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Meeting Summary: Residential Parking Working Group ARERLESTON

Meeting Ten

Meeting Date/Time: Wednesday, February 22nd, 2017, 7:00 PM — 10:00
PM

Meeting Location: Courthouse Plaza (2100 Clarendon Blvd.),
Cherry/Dogwood Conference Rooms

Attendees: James Schroll, Benjamin Spiritos, Michael Perkins, Michelle Winters, Robert Mandle,
Gabriel Thoumi, Dennis Gerrity, Paul Browne, Sally J. Duran from the Working Group and Stephen
Crim, Bridget Obikoya, Russell Schroeder, Melissa McMahon and Susan Bell from staff.

Meeting Notes

Chair James Schroll opened the meeting with a review of the agenda and the desired outcomes from
the meeting, including a discussion of the elements to be included in the Working Group Report. He
then turned the meeting over to Stephen Crim, Staff liaison, to lead the discussion of potential policy
strategies.

Stephen reviewed the items from he would be covering in his presentation and briefly reviewed the
responses to questions from the previous meeting. Regarding the cost of bike parking, Ben Spiritos
indicated that it's mostly an opportunity cost in that it depends on where it is located in the garage, and
what other requirements such as showers and lockers, go with it. He noted that you can’t substitute
bike parking for retail, for example. Dan Van Pelt agreed to check with NAIOP members to see if they
have specifics on costs.

Stephen then asked Russell Schroeder of the CPHD Housing Division to summarize the February 13
Developer Focus Group conducted by the Housing staff. Russell indicated that representatives of the
affordable housing non-profits agreed that reduced parking may help with project costs. There was
consensus that parking demand is less in affordable housing and therefore the parking requirement
should be reduced below market unit parking requirements. Participants supported parking ratios based
on the percent of Area Median Income (AMI) of the affordable units. For example, units for households
earning 60% AMI would have a higher parking requirement than those at a lower percent of AMI. There
was acknowledgement that a very low ratio was needed to make 40 percent AMI units possible from a
financial perspective since these units already require deep subsidy. The group did not support a
reduction for permanent supportive housing units as residents require ongoing supportive services and
the parking would be needed for those service providers.

Stephen then reviewed the two ways that the Working Group could incorporate Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) into their recommendations:

1. Credit for parking spaces (i.e. x car share spaces =y parking spaces). This approach makes living
without owninga car attractive.
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2. Site Plan Condition applied to projects providing parking at ratios above and below specified
thresholds to mitigate the impacts of less parking and more parking than the threshold. This
approach makes living without usinga car attractive.

Stephen reviewed possible credits for parking spaces (#1, above) using bicycle parking and bike share,
describing the ratios used in Portland and San Francisco. He suggested a possible ratio of 10 bike spaces
achieves a credit of two car spaces. Stephen then reviewed how car share spaces could be used to
achieve credit parking spaces. The ratios used in other communities range from one car share space for
five car spaces (Denver) to 1 car share space for one car space (San Francisco). Seattle was the only city
with a required service agreement. Stephen suggested the group consider a possible credit of one car
share space for three — five car spaces, plus at least a three year service agreement. Capital and
operating costs for bike share stations vary with the number of docks; suggested reductions range from
two car spaces for 11 docks to four car spaces for 19 docks.

The Working Group then discussed how to handle projects with parking ratios above a specified
threshold; base TDM would be required up to that threshold. Options included:

I apayment to the County for Countywide TDM services;

I on-going direct subsidy to residents which could include car-share fee credit, transit fares, bile
supplies/insurance; or

I trip generation performance standard which would allow the property to choose the
measures to achieve trip generation below a certain threshold.

Several members of the Working Group discussed what the threshold should be. There was some
support for a threshold above the Zoning Ordinance ratio of 1.125 spaces per unit. Others suggested a
threshold of 50 percent above the ratio. Rob Mandle noted that the Chamber of Commerce did not
support any kind of additional TDM requirement. The group discussed a possible payment but did not
conclude what a fee should be. Staff was asked to look into the number of projects approved at a ratio
above 1.125 spaces per unit and above 1 space per unit. There was some concern that a too low
threshold could discourage construction of condos which tend to provide more parking per unit. Other
members were concerned that the threshold would be hard on families in multi-family units.

Susan Bell then reviewed how an off-site shared parking proposal might be structured and conditioned
in a site plan approval. She described the model developed in 2005 by the Urban Land Institute as one
that could be used. The working Group discussed a number of elements of a proposal:

how and where to measure the distance from the property to the location of the off-site
parking (i.e. straight line, property line to property line, entrance to entrance, along walking
path)

9 how property owners would document that spaces are available to be shared with another
property

9 acceptable distance and walking environment to the off-site shared parking

9 length of the off-site agreement
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Working Group members asked about several specific site plans and discussed options for the length of
the agreement noting that the public would be concerned if the term was too short. There was general
agreement that 10 years was reasonable. Melissa McMahon raised a number of questions about how
such an agreement would be approved and modified. The Chair asked that the proposal be developed
further, including examples of how it would be applied, the process for approval and associated fees
for discussion at the February 28 meeting.

