traffic volume and new exposure business owners got on the new road.  The indoor 

Figure 1- 1961 
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shopping mall was another element that continued 

the move to the suburbs.  These elements made it 

difficult for the downtown businesses to survive, and 

thus, soon closed.  The vacant buildings were torn 

down and made into parking lots. 

Post World War II, cities saw an increase of 

automobiles on the roadways causing parking problems in urban areas.  In response, most 

municipalities adopted minimum off-street parking requirements to provide parking for 

all residents and commercial development on-site.  Unfortunately, most of the parking 

studies on which cities based their requirements were from suburbs, which resulted in 

high parking standards for urban centers.  Today, these ordinances have weakened urban 

cores by requiring buildings to be built farther apart to adhere to the minimum parking 

requirements.  It also makes it difficult for developers to revitalize historic buildings 

because of the lack of space available to adhere to the parking ordinances.  Couple this 

with the economic situation in downtowns; cities soon had many “missing teeth” in their 

central business districts.     

The four figure ground images depict the 

transition of the downtown over the last several 

decades.  The black represents the parking lots and 

the white represents the open space and buildings.  

In figure 2, the downtown was sparse with surface 

lots, but the transition over the years has led to 

present day (figure 4) where there are approximately 4,700 spaces in the downtown.   

Figure 2- 1982 

Figure 3- 1996 
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Having this much parking in the downtown 

severely damages the urban fabric of a city the size 

of Muncie.  According to the 2000 U.S. Census there 

were 711 people living in the downtown, which 

equates to over six parking spaces for each person.  

(This calculation was found by taking the number of 

current spaces in the downtown and dividing it by 

the Census’ population for Census Tract 1.) 

The following images are comparison images from Muncie’s downtown circa 

1960 and present day to show the loss of density and further demonstrate the increase of 

surface lots depicted in the figure grounds above.     

E Main Street looking east from Jefferson Street 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4- 2009 

Image 1- Source: Ball State University Digital Media Repository 
(1962) 

Image 2- Source: Katherine Jarboe (2010) 
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E Jackson Street looking west from Mulberry Street 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

N Walnut Street looking south from Washington Street 
 

 

 

 

 

 

N High Street looking north from Main Street 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Image 3- Source: Ball State University Digital Media Repository 
(1964) 

Image 4- Source: Katherine Jarboe (2010) 

Image 6- Source: Katherine Jarboe (2010) Image 5- Source: Lohren Deeg Personal Collection (1961) 

Image 7- Source: Ball State University Digital Media Repository 
(1968) 

Image 8- Source: Katherine Jarboe (2010) 
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METHODOLOGY 

 

 

A professor at San Francisco State University, Jason Henderson, said, “Planning 

Commission hearings sometimes devolve into unhelpful arguments over the supply of 

parking without good data to back up either side’s assertions.” (Roth, 2010)  Applying 

what Professor Henderson said to Muncie is what I hope to accomplish through this 

creative project.  This will enable Muncie officials to have fact-based, concrete data on 

the supply and demand in the downtown. 

The methods I used to complete this creative project is through a survey of Ivy 

Tech students and staff about means of transportation and related issues, a physical 

inventory of available and potential parking in the downtown, an analysis of the current 

parking demand at Ivy Tech, use of standard industry figures for parking needs for other 

downtown uses, research into parking best practices, including shared parking, distance 

to destination psychology, and coordination with MITS (the local bus system) regarding 

alternative modes of transportation.  I will also discuss the many impacts surface lots 

have on downtowns.     

The goal of this study was to ensure that Muncie has adequate parking to serve an 

increased demand and that the city does not over-build expensive parking places.   
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IMPACT OF SURFACE PARKING LOTS 

 

 

Surface lots can have a significant impact on the aesthetics of an area, as well as, 

environmental impacts contributing to global warming such as the Urban Heat Island 

Effect, which is the increase of temperatures in urban areas where there is a significant 

area of paved surfaces, and stormwater runoff.  The following section will define surface 

parking lots and discuss the appropriate surface parking lot design criteria that the 

National Building Sciences adheres.  It will also discuss the environmental impact of 

surface lots and suggest solutions such as possible alternative surfaces that could be used 

in place of asphalt.   

According to the National Building Sciences Whole Building Design Guide, a 

surface lot is defined as a “large paved area used for extensive vehicle parking”.(Whole 

Building Design Guide Staff, 2009)  The guide also supports four design guidelines 

regarding the elements that should be incorporated into surface lots: aesthetics, 

functionality, safety, and sustainability.   

Aesthetics is the first criteria, and according to the Design Guide, “The surface lot 

should not dominate the building site”.(Whole Building Design Guide Staff, 2009)  In 

regards to Muncie, an aerial view of downtown, all one sees is a sea of black pavement.  
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Surface lots, lacking landscaping and “interest” creates a cold, uninviting space, and give 

the perception that there is an excessive amount of parking.      

To create an aesthetically pleasing surface lot, the goal is to minimize the visual 

impact of the lot, creating a more inviting and appealing place to be and a place people 

will want to stay.  It is suggested that utilizing textures, patterns, and colors within a 

parking lot creates a “break in large monolithic areas of pavement.” (Whole Building 

Design Guide Staff, 2009)   

Functionally, parking lots require quite a lot of materials to create.  One would 

think it is just a slab of asphalt, but in actuality, “surface parking consists of 6 inch slabs 

on grade, 4000 PSI, poured on top of a gravel base on compacted fill with a moisture 

barrier in between the gravel base and the slab. The slab is reinforced with welded wire 

fabric; the joints and wall junctures are sealed with sealant; and the surface is broom-

finished.” (Whole Building Design Guide Staff, 2009)  It is a good practice to use a light 

colored surface to pave the lot to reduce the Urban Heat Island Effect. 

Urban Heat Island Effect  

Heat islands occur when buildings, roads, and other infrastructure replace open 

land and vegetation.  Surfaces that were once permeable become impermeable and dry.  

These changes cause urban regions to become warmer than their rural surroundings, 

forming an "island" of higher temperatures in the landscape.  

Heat islands occur on both the surface and in the atmosphere.  According to the 

Environmental Protection Agency, the effect is explained- “on a hot, sunny summer day, 

the sun can heat dry, exposed urban surfaces, such as roofs and pavement, to 

temperatures 50–90°F hotter than the air, while shaded or moist surfaces, often in more 
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rural surroundings, remain close to air temperatures.” (United States Environmental 

Protection Agency, 2009)  

Why is it Important to Prevent Heat Islands? 

Reducing the Heat Island Effect is important because elevated temperatures, 

particularly during the summer, can affect a community's environment and quality of life.  

While some heat island impacts seem positive, such as lengthening the growing season 

for farmers, the negative impacts far exceed the positive.  Some examples of the negative 

impacts are as follows: increased energy consumption, elevated emissions of air 

pollutants and greenhouse gases, decreased human health and discomfort, and impaired 

water quality. (United States Environmental Protection Agency, 2009) 

Energy demand increases with elevated temperatures in the summer, thus 

increasing demand for cooling, and adding demand to the electrical grid.  One study 

estimates that the heat island effect is responsible for five to ten percent of peak 

electricity demand for cooling buildings in urban areas, or for every one-degree increase 

in air temperature, the electricity demand increases one to two percent. (United States 

Environmental Protection Agency, 2009) 

The second negative impact is greater air pollutants and greenhouse gases.  When 

energy demand increases, the results are greater emissions of air pollutants and 

greenhouse gas emissions from power plants.  Higher air temperatures also promote the 

formation of ground-level ozone. 

Third, warmer days and nights, paired with higher air pollution levels contribute 

to general discomfort, respiratory difficulties, heat cramps and exhaustion, non-fatal heat 

stroke, and heat-related mortality. 
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Water quality, both for consumption and aquatic life, is also affected during 

increased temperatures.  Hot pavement and rooftop surfaces transfer their excess heat to 

stormwater, which then drains into storm sewers and raises water temperatures as it is 

released into streams, rivers, ponds, and lakes.  The rapid temperature changes affect the 

aquatic ecosystems because as the temperature rises the water is less able to hold oxygen.  

This also requires more aggressive methods of water treatment for human consumption. 

Currently, according to EPA’s Urban Heat Island Community Database, the state 

of Indiana does not have any initiatives to reduce the Urban Heat Island Effect, unlike 

several other states.  Thus, the burden falls to local communities to reduce the Heat Island 

Effect for the benefit of its residents.    

Mentioned earlier, impervious surfaces contribute to the heat island effect, as well 

as, increasing stormwater run-off.  Examples of such surfaces include concrete, asphalt, 

roofs and parking lots.  All of these materials have one thing in common- water does not 

run through them, rather, off them.  Compared to other countries, the US tends to build 

more roads and wider roads, larger parking lots, and larger buildings, thus having bigger 

rooftops.  The non-profit center, Watershed Protection believes that 65 percent of 

America’s landscape consists of streets, parking lots, and driveways making the U.S. a 

“habitat for cars”.  (Frazer 2005)  This statistic is a result of being a sprawling, an auto-

oriented society.  As more sprawl occurs, more land is needed to build homes, shopping 

centers, schools, etc.; thus, more roads are needed to get one from their home in the 

suburbs to other amenities in the community.   

These impervious surfaces result in faster rainwater runoff into our waterways, 

causing contaminants to damage aquatic habitats, as well as, our drinking supply.  One 
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option communities is to renovate current surface lots to more sustainable ones.  Some 

sustainable methods include landscaping, natural stormwater management, and utilizing 

porous pavement materials. 

Landscaping around and within the lots not only creates an aesthetically pleasing 

place, but reduces the amount of reflective surface area, thus reducing the Heat Island 

Effect.  Landscaping also acts as a buffer between the lot and the surrounding streets 

creating a safer, more pedestrian-friendly environment.  Such landscaping may include 

rain gardens, which are gardens planted with native plants with a “dip” in the center to 

capture water and slowly filtrate it back into the earth rather than run off into the storm 

sewers.   

Surface lots without landscaping and vegetation can overload the storm sewers during 

heavy rains due to the lack of 

pervious surfacing.  A more 

sustainable surface lot would 

include natural vegetation to 

capture and slow the 

rainwater runoff, cleansing it 

naturally and reducing the 

amount of rainwater that 

funnels into the storm drains.   

 

 

Figure 5- Source: Toronto’s Climate Action Plan 2007 
Image depicts bioswales and other landscaping and plantings in a surface lot to 
reduce stormwater runoff. 
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Other methods also include utilizing permeable surfaces, which can also be seen as 

aesthetically pleasing, such as 

porous and texture concrete 

pavers and gravel poured in a 

decorative pattern.  Porous 

concretes and asphalts are also 

being developed, which are still 

a solid surface for cars and foot 

traffic, but allows rainwater to 

drain down through the material 

to the soil rather than run off it. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Image 9- Marysville, WA.   Ash Avenue park-and-ride facility where stone 
pavers allow stormwater to pass through and soak into the ground. 



