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The Urban Planning and Design Committee of the 
American Institute of Architects has been send­
ing Urban Design Assistance Teams to various 
American cities since 1967. 

The Lexington Team is the 36th such team to be 
invited into a specific area to deal with 
environmental and urban problems which range in 
scale from a region to a small town, and in 
type from recreational areas to public policy 
and implementation methods. 

The teams respond to the problems as described 
by the local AIA Chapters and their sponsors 
from the community leadership. 

Each Regional/Urban Design Assistance Team is 
specially selected to include professionals 
experienced in the particular problems of the 
area under study. Members are not compensated 
for their service and agree not to accept com­
missions for work resulting from their recom­
mendations . 

The team acquaints itself with the community and 
its people, presents its analysis from a fresh 
perspective, offers its recommendations and 
perhaps a new approach for planning for action. 

The objectives of the RUDAT Program are: 

-To improve physical design throughout the 
nation. 
-To illustrate the importance of urban and 
regional planning 

-To stimulate public action 
-To give national support to local AIA Chap­
iters in their efforts to improve their own 
communities and become actively involved in 
urban design and planning issues. 

An assistance team cannot provide detailed 
analysis, solutions, nor fianl plans to com­
plex problems in the four day visit, but it 
can objectively approach long standing problems 
with: 

-A new look by experienced outsiders 
-A new impetus and perhaps new directions for 
community action 

-Clear and comprehensive recommendations which 
are professionally responsible as well as 
politically and economically feasible and pub -
'l'icly understandable.-
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A letter requesting information concerning the 
R/UDAT program was sent by the East Kentucky 
chapter»p the AIA on January 12, 1976. On 
February 6th, a reconaissance meeting to deter­
mine community interest and support was held by 
Larry Melillo.with.Mayor Foster Pettit and 
interested community leaders. The Lexington 
Downtown Development Commission pledged a 
maximum of $8,000 on February 18th to underwrite 
the costs of a R/UDAT visit, and an organizing 
committe had its initial meeting on February 
22nd to organize tasks and establish a tentative 
schedule. 

A charge to the R/UDAT team was drafted by COT* . 
ordinator Fran Scott on February 25th, after 
draft statements had been obtained from Sam 
Halley, President of the East Kentucky Chapter 
AIA, Bill Kingsbury, Executive Director of the 
Lexington Downtown Development Commission, 
Dennis Carrigan, Commissioner of Parks, Housing 
and Community Development, Frank Mattone, 
Director of the Division of Planning, and 
from Helm Roberts and, Martha Alexander, two 
individuals with extensive experience in private 
and public planning in Lexington. 

The AIA confirmed the Lexington R/UDAT visit of 
May 21st-24th on March 10th| On April 7th, the 
organizing committee established a final budget 
and composed a tentative itinerary. The Lexing­
ton R/UDAT team with Joseph Passoneau was | 
announced by the AIA on April 26th. Mr. Pass-\ 
oneau made a reconaissance visit to Lexington 
on May 10th to meet with the organizing 
committee and established a final itinerary 
for the May 21st-24th R/UDAT visit. 

The request of the East Kentucky.JChapter to the 
AIA was accompanied by letters of interest and 
support from the following organizations: 

University of Kentucky Student Chapter AIA, 
Northside Neighborhood Association, Commonwealth 
Property Management, Inc., Lexington-Fayette 
Urban County Government, Department of Parks, 
Housing, and Community Development, Lexington 
Center Corporation, Lexington Jaycees, Lexing­
ton-Fayette County Historic Commission, League 
of Women Voters, and Bluegrass Lay and Nature 
Trust. The expenses of the R/UDAT visit and 
this report were underwritten by the Lexington 
Downtown Development Commission. 

3 



I'd rather be in Lexington , a bumper sticker 
sentiment, expresses a pride and affection most 
Lexingtonians feel. A rapidly growing community, 
Lexington has a strong heritage, a unique "town 
and country" atmosphere, a healthy economy, a 
progressive urban-county form of government, 
enthusiastic citizens and a new Downtown Develop­
ment Commission. It is a center of education, 
government, health-care and commerce for much of 
Kentucky. 

Unlike the unfortunate circumstances which pre­
vail in many other communities, Lexington's 
problems are mostly solvable without the use of 
drastic surgical tactics. Clearly a part of 
Lexington's uniqueness is its great potential 
and opportunity to direct its own future in a 
manner which will preserve its unique character, 
accomodate growth and enhance the quality of life 
for its people.?^As recently expressed by a local 
architect and planner, Helm Roberts, "Lexington 
could easily become one of America's great 
cities." 

Recent changes in the community, some of them 
dramatic, have given rise to expressions of 
serious concern about the effectiveness of our 
efforts to manage our future. An 18% population 
increase in the past five years, a somewhat 
frustrated experience with Urban Renewal, new 
peripheral development coupled with inadequate 
sewer systems, housing shortages, zoning conflicts 
and other issues resulting from growth pressures 
have sparked much citizen concern. 

The Downtown Urban Renewal Project, the new 
Lexington Center, three new office buildings 
and other recent downtown developments are 
accompanied by controversies over parking, move­
ment of retail businesses out of Downtown, and 
unresolved questions about revitalization of the 
city's core. What should Downtown Lexington be? 
How should we plan its revitalization? What 
movement systems should serve Downtown? How 
should parking be handled? What are the econo­
mic, legal, political, social and cultural real­
ities involved? Who plays which role in the 
planning and implementation process? How are 
other communities dealing with Downtown redevelop­
ment? Can we avoid their mistakes and profit 
from their successes? How does the revitalizat­
ion of Downtown Lexington fit into the overall 
planning and development of the community? In a 
rapidly growing community, what benefits will be 
derived from revitalization Q.£ the Downtown? 
These are among the major questions to be con­
sidered by the RUDAT team. 

In essence, the charge placed before the RUDAT 
team is, 

DEVELOP A CONCEPT OF WHAT DOWNTOWN LEXINGTON CAN 
BE AND DEFINE THE BEST MEANS BY WHICH TO IMPLE­
MENT THIS CONCEPT WHILE PRESERVING AND ENHANCING 
LEXINGTON'S UNIQUE CHARACTER AND QUALITY OF LIFE. 

4 
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The State of The City 

Our team of visitors has spent the last three 
days in Lexington, the first day listening to 
people talk about the city, the second day 
listening again and reacting to what we have 
heard. During the third day we completed this 
report. All of the members of our group share 
at least one conviction: If every city in 
America had only Lexington's problems, our 
society would be in great shape. 

Consider these facts about iLexingtoii.;. 

With respect to'̂ zhe urban region: 

1. The city is surrounded by a spectacular 
natural and cultivated landscape; this 
landscape is valued by all of the people 
in the city. 

2. Population growth in the Lexington 
region over the past decade has been 
substantially higher than rates of 
growth in the rest of the country; a 
large number of people are voting in 
favor of Lexington. 

3. At a time when many cities in America 
are beginning to question the value of 
growth, Lexington has a history, that 
goes back almost 20 years, of control­
ling the location of growth; plans for 
controlling future growth exist 
together with means for implementation. 

4. Lexington has a true Metropolitan 
Government. 

respect to the downtown: 

1. Lexington is older than Washington, 
D.C. and one year older than the 
United States of America. 

2. Downtown Lexington has been, historical­
ly, the economic center of a very large 
trading area; this trading area has a 
bright economic future. 

3. With respect to the distribution of 
retail activity between the central 
city and the suburbs, the first Mall 
in Lexington was built in 1967, after 
other Downtowns had already decayed and 
some had disintegrated. 

4. During the past few years private 
sector growth in the Downtown has been 
very large, on a percentage basis one 
of the highest rates in the country. 

5. During the last five years public 
investments in the Downtown, in rail­
road relocation, in street improvments, 
and in other civic accomplishments have 
been substantial. 

6. Two fine universities, one very large 
and one very old, are located within 
walking or short bus distance of the 
Downtown. 

7. An active interest in the performing 
arts is focused on the Downtown; a 
fine old Opera House has been restored. 



There must be few cities in the \ 
country that have, even on an abso­
lute basis, a richer store of 
nineteenth century buildings than 
Lexington; it probably has more 
federal architecture than Georgetown 
and its Victorian architecture rivals 
that of the fine old cities of upstate 
New York or the Mississippi Valley. 

There are more fine neighborhoods, 
containing a larger number of good 
homes, within walking distance or 
short bus distance of the Downtown 
than any city of any size with which 
the members of this team are familiar. 

These neighborhoods seem to include 
integrated neighborhoods which have 
been stable for several deoades. 

Black neighborhoods close to the 
downtown appear to provide a resonable 
basis for further community development; 
at the same time there are suburban 
black neighborhoods and what seems to be 
an operational open houSflfag policy. 

Private investment plans for the Down­
town are, to this R/UDAT team, both 
ambitious and apparently realistic. 

The needs and the resources for major 
government aEvestments in the Downtown 
provide a public policy instrument for 
guiding both the quality and location 
of Downtown growth. 

CONFLICTING OBJECTIVES 

It seems to members of our team that the people 
of Lexington face the same problems that are 
faced by any famJB^ or individual. Our economist 
members call this "the selection of trade-offs". 
Bertrand Russell talks about "the right choice 
of sacrifice". The citizens of Lexington have to 
decide which future needs they consider 
essential and, to attain these most important 
objectives, which objectives must be sacrificed. 

There seems to be a concensus among the people 
to whom we have listened that Lexington has the 
following needs: 

* More parking spaces. 

* Better access; traffic congestion in the 
Downtown is a problem. 

