Meeting Summary: Residential Parking Working
Group Meeting Three
Meeting Date/Time: Tuesday, October 18, 2016, 7:00 PM – 9:10 PM
Meeting Location: Azalea Conference Room, Courthouse Plaza (2100 Clarendon Blvd.)
Attendees: Benjamin Spiritos, James Schroll, Michael Perkins, Robert Mandle, Patrick Kenney, Terri Prell
on behalf of Dennis Gerrity, Daniel VanPelt, Paul Browne, Sally J Duran, Stephen Crim, Susan Bell,
Michael Cullen, Bridget Obikoya, Russell Schroeder, Jill Griffin, Melissa McMahon, Melissa Cohen, Lisa
Maher, Richard Hartman, Neal Kumar.

Meeting Notes
Parking and Housing Development
Michael Spotts of Enterprise Community Partners (and a resident of Arlington County) made a
presentation entitled “Parking and Housing Development” (see slides in the Presentations section
below). He described:




The findings of his research and the research of others on the relationship between parking and
housing, particularly the impact that it has on development costs as well as the effect that
parking construction has on housing affordability and equity.
His principles for equitable parking reform.

Mr. Spotts also briefly described some policy recommendations that make up a parking reform “toolkit.”
In discussing research, he highlighted the Enterprise/Urban Land Institute Report “Bending the Cost
Curve: Solutions to Expand the Supply of Affordable Rentals” and “Promoting Opportunity through
Equitable TOD,” as well as the other research that the authors of these two reports referenced.
Main takeaways from his presentation included:






Parking is expensive both in terms of direct construction costs. Surface parking also has
opportunity costs in that the same land could be put to more productive use.
Parking drives up housing costs.
Rules in the federal Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program (one of the main sources of
affordable-housing finding today) prevents developers who use that funding source from
charging fees for parking which makes it harder for developers to see a return on their
construction of that parking, whether residents use the parking or not.
Parking reform should include a focus on understanding parking demand, providing
transportation options in addition to driving personal cars, allowing for flexible parking policies,
and equally distributing the burden of parking policy.

Melissa Cohen with the Arlington’s Department of Community Planning and Housing Development then
provided the Working Group with an overview of affordable-housing finance in Arlington County and
how parking requirements impact housing development in Arlington. Her presentation:
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Introduced the basics of Arlington County’s affordable-housing development strategy.
o Arlington targets most of its affordable-housing development for households that make
60% of the “area median income” (or AMI) each year (for a family of four, 60% of AMI in
Arlington is about $65,000).
o Arlington’s primary source of financing is the Affordable Housing Investment Fund
(AHIF) program which provides “gap” financing or the financing that helps affordable
housing developers make up the difference between what construction will cost and
what commercial banks are willing to provide in loans.
o In addition to AHIF funding, affordable housing developers in Arlington compete for
LIHTC funding each year through a program run by the Commonwealth of Virginia.
Providing parking is expensive relative to the amount of money that Arlington usually loans to
developers through AHIF. The average loan is $85,000 per unit, while parking can be $35,000 to
$53,000 per space.
Melissa provided two hypothetical development scenarios for the same housing development
with different amounts of parking. Her scenarios showed how changes in the amount of parking
provided by a housing developer can have a substantive impact on project cost and the subsidy
that is necessary to make a project feasible.
Melissa finally shared images of a few recent affordable-housing buildings in Arlington that have
off-street garages along with the ratio of parking spaces per unit that the developers built.

Parking and Housing Development Q&A
Working Group Members had many questions for Michael Spotts, particularly his findings that lowincome households are generally less likely to own vehicles and use them than middle- and high-income
households. Michael Spotts and Working Group Members discussed many of the factors other than
income that can impact whether or not a household owns and uses a vehicle. Some of these other
factors include:




Access to frequent transit.
“Job sprawl” or the dispersion of workplaces within a region (which makes it harder to commute
by transit).
The work schedules of household members.

Site Plan 101
Michael Cullen of Arlington’s Department of Community Planning and Housing Development and Lisa
Maher with the Department of Environmental Services discussed the Site Plan development process for
Working Group members.
Michael’s presentation gave an overview of the legal underpinnings of the Site Plan process as well as
the whole review process from start to finish; Lisa Maher focused on the development process following
the Arlington County Board’s approval of a Site Plan. See their presentations below.