[23] 
 

 

 

 

IVY TECH’S MOVE AND IMPACT TO THE DOWNTOWN 

 

 

When Ivy Tech announced it would be moving part of its campus to the 

downtown, many in the community were concerned that there would not be enough 

parking, based on the sheer number of students who would be taking classes, and the 

faculty, and staff who would be working in the downtown.  The purpose of this project is 

to evaluate and to present other low impact options. 

The current Ivy Tech campus is located three-quarters of a mile south of the city 

limits on Cowan Road.  There are approximately 1,200 parking spaces on several 

connected surface lots; however, in observations on several different days and varying 

times of day, I discovered that no more than 600 spaces were ever occupied at one time.  

This is significant, because if Ivy Tech does not currently fit all of the parking it has at 

the Cowan Road campus, with the move to downtown, one would expect that they would 

only utilize the amount they currently use during a day at the existing campus.    

Nevertheless, Ivy Tech is estimating that as many as 2,000 people will be utilizing 

the downtown campus, which will increase the demand for parking significantly.  With 

the location of the campus being closer to the bus transfer hub, it is expected that not all 
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of the students will drive, and not all of them will attend classes at the same time; thus the 

demand for new parking spaces will be significantly less than some might guess.   

A survey was conducted to get a sense of the impact the new campus will have on 

the current parking in the downtown.  Most of the survey responses suggest that the 

average allotment of time each student will be in the downtown is greater than three 

hours (during normal business hours), Monday through Thursday, which is a longer 

period of time the current “free” lots allow one to park (2 hours is the limit). 

Survey 

The purpose of the survey was to determine the parking impact Ivy Tech State 

College East Central Region students, faculty, and staff would have on Downtown 

Muncie when the downtown campus opens.  The overall study was conducted in 

cooperation with the Muncie Director of Public Works, the administration of the MITS 

bus system, and the regional administration of Ivy Tech.  The questions that we hoped to 

answer are; what will the demand be and will the current supply in the downtown be 

enough?  

The method of recruitment for the survey was an e-mail request sent to potential 

participants to complete a survey, by providing a link to SurveyMonkey.com. The e-mail 

requesting voluntary participation was sent by Mary Lewellen, Dean of Student Affairs 

for Ivy Tech State College East Central Region.  The data was collected and results 

formulated using SurveyMonkey.com.  The data remained anonymous, as I did not 

handle the email addresses to send the surveys; I merely analyzed the results via 

SurveyMonkey.com.  SurveyMonkey is a site that requires a login and password.  I was 
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the only person who had access to this information; therefore, was the only one that was 

able to view the results. 
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PARKING IN CONTEMPORARY SOCIETY 

 

 

PHILOSOPHY ON CHARGING FOR PARKING 

When Ivy Tech announced that it would be moving portions of its campus to the 

downtown, some residents and city officials asserted that Muncie did not have enough 

parking to support the move, and thus proposed a parking structure to be built.  My 

research has not only discovered that Muncie has enough parking for the present day, but 

that it is adequate to sustain future growth, as long as, new approaches to parking 

requirements and parking policies are adopted and implemented.  Another concept to 

think about, not only to ensure enough parking, but also to increase ridership with MITS 

(local transit system), is to charge for parking because pricing induces changes in 

behavior, especially when alternative modes of transit are available.   

An interesting view on this issue is “parking is like gasoline, cars use it, so drivers 

should pay for it.” (Shoup, 2005)  While this is not a popular solution in a typically 

conservative state, charging for the cost of parking provides more of an incentive to the 

public transit system in the community by deterring motorists from driving their cars.  

The “sell” of charging for parking among the residents is a tough one, but according to 

Donald Shoup, author of The High Cost of Free Parking, the advantages outweigh the 
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oppositions’ reasons.  Shoup calculates that parking spaces are highly subsidized.  “In 

2002 the total subsidy for off-street parking was $127 to $374 billion (the national 

defense budget that year was $349 billion).” (Shoup, 2005)    

According to evaluations by Mark Delucchi of the University of California at 

Davis, “we spend about as much to subsidize off-street parking as we do on Medicare or 

national defense.” (Dunphy, 2008) The additional driving encouraged by free parking 

increases traffic congestion, air pollution, and accidents.  More oil needs to be imported, 

using borrowed money, in order to supply the increased driving.  

To remedy this issue, Shoup recommends finding the right amount to charge for 

parking that would reduce the number of cars in our downtowns, thus the amount to 

parking needed.  The primary reason why downtowns have free parking in the first place 

is to compete with the shopping malls in the suburbs and to attract patrons to the 

downtown.   

When determining the correct amount to charge for parking, a guide to go by is 

the rule of 15.  Fifteen percent of the spaces should be vacant.  With this ratio, the driver 

will most likely always be able to find one or two open spaces per block.  The price is too 

low if there are no vacant spaces.  Likewise, if there are too many vacant spaces, then the 

price is too high.   

All of the revenue generated from the parking meters should be returned to the 

district where the meters are located.  For example, the downtown district of Muncie 

should keep the money earned from the metered spaces.  The parking revenues can pay to 

clean and repair the sidewalks, light the streets, remove graffiti, plant trees, provide 
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security and put utility wires underground. These public improvements will attract even 

more customers, some of whom will walk from the surrounding neighborhoods.   

Downtown Muncie attempted to meter spaces several years ago, with little 

success. Given the recent budget cuts, where the City Council considered turning off 

every other streetlight to save money, thus decreasing the feeling of safety among 

residents, bringing meters back is a good idea and a way to pay for sidewalk repairs and 

improvements without needing to utilize the city budget.      

This is not a popular idea.  No one wants to pay for parking, but if Muncie spends 

the revenue to pay for public services it would get from the parked cars, many people 

would begin to see the advantages of charging for parking. The potential revenue is 

enormous.  

 

DISTANCE OF PARKING TO DESTINATION 

This section is relevant because of the results from the survey conducted with the 

Ivy Tech students, faculty, and administrative staff.  The concern with the downtown 

campus, from their responses, is that parking would be a considerable distance from their 

destination.  The distance the majority of people are willing to walk from off-site parking 

lots to their destination varies.  I wanted to compare the distance of parking at the current 

Ivy Tech campus to the downtown campus. 

Studies have been conducted that show that the average person is willing to walk 

less than five minutes to a destination, which equates to a little less than a quarter of a 

mile.  Compactness is important in downtowns to keep walking distances short.  For 
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example, mall designers have calculated that shoppers will walk about 1,000 feet, which 

is a little less than one-quarter mile.  This distance takes most people less than five 

minutes to walk.  In a downtown setting, the walk must be similar to this to attract people 

to the area, thus shared parking is critical to ensure the person can park near their 

destination.  In more specific studies, people are willing to walk different distances 

depending on the activity- 300 feet for residential units, 400 to 800 feet for grocery stores 

or professional services, and 1,200 feet for entertainment activities and specialty shops.  

(Smith & Butcher, How Far Should Parkers Have to Walk?, 2008)  Mixing land uses 

keeps walking distances within an acceptable level, creating a safer environment.  The 

idea of a “park once” concept, in which all attractions are accessible from one another on 

foot, is what Muncie should strive for; especially since the study area of the downtown is 

approximately 142 acres.  

The following chart represents the maximum distance a customer or employee 

should be asked to walk from the nearest parking lot to a specific land use: 

 
OFF-SITE PARKING 

 
CUSTOMER EMPLOYEE OR RESIDENT 

CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT 1200' 1600' 
MIXED USE ACTIVITY CENTER 800' 1200' 
RESIDENTIAL AREA IN THE CITY 400' 800' 
Table 1- Source Flexible Parking 

In applying the chart to the existing conditions in downtown Muncie, nearly all 

parking lots are within one-quarter mile to the Ivy Tech campus, as well as, most 

amenities in the downtown, and adhere to the maximum walking distance for the central 

business district for both customers and employees. 
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Map 2 (next page) illustrates the seven parking lots (in gray) available to Ivy Tech 

students, administrative staff, and teachers in relationship to the potential buildings of the 

downtown Ivy Tech campus (depicted in red).  The circles represent a quarter mile radius 

walking distances (as suggested that this is the acceptable walking distance).  All of the 

parking lots designated to the Ivy Tech campus fall within a quarter mile walking 

distance.  The challenge working against this data is the current campus’ surface lot.  The 

farthest anyone has to walk to the front door is 400 feet.  Likewise, the Muncie mall’s 

farthest parking space is only 400 feet away from any entrance.  Asking people to walk 

farther than any other destination in the city that is familiar to them, and not be able to 

have a visible contact with the front door will pose a challenge for everyone to accept the 

park and ride or shared parking concept.  Even with appropriate signage marking 

distances to landmarks and attractions, it is my experience that people will still want to 

park as close to the destination as possible.  An explanation of this could simply be 

unfamiliarity with the downtown; therefore, municipalities feel as though they need 

parking at every street corner.       
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Parking is not a unique issue to Muncie.  Parking tends to be an issue in so many 

downtowns because people are so auto-oriented and have gotten accustomed to parking 

in a suburban-style big box store lot where they can see the front door.  The problem with 

downtowns in not a parking problem (as evident with all of the “missing teeth” in 

downtown Muncie illustrated earlier), but a walking problem.  People seem to fear 

downtowns.  When I say “people”, I am referring to the typical Midwesterner who is 

familiar with a suburban way of life, where everything revolves around their car.  

Map 2- Walking distances based on 1/4 mile radii 
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Referring to the image below, “It should be difficult to find parking; this prompts 

us to walk a few blocks when we would otherwise drive.”   Based on statistics, Indiana 

ranks 35th in overall health in 

the nation, and according to 

the Center for Disease 

Control, 26 percent of the 

State’s population is 

considered obese. (CDC, 

2010)  

 

 

SHARED PARKING 

Typically, cities build parking lots that maximize the number of possible spaces 

allowed.  They do this to ensure that potential customers will be able to find parking 

spaces when they need one and not be scared away by a perceived lack of parking.  

Because parking lots tend to be built to excess, spaces are typically available; therefore, 

there is an opportunity to reduce lot sizes and increase the aesthetic qualities of the lots 

through shared parking.   

According to Stein Engineering, shared parking is the application of “land uses 

having different parking demand patterns and are able to use the same parking spaces and 

areas throughout the day.” (Whole Building Design Guide Staff, 2009)  Shared parking is 

most effective when the land uses have significantly different “peak” parking 

Image 10- Source: Flexible Parking 
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characteristics that vary by time of day, day of week, and or season of the year.  As a 

result, these “shared” situations, will require fewer total parking spaces when compared 

to the total number of spaces needed for each land use or business separately, thus 

reducing the amount of land needed for new parking lots.   

Case studies in ULI’s book Shared Parking found that “shared parking reduced 

parking demand to almost half that was needed by conventional development where each 

use provides parking for its users on site.” (Smith M. , Shared Parking, 2005) 

In addition, because shared parking requires some walking on the part of 

motorists, it reinforces the aesthetic and pedestrian safety necessities discussed earlier in 

these report- walkways, crosswalks, contrasting paving, and landscaping.      