* More careful preservation of residential 
neighborhoods, in particular, those close 
to Downtown. 

* Greater economic vitality; more retail 
trade', commercial and government office 
employment, and hotel activity. 

That these four issues are seen as having the 
highest priority is revealing. Congestion and 
inadequate parking are, in the strictest sense 
of the word, signs of success, for if Downtown 
Lexington had unfilled parking spaces and no 
congestion, it would be in trouble. And the 
existance in Lexington of a very large number 
of individual neighborhoods and individual 

(0 



H 

• 

-

• 
• 

buildings1 that, are worth the mo3t careful 
preservation is one of the most encouraging 
characteristics of Lexington's past, its present 
and its future. Nevertheless the need for 
Downtown development and the need for neighbor­
hood preservation«in some instances conflict. 

Beside these four needs, which statistically 
rank highest in the minds of most people, the 
following important objectives have been 
described: 

"Better bus service" 

"More planning" (although the meaning of 
"planning" varies fom person to person). 

"More citizen participation in political 
processes." 

"Less interference from people simply 
trying to block good projects." 

"A greater interest in Downtown Lexington, 
on the part of everyone in the region." 

"An end to the funneling of public funds 
into the Downtown." 

"Protection of the scenic landscape that 
surrounds the city." 

"More attraction of people to Downtown 
living." 

"A 'healthy mix' of activities in the 
Downtown." (This objective is shared by 
both consumers and suppliers of such 
mixes.) 

"Improvement in utilities," specifically 
improvement of electrical power delivery in 
the Downtown and sewer distribution in the 
suburbs. 

"Personal security." (It is interesting 
to this team that security was very low 
in the list of concerns about the Downtown. 
This is in marked contrast to concerns of" 
citizens in most other cities in the United 
States at this time. Most members of this 
team have grown up in smdll midwestern . •„.' 
towns, during the second quarter of the ''. 
century. It is our impression that the 
crime rate in those small towns was at. 
least as high, possibly higher, than it is 
in Lexington today. It is almost certainly 
the case that the crime rate in Lexington 
today is dramatically lower than it was in 
Lexington during most of the nineteenth 
century.) 

This report will bring some of these needs more 
sharply into focus and, in particular, it will 
suggest ways ways that might resolve conflicting 
objectives. For instance, the need for increased 
development and the need for more"meticulous 
preservation clearly conflict. At some point, 
the conflict between these needs could become 
irreconcilable. Such conflicts are largely a 
matter of scale. . It is our opinion, or rather 
our conviction, that, as far into the future as 
anyone can plan, these conflicts can be kept 
under control. We believe, in fact, that the 
objective of Downtown development and the ob­
jective of neighborhood conservation can sup­
port each other. 

1 
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Resolution of these conflicts and the attain­
ment of other important objectives, to con­
siderable extent depends on careful dSign of 
two kinds: physical design in the conventional 
sense that architects and engineers use that 
phrase, and the design of institutions. 

Most of our recommendations bear on these two 
kinds of design. 

H 
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Downtown Lexington is defined in this section 
as the area of Lexington bounded by Maxwell 
Street, Newtown Pike, Second Street and Wood­
land Avenue. This area conforms generally to 
people's notion of the Downtown (some urban 
design material in this Report uses a somewhat 
larger geographic area), although the specific 
boundaries were chosen because the economic 
data that were available are for that area. 
Most of our economic projections are based on 
a recent report entitled "Analysis of Develop­
ment Potentials in Downtown Lexington, Ken­
tucky," prepared by Economic Research Asso­
ciates (ERA). These data were supplemented by 
the limited additional data we were able to 
gather in our bri^r stay, and tempered by our 
judgments about the future of the Downtown 
area, after talking to a great many Lexing-
tonians. 

The Regional Context 

Downtown Lexington is connected economically 
to regions of widely varying sizes. The city 
of Lexington is embedded in the 17-county region 
of the Dluegrass Area Development District and a 
7-county Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area 
(SMSA) and accounts for a large portion of Fayette 
County. While for some purposes the Downtown area 
functions as an attracting force for the larger 
geographic areas, its greatest function is as the 
core of the urban area represented 
by Fayette County. 

The importance of the Downtown area for employ­
ment and population in 1970 is displayed 
graphically in the two accompanying figures. 
The first shows the relative shares of employ­

ment for various geographic subdivisions of 
Fayette County. The Downtown area accounts for 
17 percent of the total employment In Fayette 

County in 1970. The remaining employment in 
Lexington is rather evenly distributed through­
out the county, with the noticeable exception 
of the IBM facility in the northeast quadrant. 
The other figure uses the same zonal grid to 
display population shares in Fayette County. 
The Downtown area accounts for a much smaller 
share of the region%%*population, roughly 3 
percent in 1970. 

The conclusion from these two figures is clear; 
The Downtown area represents a large share of the 
regional employment while accounting for a much 
smaller share of the population. The traffic 
patterns resulting from these employment and pop­
ulation distributions are discussed in the chapte 
on Transportation. The issue this chapter 
addresses is the future economic vitality of 
the Downtown. 

Projections to 1985 

The last five years in Lexington has witnessed 
major public and private commitment to the 
Downtown area. The most dramatic evidence is 
in commercial office construction. Between 
1964 and 1972, only 10,000 square feet of 
office space were added to the 590,000 square 
feet existing in the Downtown in 1964. But 
since 1972 three major office buildings have 
been constructed in the Downtown, accounting 
for approximately 342,500 additional square feet 
of commercial office space (see figure). Perhaps 
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~-^\ URE>AK1 RENEWAL 

RECENT DEVELOPMENTS 

DEVELOPMENT 

URBAN RENEWAL 

1 Citizens Bank 
2. First Security 
3 Christ Church Apts. 
4 Bank of Lexington 
5 Opera House 
6 Metro Jail 
7 Professional Arts 
8 Spectrum III Bldg, 
9 Civic Center 

DATE 

1966-75 

1972 
1974 
1975 
1975 
1976 
1976 
1976 
1976 
1976-7 

COST 

12.5 

5.0 
7.0 
2.0 
3.0 
2.5 
5.0 
1.1 
1.5 
50.0 

* Investment in $ millions 
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even more importantly, the Lexington Center 
Corporation (a public body established by the 
Urban County Council) has virtually completed 
construction of a $52 million complex contain­
ing an arena, convention center, hotel, and 
mall. (The nature and detailed impacts of the 
Lexington Center are discussed in the next 
chapter.) These two factors, the dramatic 
increase in commercial Jgf ice space and the 
construction of a massive government-sponsored 
arena and convention center complex, signify 
the beginning of a revitalization of the Down­
town area, a revitalization which is the pro­
duct of both public and private commitments. 
The issue is therefore not whether the Down­
town area of Lexington will be invigorated in 
the future but rather what the extent of the 
economic vitality in the Downtown will be. 

The accompanying table presents our estimates 
of the projected space requirements in the 
Downtown for 1985. These figures are our 
"best'guesses," but we should reiterate that 
they are based on information presented in the 
ERA report and what supplemental information 
and judgements we have been able to acquire in 
the exceedingly short time we have been in 
Lexington. These 1985 estimates represent an 
economically vital Downtown area, a vitality 
which is the product of a continuing public 
and private commitment to the Downtown area. 
The linchpins for the physical growth and 
revitalization of the downtown are private 
commercial office construction, which is 
predicted to grow by 500,000 over the 10-year 
period, and government office construction, 
which is predicted to grow by 354,000 square 
feet from 1975 to 1985. 

This expansion of government and commercial 
office space and retail trade will serve to 
increase the demand for first class hotel 
space in the Downtown. The Hyatt Hotel located 
in the Lexington Center complex will include 
377 rooms; we expect that the total Downtown 
hotel rooms will be 700 by 1985. 

The retail space projection is tied to our 
view that the Downtown will take on a some­
what different retail character in the future, 
concentrating on specialty shops which 
operate as magnets for shoppers in an enlarged 
regional shopping area. Roughly 70,000 of the 
projected increase of 110,000 additional square 
feet of retail space is accounted for by the 
Lexington Center Mall which will open in 1977. 
The roughly 65 speciality shops in the Mall 
will set the tone for a resurgence in retail 
activity in the Downtown area. The Downtown 
has generally been losing retail sales to 
the suburban shopping centers in recent years 
(see figure). While suburban shopping centers 
will no doubt continue to increase retail 
sales as both regional populations and 
regional per capita incomes increase, the 
Downtown can provide a vital function to the 
entire region as the center of a high 
quality speciality shop area. We expect 
that the non-Mall retail areas of the . 
Downtown will capitalize on the heritage of 
Lexington and the charms of restored shop 
fronts to provide additional retail sales of 
these specialty goods. 

Population increases in the Downtown area (as 
we have defined it) are projected to be modest; 
total dwelling units in the area are expected 



PROJECTED SPACE REQUIRMENTS IN 
DOWNTOWN LEXINGTON 

Category 

Commercial Office Space 

Government Office Space 
Urban County Govt. 
State 
County 

Retail Space 

Hotel Booms 

0c^K>ied Housing Units 

Parking Spaces 

Actual 19 75 

885,000 

238,000 
172,000 
40,000 
26,000 

100,000 

-0-

2,700 

7,700 

Projected 1985 

1,385,000 

526,000 
347,000 
84,000 
95,000 

210,000 

700 

3,000 

12,300 

Increase 1975"1985 

500,000 

354,000 
175,000 
44,000 
69,000 

110,000 

700 

300 

4,600 
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ESTIMATED AND PRO.IEC'M POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT IN DOWNTOWN LEXINGTON 

Category 

Population 

Employ men 1: 

1950 

10,700 

NA 
. . . i i . . i . i . . . . i . 