Relief for small sites was discussed next. Considerations included both rectangular and irregular
shaped sites as well as those with encumbrances such as Metrorail tunnels, major utilities or other
infrastructure, soil type (bedrock), and public rights-of-way or easements. Stephen shared examples of
several existing projects on small or unusual-shaped sites, reviewing the site dimensions, garage levels
and how the parking was provided. The Working Group then discussed whether some relief was
reasonable for these conditions and issues contributing to efficient or ideal garage situations. The
group discussed looking at the square feet per parking space as a way of getting to efficiency but did
not reach a conclusion.

Stephen reviewed how these policies might affect each other when applied to projects. He reviewed
the transit overlay concept options of distance to Metro vs Metro Station Area boundaries. The
distance to Metro option allows for ratios to be adjusted based on distance; the Metro Station Area
option allows for the minimum ratios to be defined by location. Reductions for affordable housing
could be applied in either case.

The Chair provided a draft outline of the Working Group Report and asked members to identify any
missing topics.

Next Meeting

Chair James Schroll closed the meeting and reminded everyone about the final meeting on
Wednesday, February 28 at 7 PM at the Navy League Building, Lobby Level conference room,
2300 Clarendon Boulevard.
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Presentations

s

HOUSEKEEPING ITEM

Using SharePoint to provide background materials in Word format.

RESIDENTIAL PARKING WORKING GROUP MEETING
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RESIDENTIAL PARKING WORKING GROUP MEETING

More in-depth answers are provided in the Meeting Ten Read-Ahead.
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https://arlingtonva.s3.dualstack.us-east-1.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/sites/5/2016/09/handout_workinggroup_meetingten.pdf

SELECTED QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

How much does 10 bike parking Staff does not have cost estimates at this time. We
spaces cost or what is a unit cost for ask that any members of the Working Group with
bike parking that we can compare to knowledge of these costs to bring information.
vehicle parking cost?

Do we have an idea of the cost of a No; we ask that representatives enquire about this
developerpaid revenueguarantee for with colleagues. However, regulations in Vancouve

car sharing? Canada may provide gui
car sharing service guarantee.

What were the tripperformance Developer agreed to monitor grocery store trips fol

standards in the Mazda Site [SP440] 2 years. If the share of trips is above 50%, then

approval? mitigation measures will be required.

RESIDENTIAL PARKING WORKING GROUP MEETING

We will address bikeshare later in tonight’s presentation
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RESIDENTIAL PARKING WORKING GROUP MEETING

MATERIAL COVERED AND MAJOR TAKEAWAYS

Focus on Affordable Housing Proposals

* Income and Affordability Parking Data

* Proposed Parking Ratio Ranges for Affordable Housing
* Analysis of Scenarios

* Overall affirmation/support for proposed ratios
* Lower ratio needed to make 40% AMI units viabl

(¢

RESIDENTIAL PARKING WORKING GROUP MEETING
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RESIDENTIAL PARKING WORKING GROUP MEETING

Based primarily on peer cities and other precedent.
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REMEMBER: TWO WAYS TO INCORPORATE TDN
INTO WORKING RECOMMENDED POLICY

CONDITION FOR

PROJECTS WITH RATIOS
CREDIT FOR PARKING ABOVE AND BELOW
SPACES CERTAIN THRESHOLDS

Less Between(x) and | Greater
— than () |(y) than (y)
Required| | Required
Makes Living withoutOwning Makes Living withoutJsing
a Car Attractive a Car Attractive

RESIDENTIAL PARKING WORKING GROUP MEETIN
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CREDIT FOR PARKING SPACES: BICYCLE
PARKING (AND BIKE SHARE)

City Policy (bike/bikeshare spaces : car spaces)

BicycleParking
Portland 5:1*
San Francisco [Number unclear]
Bike Share
Portland 15:3
Denver 5:1

*Capped at 25% of minimum spaces required

RESIDENTIAL PARKING WORKING GROUP MEETING
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POSSIBLE CREDIT FOR PARKING SPACES:
BICYCLE PARKING

== @Tzn‘»‘ =]

[ETT
T

10 bike spaces : 2 car spaces

For every 10 additional bike parking
spaces above the Site Plan minimum @
that required for LEED v4 could replacs
two vehicle parking spaces

Standard Site Plan 0.4 bike
spaces per unit requirement
remains (or increases)

RESIDENTIAL PARKING WORKING GROUP MEETING

* Ratio not yet set.