Shared parking helps an adequate place become a great place by following these steps:  

• Breaking up “blocks” to create more attractive, pedestrian places and walking routes.  

Although city blocks differ in length among cities, Muncie’s blocks are compact, 

which can encourage easy walking, ranging from 250-290 feet with a few east/west 

blocks measuring 360 feet.  (On one end of the spectrum, New York, NY blocks are 

600 feet to 800 feet while Portland, OR blocks are dense measuring 200 x 264 feet.)     

• Increasing density and mixed-uses to enhance values and increase the activities that 

occur in the space.   The goal is to concentrate more people closer together to achieve 

shorter walking distances, as well as, make transit options more available.  Currently, 

downtown Muncie has a density of approximately five people per acre according to 

the 2000 Census data.  Comparatively, downtown Bloomington, Indiana has over 

double Muncie’s density at 11 people per acre.  To remedy this, in the past several 

years, more and more downtown structures have become mixed-use buildings with 
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retail at the street level, and living spaces on the upper floors; thus increasing density 

to well above five people per acre. 

• Concentrating a variety of uses closer together, allows for shared parking to occur.  

Downtown Muncie has the variety of uses already in place.  There are residential, 

religious, commercial, government, and now, university activities to utilize and share 

the parking lots.  Typically, lots that are adjacent to each of these land uses tend to be 

most valuable is a shared parking situation.  This is due to the different hours of the 

day each land use will utilize the lots. (Dunphy, 2008) 

Benefits of Shared Parking 

Some skeptics of shared parking, namely business owners, are concerned that 

shared parking means reducing the parking inventory, thus deterring potential customers 

because of a lack of parking.  The idea of shared parking is not to reduce the number of 

parking spaces; the idea is to use parking more efficiently but still have enough parking 

to meet peak-hour needs.  By doing so the benefits to business owners are vast; for 

example, a couple attending a play downtown may be enticed to shop in a nearby 

clothing store that they pass on the way to the theater.  “If customers can easily walk 

from place to place, without having to get into their cars and go through the hassle of 

finding another parking space in an adjacent site, they might be more likely to patronize 

more than one commercial establishment during their trip.” (CRCOG, Shared Parking, 

2002) 

Aesthetically speaking, the reduction of parking through the shared parking 

scenario beautifies an area because you are eliminating the unnecessary asphalt lots.  

These lots can be turned into parks or built out to create a more dense and vibrant 
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downtown.  The enhancements to the physical environment will improve the economic 

vitality of the area.   

Shared Parking Calculator 

The following calculator is borrowed from Montgomery County, Maryland.  I am 

using it to show the steps on how Muncie may determine the appropriate number of 

parking spaces for each land use.  Regarding the days and time of day, one could make an 

observation to determine the percentage of parking needed.  The physical inventory, land 

use map associated with parking lots, and Muncie’s current parking ordinance will assist 

in determining where to have shared parking agreements, what land uses are in these 

agreements, and time in which the lots are in use.    

Step 1: Determine the minimum amount of parking required for each land use as though 
 it were a separate use. 

Step 2: Multiply each amount by the corresponding percentage for each time period. 

Step 3: Calculate the column total for each time period. 

Step 4: The column with the highest value is the parking space requirement. 

 

Table 2- Source: Flexible Parking 

NIGHTTIME
Daytime Evening Daytime Evening Midnight

9am-4pm 6pm-midnight 9am-4pm 6pm-midnight midnight-6am
Office/Industrial 100% 10% 10% 5% 5%
Retail 60 90 100 70 5
Hotel 75 100 75 100 75
Restaurant 50 100 100 100 10
Entertainment/Recreational 40 100 80 100 10

EXAMPLE: Spaces
Individual land uses spaces Office 300
needed Retail 280

Entertainment 100
TOTAL 680 spaces

NIGHTTIME
Daytime Evening Daytime Evening Midnight

9am-4pm 6pm-midnight 9am-4pm 6pm-midnight midnight-6am
Office/Industrial 300 30 30 15 15
Retail 168 252 280 196 14
Hotel      
Restaurant      
Entertainment/Recreational 40 100 80 100 10

TOTAL 508 382 390 311 39

WEEKDAY WEEKEND

WEEKDAY WEEKEND
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The total spaces needed to an area sharing office, retail, and entertainment parking lots 

would need 508 spaces, which according to the study, is a 25 percent savings.     

 

CASE STUDIES 

Portland, OR 

Portland, Oregon has adopted a shared parking ordinance.  The following is a 

brief description of how the new ordinance works as opposed to traditional parking 

standards.  (The full document can be found in the appendices.) 

 Property owners wanting to participate in a shared parking agreement must define 

the details of the contract, so to speak.  For example, the number of spaces the owners 

will share and where the spaces will be located, as well as, who is responsible for the 

maintenance of the spaces.  Once all necessary agreements are made between the owners, 

the elements are drawn up into a contract to make the union legally binding. 

Downtown West Hartford- Portland, OR 

 Downtown landowners developed agreements in which they agreed to consolidate 

the small parking lots located to the rear of downtown commercial buildings.  By 

consolidating these areas, they were able to yield more parking spaces and improve auto 

and pedestrian circulation throughout the downtown area.  The landowners share 

responsibility for maintaining and enforcing parking in the downtown area.  The 

improved parking situation has helped make downtown West Hartford a more appealing 

shopping district. 
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Bloomington, IN 

The whole thought of changing a city’s parking policy can be daunting for city 

officials.  They may also face opposition, which may result in making it more difficult to 

change the “status quo” in a city.  The following are best practices in parking ordinances 

that Muncie may find helpful in implementing shared parking in their downtown. 

Bloomington, Indiana has a forward-thinking solution for parking requirements in 

its downtown commercial district.  The zoning ordinance encourages shared parking, as 

well as, specifically calling out what materials should be used on surface lots to reduce 

the environmental effects. 

Bloomington was selected because not only it has adopted an aggressive parking 

plan, but also the city is similar in population (69,291) to Muncie (67,430) and they are 

both “college towns”.  The U.S. Census predicts that Bloomington’s population will grow 

to 71,819 while Muncie is expected to lose population, and yet Bloomington does not 

foresee a parking problem in their future.  Another difference between Bloomington and 

Muncie is the population of the two cities’ downtowns (see chart below).  Having a 

denser downtown spawns more walkability opportunities essential “live, work, and play” 

amenities such as retail stores, groceries, parks, school, and offices.    

 Muncie, Indiana Bloomington, Indiana 

Downtown Population 684 3,160 
Downtown Acreage 142 284 
Table 3- Density of Muncie and Bloomington 

The book Parking presented an interesting discovery, “the number of parking 

spaces in the CBD reflects the differences in the structure of the CBD, intensity, and 

reliance on public transit.” (Weant & Levinson, 1990)  I also believe the number of 
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parking in the CBD has a lot to do with the public policy regarding parking standards; 

something Bloomington has so boldly adopted.  

The full parking ordinance can be found in the Appendices, but the general 

concepts in Bloomington’s parking ordinance are:  

• Only allow the maximum number of spaces for each specified land use. 

• Owners of two or more properties may join in providing parking for their 

businesses.  They must provide a minimum of 60 percent of each individual’s 

required parking, but cannot exceed 120 percent of the combined spaces.  

Essentially, this reduces each users parking by at least 40 percent. 

• These shared parking lots must be located within 300 feet of each other. 

• For residential units less than 10 bedrooms, no parking is required, and over 10 

bedrooms, the number of spaces is minimal. 

• All new lots need to manage its stormwater run-off on site by pervious surfaces, 

or rain gardens, bioswales, etc. (Bloomington, IN Parking Standards)  

San Francisco, CA 

In San Francisco, which, according to the Department of Parking and Traffic, has 

more cars per square mile than any other city in the nation, has a parking study and 

strategy underway called the San Francisco Smart Parking Management System 

(SFPark).  SFPark is a congestion management strategy, focused at reducing congestion 

by reducing the amount of times cars have to circle the block looking for a parking 

spaces.  For this program, the city is converting parking meters to congestion meters to 

enable commuters to find available parking via their portable electronic devices.  Pilot 

lots consisting of approximately 12,000 square feet are already equipped with sensors 
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that detect the occupancy of the lot, then adjust the parking rates depending on demand, 

and provide real time information on parking availability.   

Before the SFPark could be tested, a physical count of all of the parking spaces in 

the city had to be completed.  With this count, San Francisco has developed a “parking 

census” for which it will use to create better parking policies to assist in shaping the 

urban fabric of the city.   

  A planning professor at the University of Pennsylvania and former transportation 

policy advisor to New York’s Mayor Bloomberg, Rachel Weinberger, said, “Most cities 

have very little knowledge of their parking inventory.  Without the basic knowledge, city 

planners have no basis on which to make decisions about future supply policy, about 

current management policy or even about how their transportation systems are working.  

The true power in this information rest on what the city decides to use it for.”  (Roth, 

2010)   

Jay Primus, director of the SFPark trial program, believes the parking census will 

fill a “void where city planners could only make rough estimates previously.” (Roth, 

2010)   

While installing sensors in a parking lot may not be feasible for Muncie, the 

benefit of at least being aware of the many pilot programs throughout the nation, as well 

as, realizing the importance of the data shared in this creative project, will allow Muncie 

to create better parking policies within its governing boundaries.   
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DOWNTOWN MUNCIE 

 

 

DEMOGRAPHICS 

Muncie’s population is declining, as well as, aging.  The one age category that 

remains constant is the 19-25 range due to Ball State and Ivy Tech students.  These 

statistics are important to this study because as the population leaves Muncie for the 

suburbs, they will tend to commute to the downtown requiring more parking.  The goal is 

to slow the flight to the suburbs by increasing the density in the downtown with amenities 

that will keep the residents in the city.   

In addition, with the population aging, alternative modes of transportation may be 

utilized more in the coming years for those residents no longer able to drive 

independently; therefore, this demographic may not require as much parking in the 

downtown. 

 Another significant finding is the ratio of people living in the downtown that 

actually worked in the downtown.  Approximately 700 people live in the downtown and 

of those 700, according to the U.S. Census, 325 people work, but do not work in the 

downtown.  Figure 6 (next page) indicates the travel time of the residents in the 

downtown.  Of the 325 employees, all but 25 drive to work instead of utilizing public 
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transportation.  These discoveries 

indicated that most of the people that live 

in the downtown do not work there (based 

on their travel times and modes of 

transportation to work).  Therefore, the 

employees of the downtown businesses 

drive in from other areas requiring 

parking.  This is significant because if the 

residents worked near their home, they 

could walk to their place of employment, 

thus requiring less parking in the 

downtown. 