1960 

1,200 

10,200 

1970 

6,800 

12,900 

1975 

6,300 

14,400 

Projected 1985 

8,500 

20,000 

to increase from 2,700 to 3,000 in the 10-year 
period, This modest increase represents an 
expectation that the long-term trend toward 
absolute declines in Downtown population will 
be halted. The accompanying table shows his­
torical data on population and employment in 
the Downtown as well as the projections to 
1985 based on our "best guesses". 

One important factor which may be obscured by 
concentrating on the 1985 forecast is the 
process of economic Invigoration, The scenario 
we envision begins with the construction of the 
Lexington Center and the growth in commercial 
office and government office employment. 
Closely following these changes is the develop­
ment of a regional center for specialty items, 
begun by the Lexington Center Mall shops and 
reinforced by additional specialty retail 
activity in older renovated retail shops in 
the Downtown area. Additional hotel and other 
retail activity should follow the expansion of 
the employment and Convention Center and Arena 
activity. The last llnlc in this process is 
increases in (or modifications of) the Downtown 
housing stock. Recognizing this cumulative 
nature of economic revitalizaLlon is important 
to prevent expectations for Improvement from 
outrunning the actual progress being made. 

Uncertainties 

Wliile the figures reported here represent "best 
guesses" as to the economic vitality of the' 
Downtown in 1985, forecasting is Inherently 
an uncertain art. Uncertainties m these fore­
casts are blunted somewhat by the unquestionable 
economic vitality of the Lexington urban area 
and thus the likelihood that all geographic 
areas will share in the general growth from 
1975 to 1985. But it is possible to identify 
some factors which might make economic activity 
in the Downtown area different than suggested 
by our projections. 

Several factors might cause the economic 
activity in the Downtown area to be greater 
in 1985 than we have projected. Greater 
economic growth in the Lexington region may 
translate into greater Downtown employment. 
For example, several officials and developers 
we talked to suggested that development of 
coal In the region may Increase demand for 
commercial office space in the Downtown by 
the head offices of coal companies. A more 
positive general perception of the Downtown 
area may generate additional retail trade and 
expanded residential growth. More cultural 
amenities, such as the recently renovated 
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Opera House, may create this improved image 
as might the growth of a distinctive historic­
ally preserved retail, space. 

Two factors which might serve as obstacles to 
the economic revltallzatlon of the Dowptown 
are crime rates and transportation problems. 
Although several people we interviewed 
mentioned higher Downtown crime rates as 
obstacles to additional growth, we were left 
with the general impression that Lexington is 
quite a safe city. Parking and traffic con­
gestion probably represent more important 
obstacles, indeed, inadequate parking was by 
far the most often mentioned complaJnt about 
the Downtown area. Chapter 4 of this'report 
deals at some length with the transportation 
problems of the Lexington Downtown area, 

Perhaps the greatest uncertainties in the 
economic future of the Downtown revolve around 
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government policy, either directly or indirectly.} 
For example, the projections of government / / 
office construction assume a consolidation of /• 
existing Urban County government and court 
facilities offices in a new space and the con­
struction of a mjaor local/state/federal office 
complex in Downtown Lexington, policies that 
are described in the ERA report and were 
recommended by many persons we interviewed. 
This undertaking, however, appears to be highly • 
uncertain and may not be constructed, at least 
by 1985. Government action will Influence the 
economic vitality of the Downtown indirectly 
by its policy on transportation improvements 
for the Downtown, police activity, and other 
public service delivery in the Downtown, In 

addition,potential local government limitations 
on additional suburban development may generate 
greater residential activity-in the Downtown, 

i 

Trade-Offs in Downtown Revitalizetion 

The emphasis ip this chapter is on the ecp-
nomic vitality of the Lexington Downtown area. 
But as mentioned in the introduction, vir­
tually all choices involving objectives for 
the Downtown entail trade-offs among com­
peting objectives. As economists are prone to 
remark, "there is no such thing as a free 
lunch." Decisions to pursue some objectives 
often entail sacrificing other objectives. 
Moreover, policies to encourage economic 
vitality in the Downtown might aid some groups 
and harm others. How are these competing 
objectives to be weighed? 

In the course of projecting economic activity 
in Downtown Lexington, a number of trade-offs 
become evident, The R/UDAT team is certainly 
not of one mind as to how to deal with these 
complicated matters; the following remarks 
on three trade-offs only state the Issues 
involved. 

1. Economic vitality versus historic preser­
vation: 

Policies to encourage economic development 
by, for example, condemning land to allow 
full blocks to be acquired for office 
construction conflict with the efforts 
of others to preserve historic buildings. 
Reconciling these competing objectives 



may be difficult, but not impossible. 
For example, one can allow office con-
strucJEn on some blocks while preserving 
blocks which contain beautiful, struc­
turally sound and historically signifi-
cant. 

2. Providing better goveXment service versus 
minimizing the cost of government; 

Constructing a mjaor centralized Urban 
County complex in Downtown Lexington will 
probably increase local government costs, 
WhiE some will certaM.y feel that t^M 
increased convenience and improved ser­
vice from modernized government facili--
ties is worth the added cost, others will 
undoubtedly disagree. 

3. Economic vitality versus expanding oppor­
tunities for Lhe poor; 

Perhaps the most complicated and troubling 
trade-off is between economic vitality in 
the Downtown and possible harm to low 
income households in the path of redevelop­
ment. Lexington has had to face this 
difficult issue in the process of building 
the Lexington Center, Providing just com­
pensation to those displaced by government 
actions is a difficult task which is made 
more compelling when the displaced 
households are low income^ households with 
limited options for relocation. This 
trade-off is dealt with in some detail in 
the final section of this report. 
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Axioms 

Because of the importance of transportation, in 
both minimizing Lexington's problems and attain­
ing its objectives, certain axioms, or premises, 
from which this report starts will be listed as 
'givens'. 

Transportation, is not an end, but a means. 

In American cities the appetite for travel (or 
rather, for the satisfactions to be gained at 
the ends of the trip) are so great that the 
only way that congestion can be controlled is 
by either reducing the intensity of urban 
activities or by increasing, rather dramatically, 
the costs of travel. 

The private automobile will be the principal mode 
of travel as far into the future as anyone in 
Lexington can now foresee; there is, in low 
density American cities, not even a theoretical 
public transit alternative to the private 
automobile. 

Grade separated, limited access parkways are 
the 'best' streets for private automobile 
travel, for urban trips of over a mile in 
length; parkways are the best, both from the 
point of view of the traveller and from the 
point of view of the neighborhood through 
which their vehicles pass. However, near the 
centers of cities the rights of way necessary 
for the roadways, plus buffer strips, cannot 
be reasonably acquired except in unusual cir-
cums tances. 

Public transit in low density areas is a ser­
vice. The level of service is established by 
public policy. In establishing that policy it 
i3 important to remember that every improve­
ment in the private automobile system, which 
does not at the same time improve the quality 
of public transit, rather automatically in­
creases the cost and reduces the quality of 
public transit. 

Downtown. Lexington is, with the University 
of Kentucky, the only sector of the city 
that can be well connected by public transit 
to the rest of the urban region. 

Space age technology will not ,in the opinion 
of the members of this team, solve the urban 
transportation problem. 

Improvment in the public transit service will 
not come much from improved vehicle design. It 
will come, on the short term, from new man­
agement practices now being discussed by both 
Lextran and by community groups and by, in 
the long run, changes in roadway design. 

For short trips in dense areas, such as travel 
around Downtown Lexington, good public transit 
of the kind now available can probably compete 
with the private automobile on the basis of 
travel cost, travel time, and travel quality. 

Improvements in access to and egress from 
Downtown Lexington must come primarily from 
small scale incremental improvements in arterial 
streets, particularly through improved inter­
section design. 

\* 



Oneffit the most difficult tralffi|BE|Brtation problems, 
the design of the edge condition between dense 
neighborhoods and artercal streets carrying 
traffic through or around these neighborhoods and 
into the Downtown, is a trlpyspovtation problem 
and the repair of this edge should be paid for 
by transportation funds. 

Transportation improvements in the arterials 
should be accompanied by environmental improve­
ments; tree lined arterial streets are some of 
the finest public open spaces in American c i t ies . 

Traffic In Lexington 

Lexington has good traffic monitoring during rush 
hour from the traffic helicopter. A summary of 
the observations from this helicopter are usefJB 
in understanding in the vehicular traffic in the 

In the morning: " . . . | L f f i c o n t h e L o o p R o a d 

starts slowing up and getting congested from 
about 7:15 to 7:30, slowing down at Russell 
Cave. Russell Cave used to back up to the en­
trance of Hollow Creek Apartments..." 

"Loop Road in this area begins to get back to 
normal about 8:00 o'clock;.." 

r;::,Frr f ,out, 7 : 3°u n t 1 1 8:0° l i l t °* Tates 

Lo:P
elcR0

R^d.brks u-> mto the f$^ s; $ 
2oul±C7-waTUe R°fd b e g i n S 8 e t t l ng congested 
abouL 7.30 at a couple of intersections and stays 
congested until almost 8:00..." 5 

"...South Broadway backs up at Waller signal to 
about Clays Mill station from about 7:30 unfffll 
close to 8:00 o'clock...it also backs up where 
Mason Headley turps into Broadway, although this 
only once in awhile..." 

"..-When there is a train on the tracks at the 
Broadway crossing this really dings things up; 
at the tracks across Waller..." 