Site Plan 101 Q&A
Q: What things are considered related to Parking in Site Plan applications?
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A: Staff Look at the location of the site, TDM [transportation demand management] measures provided
as the ratio goes down based on previous policy and comfort level. A recent example is Met Park 6 (0.85
ratio) with enhanced TDM. Ever since the Commercial reduced parking policy, we've been doing reduced
residential parking ratio based on commercial policies. In order to support a reduced parking ratio,
developer needs to demonstrate parking demands and enhancements that are proposed matches the
reductions. As another example, the Mazda site has some parking access on Glebe Road - additional
measures were included in the conditions for performance monitoring.
Q: Is the TDM monitoring requirement new?
A: The monitoring requirement is not new, though it has evolved in recent years. TDM plans are
monitored after site completion. On-going support as staff for TDM; Periodic monitoring for trip
generation, mode split, data collection. Most project developments since 2010. Some were required
prior but not as effectively implemented. Now, conditions are explicit about what's required. Price caps
are also included to keep cost appropriate.
Q: How are parking management plans (PMPs) approved?
A: Advisory commissions do not necessarily get involved. PMPs are written for the post-occupancy
phase. The construction of parking is discussed with the commissions.

Review of Priorities and Values Discussed at Meeting Two
As a continuation of a discussion at Working Group Meeting Two Chair James Schroll led the Working
Group in a discussion of the Working Group’s guiding principles and priorities for crafting a
recommended policy. Staff provided a summary of the Meeting Two discussion for reference.
The Working Group intends to vote on guiding principles at Meeting Four (November 2nd) after speaking
with their respective groups and organizations. The next meeting is the last meeting before the
methodologies discussion.
The Working Group discussed two aspects of developing principles: the actual principles and the process
for selecting principles. The Working Group discussed ranking the categories of guiding principles, and
talked about converting the questions in the staff summary into statements. The group decided that
they should vote on principles with the understanding that the principles’ language will be modified for
completeness. There was also a decision to focus on the major principles and consolidate the longer list
in the summary from Meeting Two.
The Group also thought that it would be a good idea to see other Working Group Guiding Principles
(e.g., the Western Rosslyn Area Planning Study (WRAPS) and Fire Station 8) as examples.

Next Meeting
James Schroll reminded the Working Group that the next meeting will take place on Wednesday,
November 2nd from 7 PM to 9 PM in Room 913 of 2100 Clarendon Blvd.
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Presentations
Parking and Housing Development
Editors Note: Michael Spotts did not have a set of talking points that he could share for his presentation.
Therefore the notes accompanying his slides are minimal.
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Enterprise partnered with the Urban Land Institute (ULI). Interviewed over 200 people from the public
and private sector. The goal of the research was to determine what could make affordable housing
resources more effective and able to serve the greatest number of people.

Page 5 of 33

Research included extensive literature review. One example came from City of Chicago. That project
determined that in properties near rail service, the amount of parking provided was double the amount
used.
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Anecdotal evidence suggests that even after parking reductions, there may still be an excess of parking
supply. Strong Towns work mostly based on suburban parking lots.

When providing parking there are two costs: one is the direct cost of building it and the other is the
opportunity cost of building parking instead of another, more productive use. TDC = total development
cost [for housing]. In Vancouver parking can cost up to $50,000 per space. A “natural experiment”
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occurred in Los Angeles when it changed its zoning laws to reduce off-street parking requirements in
projects that reused existing, older buildings in the historic downtown. In the areas where these
requirements were reduced, more housing was built, and development projects were more common
than in areas where the requirements were not reduced.

Developers have to recoup the direct cost of building parking.
It’s important to note that there are some nuances to the car ownership habits of households living in
housing that is affordable. Most households do own cars because their work may not be suitable for
transit or other modes. However, low-income individuals make up most users of transit, generally
speaking.
There is a pattern in which both low-income and high-income households use transit more than middleincome households. This is in part because housing near transit is usually expensive.
Editor’s Note: During question and answer, one Working Group Member familiar with Shoup’s work
noted that the “96%” figure mentioned above included both off-street and on-street parking.
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“Proof of Parking” is a technique in which a developer must set aside a certain amount of land that will
need to be developed as parking if it is found that demand exceeds the original supply of parking built.
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•

What does affordable housing mean in Arlington? It means housing that costs no more than 30% of
gross monthly housing costs – including utilities that is affordable to households earning under 80%
AMI.