 

PARKING SUPPLY 

 In downtown Muncie, a physical count led to the discovery of approximately 205 

surface lots totaling approximately 4,700 spaces (based on the boundary lines established 

earlier).  The map on the next page depicts the surface lots, their location within the 

downtown, and the number of spaces for each individual lot.  This total does include the 

220 spaces located at the Central High School Fieldhouse, which was negotiated to be a 

park and ride location, operated by MITS, for Ivy Tech.  The park and ride operation runs 

Monday-Friday every seven to eight minutes, and is free for students, faculty, and other 

Ivy Tech staff.  

Figure 6- Travel time to work of Study Area 
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Map 3- surface parking lots in the downtown and the number of spaces in each lot 
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 Of the remaining lots, roughly 94 percent are privately owned.  There are an 

astonishing number of privately owned lots in the study area.  This means that it may 

pose a more difficult process to convince these owners to allow the utilization of their 

lots applying alternative methods to better make use of the overall capacity of the lots.    

 The chart below breaks down the number of parking lots in the downtown into 

specific categories: privately owned lots, public lots, and quasi-public lots, and the spaces 

associated with the lots. 

  

   *Did not have access to the four private garages, thus the inventory does not reflect these areas. 
 **Quasi-Public is considered the convention center.  These lots are owned by a quasi-public entity, but not the City. 

***Some of the on-street parking does not have striping; therefore, I did not count these spaces.  Refer to the on-street parking 
map for the location of these spaces. 

Table 4- Public/Private Lots Distribution  

 The majority of the privately owned lots in Muncie have no mortgages.  They 

now are a revenue generator for the property owner to obtain extra income with minimal 

upkeep.  The maintenance of a surface lot is nominal compared to the maintenance of a 

building; moreover, the lot reaps a steady annual income without requiring the owner to 

pay taxes on the value of the land, but a cheaper rate since a structure is not on the lot.  

For example, if the lot owner was to pay taxes on the land value rather than what was on 

Type of Facility Number of 
Facilities Total Spaces Percent of Total 

Private Lots 198 4,209 90.42% 

* Private Garages 4 --  -- 

Public Lots 4 88 1.89% 

** Public Garages 0 0  0.00% 

Quasi-Public 3 358 7.69% 

        
Off-Street 205 4,655 100.00% 

*** Curb --  --   -- 

TOTAL 205 4,655 100.00% 
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the land, they may be more inclined to build on the land rather than keep an empty 

surface lot.    

Map 4- surface lots in the downtown based on ownership 
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This table breakdowns the private versus public lots in the downtown and corresponds to 

Table 4: 

MAP 
KEY 

ST # STNAME CURRENT OWNER 
TYPE OF 

OWNERSHIP 

1 314 GILBERT RATCHFORD PROPERTIES LLC Private 
2 317 FRANKLIN THOMAS INVESTMENT COMPANY Private 
3 425 HIGH GRAHAM FREDERICK H & MARY E Private 
4 317 HIGH GRAHAM FREDERICK H & MARY E REV LIV TR Private 
5 300 FRANKLIN GRAHAM FREDERICK H & MARY E REV LIV TR Private 
6 300 HIGH GRAHAM FREDERICK H & MARY E REV LIV TR Private 
7 300 HIGH GRAHAM FREDERICK H & MARY E REV LIV TR Private 
8 303 HIGH HOBBS LARRY & JULIE Private 
9 400 HIGH GATEWAY CENTER LLC Public  

10 420 WASHINGTON RUTTER ROBERT T Private 
11 420 WASHINGTON RUTTER ROBERT T Private 
12 315 GILBERT RATCHFORD PROPERTIES LLC Private 
13 309 GILBERT RATCHFORD HARRY L II Private 
14 307 GILBERT RATCHFORD HARRY L II Private 
15 308 WASHINGTON MCMAHAN MOLLY ALICE Private 
16 215 FRANKLIN RATCHFORD HARRY L II Private 
17 211 FRANKLIN BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS Public 
18 300 WASHINGTON BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS Public 
19 220 FRANKLIN RATCHFORD ELLIS R AND MARY MELVA Private 
20 220 WASHINGTON RATCHFORD ELLIS R AND MARY M Private 
21 216 WASHINGTON RATCHFORD ELLIS R AND MARY M Private 
22 214 WASHINGTON FEDERAL BUILDING LLC Private 
23 208 WASHINGTON AUSTIN HOWARD & CO LLC Private 
24 200 HIGH FEDERAL BUILDING LLC Private 
25 209 HIGH EXECUTIVE ENTERPRISES LLC Private 
26 415 WASHINGTON NAZE-PERRY INSURANCE CORPORATION Private 
27 325 WASHINGTON ASHTON SANDRA A LIVING TRUST Private 
28 315 WASHINGTON SLAVIN MARGUERITE (LIFE EST) & CHARLES P Private 
29 307 WASHINGTON HEARTLAND AMERICA FUND I LLC Private 
30 301 WASHINGTON HEARTLAND AMERICA FUND I LLC Private 
31 114 FRANKLIN HEARTLAND AMERICA FUND I LLC Private 
32 117 FRANKLIN HEARTLAND AMERICA FUND I LLC Private 
33 320 MAIN SLAVIN MARGUERITE (LIFE EST) & CHARLES P Private 
34 318 MAIN SLAVIN MARGUERITE (LIFE EST) & CHARLES P Private 
35 118 FRANKLIN RATCHFORD ELLIS R AND MARY M Private 
36 217 WASHINGTON RATCHFORD ELLIS R AND MARY MELVA Private 
37 200 MAIN ONE FOURTEEN FRANKLIN INC Private 
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MAP 
KEY 

ST # STNAME CURRENT OWNER 
TYPE OF 

OWNERSHIP 
38 109 HIGH PSC ASSOCIATES LLC Private 
39 417 MAIN SIMMONS MARY Private 
40 407 MAIN 1 MUNCIE MAIN LLC Private 
41 407 MAIN 1 MUNCIE MAIN LLC Private 
42 410 JACKSON PECKINPAUGH BETTY ANN Private 
43 406 JACKSON PECKINPAUGH BETTY ANN Private 
44 121 LIBERTY PECKINPAUGH BETTY ANN Private 
45 325 MAIN 324 DWA LLC Private 
46 323 MAIN 324 DWA LLC Private 
47 301 JACKSON DELAWARE COUNTY REPUBLICAN COMMITTEE INC Public 
48 301 MAIN DELAWARE COUNTY REPUBLICAN COMMITTEE INC Public 
49 0       
50 314 JACKSON PECKINPAUGH MAURICE J REV TR Private 
51 218 JACKSON MUNCIE REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION Public 
52 216 JACKSON LUNSFORD REAL ESTATE LLC Private 
53 214 JACKSON LUNSFORD REAL ESTATE LLC Private 
54 112 MAIN CITY OF MUNCIE INDIANA THE Public 
55 111 MAIN CITY OF MUNCIE Public 
56 0       
57 0       
58 0       
59 418 WALNUT DELAWARE COUNTY WAR MEMORIAL Public 
60 410 MULBERRY BROWN MAX H AND JANICE A Private 
61 211 WYSOR BURDEN JERRY & NANCY Private 
62 215 WYSOR BURDEN JERRY & NANCY Private 
63 316 WALNUT ATTORNEYS BUILDING OF MUNCIE Private 
64 310 WALNUT R & B INVESTMENTS LLC Private 
65 308 WALNUT HOOVER INVESTMENTS LLP Private 
66 111 NORTH 322 NORTH WALNUT LLC Private 
67 115 NORTH MUNSON SHERRY K Private 
68 117 NORTH R & B INVESTMENTS LLC Private 
69 315 MULBERRY R & B INVESTMENTS LLC Private 
70 214 GILBERT MUNCIE PROPERTIES LLC Private 
71 215 NORTH MUNCIE PROPERTIES LLC Private 
72 414 GILBERT TEC INVESTMENTS LLC Private 
73 318 ELM JONES BILLIE D & MARY A REV LIV TR Private 
74 224 WALNUT FORDITUDE HOLDINGS LLC Private 
75 100 WASHINGTON WILLIAMS GARY D SHEILA J & JEFFREY D Private 
76 225 MULBERRY WILLIAMS GARY D SHEILA J & JEFFREY D Private 
77 219 MULBERRY WILLIAMS GARY D SHEILA J & JEFFREY D Private 
78 214 MULBERRY GJBJ LLC Private 
79 214 WASHINGTON MERCHANTS NATIONAL BANK OF MUNCIE Private 
80 200 WASHINGTON GJBJ LLC Private 
81 224 JEFFERSON F R MILLER CORP Private 
82 218 JEFFERSON F R MILLER CORP Private 
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MAP 
KEY 

ST # STNAME CURRENT OWNER 
TYPE OF 

OWNERSHIP 
83 315 GILBERT F R MILLER CORP Private 
84 300 WASHINGTON OLD NATIONAL BANK Private 
85 306 WASHINGTON OLD NATIONAL BANK Private 
86 312 WASHINGTON OLD NATIONAL BANK Private 
87 400 WASHINGTON MEEKS MORTUARY INC Private 
88 410 WASHINGTON MEEKS MORTUARY INC Private 
89 414 WASHINGTON MEEKS MORTUARY INC Private 
90 424 WASHINGTON MEEKS MORTUARY INC Private 
91 0       
92 114 WALNUT PROVISO PETROLEUM #4 LLC Private 
93 117 MULBERRY OLD NATIONAL BANK NA Private 
94 104 MAIN PROVISO PETROLEUM #4 LLC Private 
95 200 MAIN MULBERRY ST LLC Private 
96 206 MAIN MULBERRY ST LLC Private 
97 208 MAIN MULBERRY ST LLC Private 
98 300 WASHINGTON JACK'S CAMERA SHOP INC Private 
99 300 WASHINGTON AMERICAN NATIONAL RED CROSS Private 

100 314 MAIN JACK'S CAMERA SHOP INC Private 
101 318 MAIN JACK'S CAMERA SHOP INC Private 
102 322 MAIN FORE CPA'S INVESTMENTS LLC Private 
103 415 WASHINGTON MEEKS MORTUARY INC Private 
104 400 MAIN WAGNON EDWARD B AND DAPHNE L Private 
105 113 MAIN DUNNUCK DONALD H AND BETTY J Private 
106 115 MAIN QUIRK JACK A & LINDA OWENS QUIRK JOSEPH Private 
107 100 JACKSON CITY OF MUNCIE Private 
108 220 JACKSON FIRST MERCHANTS BANK NATIONAL Private 
109 213 MAIN MERCHANTS NATIONAL BANK OF MUNCIE Private 
110 300 MAIN FORDITUDE HOLDINGS LLC Private 
111 300 JACKSON FIRST MERCHANTS CORPORATION Private 
112 300 JACKSON FIRST MERCHANTS CORPORATION Private 
113 301 MAIN MERCHANTS NATIONAL BANK OF MUNCIE Private 
114 101 MADISON JONES EARL DEAN JR & BETTY ANN Private 
115 208 WALNUT ALLARDT JAY E AND BRIAN L Private 
116 210 WALNUT ALLARDT JAY E AND BRIAN L Private 
117 220 WALNUT BREOF BNK MIDWEST LLC Private 
118 200 ADAMS MUNCIE POWER PRODUCTS INC Private 
119 222 ADAMS MUNCIE POWER PRODUCTS INC Private 
120 301 JACKSON MUNCIE PUBLIC LIBRARY Public 
121 300 ADAMS MUNCIE PUBLIC LIBRARY Public 
122 400 JACKSON CITY OF MUNCIE Public 
123 415 JACKSON CITY OF MUNCIE Public 
124 400 ADAMS INDIANA BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY Private 
125 400 ADAMS CITY OF MUNCIE Public 
126 115 ADAMS MUTUAL FEDERAL SAVINGS BANK Private 
127 300 WALNUT WALNUT & CHARLES LLC Private 
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MAP 
KEY 