"...There are short delays in traffic from Mea-' 
dowthorpe headed for Lexington, and Georgetown 
where it hits Main Street..." 

In the afternoon: "...There is a delay on Rose 
outbound at Limetsone..." 

"...There is a backup on Southland Drive, cars 
• are bumper to bumper from Rose and Lime past 
Southland Drive..." 

"...Traffic is slowed on Limestone by signals at 
the Loop...There is a spaghetti sandwich at Fay­
ette Mall..." 

"...There is a big backup on Broadway at the 
Waller signal at least to Virginia (if there 
is a train the backup is as far as High Street) 

ii 

"...Traffic from Virginia turning into Broadway 
is backed up about three to four signal cycles..." 

"...There is a backup from Cooper to the Chevy 
Chase area (bumper to bumper) from about 4:35 
to 5:20..." 

In the afternoon: "...In Downtown, east bound 
i traffic on Vine Street backs up at the Rose 
I Street signal from about 4:45 to 5:20..." 

21 
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...Main Street is okay..." 

"...There is a hackup on Midland outbound at 
about Third Street and Winchester; there is 
a 25 to 30 car delay from about 4:20 to 5:15..." 

To summarize, there is congestion for about half 
an hour, from about 7:30 to 8:00 in the morning 
and for about three quarters of an hour from 
4:30 to 5:15 in the afternoon. This congestion 
always occurs at intersections. 

The traffic volumes shown in the diagram, about 
20,000 plus cars maximum on the radial arterials 
correspond to these observations. Traffic in 
Lexington would flow fairly well even during 
rush hour if there were intersection improve­
ments, and fewer left turn opportunities. 

Lexington is blessed with fairly high capacity 
arterials. With intersection improvements and 
access control (minimizing strip commercial) 
the Lexington street system will probably 
handle the traffic from rather large increases 
in central city employment. 

\ 



Transportation Recommendations 

With respect to trallat: 

1. The Downtowner bus service, much discussed 
by many people in the city, should be star­
ted with available buses. In the fairly 
near future, it the Downtowner service is 
successful, the city should look to some­
what smaller buses with special attention 
to rapid loading and unloading, and perhaps 
with a greater percentage of standing room. 
Note. that reducing the size of the bus 
will not much reduce the cost; it will con­
tribute to easy fare collection and to 
short headways. There should be simple 
fare collection, probamy free service and 
at most, dime service. Headways between 
7:30 am and 5:30 pm should be five minutes 
maximum. Evening and weekend service should 
be a matter of experiment and further pub­
lic policy decisions. 

2, The University of Kentucky bus service, 
which seems to be very successful, should 
connect to the downtown, possibly with a 
turn-a-round at Transylvania University. 

3. The city should consider modifying and 
clarifying line haul bus service. It is 
not clear what form that should take. We 
suggest an investigation of a 15 minute 
service with all buses reaching the Down­
town at some point on the hour, quarter 
after, half past and quarter to the hour. 

There sh ould possibly be a one or two min­
ute wait at a clearly designated spot to 
make it possible for easy transfer between 
most lines. 

4. Buses on arterial routes should get pre­
ferential treatment, particularly at 
lights. We do not see any great improve­
ments possible here, but every effort 
should be made to regularize the schedule. 
Substantial improvements in speed are pro­
bably not possible, and are less impor­
tant than 'on time' scheduling and short 
headways. 

5. We do not believe that park and ride for 
commuters has in the near future any great 
attractiveness in Lexington, although we 
may be wrong. The connection of free 
parking lots to major events, in parti­
cular the Civic Center, by special bus 
service, is one way of increasing use of 
Downtown without corresponding increases 
in congestion. 

6. We recommend that the city look at various 
kinds of para-transit, that is, buses of 
various sizes, types, routes, and level of 
services. We do not have much faith in 
elaborately controlled systems; it will be 
a while before dial-a-ride is very useful 
in Lexington. However such things as jit­
ney taxis (taxis with multiple fares, op­
erating in corridors), taxis with low fares 
(possibly free) for the elderly and handi­
capped, and so forth, should be examined. 
(This is dial-a-ride»service without the 
dial.) 



We recommend heavy investment in the im­
provement of the arterial intersections, 
particularly on Che raolals. "This should 
laBElude buying of land and, in ̂ Ktreme in­
stances, ' land taHLng' (in consultation with 
[glfe affected SmdiviiWals and neighborhoods) 
In parti^^^ML there should include large 
investments in trees to soften- the dama­
ging effect of auto travel on the neigh­
borhood through which they pass, while 
making travel, more pleasant for the tra­
veller . 

Lexington should consider judicious arter­
ial grade separation. The city 
should at some point consider redesigned 
intersections at Loop Roads to eliminate 
stop lights on the arterials. 

Extension of Newtown Pike should be seen 
as a part of general arterial improve­
ments procedure! If this-extension is 
built, investments and returns should be 
judged on that basis. We could only take 
a position on the effect of the displace­
ment on the people in the neighborhoods it 
passes through after lengthy discussion 
with the people in the neighborhoods. 

We recommend bikeways, particularly those 
connecting to the Downtown. These should 
be associated with pedestrian ways, where-
ever possible. Bike riding is increasing 
rapidly in many cities, and Lexington is 
of such a scale that commuters could tra­
vel by bike. 

Many people see parking as the most ser­
ious Downtown issue. Yet utilization of 
parking spaces is not particularly high. 
The problem seems to be the cost, safety, 
and location of spaces. If the downtown 
continues to develope, ..more parking will 
be needed. We recommend small, infill , 
garages, with no new garages between 
Main and Vine. Access should be from 
High Street and Short Street. Traffic 
on Main and Vine should be minimized. 

12. Parking policy, not details, is the im­
mediate issue. Parking spaces are sim­
ply extensions of the public rights of 
way, parking is the most important part 
of the auto trip. The cost, location, 
number and operating of parking spaces 
should be determined by public policy 
for Downtown development. 

13. We see our most important transportation 
recommendation addressed to the extra­
ordinary fragmentation of physical and 
policy planning. Traffic management, 
street planning, bus planning and opera­
tions done by separate agencies. We see 
no parking planning at all. Transporta­
tion planning is isolated from land use 
planning, of which it should be an exten­
sion. Lexington, with an effective Metro-
government, should reoognize that these 
problems are all aspects of a single prob-
lem-the use and conservation of urban land-
and develope planning and operating agen­
cies accordingly. 

Z4 
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LEXINGTON CENTER Lexington Center is a $52 million mixed use 
hotel-convention-entertainment complex now 
under construction on a 29 acre parcel on the 
western side of Downtown Lexington. Roughly, 
it is bordered by Main Street on the north, 
Maxwell Street on the south, Patterson Street 
on the east, and Broadway on the west. This 
complex is both a major element in the long 
term redevelopment of Downtown, and a telling 
symbol of the problems and opportunities inher­
ent in a renewal/revival process. By the stan­
dards of scale, size, use, and activity genera­
tion, Lexington Center is a stunning departure 
from past Downtown Lexington development pat­
terns. 

When completed, the Lexington Center Complex 
will contain a multi-purpose 23,000 seat arena; 
a three-level 70,000-square foot retail mall; a 
48,000 square foot exhibit/convention hall; and 
a seventeen story, 377-room, full service con­
vention hotel. Servicing the Center is an 18 
acre/1800-space, surface parking lot. The Cen­
ter will require substantial- additional par­
king facilities as Center usage Increases. The 
complex is fully integrated in use, providing 
direct and internal connections between various 
uses and activities. 

As a major public controversy has developed over 
numerous aspects of the Lexington Center propo­
sal, a discussion of the particular impacts of 
the Center on both the Downtown area and the 
entire community is clearly necessary.. 

The Lexington Center project began in April 1972 
when the Lexington Center Corporation, a non­
profit authority, was founded pursuant to Ken­
tucky law. Its board, composed of eleven mem-

t$ 
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bers, appointed by the Mayor with the consent of 
the Urban County Council, was charged with the 
responsibility to develop an arena/convention 
complex for Lexington. The corporation deter­
mined that a public-private joint venture ve­
hicle was the most feasible method to develop 
the center. In 1973, the Lexington Center Cor­
poration entered into agreements with both the 
Hunt Development Company and the Landmark Deve­
lopment Corporation (Hunt/Landmark Ltd.) to 
develop , build, and operate Lexington Center 
as a joint venture with the Lexington Center 
Corporation-

In December 1973, the Lexington Center Corpor­
ation and the Urban County Government issued a 
$37 million, 30-year 'moral obligation' revenue 
bond for construction and development of the 
Center. Construction began in May of 1974. The 
mall and the arena portion of the Center will be 
complete and in operation by September or, Octo­
ber of 1976. The Hyatt Hotel portion of the 
center will open in the Spring of 1977. 

The Lexington Center Corporation will own the 
entire Lexington Center Complex including the 
Hyatt Hotel when it is completed. Through a 
series of lease and operating agreements Hunt/ 
Landmark Ltd. will operate the retail mall, and 
Hyatt Hotel, and adjacent parking facilities. 
The Lexington Center Corporation will operate 
both the arena, and the exhibition mall and will 
receive a; portion of all revenues generated 
from the operation of all Lexington Center faci­
lities. 

As an activity generator, Lexington Center will 
have truly dramatic impact on the Downtown Lex­
ington area. Assuming the entire facility Is 



aggressively marketed and allowing Cor a rea­
sonable initial marketing period, an excess of 
350,000 visitors will nse the convention/exhi­
bition facilities each year. The arena will 
average approximately 100 events per year, and 
draw an excess of 750,000 customers annually. 
The new mall retail facility will increase the 
competitiveness of the Downtown shopping dis­
trict vis-a-vis the suburban shopping malls out­
side Downtown Lexington. On an estimated 20 
nights per year, in excess of 20,000 people will 
use the Lexington Center arena creating particu­
lar problems for both existing and proposed 
access and parking systems in the Downtown and 
its environs. 