•

Arlington generally targets 60% Area Median Income, or AMI. However, affordable housing can
serve households with lower or higher AMI. The high end cap is at 80% AMI. And many of our
affordable developments serve lower than 60% AMI, most commonly at 40-50% AMI. So what does
that mean in real numbers?
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•

Arlington County itself does not own and operate affordable housing. Instead, we partner with
affordable housing developers and make gap financing loans using the AHIF revolving loan fund.
Because the income at affordable developments is restricted by the lower rents, it means that a
private first mortgage may not be enough to cover the costs of construction, like seen at a typical
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market rate development. AHIF helps to fill this “gap” between construction costs and available
financing.
•

The AHIF loan funds are typically not the only source of funding for an affordable development.
Sources of financing also include a private first mortgage, grants, and Low Income Housing Tax
Credit equity, to name a few. When all these sources are combined, on average there are about $3
dollars in other sources for every $1 in AHIF loan funds. In other words, AHIF is one piece of the
total financing package. The amount of loan funds can vary depending on the year, but generally
the County has made about $30 to $40 million in AHIF investments per year.

•

One of the main leveraging sources developers utilize is the Low Income Housing Tax Credit
program. LIHTC and AHIF work together to help finance a project and lower the gap. The LIHTC
applicants MUST be under a Total Development Cost limit – if they are over this they will not be
eligible to apply.

•

LIHTC is a competitive process, and applications are scored. It is important for developments to try
and achieve the highest scores possible to help improve chances for funding. Having a lower TDC
can increase the amount of points it receives and therefore increases competitiveness.

Note that the more levels you have to dig down the higher the cost per space. This is the effects of
having to dig deeper.
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This is a hypothetical scenario showing how parking effects the overall development costs and
County AHIF loan funds. It is a very simplified 9% tax credit example. In this scenario, the 80 unit
development costs $32 million to construct. It is parked at 1 to 1 – and parking contributes to $3.6
million of the total costs. In this example, they need to dig down 3-levels, which costs $45,000 per
space. The AHIF is about 6.8 million, or $85,000 per unit. In the next scenario, I will show you what
financing would look like if you cut the parking ratio in half to .5 spaces per unit
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Because they only have to do 40 spaces, the total garage costs decreased having a direct effect on the
Total Development Costs – making this tax credit project more competitive. The parking costs also
decreased per space – as they do not have to dig down as deep. The result is the AHIF goes down to
about $75,000/unit.
On the uses side you will see the Construction costs went down to $16.3 million. Again, this is a very
simple model – in reality some of the other uses may also go down, but those where held constant so
you could see the general effect of a lower parking ratio.
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Vpoint – 1:1 (is mixed income development)
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Columbia Pike not part of parking study, however this is an example of shared parking (garage
shared with community center – note that residential spaces are clearly separated from community
center spaces). Arlington Mill (1:1.31 – they also included community center spaces)



Park Rosslyn (1:1 – but utilized “tandem” spaces to fulfill requirement. 238 total units) (mixedincome)

Site Plan 101
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Site Plans in Arlington are enabled by the State Code and further regulated by the Arlington County
Zoning Ordinance. Staff administrative document that provides for the review and processing of site
plan applications is the Admin Reg 4.1. Thus, site plans are often referred to as 4.1s.
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There are four phases of a site plan in Arlington County. 1) Conceptual Site Plan, 2) Preliminary Site Plan
Filing, 3) 4.1 Site Plan Filing and 4) Post 4.1 Site Plan Filing.
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A site plan begins as a concept or idea of a developer (applicant) to develop or redevelop on a site in
Arlington County. It is not atypical for a potential developer to meet with staff to share their concept or
idea for development/redevelopment of a site prior to filing a formal application. This pre-filing meeting
typically involves Senior planners, the Planning Director and Current Planning supervisor as a developer
determines what may be possible, what the review process and timing might be and whether a proposal
would be considered in the realm of possibilities.