ST # STNAME CURRENT OWNER 
TYPE OF 

OWNERSHIP 
128 0       
129 0       
130 0       
131 0       
132 0       
133 0       
134 0       
135 309 ADAMS TR FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH Private 
136 323 ADAMS TR OF THE FIRST BAPTIST CH OF MUNCIE Private 
137 327 ADAMS FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH Private 
138 0       
139 301 MADISON CHC PROPERTIES LLC Private 
140 322 CHARLES YOUNG WOMEN'S CHRISTIAN Private 
141 400 CHARLES YOUNG WOMEN'S CHRISTIAN Private 
142 333 MADISON OPEN DOOR/BMH HEALTH CENTER Private 
143 400 WALNUT MUNSEETOWN SQUARE DEVELOPMENT LLC Private 
144 0       
145 0       
146 0       

147 200 HOWARD 
YOUNG MEN'S CHRISTIAN ASSOCIATION OF MUNCIE 
INDIANA INC Private 

148 0       
149 409 CHARLES M B D PARTNERSHIP Private 
150 415 CHARLES ETCHISON JAN L AND NANCY Private 
151 417 CHARLES ETCHISON JAN L AND NANCY Private 
152 423 CHARLES ETCHISON JAN L AND NANCY Private 
153 418 HOWARD ETCHISON JAN L AND NANCY Private 
154 422 HOWARD ETCHISON JAN L AND NANCY Private 

155 311 HOWARD 
YOUNG MEN'S CHRISTIAN ASSOCIATION OF MUNCIE 
INDIANA INC Private 

156 600 MULBERRY CITY OF MUNCIE Public 
157 616 MULBERRY CITY OF MUNCIE INDIANA REDEVELOPMENT Public 
158 423 JACKSON MUNCIE MONTHLY MEETING OF FRIENDS Public 
159 415 JACKSON MUNCIE MONTHLY MEETING OF FRIENDS Public 
160 0       
161 407 JACKSON CANCER SERVICES OF DELAWARE COUNTY INC Private 
162 418 ADAMS MUNCIE MONTHLY MEETING OF FRIENDS Public 
163 400 JACKSON MUNCIE MONTHLY MEETING OF FRIENDS Public 
164 300 JACKSON IVY TECH FOUNDATION INC Private 
165 310 ADAMS IVY TECH FOUNDATION INC Private 
166 219 HIGH TR OF HIGH ST METHODIST CHURCH Private 
167 100 JACKSON CITY OF MUNCIE Public 
168 125 JACKSON CITY OF MUNCIE Public 
169 200 HIGH CITY OF MUNCIE Public 
170 112 ADAMS HEART OF THE CITY DEVELOPMENT CORP Public 
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MAP 
KEY 

ST # STNAME CURRENT OWNER 
TYPE OF 

OWNERSHIP 

171 323 ADAMS 
INDIANA TRUST & INVESTMENT MANAGEMENT 
COMPANY Private 

172 311 ADAMS IVY TECH FOUNDATION INC Private 
173 308 HIGH HPC-ONB-SITE 6 LLC Private 
174 315 WALNUT HPC-ONB-SITE 6 LLC Private 
175 300 WALNUT HPC-ONB-SITE 6 LLC Private 
176 316 HOWARD WAGNER JEFFREY D Private 
177 407 FRANKLIN IVY TECH FOUNDATION INC Private 
178 411 FRANKLIN IVY TECH FOUNDATION INC Private 
179 415 FRANKLIN IVY TECH FOUNDATION INC Private 
180 423 FRANKLIN MURRAY BUILDING PARTNERSHIP Private 
181 308 HOWARD IVY TECH FOUNDATION INC Private 
182 400 FRANKLIN IVY TECH FOUNDATION INC Private 
183 305 CHARLES IVY TECH FOUNDATION INC Private 
184 411 WALNUT HISTORIC ROBERTS LLC Private 
185 0       
186 0       
187 0       
188 0       
189 0       
190 0       
191 0       
192 0       
193 0       
194 0       
195 523 FRANKLIN MUNCIE'S EDIT BUILDING CORPORATION Quasi-Public 
196 0       
197 121 HOWARD HISTORIC ROBERTS LLC Private 
198 501 WALNUT HISTORIC ROBERTS LLC Private 
199 301 SEYMOUR MUNCIE'S EDIT BUILDING Quasi-Public 
200 213 SEYMOUR MUNCIE'S EDIT BUILDING Quasi-Public 
201     IVY TECH FOUNDATION INC Private 
202     SANDERS APARTMENTS Private 
203     POST OFFICE Public 
204       Private 
205       Private 

Table 5- Key for Ownership Map 
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ON-STREET PARKING 

“On-street parking buffers pedestrians from vehicular traffic, slows traffic to a 

safer, more livable speed, provides convenient parking locations for nearby businesses, 

allows businesses and residences to reduce the amount of off-street parking, reduces the 

‘Heat Island Effect’, and enhances urban vibrancy by improving the public realm.” 

(Smith, Burns, Burgan, Cudney, & LoCoco, 2006)   

According to Dom Nozzi, on-street parking is the most preferred parking in a 

downtown.  For Muncie, there is a moderate about of on-street parking currently in the 

downtown, and given the time limitations associated with the on-street parking.  I 

anticipate this type of parking only playing a factor in my study regarding retail and 

commercial land uses because these uses typically experience shorter shopping spans of 

time.  This is contrary to office land uses, which requires several hours of uninterrupted 

parking.   

The majority of the on street parking is either in the residential districts 

surrounding the downtown core, or on Walnut, Charles, and a few spaces near the City-

County building.  The on-street parking has a time limitation that varies from one to two 

hours in the downtown core to no limit on the residential side streets.  Currently, the on-

street parking spaces are free of charge, similar to the public parking lots. 
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Map 5- on-street parking in the downtown 
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MUNCIE INDIANA TRANSIT SYSTEM (MITS) 

 The mayor of Toronto stated that "good, efficient public transit and scarce, costly 

parking is a key to being a successful city.” (Kenworthy and Newman, 1999) 

Muncie’s bus system is a very successful entity.  It was named “Outstanding 

Public Transportation System” twice in the last five years.  Ridership growth, financial 

management, safe and security within the system, and customer service are the elements 

graded for the award.   

MITS provides 15 routes to most of the amenities within Muncie’s city limits, 

with a central hub located in the downtown.  This downtown transfer station makes it 

easy to get to most anyone’s desired destination.  The buses are on a synchronized 

schedule that have them arrive and depart the transfer station together, and the frequency 

at each bus stop is anywhere between 15-30 minutes.   

While the fee to ride is very affordable (one-way: $.50, one-day pass: $1.00, and 

30-day pass: $18) MITS has waived the fee for all students, faculty, and staff, including 

Ball State, Ivy Tech, and the Muncie School System. 

Though the incentive to ride free increases ridership, some people that 

participated in my survey fear the bus because they “do not know how it works”, or “are 

afraid they will miss it”.  (These comments came directly from a survey administered to 

Ivy Tech students, and will be discussed later in this report.)  In order to combat these 

issues, Mary Gaston, MITS Operation Manager, schedules for a bus to go to locations 

where a large population of potential riders may be, for example, Ball State’s Freshman 
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Orientation.  Here the students learn about the routes and schedules, as to reduce the fear 

some may have had about riding the bus.   

Ridership needs to continue to increase because according to Rachel Weinberger, 

“The more parking there is available, the more convenient car use becomes relative to 

other travel options.  The more convenient car use is the more likely a car will be used.” 

(Roth, 2010) 

 

LAND USES ATTACHED TO THE SURFACE LOTS 

“In many situations there is not actually a shortage of parking spaces, rather the 

available spaces are not being well-utilized,” said Todd Litman, the Director of the 

Canadian Victoria Transport Policy Institute.  As is evident in Muncie’s downtown where 

many lots are vacant during peak hours simply because of the privatization of them.  

Litman goes on to say, “The solutions are parking management strategies such as car 

sharing and efficient pricing.”  All of which can “address parking problems in ways that 

also help achieve economic, social and environmental objectives.”  (Roth, 2010)  

As discussed earlier, shared parking is one method of utilizing the many surface 

lots in downtown Muncie.  To successfully implement shared parking in the downtown, 

not only is an appropriate ordinance necessary, but an analysis of land uses in the 

downtown is required to determine where to create the “shared” lots.  For shared parking 

to be successful “parking lots cannot be physically separated”, rather need to be adjacent 

to one another, and they “cannot be reserved for a specific user” (Smith, Burns, Burgan, 
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Cudney, & LoCoco, 2006), meaning all of the privately owned leased lots on downtown 

Muncie could pose an issue.    

Typical land uses often used in specific shared parking arrangements include 

office, restaurants, retail, churches, theaters, and special events.  Residential uses are 

generally omitted because it is difficult to anticipate when the resident will be home and 

need the space.  It is crucial to understand the land uses associated with the surface lots 

that currently exist in downtown Muncie.  This will allow for a better understanding of 

the parking demand and begin to calculate what hours the lots are typically in use.  For 

example, the surface lots associated with religious activities are in use significantly more 

during the hours of 8 am- 1pm on Sundays, and occasionally throughout the week for 

evening activities.  These lots would theoretically be available for a “shared” scenario 

during daytime hours within the week.   

Presently, there is a mixture of office, commercial, residential, and religious uses 

adjacent to the surface lots in the downtown.  There is also a high volume of privately 

owned lots that are leased on a monthly basis, which, when I observed were half 

occupied during business hours, but mostly sit vacant during the evening hours. 
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The map depicts the land uses associated with the surface lots in the downtown.  

The primary use is commercial and office use (at approximately 85% capacity during the 

hours of 8am-5pm). Other significant findings include two large religious institutions, 

two vacant lots not being utilized, and the magnitude of the convention center lots.  There 

is only one public lot (2-hour time limit) available and numerous leased lots as well. 

The purple and yellow striped lot used to be a public lot that the residents of the 

Map 6- Surface lots by land use type 
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Lodge and Walnut Apartments also used; however, since Ivy Tech moved downtown, 

this lot is now strictly permit-parking for the residents.     