As in most matters of civic importance and pub­
lic, policy, the Lexington Center development 
involves a number oMtrade-offs greatly affec­
ting the quality of life in both Downtown Lex­
ington and its surroundings. Without question, 
Lexington Center will create a great number of 
serious problems, yet it also offers great op­
portunities for the development of Downtown 
Lexington. 

Perhaps the least noticed, but most telling issue 
raised by the Lexington Cneter proposal, is the 
completeness of its break with Lexington's past 
experience in its size, use, scale, methods of 
financing, and organizational structure. The 
development of the Center should be viewed as 
a symbolic end-point to Downtown's long deteri­
oration and clear evidence of its future growth. 
Yet inherent to that symbol is the potential for 
the destruction of those elements in the Down­
town so central to its present fabric. 

The access and parking issues raised by the Lex­

ington Center are major issues of public concern. 
Traffic resulting from Center events and activi­
ties will be substantial and, particularly at 
peak conditions, difficult for the street and 
movement systems to accommodate. The- resulting 
parking demand will severely tax the existing 
downtown supply of parking spaces. Development 
of parking facilities to support Lexington 
Center has already required the destruction of 
am established Downtown neighborhood, eighteen 
acres in size, containing approximately 200 
homes. In addition, the planned parking faci­
lities will also have great and undesirable 
impact on the larger residential communities 
bordering Lexington Center. Since the onsite 
parking system, presently under construction by 
the Lexington Center Corporation, is admit­
tedly less than required for long-term opera­
tions, there is a clear need in the near future 
for additional onsite parking to support the 
Lexington Center. 

Due to its impact on Downtown movement systems, 
Lexington Center is a clear threat to the 
expressed public concern for historic preser­
vation. In addition, the scale of Lexington 
Center continued throughout Downtown would 
so alter the appearance of the area as to 
preclude retention of its present character. 
Wtiile the Center presents obvious and serious 
challenges to the present Downtown character, 
it also creates numerous opportunities for 
Downtown growth and development. 

The heavy public investment in Lexington Center 
to date, requires that the facility be a 
successful operation. The center will bring 
numerous people Downtown, creating a large po­
tential market for a variety of goods and 
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services. The Center can give impetus to addi­
tional Downtown development both in the immed-
diate area surrounding the Center and, it pro­
perly linked, throughout the balance of Downtown, 
The project will, return regional mall-type re­
tailers to the DSmtown area, and provide di­
rect competition with the regional shopping 
centers on the periphery of the community. 

Perhaps most importantly, Lexington Center 
supports and re-emphasizes the concept that 
Downtown Lexington is the actual and symbo­
lic center of the cffiiniinlty, a place of 
vitality and excitement, an urban place. 

^^ington Center Project remains a prime 
example of the type of conflicting goals, deci­
sions, and trade-offs typically present and 
required in any redevelopment process. How the 
rema|Hj?n.g develbpmen™of the Center and its fu­
ture operajSRjns are handled will affect the 
future shape of Downtow^Kexington. 
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Historic Forms 

Lexington's most important asse t i s , without 
doubt, i t s qual i ty of h i s t o r i c cont inui ty . 

This is not simply a matter of fragments — a 
building here and there, and a collection of 
furniture and artifacts in a museum — which 
happen to survive from the past into time 
present. Woven into contemporary Lexington, 
particularly in the central areas of the city, 
are ways of life which have deep roots in trad-
iton. 

Lexington's heritage is so rich and so partic­
ular that the RUDAT Team is convinced that the 
future of the city must be an evolution care­
fully grafted to its past. 

The language of this heritage is physical form. 
Not only in the older residential neighborhoods, 
but throughout Downtown, there are sequences of 
historic buildings. These are not just old 
buildings. They give us: 

-a vocabulary of form, scale, and materials 
(building heights, densities, cornice lines, 
roof forms, entrances, etc.) 

-because we are all, in a sense, hermit crabs, 
this physical vocabulary gives us a tradition 
of particular social forms, varying from block 
to block, which we call neighborhoods 

-it also gives us an interrelationship of neigh­
borhoods which we call "city". 

The First Town Plan; The Basis of Modern 
Lexington 

From the beginning, Lexington grew quickly and 
with a commendable certainty of its own future. 
The founding of the city can be dated and sited 
precisely. In April, 1779, Robert Patterson, an 
ensign in Captain Levi Todd's company, with 25 
men built a stockade on a site on the south side 
of Main Street, between Broadway and Mill, where 
there was a spring of water. 

Only two years later, in May 1781, the Virginia 
Legislature formally ratified the establishment 
of the town of Lexington, following submission 
of a Town Plat by the Town's Board of Trustees. 

The Plat, covering 710 acres, was unusual. Its 
grid street system was not oriented north-south 
east-west, but responded to topography, and is 
therefore about 45 degrees off the north-south 
east-west orientation. 

The Plat is worth referring to in the present 
debate about the future of the Downtown. The 
original town plan called for: 

-a central commons space, providing for marketing 
meeting, recreation, and even horse racing (how 
did they know!) — in other words, a "lung" of 
green in the heart of town 

-two major cross streets, 66 feet wide, Main and 
Broadway, for horse and wagon movement with 
buildings set back a further 8 feet 6 inches on 
each side. 
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The town grew quickly on the basis of this plan. 
Its growth was hardly surprising. It was a con­
fluence of some twelve turnpike routes, and con­
sequently Lexington became a commercial hub for 
stage coach and wagon travel in the rapidly 
developing west. 

Lexington: ' A Tre'asureapove of HistorllM 
Buildings 

The maps on the next page show how many of the 
houses built before 1840 survive to the present 
day. It Is easily discernible how whole seque­
nces of these buildings can be restored and 
interrelated in terms of landscaping, color, and 
pedestrian access to become comprehensive 
environments enormously satisfying to the fam­
ilies who live in them and very appealing to 
visitors to the city. 

The oldest of these surviving buildings is the 
Adam Rankin House. It was built in 1784, only 
five years after Patterson built his stockade 
and only three years after the submission of 
the Town Plat. 

The Rankin House is restored and lived in, on 
South Mill Street, where it was moved in 1971 
from its original Downtown site at 215 West 
High Street to make way for the Citizens Union 
Bank building. 

Many fine homes and mansions followed, including 
he Hunt-Morgan House, Ashland and the Gideon 
Shyrock House. But the most impressive legacies 
of Lexington's past are undoubtedly the city's 
historic neighborhoods and sequences of ante­
bellum and Victorian houses. 

\ 



o 40©1 goct1 

SCALE. JtacUimCrF •? 
/ H'Q •B! WiWflM^faiM S#@ 



=prn= 

• * « 
i 

• » 
• * 

^ 

n 
A 

5CALG j^ZZJFfflCl^t 
1 

rui >(E 5: 4 Hfl^E)- * 



HO lON&>5(< 

I 
1 

gg ALUY'S 

FAMILY Ub£ 

OH W / I T E e>-rK&£T£> 

/AULTI-FAMILY U£E 

^ i f o 
SggJ 

The Growth of Neighborhoods 

In every qlty neighborhood the quality of com­
munity life is shaped to a large degree by Inhe 
rlted environmental forms. 

Clear environmental forms emerge even in the 
earliest residential streets of Lexington. In 
the early 1800's, the large houses fronted the 
main streets. In alleys behind them lived 
servants and tradesmen. 

An alternating pattern in a linear form 
emerges. Large houses: big streets, broad 
sidewalks, shade trees. Small houses: alley. 
Large houses: «higher incomes, white. Small 
houses: lower incomes, black and white. 
Large houses: brick, carved stone cornices, 
classical porticos. Small houses: frame. 

By mid-century the large homes fronting main 
streets were built on all four sides of the 
grid-system block, necessitating the develop­
ment of internal cul-de-sacs for the smaller 
houses. 

In the second half of the nineteenth century 
the cul-de-sac form became appealing to 
higher income families. As traffic on the 
main streets increased, and as the city grew 
and extended outwards, the cul-de-sac form 
offered unique advantages. It provided seclu­
sion from traffic; a sense of neighborliness 
which the linear form did not provide; and a 
more economic use of land while actually 
increasing "liveability". 

\ 



The effect of using the interior of blocks for 
cul-de-sacs was to develop new entire blocks 
of frame houses for lower-income families. To 
maximize on land, lots had to be narrow and 
deep. This led to high-density developments of 
single family detached wood frame clapboard 
houses on a narrow and deep central corridor or 
"shot gun" plan. 

These blocks were located adjacent to the 
blocks of higher income homes, giving quadrants 
of the city a chequer board effect. One can 
see this very clearly in the Northside area of 
Lexington, where there are the large houses 
along major streets such as Broadway, the 
Fayette Park cul-de-sac, and several blocks of 
frame houses with "shot gun" plans. Conse­
quently Northside is a naturally and tradition­
ally integrated section of Lexington unusual in 
large U.S. cities. 

By the early 1900's there was a rapid growth of 
middle-income families. In the Chevy Chase 
section of Lexington, Frederic Law Olmsted was 
asked in 1920 to plan a residential neighborhood 
combining the best of Lexington's traditions, 
at middle-income prices. His solution was 
narrow lots, deep yards, and streets which by 
curving prevent the long vistas of the grid, 
imply the cul-de-sac, and create a secluded and 
neighborly living environment. Today, fifty 
years later Lexington's suburbs still echo 
Olmstead's principles. 