* Existing ratio of 1 per 2.5 residential units may still be too few. Working Group may
recommend an increase in this base ratio in order to re-calibrate the point after which
parking can be reduced.

* Recommends that any car parking space may be converted to additional bike parking space
through the administrative change process, within which staff’s primary role is to ensure that
bike parking provided in lieu of car parking meets the County’s then-standards for bicycle
facilities design and installation.
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POSSIBLE CREDIT FOR PARKING SPACES

CARSHARE _
1 dedicated space

+ [3+ years of service guarantee]

3 to 5 vehicle parking spaces

District of Columbia 2:3

San Francisco 1:1
Portland 1:2*
MontgomeryCounty 1:2
Denver 1:5%*

Seattle flogyes

*Capped at 25%
**Can be off-site within 1,500 feet
***Service agreement required.

RESIDENTIAL PARKING WORKING GROUP MEETING

Parking Condition Currently allows
Car-share spaces to count towards parking minimum

The Specific Ratio

 Staff is open to suggestion on the reasonable actual ratio

* According to the literature, traditional car-sharing service removes anywhere from 9-13
vehicles from the road, which would seem like a very aggressive substitution.

* The City of Vancouver started with a 1:3 ratio in 2005, increased it to a 1:5 ratio in 2009, and
requires several additional details to ensure the provision of services is supported.

For the Purposes of Oversupply

Car-share parking on the site not should not count toward a maximum either,as | ong as i
bei ng u ssehda(wbetd heeddtcebé monitored through the TDM for site plan

enforcement process).
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BIKESHARE SUPPORT COSTS AND POSSIBLE
REDUCTIONS

Station Size Equipmentand |Operating Costs* |Possible Parking

Installation Cost | Monthly (yearly) |Space Reduction

Station with bikes and $40,000 $1,200 ($14,400) 2
11 docks
Station with bikes and $50,000 $1,600 ($19,200) 3
15 docks
Station with bikes and $60,000 $2,100 ($25,200) 4
19 docks

*QOperating costs subject to increases up to 5% each year.

RESIDENTIAL PARKING WORKING GROUP MEETING

Residential Parking Working Group Meeting Ten Summary Page 13 of 29



POSSIBLE CONDITION FOR PROJECTS WITH
RATIOS ABOVE AND BELOW CERTAIN

THRESHOLDS
Le X) RatioBetween
(x) and (y)

Re

re

No additional TDM ovethe
base requirements for lower
ratios

uswa|dwi 01
Anaiyip Buisealou|

Residential Parking Working Group Meeting Ten Summary

Greater than 1.125 space/unit

Oneof the following

+ Additionaldirect paymentto the
County for Countywide TDM
services (on top of base
contribution).

+ Ongoing directsubsidy to
residents(car-share credit, transit
fares, bike supplies/bike
insurance)

+ Tripgeneration performance
standard. Property may do
anything it wishes to keemaily trip
generation below a set threshold.

RESIDENTIAL PARKING WORKING GROUP MEETING
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DISTANCES: WHAT IS “ADJACENT?”

Mo definition inthe zoning code.
Victona Transport Policy Institute®: 100 feet or less

TR, Dl 0rg T oy td e85

Residential Parking Working Group Meeting Ten Summary Page 15 of 29



WHAT DO ARLINGTON AND OTHER
COMMUNITIES USE AS DISTANCES?

Portland: 300 feet Two examples of site plans
. _ R that have boen approved with
Cambridge, MA- 400 feet (for ressdential; up to 25%) parking Across a street:
Bocston: 400 feet Verde Point
Arlington: in Zoning Ordinance 600 feet for most uses Market Comman at
or % mile for places of worshipwith a shuttle Uarendon

Distnct of Columbaa: GO0 feet

Redmond, WA 500 feet {can be more with approval)
Bellevue, WA 1.000 feet

Montgomery County. ¥ mile {1,320 feat)
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WALKING “LEVEL OF SERVICE™ FOR PARKING
FACILITIES

Better Warse

Walkmg Ermaronamernt

Clirnate Controlled 1,0 2.400 3.0 B,.200
Crutdoor Covarsed By 1,000 1,500 2,060
Ot dpor Uncovered A0 NN 1.200 1,600
Through Surface Lot 350 Fjiale 1,050 1,400
Inside Parking Facility S0 GO0 200 1,200

| Smith and Butches, 1894 wia Vickoria Transport Policy Instrwvte. Pardong Evaluatice,” T Enoyciopedia
VI recommeandag
maximum for

resigaential

Based on Mary S. Smith and T. A. Butcher (1994), “How Far Should Parkers Have to
Walk?” Parking Vol. 33, No 8, September.
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BLOCK LENGTHS IN THE METRO CORRIDORS
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POSSIBLE OFF-SITE SHARED POLICY

*  Upto 100% of all parking
+  Off-site no further than 600 or 8001t (straight-line distance)
+  Same ownership or leass/other agreement of 10+ years

| Corridor ___| 6001t 8001t

Rosslyn-Ballston 0.85 percent||a 0.96 percentia
Jefferson Davis 0.72 percentile 083 percentile

In order to get to 0.96 percentile of the blocks in the Jefferson Davis Corridor, the limit would need
to be 1,653 feet. Here, staff propose no limit to the off-site amount because of the obstacles that

are apparent in Arlington.