The chart represents a breakdown of the particular land uses now in the study 

area.    As discussed earlier, ideal shared parking land uses include office, religious 

institutions, and some retail.  Using Table 

6 and Map 6 together, Muncie can begin 

to determine the approximate number of 

spaces, and which lots would be available 

for possible shared parking lots.  For 

example, the office lots (red on the map 

and 2,355 spaces) would be available on 

Saturday and Sunday, as well as, after 

5pm throughout the week.  The city could 

“share” these lots with Ivy Tech for 

classes after 5pm or any other 

establishment open between 5pm-7am.  

 

Table 6- Actual number of spaces based on land use type 

 

 

 

 

 

Land Use Type Actual  
# of Spaces 

Residential 257 

Retail/Office 2,355 

Religious 157 

Government Offices 299 

Indoor Recreational 472 

Special Use 133 

Ivy Tech 400 

Public Lots 88 

Private Lots 408 

Vacant Lots 174 

TOTAL 4,655 
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SURVEY RESULTS 

(For traditional survey research, this response rate is very low and would not yield 

reliable results.  In this case; however, the purpose of the survey was to get a sense of the 

opinions on a subject that is not particularly controversial.  People who feel the most 

strongly about parking are certainly the most likely to have responded to the survey; thus 

the survey results provide useful data when considered in the larger context of this 

study.) 

The survey was sent out to approximately 7,000 people (students, faculty, 

administrative support, and other support employees).  Two-hundred and ninety-seven 

surveys were completed, which equates to 4.24 percent of the total surveys emailed out.  

The survey consisted of ten questions. 

Question 1: What days do you 

currently attend the Cowan 

Road Ivy Tech Campus? 

The responses ranged 

between 62.4 and 70.7 percent 

Monday through Thursday.  

Forty-one percent also have Friday 

classes, and two percent attend Saturday classes. 

Figure 7 
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Question 2:  What time of day 

are you primarily at the Cowan 

Road Ivy Tech Campus? 

The respondents had four 

options that they were able to 

select all that applied to their 

schedule:  Morning (7-10), Early Afternoon (10-2), Late Afternoon (2-5), and Evening 

(5-9).  Two-hundred and ninety-two people answered this question, while five elected not 

to answer.  The responses were very narrow in percentage with the exception of evening 

classes.  The majority of the classes are attended during the Early Afternoon hours, 

followed by the morning, late afternoon, and finally, evening. 

Question 3: How much time do 

you typically spend per day at the 

Cowan Road Ivy Tech Campus? 

Two hundred and ninety-

four people answered this question.  

The respondents had to choose 

between one of the four options: Less than one hour, 1-2 hours, 2-3 hours, and 3+ hours.  

Sixty-three percent of the surveys answered 3+ hours.  This is an important finding 

because currently the parking in the downtown provided by the city has a time limit of 

two hours or less.   

Figure 8 

Figure 9 
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Question 4: How do you usually get to the Cowan Road Ivy Tech campus for classes 

now? 

The answer options are as 

follows: personal vehicle, carpool, 

MITS bus, Bike/Walk, and other.  

They were to select only one 

choice.  Ninety-six percent (280 

responses) drive their own vehicles.  The runner-up response was the MITS bus at two 

percent.   

Question 5:  If you take classes at 

the Downtown campus, how do 

you primarily expect to get there? 

Only 268 answered this 

question, while 29 omitted it.  Once 

again, the options are the same as 

question four and they were to select only one choice.  Approximately ninety percent of 

those that answered intended to drive their personal vehicle.  Still a runner-up at nearly 

four percent is the MITS bus.  Eleven people opted to answer “other” with a range of 

responses: “A mixture of personal car and bus”, “Do not want to park downtown and 

walk blocks to get to class,” “What about safety?”  Three responses did not clearly 

understand the question because they answered that they were not attending the 

Figure 10 

Figure 11 
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downtown campus as of yet, when the question was meant to imply when they do take 

classes downtown how do they anticipate getting there. 

Question 6: Would you consider 

using a free parking lot located 

outside the downtown area and 

riding a free bus to downtown? 

 

Of the two hundred ninety-one 

responses, 46 percent (133) respondents answered “yes”, while 158 people answered 

“no”.   

Mary Gaston with MITS has been working on a park and ride location where the 

students can park their car at the Fieldhouse and have a bus pick them up to take them to 

their location, which would be the “free lot” the question is referring to.    

Question 7: How long would you be willing to wait for a bus? 

The options the respondents had to 

choose from were 30 minutes, 15 

minutes, and less than 15 minutes.  

Seventy-five percent answered “less 

than 15 minutes” while twenty-three 

percent answered “15 minutes”.  

Figure 12 

Figure 13 
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These answers are important because currently the bus route frequency is 30 minutes, 

with a few exceptions.  The park and ride at the fieldhouse would be able to have stops 

every 15 minutes without incurring additional operating costs. 

The average walk time from any parking lot available to the students to their 

destination is less than fifteen minutes, so a park and ride option may not be necessary if 

the location is already in the downtown.  According to the statistics mentioned earlier in 

this study, statistically, the average person will only walk at maximum 1,000 feet (.19 

miles) from their parking lot to their destination.  From the fieldhouse lot to the Patterson 

building is .26 miles, to the health sciences building on Main and High is .26 miles and 

finally to the main campus administration building totals .4 miles.  (This building is 

adjacent to three large lots that are available to park in.)  

Question 8:  Would you be more inclined to pay for parking or ride a free bus? 

Two hundred and seventy-

three people answered this question 

while 24 omitted it.  Fifty-one 

percent would rather pay for 

parking, rather than ride a free bus, 

which forty-nine percent favored.  

The primary reason for this response is that most expressed the lack of freedom with 

riding the bus.  They “would rather be able to get in their car and drive.”   

 

 

Figure 14 
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Question 9: What amount for parking would you consider excessive? 

This question, the respondents were to fill in dollar amounts for a per day scenario 

and per semester (if a permit were to be issued by the school).  From the responses, this 

question was not clear to some, but I was still able to get 226 responses.  Because of the 

lack of clarity with this question, I chose to omit this question as part of the analysis. 
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COMPARISONS OF MUNCIE PARKING ORDINANCE AND 

OTHER INDUSTRY PARKING STANDARDS  

 

 

 (All of these calculations are based on weekday parking ratios since the primary focus of 

this study is the potential lack of parking Mondays through Fridays.)  

It is not recommended that parking ordinances be borrowed from one 

municipality to another, which tends to be the case more often than not.  They are not 

one-size-fits all simply because each city is unique, with differing worker ratios, traffic 

patterns, modes of transportation, and land use offerings.  Cities that adopt a 

standardized, generic parking ordinance that typically requires an unnecessary amount of 

on-site parking has had an enormous impact to the urban environment.  Currently, 

according to Donald Shoup, author of The High Cost of Free Parking, there are at least 

three parking spaces for each of the 230 million vehicles in the United States.  The total 

space devoted to parking in America amounts to the equivalent area of Connecticut. 

The formulas in determining the appropriate parking required usually come from 

the ITE Parking Requirements Handbook.  “This book is compiled by traffic and 

transportation engineers and other professional responsible for meeting mobility and 

safety needs.” (McCourt, 2004)   
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This section will compare the handbook’s standard parking requirements; 

Muncie’s parking standards, and the recommended provisions authored by the National 

Parking Association.  The purpose of the comparisons is to see if Muncie has adequate 

parking or has an abundance of unnecessary parking. 

 

INSTITUTE OF TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERS 

The ITE handbook is data gathered by several different groups, including 

professionals, engineers, and universities.  The book includes parking standard 

suggestions on 91 different land uses and recommends that “findings for these land uses 

are the starting point of parking demand analysis, and supplemental data collection is 

suggested”.  (McCourt, 2004)  This disclaimer is included because ITE tends to have 

small study samples on some uses (meaning three to four), which could make the data 

inaccurate.   

There are two major downtown Muncie land uses for which the ITE guide does 

not provide good parking generation data.  The data used for health clinics and 

community colleges were from small sample sizes based on suburban settings: Ivy Tech 

and Ball Memorial Hospital’s Open Door Health Center.  I will suggest parking standards 

for these land uses based on an urban setting.   

Definitions of these land uses provided by the ITE Parking Generation include 

Clinic and Community College.  For the purpose of the Ball Memorial Hospital 

relocating its Open Door Health Center within my area of study, the definition of a clinic 

is as follows: “A facility that provides limited diagnostic and outpatient care, but is 
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unable to provide prolonged in-house medical and surgical care.  Clinics have lab 

facilities, supporting pharmacies, and a wide range of services.” (McCourt, 2004)  

Parking Ratios: 5.5 spaces per 1,000 GFA (only one case study).   

Community College is defined as a land use, which “includes a 2-year junior, 

community, or technical colleges” (McCourt, 2004).  There were three case studies in the 

handbook; however, only one was an urban site, which had a school population of 

18,000.  The site was studied for one hour (during peak hours) to determine parking 

ratios- .15 vehicles per school population (less than the ratio for the suburban schools 

studied- .23).      

 

RECOMMENDED ZONING ORDINANCE PROVISIONS by National Parking 

Association and Parking Consultants Council 

A city that merely adopts a parking ordinance based on ITE’s data is rolling the 

dice when it comes to success rate and preserving the urban core, or, in recent years, 

reviving the urban core.  ITE data is primarily an “average of reported peak parking ratios 

in a given land use category.” (Smith, Burns, Burgan, Cudney, & LoCoco, 2006)  These 

averages from the Parking Generation Handbook primarily come from data accumulated 

from four or fewer studies; making in unreliable for a city to solely based their ordinance 

on this data. 

The Recommended Zoning Ordinance Provisions booklet is the “supplement” the 

ITE book suggested.  This booklet addresses “current planning issues such as Smart 

Growth, New Urbanism, Transit-Oriented Development, shared parking, and recent 
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changes occurring in national standards for parking space requirements for various land 

uses”.  (Smith, Burns, Burgan, Cudney, & LoCoco, 2006)  The booklet also discusses 

challenges municipalities may face when updating their parking standards, and 

recommend solutions that benefit and preserve or improve the urban core of the city, such 

as shared parking, special taxing districts, ridesharing programs, transit, and max versus 

min requirements.   

The Parking Consultant Council recommends “cities not ready to convert from 

minimum ratios to maximum ones, mandate that the parking provided not exceed ten 

percent more than the minimum required”.  (Smith, Burns, Burgan, Cudney, & LoCoco, 

2006)  They also suggest that before converting to the maximum standards, cities need to 

first find the correct price to charge for parking, develop shared parking agreements, and 

adopt ways to increase the current public transit ridership.   