\ 



Historic Conservation: Citizen Action 

Americans are m long last becoming aware of 
their rich herItngu. In Lexington, conserva­
tion through citizen action was galvanized by 
thejffimolition in ifij ol the John BradfoHM 
House on ML 1.1 at Se||ncl. Public, outcry led to 
the esSBbllshment of the Blue Grass Trust for 
Historic Preservati I. 

The Trust's first major work was saving the 
Hunt-Morgan House from being torn down to pro­
vide a parking area. The Trust subsequently 
made inventories of historic structures, placing 
plaques on the buildings and giving award3 to 
citizens for outstanding work In conservation. 

Conservation was legitimized in 1972 when the 
metropolis!®. Lexington-Fayette County Historic 
Commission was established. 

The Conim.lssIrakis charlScl with: 

J -Planning the bicentennial celebration 

-Identifying historic buiffllngs for conservation 

-Encouraging sensitivity to historic heritage 
through histdffic zoning, publications, etc. 

As a resuffi of the work of the Trust lucid the 
Commission a growing inventory of houses has 
been restored by private investors. As with 

all operations of this kind, the early years 
were slow and pioneers were hard to find. But 
now that whole restoration environments are 
emerging, more and more people are becoming 
aware of the personal and economic satisfaction 
derived from restoration. 

Courageous restorers are finding that historic 
houses are far better built and detailed than 
most new buildings are in today's world of 
inflation. As a bonus, there is a cultural 
cohesion, holding whole neighborhoods together. 
For example, the families of Elsmere Park have 
recently come together to propose their entire 
cul-de-sac for the National Register. 

Meanwhile major individual buildings in Lexingto 
are being restored. The Lexington Center Corpo­
ration has recently completed restoration of the 
Opera House. The Mary Todd Lincoln House is in 
the process of being restored by the Kentucky 
Mansions Preservation Foundation, using State 
and private funds, with a budget of $500,000, 
Including the parking area. 

Historic Areas Surround the Downtown 

The growth of Lexington has been radial, par­
ticularly to the southeast. Consequently the 
older areas are adjacent to Downtown as the 
accompanying sketch maps show. 

At one time all of the streets adjacent to 
Main were fully developed as residential struc­
tures. Cross streets, lined with shade trees, 
led into the Downtown. Over the years many of 
these old buildings have been demolished for 
one reason or another, but a sufficient number 
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remain for the Downtown to Inherit a tradition 
of density, scale, and qualities of urban 
living on which to base future development. 

The recent establishment of the Urban Service 
Area has done much to prevent the "leap­
frogging" practices of suburban developers 
thrusting out into valuable agricultural 
country. Consequently all new development in 
Lexington is being forced to use fill-in 
vacant land within the sejffilce area, or to 
develop vacant land in hi^Sjric districts. 

The sensitivity of the Board of Architectural 
Review is therefore critical, and the recom­
mendations of the Historic Commission and the 
Blue Grass Trust are also crucial. 

At the same time, the city must support the 
Urban Service Area concept by adopting a Crowth 
Management policy for the entire Urban Service 
Area based on a comprehensive planning process 
which properly interrelates densities and 
mikes of uses with their impact on traffic, 
services, sewers, and waste disposal. 

The Character of Lexington's Neighborhoods 

In most major cities neighborhoods are defined 
by ethnic patterns, the semrice areas of 
elementary schools, and by major topographic 
or man-made configurations (valleys, highways, 
railroads). 

Lexington's neighborhoods are not like this. 
Although the Board of Education has built three 
new schools (Russell, Johnson and Lexington), 
and completely rebuilt three others (Harrison, 
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Maxwell and Ashland), it seems that these 
schools are not the focus of neighborhood 
identity. 

Lexington's neighborhoods are much smaller. In 
their smallest dimension, they are block clubs, 
such as Fayette Park or Elsmere Park. In their 
larger dimension they are residential areas 
which have an architectural and/or income scale 
or ethnic character in common, for example the 
•blocks of "shotgun" plan houses, Irishtown at 
Davis Bottom, or the Fifth Street black com­
munity. 

In consequence, the task of preservationists Is 
made a lot easier. It is possible for groups 
of families on an antebellum block, such as East 
Second Street, to work comprehensively together. 
Similarly, the Historic Commission can work to 
promote a new sense of identity in a historic 
district, such as Mill Street, on a block by 
block basis. 

Architects and developers in turn are able to 
address the problem of infsEWL housing with a 
very clear heritage of scale, set backs, 
materials, and even plan forms. Processes for 
Haaltizen participation are rewarding at th^a| 
scale because goals and issues can be dis­
cussed and resolved between citizens, developers 
and local government atMLevels of detail 
unusual in normal planning circumstances. 

Lexington is fortunate to have this advantage, 
and developers and planners should make the 
fullest possible use of the human resources and 
concern of the citizens. 

Urban Design Residential Types for Downtown, 
Based On Heritage 

The R/UDAT team projects a growth of 20,000 to 
25,000 units of housing in the Lexington-
Fayette County service area by 1990. 

Properly marketed with proper promotion, there 
is no doubt that the Downtown area could attract 
at least 1,000 units, or more, during the same 
time span. As we have said, the central areas 
are surrounded by historic heritage. The scales 
of these streets are extremely delicate, and 
every effort must be made to insulate them from 
high density Downtown development, whether in the 
form of commercial and office blocks or high 
density housing. 

The R/UDAT team therefore recommends at least 
five categories of scale to respond to the 
sharp contrast which occurs within three blocks 
on either side of Main Street, between high 
density high-rise offices and Antebellum his­
toric houses. 

The R/UDAT team recommends the construction, 
during the next five years, of two high-rise 
apartment towers; one, containing market apart­
ments and/or condominiums; the other exclu- . 
sively elderly, with a mix of market and sub­
sidized rental for low and moderate income 
families. 

Several of the fine Historic commercial build­
ings on Main Street, including the two cast 
iron front buildings, contain large square 
footage of vacant space on the upper floors. 
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R/UDAT recommends a variety of programs to 
encourage a diversity of uses in these floors 
above small-scale quality shops. Among the 
uses recommended in buildings of suitable plan 
shape is apartment housing. 

On the edge of Downtown, particularly to the 
south, where there has been urban renewal 
clearance, RUDAT recommends new multi-family 
housing developments in the form of townhouses 
and duplexes. These should be designed as 
modern units, but using the vernacular of scales, 
materials, and elevational forms of the tradi­
tional environment as points of design departure. 

R/UDAT encourages the work of the Blue Grass 
Trust and the Historic Commission in helping new 
owners to restore houses in historic streets. 
However, present efforts in this regard could 
be meaningfully expanded by the establishment 
of a revolving fund, possibly in the form of 
an outright grant from the city's Community 
Development budget line. This will be dis­
cussed in the later section of the report which 
details either method of implementation. 

Great care must be taken to provide a respon­
sive relocation plan for families, particularly 
renters, whose houses are sold by absentee 
landlords in response to the escalating market 
for historic homes. 

The Downtown Development Commission, the Historic 
Commission, or some other suitable agency should 
have subsidy funds available to them, perhaps 
also from the city's Community Development line, 
to enable the present renters to exercise the 
option to buy and renovate the homes they live 

in now, at a suitably less-than-market interest 
rate. 

This is particularly important, as R/UDAT fore­
sees that the next wave of restoration may well 
concern itself with some of the blocks of 
"shotgun" frame houses still occupied by low 
income renters. 

R/UDAT urges that low income citizens be 
involved in planning and design processes for 
relocation and the construction of new 
housing, in the same way, and with the same 
sensitivity, in which citizens in other income 
brackets are presently being involved. There 
is no reason for architects and planners to 
assume that they know what is best for their 
consumers. Indeed, the history of public 
housing subsidy programs strongly indicates 
the contrary. And planner and architects who 
involve citizens will be surprised at the 
depth of cultural and social cohesion which 
not only exists in low-income communities but 
which is capable of basically affecting 
design. 
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DOWNTOWN URBAN DESIGN The Downtown Neighborhood: Urban Options 

Until the mid-sixties, Lexington Downtown was 
the commercial hub of its seventeen county 
region. 

The construction of New Circle Road, accom­
panied by suburban expansion and new shopping -
centers, has caused a sharp decline in the 
central a^&s. 

In spite of considerable investment in the Down­
town in new office buildings, several of the 
older buildings are vacant. Others are under­
utilized, particularly their upper floors. Yet 
others, especially those owned in trust, are 
decaying. There are many cleared sites for 
which there are presenlalw no plans for develop­
ment . 

Many striking efforts to improve Downtown have 
been made in recent years. Some of these are 
large investments, such as the new bank build­
ings, the Civic Convention Center, the magnifi­
cently refurbished Opera House, and the land­
scaping of Main and Vine Streets. 

Nevertheless, perceptions of the Downtown by 
many people who live in Lexington, particularly 
suburbanites, do not help itMthe CBD's 
recovery. Families living outside the core 
area are anti-Downtown. Few housewives shop 
there. Dominant perceptions are that the 
Downtown is dirty, decaying and unsafe. 

Women, we have been told repeatedly, are afraid 
to use the parking areas, especially after dark 
when these areas are dimly lit. Complaints 
include inadequate police protection against 
molestation and purse-snatching. Other com­
plaints include inadequate public transit, 
poor route planning, and the charge for parking. 

in contrast with the free and secure parking 
to be found at the shopping centers. 