Residential Parking Working Group Meeting Ten Summary Page 19 of 29



o

& T
RESIODENTIAL PARKING WORKING GROUP WMEETING 10 r 1 I|
) !
S,

o

Residential Parking Working Group Meeting Ten Summary Page 20 of 29



A STARTING POINT FOR DEFINING o
SMALL/DIFFICULT SITES » Rectangular and lnegular

Shaped Sites with
120 feet »  Effective Width less

— than 120

,: « Effective Length k=ss
than 200
= Diher Comnditons

300 feet *  Metrorad
= — «  Sod ype{eE.,
bedrock)
Mapor Litilities and
Infrastniciae
= Pubsic RRght of Way or
gasement

120 fest

300 feet

"EnD Trareportation Foundation 1380,
Fariingl

Ill

sites. But it turns out

Staff started by looking at dimensional thresholds or requirements for “smal
that there are approved Site Plans out there that did not request parking relief even with sites
smaller than 300 feet x 120 feet.
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EXAMPLE: 2000 CLARENDON BLVD  Project details:

. +112 underground parking
A 52 { spaces (5 levels)
o VISP, *Provision of on-site
_ g : ‘ affordable housing
:

> ' Site Characteristics:

* Rectangular
Dimensions:

One example of a small site that has been approved.
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EXAMPLE: 2000 CLARENDON BLVD

Garage Plan

PR
5 e
SO TS

32 spaces on this level

.This is the plan for one level of the garage at 2000 Clarendon Blvd.

Residential Parking Working Group Meeting Ten Summary

Project details:

*112 underground
parking spaces (5
levels)

*Provision of on-site
affordable housing

Characteristics:
+ Rectangular

+  Dimensions:
90x120
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EXAMPLE: 2025 CLARENDON BLVD Prolect detalis:

12-story office tower 6,837
SF Ground-floor retall,

* 185,003 SF Office

* 237 underground parking
spaces (5 levels)

Site Characteristics:
+ Triangular site

+ Dimensions:
60x260x80x280
*  Metro Tunnel

Not a residential building, but a small site.
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EXAMPLE: 2025 Project details:
CLARENDON BLVD

-« 12-story office

; tower 6,837 SF

: Ground-floor retail,
+ 185,003 SF Office

12" rggularspap&f ' -+ 237 underground

7 "High Capacity 5 ; parking spaces (5

spaceson this _«1 » levels)

level e :
Triangular site

> Dimensions:
f 60x260x80x280

Metro Tunnel

The garage at 2025 Clarendon Boulevard.
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Project details:
EXAMPLE: 2401 WILSON BLVD Elght.atory, 91,000 SF
161-room hotel
* 1200 SF Ground-floor
. 80 pering spaces 2
. Managed Parking

-l
-‘.

Site Characteristics;

* Rectangular
*  Dimensions:
140x130

X

Again, not a residential building, but a small site that did not ask for relief from parking
requirements because of site size.
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1200 SF Ground-floor

restaurant

Eight-story, 91,000 SF
161-room hotel

80 parking spaces (2
Managed Parking

levels)

EXAMPLE 2401 WILSON BLVD

=

38 spaces on this level including 10 tandem spaces

.3?.,? “m@. ﬁr\.
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AT A GLANCE

Llescnphon Linmersamns Land L=a

standard Criteria

AU L el H‘t&mv

o DOx120 oo 90 units 112 5 levels
D025 Cladendon Office/Retal 185,000 Offios

Bl L BEOD Ratad . R
— gy D |l
AEETT s

Hll.llj 1S 1306140 H”"I"""' | ﬂﬂ;}gﬂml'“. (161 ifitwere (4 bovels iTR

1. I=it reasonabls for small sitesto excavate beyond 2 lewels? What is a reasonabde depth'?
2. Should cost factor into recommendations for small stes? If =0, how'?

RESIDEHNTIAL FARKING WORKING GECGUP MEETING 10

The examples of small sites shown together at a glance.

Residential Parking Working Group Meeting Ten Summary Page 28 of 29



o

- T
RESIDENTIAL PARAAEING WORKING GEDUP MEETING 10 r}E. II
5 ’
L r

I

Residential Parking Working Group Meeting Ten Summary Page 29 of 29