   

SHARED PARKING STANDARDS 

The Shared Parking book analyzed the parking standards in two ways- by 

employment and visitors to a particular land use, and by land use type.  Since the Muncie 

Ordinance and ITE Parking Generation Book focus on land use type, I will focus strictly 

on this comparison in the Shared Parking book.  I will just focus on weekday 

recommendations as this is typically when parking will be in the highest demand, and the 

Average of all the data collected from the book rather than Peak or 85th Percentile.  The 

table compares the Shared Parking recommendations and Muncie’s Parking Ordinance, 
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as well as, analyzes which recommendation would contribute less parking to the 

downtown (which is the goal of this study).    

Land Use 
Type 

Shared Parking 
Recommendation 

Muncie’s Ordinance Analysis 

Retail 4 spaces per 1,000 GFA 1 space per 300 GFA Muncie’s 
Ordinance 
requires less 
parking than 
Shared Parking 

Fine/Casual 
Dining 

12.5 spaces per 1,000 GFA 1 space per 100 GFA Muncie’s 
Ordinance 
requires less 
parking than 
Shared Parking 

Fast Food 
Restaurant 

8.2 spaces per 1,000 GFA N/A  

Live Theater 0.4 spaces per seat 1 space per 6 seats up to 
400.  1 space per every 4 
seats over 400 

Muncie’s 
Ordinance 
requires less 
parking than 
Shared Parking 

Health Club 4.65 spaces per 1,000 GFA 1 space equal to 30% 
capacity of facility 

Muncie’s 
Ordinance 
requires less 
parking than 
Shared Parking 

Convention 
Center 

5.5 spaces per 1,000 GFA N/A  

Hotel (urban) 0.6 spaces per hotel room 1 space per 3 employees 
plus 1 space per every 
room 

Would vary 
based on 
number of 
employees 

Low-Rise 
Apartment 
(urban) 

1 space per unit  2 spaces per each unit Shared Parking 
requires less 
parking 

Office 2.4 spaces per 1,000 GFA 1 space per 333 GFA Shared Parking 
requires less 
parking 

Medical 
Office 

3.1 spaces per 1,000 GFA 1 space per every 2 
employees and 3 spaces 
per each doctor 

Varies based on 
number of 
employees and 
doctors 

Table 7- Comparison to Muncie Ordinance and Shared Parking Recommendations 
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MUNCIE’S CURRENT PARKING ORDINANCE 

The current parking requirements in Muncie, as found in the City of Muncie 

Zoning Ordinance can be found in the Appendices.   

Currently, Muncie’s Parking Ordinance and what can actually be found in the 

downtown landscape is very similar.  The total numbers of spaces are nearly identical at 

4,500 spaces (using the ordinance standards) and nearly 4,700 of an actual count.  The 

discrepancy cannot be found in one specific land use category, rather throughout the 

categories with specific properties.  This poses a challenge for making blanket 

recommendations for specific land uses.   

There are eighteen land use categories found in the downtown: Apparel Shop, 

Residential, Bank, Church, Funeral Home, Social Club, Library, Medical Clinic, 

Museum, Office, Recreational Club, Restaurant, Theater, Hotel, University, Convention 

Center, Nightclub, and Grocery. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

 

(Before recommendations can be made, I need to explain why certain land uses were 

used for certain establishments.  For example, Apparel Store was used for all retail uses 

because the standards were the same (1 space per 300 square feet of GFA).  I could have 

even used the Retail standard for the Office uses as the standard is very similar, (1 space 

per 333 square feet of GFA) but chose to keep them separate to correlate with the land 

use map.) 

These recommendations are based on a physical count of the current parking 

inventory in the downtown, observation, interviews with public officials, a survey, 

research on other parking studies, and other recommended parking reports and standards.    

At first glance, the perception is that there is a parking problem because, through 

several observations, many of the office building lots and the City’s public lots are 

heavily occupied.  Upon further investigation, the lots that are underutilized are the 

privately leased lots.  These lots are typically $30 a month to rent one space.  To better 

utilize these lots, a transfer of parking rights should be negotiated and/or a contracted 

lease program for an agreement upon timeframe (I suggest a year) be discussed by Ivy 
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Tech and the City between the private lot owners.  By renting the entire lot and for a 

guaranteed amount of time, the owner may reduce the rate.       

I am suggesting Ivy Tech and the City discuss with the private lot owners because 

when I began this study, there were two public parking lots located in the downtown.  

Recently, the lot located behind Kirk’s Bike Shop, once shared by the residents of The 

Lodge and Walnut Street Apartments with visiting patrons to the downtown, has been 

converted to permit parking only.  This action leaves only one public parking lot 

downtown. 

Another recommendation generated out of a pattern I observed is to convert the 

private office building lots into public parking after hours.  During the day, private office 

building lots are occupied; however, after an agreement upon time, for example, six 

o’clock, these lots become open to the public to utilize.  To accomplish this, signs need to 

be prepared and posted.  I am suggesting that the focus should be on the banks in the 

downtown because they are the use that has the largest lots with the most spaces to 

accommodate the most people. 

Regarding the number of people that drive their personal cars to the office, 

mentioned in an early chapter, I am 

recommending that these establishments 

implement a program similar to the Mid-

Ohio Regional Planning Commission 

called RideSolutions.  This program 

“promotes alternatives to driving alone- 

Image 10- Source: Flexible Parking 
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vanpools, carpools, transit, walking, and cycling to work”.  (Mid-Ohio Regional Planning 

Commission)  RideSolutions recommends that employers offer incentives to their 

employees to use alternative forms of transportation, for example, offering “preferred 

parking spaces or reward programs such as monthly prize drawings”. (Environmental 

Protection Agency, 2001)   

 Employers in Downtown Muncie could implement a RideSolutions program to 

“free up” more parking spaces for patrons or future development that may occur in the 

area.  Some other benefits for employers include less stressed and fatigued employees, 

which may improve productivity.  Employees benefit from carpooling and utilizing other 

forms of transit by sharing in the cost, preventing wear and tear on their personal 

vehicles, or having the ability to carry out tasks during the commute.   

To implement a RideSolutions program not only do partnerships between the City 

and downtown employers need to be established but also the hours of the MITS bus may 

need to be extended.  (Currently last bus runs until 9:10pm.)  If this is not feasible, a 

modified solution could be to implement- a “Guaranteed Ride Home Program”, which 

reassures the commuter they will be guaranteed a ride home in the event of an emergency 

or unexpected overtime.  The commuter also receives reimbursement of cab fare.  (Mid-

Ohio Regional Planning Commission) 

I am also suggesting a “redistribution” of some land use parking lots.  For 

example, some businesses own lots that are nearly triple the need of their business 

according to the City’s Parking Ordinance.  These businesses, for example, Thomas 

Office Supplies has a 54-space lot while only 20 spaces are required, making this lot 
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underutilized.  The city could look at this example and others found in the appendices to 

develop an agreement to utilize a portion of the lots for public use.  

The following recommendations to the current parking ordinance are specifically 

targeted for downtown parking standards, separated into each land use category:  

Land Use Type Current Ordinance Recommendation Justification 

Apparel (Retail) 
Shop 

1 space per 300 
GFA 

1 space per 600 GFA The typical 
customer will 
only spend a 
maximum of 2 
hours shopping, 
thus the on-
street parking is 
sufficient for 
the reduction in 
required 
parking. 

Residential 2 spaces per each 
unit 

1 space per each unit The resident of 
the downtown 
will either work 
in the 
downtown, thus 
walk to work or 
the option of 
public transit.  
Downside- no 
downtown 
grocery or 
convenient 
store. 

Bank 1 space per 400 
GFA 

1 space per 800 GFA The typical 
bank 
transaction 
takes less than 
10 minutes, 
thus on-street 
parking is 
available. 
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Church 1 space per 6 seats Shared parking during 
weekdays with Ivy 
Tech/ public lot for 
City 

The lots are at 
capacity during 
services, but 
during 
weekdays 
should not sit 
empty. 

Funeral Home 1 space per 400 
GFA 

No change  

Social Club 1 space equal to 
30% capacity of 
facility 

No change  

Library 1 space per 333 
GFA 

1 space per 600 GFA A downtown 
library would 
be a place 
where the 
people of 
downtown 
would typically 
utilize.  
Therefore, less 
spaces are 
needed. 

Medical Clinic 1 space per every 2 
employees and 3 
spaces per each 
doctor 

3 spaces/every 1,000 
GFA 

The ITE based 
its ration off of 
a peak hour.  
The clinic is in 
an urban area 
where it is 
assumed the 
clientele will 
utilize the 
transit system. 

Museum 1 space equal to 
30% capacity of 
facility 

1 space per 200 GFA or 
base it on average 
attendance  

An urban 
museum 
requires less 
parking.  The 
suggestion will 
still leave 
adequate 
parking. 
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Office 1 space per 333 
GFA 

No change due to the 
expected growth in the 
upcoming years. 

Employers 
should 
implement a 
RideSolutions 
program to 
reduce the 
amount of 
commuters to 
downtown. 

Recreational Club 1 space equal to 
30% capacity of 
facility 

If any change- base it 
on average attendance 

 

Restaurant  1 space per 100 
GFA 

(see more specific types 
of restaurants) 

Split between 
more specific 
types of 
restaurants 

High Turnover 
Restaurant (new) 

 1 space per 300 GFA Will typically 
be people 
already in the 
downtown 
working or 
attending class.  
Most will walk 
here.  In the 
evening spaces 
will be 
available from 
offices. 

Quality Sit Down 
Restaurant (new) 

 1 space per 100 GFA More staff and 
more capacity 
for patrons 
requires more 
parking.  
“Destination 
place” will 
attract more 
people than just 
downtown 
residents, thus 
suburbanites 
will need to 
park their cars. 
 
 
 



[75] 
 

Restaurant w/Drive 
through (new) 

 1 space per 300 GFA Most will 
utilize the drive 
through.  Will 
also walk to for 
lunch from 
classroom or 
office. 

Theater 1 space per 6 seats 
up to 400.  1 space 
per every 4 seats 
over 400 

1 space per 10 seats up 
to 400 

Performances 
are held on 
weekends or 
evenings, thus 
office lots will 
be available. 
 

Hotel 1 space per 3 
employees plus 1 
space per every 
room 

1 space per 3 
employees plus .75 
space per every room 

Occupancy 
should not be 
based on peak 
days, rather 
average 
occupancy. 

Community College Not currently in the 
Muncie Ordinance; 
ITE suggests: .23 
spaces/ population 

.10 spaces/ population Available 
parking in the 
downtown, 
MITS, more 
students will 
live downtown, 
park and ride 
opportunity. 

Convention Center Not currently in the 
Muncie Ordinance; 

1 space per 200 GFA This will keep 
the spaces the 
convention 
center currently 
has. 

Nightclub 1 space equal to 
33% capacity of 
facility 

1 space per 300 GFA A downtown 
nightclub will 
be attended by 
people that will 
carpool or live 
in the 
downtown. 
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Grocery 1 space per 300 
GFA 

1 space per 300 GFA A downtown 
grocery would 
be beneficial 
for downtown 
residents, but 
also employees 
that commute; 
hence the 
unchanged 
parking 
requirement. 