The University of Kentucky owns 700 acres with­
in three blocks of Main Street. It has 23,000 
students, 25% of whom are housed on the campus; 
and it has 7,000 faculty and staff. Yet its 
impact on Downtown is minimal. 

Most of the students who do not live on campus 
find off-campus accommodation in beltway loca­
tions. They shop in shopping centers, or at 
Chevy Chase, not in the Downtown. The Univer­
sity owns or controls much of the acreage 
adjacent to the campus, thus preventing 
developers from building housing or commercial 
facilities close to the campus. 

The University locates none of its academic 
facilities in the Downtown area. Indeed it 
conducts few of its activities off-campus. 
Many University facilities and programs have 
significance to the citizens as well as stu­
dents, but few of these are located in off-
campus situations. 

A prime example of the failure of the city and 
the University ot get togehter on planning and 
cultural issues of mutual concern is the new 
University art gallery and auditorium. For 
some years citizens have held meetings in an 
effort to launch a Lexington Museum and Art 
Gallery. The city has talked of phasing out the 
old Courthouse, thus making it available for 
such purpose. It appears that the University 
did not formally participate in these meetings, 
nor did it include t&k citizens who were 
working for the city museum in its planning 
for the University art gallery. It is R/UDAT*s 



understanding that both sides moved forward 
independently of each other. As a result the 
university's art gallery and auditorium will be 
built on the site of its recently demolished 
stadium; and meanwhile the city, through the 
Lexington Center Corporation, has completely 
rehabilitated the Opera House. Consequen^^H 
there are two aiSSfftoria, where only one would 
have been needed, and the art gallery will be 
built on a site se\^gal blocks from the 
Downtown-. 

In spite of the considerable assets of the 
new buildings, clearly this is no time for 
complacency. The new Downtown Developments 
Commission has an important and cha™.enging 
task ahead of it. 

Not least among its challenges, ironically, is 
the new Civic Convention Cent̂ ffi, with its 
70,000 square feet of new commercial space. 

Without doubt the Convention Center will attract 
large numbers of people to the Downtown. Rut 
will they leave the Center, with its air-
conditioned shopping mall, to patronize Main 
Street? 

The R/UDAT Team believes that the Downtown will 
survive only if steps are taken to make it a 
special place. ButTOL must be a special place 
in its own right, rather than in competition 
with the shopping centers on the beltway or 
the shopping mall in the Convention Center. 

•The critical question is whether the Downtown 
can optimize on its assets. 



The Downtown's Historic Heritage 

Like its adjacent residential areas, the Down­
town has a considerable historic architectural 
heritage. There are several fine buildings, 
including the Courthouse, the Opera House, 
several fine churches, two cast-iron fronts 
(including one which is now on the National 
Register of Historic Places), and the old jail. 

But also like the adjacent areas, its arcl^^H 
tectural heritage lies as much in. its sequences 
of old buildings as it is in. theigLndividual 
structures. These buildings, along Main 
Street and around the Cheapside Park, have an 
architectural chara^ger and ^Enan scale, par­
ticularly at pedestrian level, and a richness 
of form and vocabulary, which shopping centers 
simply cannot match. 

Part of the purpose of the R/UDAT recommenda­
tions is to show how these assets can be 
turned to account without the expenditures of 
huge sums of public money. 
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The construction of s e Civic Convention Center 
(Lexington Center) with its 70,000 square feet 
of air-condBHioned commercial space, its 377 
room hotel, and its massive parking areas, 
threaten to shift the center of gravity of Main 
Street'. 

This tendency will be given further, impetus by 
the proposed construction of a new 20-story 
bank and office structure on Broadway and Vine. 

The R/UDAT Team is of the opinion that a com­
parable "anchor" must be built at the opposite 
end of Main Street. The Team recommends that a 
major Government Center be considered for this 
location. 

At the present time many government agencies 
are dispersed in locations throughout the metro­
politan region. 

Several of these are arbitrarily located, more 
in response to space or site availability than 
to consumer need or convenience. In many 
instances the public, particularly the elderly 
or people of low or moderate incomes, have 
difficulty in reaching them by public transit. 

The R/UDAT Team recommends bringing as many 
of these public agencies as possible into one 
complex in the central areas. This would have 
several advantages. 

The complex could be reached easily from all 
directions by transit as well as by automobile, 
since it would be at the focal point of the 
city's radial highway system. 
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Since the complex would house many agencies it 
would be possible for the public to do business 
with more than one agency during a single visit 

Among these agencies the R/UDAT Team urges the 
location of the Health Clinic in this central 
complex instead of its presently proposed loca­
tion on Broadway. 

Interrelating government departments would be 
improved. Capital and operating economics 
would result from combining facilities, such 
as heating, food services, storage, computing, 
maintenance, and other services. 

The Government Center and the Civic Convention 
Center would be linked by a bus loop on which 
transit vehicles would circulate continuously 
at five minute headways. 

In addition there would be an outer town lane 
loop. The primary goal is to get traffic to 
and from the two nodal complexes. 

The success of Downtown depends very much on 
the future success of Main Street. The 
R/UDAT Team encourages the rehabilitation and 
recyling of existing structures, reinforced 
with new buildings which do not violate the 
heritage of historic scale and vernaculars. 

As already Indicated in this report, the 
R/UDAT Team also strongly endorses the relation 
of Main Street to the adjacent historic resi­
dential areas. This would be done by land­
scaping the cross-streets, and making them 
convenient and exciting for pedestrians to use. 
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HEALTH 
County Health Dept, Animal Control 

EDUCATION 
Admin. Offices, Cont. Education 

SOCIAL SERVICES 
Public Assist, Personal Services 

ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 
Unemployment, Welfare Services 

PUBLIC SAFETY 
Fire & Emergency, Civil Defense 

JUSTICE 
Courts, Police, Legal Assistance 

PARKS & RECREATION 
Admin. Offices, Programs, Maintenance 

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 
Lextran Admin, Garage & Maintenance 

PUBLIC WORKS 
Sanitation, Sewage Treatment, Roads 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
Planning, Urban Renewal, Housing etc. 

GENERAL ADMINISTRATION 
General & Regulatory, Public Records 

LIBRARIES 
Admin. Offices, Main Circulation 

DETENTION CENTERS 
Child & Adult 
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Main Street and Vine Street, in this R/UDAT 
proposal, would be restricted to bus traffic, 
drop-off traffic, and to pedestrians. As 
shown in a later illustration, these streets 
would have broadened sidewalks which would be 
heavily landscaped with trees. 

Automobile traffic would use Short Street and 
High Street, New parking strucutres would be 
located at convenient positions along these 
streets on the in-town side. 

As shown in the next sequence of illustrations, 
these parking structures would not house auto­
mobiles alone, but would be multi-usage 
structures. 
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The drawings on this page illustrate the R/UDAT 
concept for parking structures off High Street 
and Short Street. 

The parking decks would be on the Short or 
High Street side of the complex. On the Main 
or Vine Street side there would be a lobby for 
buses and a waiting room, 

On the second floor, a commercial use, such as 
a restaurant, offices, or a shop would be 
located. 
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Outside the lobby on Main Street or Vine 
Street. The upper floors of older buildings 
are rehabilitated as apartment house or 
offices. 

The R/UDAT Team recommends the Board of Educa­
tion, the University of Kentucky, and Transyl­
vania University to consider converting some 
upper floor space on Vine and/or Main for 
Downtown outreach program. Adjacent buildings 
should be investigated to see whether their 
upper floors could be linked internally, thus 
providing horj^tatal space without interrupting 
^ ^ S integrity of the hj^eoric facades. 

New buildings may be introduced, but care should 
be taken to accord with historic scales, eave 
and sill lines, and materials. 
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On the nexl: page m | general view of 
Main Street: showing how the vestibule and 
the upper comiuerciai floor of a parking 
structure can he integrated into the 
historic street. 

Consideration should be gi\»sh to studios and 
workshops for artists and craftsmen, possibly 
under the auspices of a local foundation or 
non-profit arts corporation. 

Main Street and Vine Street should also be 
considered as the site for frequent seasonal 
festivals in both summer and winter. Flea 
markets, vegetable markets, and antique shows 
can be held weekly throughout the summer in 
the open air. 

Special festivals and parades devoted to horse 
racing, the tobacco harvesj^^^Biversity com­
mencements, and other annual events co^KJ be 
held. Special events for children such as 
puppet shows, clowns, street liKjater, art 
carts, and dancing could be arranged. 

Restaurants should be encouraged to set out 
tables and umbrellas on the broad tree-
shaded sidewalks in the summer. Merchants 
^Hjld also have tree-standing glass display • 
cases on the sidewalks also. 

This is a general view of Main Street, showing 
how the vestibule and the upper commercial 
floor of a parking structure can be integrated 
into the historic street. 

If Main Street is to survive, R/UDAT believes 
that its shops should be quality and specialist. 
A pdestrian route and bikeway should link Main 
and Vine with the University of Kentucky at 
the site of the new Art Museum, and the Main 
Street and Vine Street stores should include 
shops with university appeal, such as young 
men's and women's clothes, bookshops, sporting 
goods, and arts and crafts. 
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LEXINGTON CENTER PARKING RESOURCES 

Parking for most events is provided adjacent to 
the Civic Center in 3500 new parking structure 
spaces. Extraordinary events that attract' 
larger crowds are accommodated by utilizing 
satellite parking facilities such as the 
University stadium and providing shuttle ser­
vice connections. 
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LEXINGTON CENTER - AUTOMOBILE TRAFFIC 

Redesign of Newtown Pike and extension of this 
primary access highway are required to serve 
future parking. Primary access from the south 
may be satisfied with a road alignment adjacent 
to the railroad to cause minimum disruption to 
South Hill houses. 

MAW -enfs.y-

VMj£.'Smeep 

g irm LIMtSTDAJS 

'CM 

51 



immw C0$e& fidpL-

2 o o / Lfil/eL.. - (oco 
*> ftelcuO ItoW. 

2. PAMP UfESf-^ tejf. 

rioo) Lax&~~ •- 1000 
3 teUw) izoAb. 

LEXINGTON CENTER - PARKING 

Parking is provided west of the Civic. Center In 
multi-level structures that utilize the railroad 
right-of-way. To the south parking is accom­
modated in a low structure built on land that 
has already been cleared. The roof of this 
structure is designed as a park-like plaza thai: 
connects the south side community to the Civic 
Center. Only selective clearing occurs in the 
rest of the area presently slated for roncwa3ji§g| 
and a mosaic of varied new housing typ€g|l||Pg 
added to restore this old neighborhood. 
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LEXINGTON CENTER - PARK/PARKING ENTRY 
View from Civic Center toward plaza roof 
of parking structure on South Hill 
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LEXINGTON CENTER PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY AT WEST 
HIGH STREET 

Intermediate level promenade along High Street 
links west parking structure with Civic Center 
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OPEN SPACE 

Purpose. 

iK® organize Lhe vj.st.ia I. environment for coherence, 
orietation and pleasure. 

Philosophy 

By conscious mid sensitive design, al]]Bf the 
public open spaces of tlie (fflhy sl̂ Blcl be attrac­
tive and funcl^onal to reinforce the desire of 
people to g^Sthere to live, sllfflj, be entertained, 
and obtainMServJIBBS. Thisjgls accomplished by 
sensitive design of new building exteriors and 
use of lnnteriajSgjf̂ speclnl.Ly water and trees. 
High branched tree canopies to swide paved 
areas wflJEh bencheB should dominate the public 
areas, A.11 city streets should be lined with 
deciduous trees pJ anted clcBte enough to pro­
vide continuity. Where buildfiurs are taller 
than two stories, the trees create an intricate 
aracde that preserve the pedetrian scale of 
the street. 

Class!Cleation 

All open spaces, whether functJonMLly conceived, 
esthetical ly deslraned, or simply leEt ovex", 
should be incorporated into an organized system. 
This would include blkeways, xSLkwnys, and roads 
in addition'to pjEzas, parks and recreational 
spaces. The visual organization is accom­
plished in a major way by trees, and in a 
secondary way by paving materiffls, street furni­
ture, fountains and other Khdscape details. 

Design Ctlippp^B 

The first step inhri.nging about an integrated 
and visually coherent Downtown by open space 
design is to efitaSBLish a set of criteria. 

These should specify objectives in a way that 
is concrete but allows sufficient flexibility 
to meet varying site cKditions. The criteria 
should include: qiHiitative and quantitative 
standards for building, siting, paving, planting 
drainage, gr^Kng, street furniture, roads, 
walkways, sitting areas and bikeways. 

; They should require that both the siting and 
design of new buildings respect the intricate 
scale of the older building facades. Where 
monumental buildings .are required, design of 
the surrounding landscape should receive manda­
tory special attention and assurance that there 
is an adequate budget to complete theiSailding 
at street level by making necessary transitions 
with trees and other element^^H 

First SectBity Bank Building is an example of 
a new tall building that is.clumsy in the way 
it meets -the ground, damaging the scale of the 
pedestrian environment. 

The triangular space in front of the new Civic 
Center Building should have been designed with 
and Included as part of the new building con­
struction. The critical function of this open 
space is to create forecourt entryway to the 
auditorium that is complementary in scale and 
detail. The design and siting of this new 
building leaves nearly an acre of barren unfin­
ished entry space that is likely never to be 
appropriately developed because of the diffi­
culty financing construction of a large plaza 
as an independent project. 
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Tree Pat tern 

The s ingle most efficacious way to improve the 
physical environment of Downtown would be to 
plant large deciduous t rees not more than 30 f t . 
apar t on both sides of every s t r e e t . This 
would improve the s ca l e , modify the cl imate, and 
create ajmarabesque of l igh t pa t terns on the 
paving and building wa l l s . Despite the^p3 
obvious bene f i t s , the Downtown area « s ve*^3B|lpK 
s t r e e t t r e e s . This i s especia l ly evident in 
views of the c i ty from the a i r . The co^^^^^B 
with the sl^raed, t ree- l ined s t r e e t s of the sur­
rounding areas i s dramatic. 
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MECHANISMS *n the past decide Lexington lias utilized a wide 
range of development tools and orgcinizations to 
further the growth of the Downtown area. Given 
this past experience the City of Lexington has 
made great strides in promoting Downtown develop­
ment while preserving much of its historic fabric. 
The achievement of future deveiopiTBant goals and 
sensible growth will largely depend on the City's 
willingness to innovate in J.ts planning mid ' 
development processes and in the financing of 
public improvements. 

The termination of the City's Urban Renewal 
Agency as well as the Federal Government's new 
methods of financing community renewal programs 
indicates that new development cRl improvement 
vehicles are IReded to continue the redevelop­
ment procesi|B Lexington needs a Local Develop­
ment Authority,organized persuant to existing 
Kentucky legislation, to serve Urban County-wide 
needs and to promote the development of housing, 
light industrial, research, commercial, office 
and retail space. 

Recent state enabling legislation permitting the 
establishment of a local parking authorities is 
most useful,particulrly given the specific parking 
proposals included in this Report. However, a 
Parking Authority, if created, should not limit 
itself simply to parking issues but should more 
correctly be concerned witli the full range of 
transit, access and parking issues and needs. A 
wasteful and uncoordinated parking system will 
likely result if parking facilities are not fully 
integrated and coordinated with the full range 
of transportation policies. 

The Downtown Development Commission was 
recently formed by the Urban County Government 
to promote responsible Downtown development 
within the context of total Urban Service Area 
goals and objectives. As a new organization, 
the Commission is now attempting to define 
both its role and authority in the Downtown 
development process. Despite its having been 
created by the Urban County Government, the 
Commission has no official governmental or 
quasi-governmental functions at present. 

Recognizing the important role that the Down­
town Development Commission must play in the 
future development of Downtown, certain funda­
mental structural considerations should be 
considered in terms of the long range needs of 
Downtown. 

An alternative organizational structure based 
on the Non-Profit Public Corporation model may 
offer benefits over the Downtown Development 
Commission's present structure. Such a cor­
poration could be formed by the major business , 
commercial, financial and property interests 
of the Downtown Community. While this approach 
would sever the direct connection with the 
Urban County Government presently enjoyed by 
the Downtown Development Commission, it would 
permit the new entity (the Downtown Develop­
ment Corporation) to develop as a true advocate 
of the Downtown's business community's point 
of view. While formal connection with the gov­
ernment would be ended, a number of working or 
contractual relationships could be fostered in 
the mutual interest of both parties. 



The specific goals and objectives of the corpor­
ation require careful consideration. However, 
several basic objectives would appear essential. 
The Corporation should develop an action agenda 
for the Downtown area expressed as a 5 to 10 year 
capital improvement i>lnn and proffiam requiring 
both public and private funding. The corporation 
shooro then affl as a catalyst to promote this 
program to thdmleneral public and to secure the 
funds from a variety of sources including the 
Urban County, State and Federal governments, and 
grants from private individuals, corporations, 
institutions, foundations and local capital 
sources. The corporation might have the authority 
to own and operate property; and coordinate 
or operate, as fiuwylng permits, a variety of 
Downtown improvement programs. 

Promotion of the Downtown would be a central 
feature of the corporation's function. Promotion 
should be designed to attract new commercial and 
residential development and also to encourage the 
rehabilitation of existing Downtown buildings. 

As a broad range of possible vehicles are clearly 
available for Downtown development, a corres­
pondingly broad grouping of financing options 
could be utilized. Recent enactment of Tax 
Increment Bond enabling legislation by the 
Kentucky Legislature gives the Urban County 
Government a powerful and sensitive tool to 
finance a variety of public improvement projects 
for well defined and feasible development pro­
grams. Lexington's.past experience with revenue 
bonds in financing certain urban renewal improve­
ments (revenue from the occupational license 
taxes in the Downtown renewal area was pledged 
to retire the bonds) suggests that this mechanism 
could be effiectlvely used for a variety of 

additional Main Street renovation, capital 
improvement and loan programs. 

A series of tax incentive programs to promote 
rehabilitation of property not only in the Down­
town area but also throughout the City may be 
desirable. As this may require State enabling 
legislation, the subject should be thoroughly 
researched at an early date. 

A fully consolidated performance budgeting system 
for all capital projects is clearly needed on 
Urban County level. This would provide a clear 
framework for relating county-wide short and 
long range physical plans, transportation plans 
and redevelopment plans. Such a budgeting 
process would also be Invaluable to the promo­
tion of county-wide growth control programs by 
relating land development decisions to the 
availability of necessary public services. 

"Grantmanship" - the art of tapping Federal and 
State categorical grants is an effective method 
to secure needed funds for a variety of public 
programs and improvements. The Urban County 
Government, should, agressively persue these funds 
through Its elected officials as well as staff 
connections with the appropriate agencies. A 
number of existing categorical programs at the 
federal level seem excellent sources of badly 
needed funds, including the Economic Develop­
ment Assistance Program from the Department of 
Commerce for Downtown retail core improvements, 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration Grants 
to fund crime prevention programs, and Demon­
stration Grant Funds from a number of Federal 
sources to provide special transit grants. 
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