Table 8- Parking Ordinance Recommendations 

I believe, within the next five to ten years, Downtown Muncie will continue to 

attract more businesses and residents to work and live.  A major State college has already 

made the commitment, as well as, in December 2010, Ball Memorial Hospital will 

relocate its Open Door Health Center to 333 South Madison employing approximately 

150 people.  The current parking supply in the downtown should be able to accommodate 

these expansions if the recommendations I have made are considered and implemented.   

After all suggestions have been exhausted, and if the growth continues in the 

downtown, then and only then, should a parking structure be an appropriate solution.  I 

would support two locations for this structure- 1) the current lot of the convention center 

or 2) on a privately owned (currently vacant) lot by Jan and Nancy Etchison located south 

of the new Open Door Health Center.   

In order to preserve the character of the downtown, the parking structure should 

be located closest to the perimeter of the downtown as possible.  The two suggested 

locations are situated as such, but still are within walking distance to the amenities of 

downtown.  They are also located along a bus route.     
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The city should make the current lots blend into the downtown better by making 

them more aesthetically pleasing.  While Muncie may not want to, or be financially able 

to remove some of the surface lots, making them appear softer through landscaping, 

lighting, and adding “green” elements will enhance the appearance of the downtown, 

making it more pedestrian-friendly, and reduce stormwater run-off.   

It should also waive parking requirements for future development in the 

downtown area.  This will revitalize the urban fabric by providing more buildable land 

for buildings- not parking lots.  Two examples are Indianapolis, IN and Boston, MS.  

They have never required parking in their Central Business Districts (CBD).  Boston even 

has a cap on the total amount of parking spaces allowed in their CBD.   

The city should consider putting a ceiling or freezing parking in the downtown 

would cease the deterioration of the urban fabric by only allowing a specified number of 

parking supply to the downtown.  Currently, there are roughly 4,700 spaces in the 

downtown.  Perhaps the cap should be the current supply with the option to revisit the 

cap every five years.  If the city discovers that more parking is needed due to the growth 

Image 11 and 12- Main Street and Liberty- (lot across from Sanders Flats) 
This image shows how landscaping can soften the appearance of a surface lot, as well as, having characteristic light fixtures can 
create a “sense of place”. 



[78] 
 

that occurred in these five years, then a new cap could be established- only after the city 

had exhausted its options with the local transit system (MITS) in encouraging ridership.   
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EPILOGUE 

 People disagree about whether there is enough parking in downtown Muncie, but  

I believe this study has at least highlighted the issues the city is facing, the impact from 

external and internal forces, given examples of forward-thinking parking solutions 

through several case studies.  I hope that it also offers sound, attainable recommendations 

to ensure that Muncie does, and will have adequate parking today and for anticipated 

growth.     

 If the City chooses to implement any of these recommendations, it will 

undoubtably encounter some opposition from residents, businesses, offices, and private 

lot owners.  I ask that the City have a clear understanding of the recommendations and 

deliver them to the appropriate parties with confidence.   

 My true findings, and what I feel is the “make-break” of this study, is realizing 

that parking and most parking issues deal with not an inadequate supply, but an 

adjustment to one’s mindset.  These recommendations will require a different outlook 

and attitude adjustment.  Yes, you may be required to walk a few feet more.  Yes, you 

may be asked to pay a small amount for parking.  Yes, you may be asked to share your 

parking lot with another business.  All of these requests will require you to put your city 

first and put trust in your governing officials. 
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 The ultimate goal is to make downtown Muncie a more dense, vibrant, attractive 

place.  To make it a place where people want to come and stay.  To spend their money.  

To start a business.  Acres and acres of surface lots will not achieve this goal, but 

understanding this study and attempting to execute some of these recommendations will 

reshape Muncie into the downtown it deserves to be.   
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Bird’s Eye View Looking Toward the Southwest (Past) 

Bird’s Eye View Looking Toward the West (Present) 

“Putting a parking lot in a downtown is like putting a toilet in the middle of your 

living room”- German architect (repeated by Dom Nozzi, 2007) 

Image 14- Source: Ball State University Digital Media Repository (1972) 

Image 15- Source: Bing! 2010 
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APPENDICES 

A. BLOOMINGTON, IN- Shared Parking Facilities: 

(A) Authorization: In those situations where a minimum number of parking spaces is 

required, the owners of two (2) or more properties may join together to provide the 

required parking spaces for their respective uses. Upon request by the owners and after 

review of the request by the Planning Director, the Planning Director may authorize the 

shared use of parking facilities under the following conditions: 

(i) Minimum: In a shared parking arrangement, each property shall provide a minimum of 

sixty percent (60%) of the individual parking requirements. In no case shall the total 

combined parking spaces be less than one hundred and twenty percent (120%) of the 

greater individual parking requirement. 

(ii) Proximity: Any property utilizing shared parking facilities shall be located within 

three hundred (300) feet of such parking facility, using established sidewalks and 

crosswalks where available. 

(B) Shared Parking Agreement: The property owner seeking leased spaces shall provide a 

recordable zoning commitment to the Planning Department stating that in the case where 

leased spaces are no longer available, that an adequate parking alternative will be 

provided.  For all new parking lots of sixteen (16) spaces or greater, the following best 

management practices shall be used to improve stormwater infiltration and water quality: 

(A) Permeable pavement materials. If such materials are the only practice employed from 

this list, then they must cover at least twenty five percent (25%) of the total parking lot 

area; or 
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(B) Treatments such as rain gardens, bio-retention basins, or vegetated swales designed to 

the specification of City of Bloomington Utilities; or 

(C) Other combinations of best management practices subject to approval by the City of 

Bloomington Planning and Utilities Departments. 

Residential Parking Standards:(A) For the first ten (10) bedrooms, no parking shall be 

required.(B) For bedrooms eleven (11) through twenty (20), five-tenths (0.5) parking 

spaces per bedroom shall be provided.(C) For any bedrooms above twenty (20), eight-

tenths (0.8) parking spaces per bedroom shall be provided.(D) For development located 

south of 4th Street, no parking shall be required.(3) Nonresidential Parking Standards: 

No parking required. 

 

Map 7- Downtown Bloomington (Census Tract 1) 
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B. PORTLAND, OR 

A development agreement between sharing property owners is necessary in order to 

ensure the proper functioning of the shared parking arrangement. The adopting 

ordinance needs to require such an agreement between neighbors as a condition of 

engaging in shared parking.  The agreement should specify: 

• The number and location of spaces to be shared. 

• The nature of the sharing arrangement (exclusivity, limitations of sharing to 

certain times of the day, or days of the week, or seasons of the year, as 

applicable). 

• Who is responsible for maintaining shared spaces, including striping, sealing, 

asphalt repair, and cleaning. 

• Who is responsible for utility and tax payments for the shared spaces. 

• Signage requirements and restrictions. For example, signage may be required 

indicating the times or days during which shared parking spaces are available 

for use. 

Signage directing patrons to shared spaces may be limited in location or time of 

display. 

• Enforcement procedures, especially for monitoring and addressing parking 

violations. 

• Insurance requirements for the shared facilities. 

• Additional legal language typical of contractual agreements, including 

indemnification, cooperation, termination, and other applicable clauses. 
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(The Portland Metro government issued a guidebook entitled the Shared Parking 

Handbook in 1997, which provides a detailed description of how to adopt a shared 

parking ordinance and develop shared parking agreements.)   

Contract terms may state the following: 

• Lessee shall have exclusive use of the facilities from 5:00 p.m. to 5:00 a.m. 

• Lessor and Lessee agree to share the costs of striping, seal coating, and lot 

sweeping at a 50 percent-50 percent split. 

• Lessor shall pay all taxes and utilities associated with the facilities, including 

maintenance of existing facility lighting. 

A demonstration project can help prove the feasibility of shared parking and 

develop interest among property owners.  As new commercial projects are proposed, 

local governments can spearhead the task of developing a shared parking arrangement 

between a new project and an appropriate adjacent development site.  That is, the 

governing body can take on the time and cost of approaching the potential sharer, 

analyzing parking demand and determining the potential for reduced parking, 

preparing and negotiating the shared parking agreement, or organizing a parking 

management district.  By providing such technical expertise, the municipality would 

help the shared parking program get underway and create a model that could be used 

by other developers to develop their own independent arrangements. (CRCOG, 

Appendix A: Model Shared Parking Ordinance- Provisions, 2002)  

 

 

 



[86] 
 

C. HOW TO IMPLEMENT NEW PARKING POLICIES 

 According to the book, Parking, policies regarding parking should attempt to 

answer several questions, which should theoretically be found in the Comprehensive Plan 

of the municipality: 

1. What are the community development, transportation and environmental goals for 

the downtown and surrounding areas? 

2. What distribution of parking facilities is desired in regard to land-use intensity, 

demonstrated parking needs, existing or proposed transit services, and available 

and proposed roadway access capacity? 

3. What are the individual worker, shopper, and visitor parking requirements? 

4. What opportunities exist for sharing parking between owners not having 

concurrent parking demand timeframes? 

5. What are the effects of parking on the location and design of transportation 

system?. 

6. Should parking be provided for all people who want to drive into the CBD? 

(Weant & Levinson, 1990) 
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OFF-STREET PARKING 
The following off-street parking requirements shall be provided and maintained in 
conformity with the provisions of this Ordinance: 

1. Airport:  One (1) parking space for every two (2) employees plus 
one (1) parking space for every four (4) seats 

2. Apparel Shop:  One (1) parking space for each three hundred three square 
feet of gross floor area (3.3/1000 GFA) 

3. Apartments:  Two (2) parking spaces for each dwelling unit 

4. Apartment Hotel:  One (1) parking space for each sleeping room 

5. Auditorium:  One (1) parking space for each four (4) seats based on the 

 maximum seating capacity, including fixed and movable 
seats 

6. Auto Sales:  One (1) parking space for each one thousand (1,000) square 
feet used for retailing 

7. Auto Sales/Repair  One (1) parking space for each four hundred square feet of 
gross floor area (2.5/1000 GFA) plus two and one half (2.5) 
spaces for each one thousand square feet of external display 
area plus three (3) spaces for each service bay. 

8. Bakery:  One (1) parking space for each three hundred three square 
feet of gross floor area (3.3/1000 GFA) 

9. Bank:    One (1) parking space for each four hundred (400) square  
    feet of floor area 

10. Barber Shop:   Two (2) parking spaces for each treatment station, but not  
    less than four (4) spaces for each one thousand square feet  
    of gross floor area (4/1000 GFA) 

11. Beauty Parlor:   Two (2) parking spaces for each treatment station, but not  
    less than four (4) spaces for each one thousand square feet  
    of gross floor area (4/1000 GFA) 

12. Billiard Room:   Parking spaces equal in number to thirty percent of the  
    capacity of persons. 

13. Bowling Alley:   Three (3) parking spaces for each lane, plus one (1) parking 
    space for every six (6) spectator seats 

14. Boarding House:   One (1) parking space for each sleeping room 
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