The primary document that governs site plan projects is the Administrative regulation 4.1. The
document provides the application, checklist, submission and review requirements for all new site plans
and any major amendment to approved site plans as defined by the Zoning Ordinance. Other
documents include the Zoning Ordinance, GLUP and area plans and studies.
With a concept in hand, an applicant will prepare and submit a preliminary application to Zoning. This
“preliminary filing” application is checked in by Zoning and distributed to Planning Staff who completes
a review of the documentation against the checklist provided in the Administrative regulation 4.1. The
check-in process is an internal review that involves planning, zoning and DES planners. At this
preliminary stage they are reviewing the preliminary application to ensure it meets the requirements of
the administrative regulation 4.1, that plans and forms include all the requisite information to be
considered complete and in compliance with the regulations. There may be several iterations of the
review and preliminary check-in between staff and the applicant with comments documented by staff
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and revised submitted by the potential applicant in response to staff comments. Once staff has
determined that the applicant has responded to all the comments and the application is complete, staff
will present the preliminary proposal to the County Manager for acceptance. Acceptance involves
preparing a memo to the County Manager summarizing the proposal with a recommendation as to
whether or not it should be accepted. If the County Manager determines the proposal is acceptable,
staff contacts the applicant and notifies them that they can file their application in compliance with the
Administrative Regulation 4.1.
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Review and analysis of a site plan is multifaceted. It involves reviewing a proposal for consistency,
conformance and compliance with Ordinances, Regulations, Plans and Policies; Thorough review of
various aspects of the proposal by SPRC and the community, Interdepartmental review and comment;
Working with the Developer to also review and understand the details of the proposal to come to
resolution among all the various stakeholders in the process with the purpose of achieving
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Staff serves as the project manager of an assigned site plan and is the primary point of contact, liaison
and expert on that proposal coordinating and facilitating all aspects of its review and analysis through
the 4.1 process.
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The SPRC is committee of the Planning Commission. It was formed in the early 1970s at the request of
the County Board as a mechanism for PC, citizens, community groups, advisory commissions and
committees to have community input on site plan development projects prior to formal public hearings
held by the Planning Commission and the CB,
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In approving or accepting a site plan, the Zoning Ordinance provides that there are a number of findings
that County Board should conclude regarding the improvement or proposed development.
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Site Plan conditions are not given requirements of proposed development but are a voluntarily
agreement between an applicant and the County for acceptance or approval of a site plan. We often use
the term “negotiated.” There is a standard template or list of conditions used today for 1) High Density
Commercial Mixed Use Development as Well as Townhouse development. To date there are 78
“standard” conditions that are used as the basis for negotiating with developers. As you know a process
is wrapping up that has been under way for at least 4 years where this standard document has been
reformatted to provide for inclusion in a new system for Permits Plus and to reflect and regularize
practices that have been ongoing in the implementation of approved and accepted site plans.
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.
When an applicant files the requisite number of copies of the application to Zoning, pay the required
filing fee, the application is stamped and dated and distributed to Planning. This is when the clock
begins for the review and processing of a 4.1 site plan application. This process is a minimum of 120
days from the date of receipt in Zoning before the applicant can be heard by the County Board. The
length of the processing of a 4.1 site plan application is based upon the need for review and analysis to
inform staff recommendation on the proposal as to whether or not it should be approved, deferred or
denied. Involvement by advisory commissions is typically during the SPRC phase of the project. In
addition, if there is a significant open space element related to a site plan, then the Commission would
hold a public hearing on the project and make a recommendation to the County Board. There SPRC
membership based on the current guidelines includes participation on the committee by a member of
the P&R Commission.
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Once the review process is complete and there is a recommendation by the County manager and an
action by the county Board the site plan enters Post 4.1 stage if approved. Post 4.1 is a final filing of the
approved plan along with any conditions approved by the County Board to mitigate impacts of
development. Once this plan is received by Zoning documenting what the County Board approved, the
developer moves forward with pursuing permits for development and construction. This is a function
primarily of Zoning and Inspection Services Division who enforce the conditions, manage the
development and issues any permits and certificates of occupancy. Once construction is complete, a
project is still subject to any approved conditions for the life of the site plan. From time to time as the
project goes through the permitting process there may be administrative change requests or
amendments to the site plan.
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The goal of this part of the process is to make sure the project gets built as approved, or as close to the
approval as possible. The County Board approval includes the project plans, any additional materials
submitted to the Zoning Office or presented to the County Board, and the conditions. The County
Board’s site plan approval and conditions actually constitute an amendment to the Zoning Ordinance.
The site plan process, including the effort to design the project, is a very expensive undertaking. Prior to
County Board approval, plans are submitted at approximately the 35% design stage so that they can be
revised during the site plan review process without adding overwhelming cost or time for the developer.
This means that both the developer and the County need to be careful when designing and reviewing
the post-approval construction documents to make sure the project stays consistent with the
community’s expectations and the County Board’s approval.
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Site plan conditions mostly document legally binding agreements for the developer to do certain things
that they wouldn’t otherwise be required to do, to mitigate impacts of the development, as well as to
provide County leverage to make sure these things get done.
The vast majority of conditions ensure that the design and construction of the project follow the
approval. In most cases the leverage is that the developer’s commitment must be met before the
County permits a certain stage in the construction or building occupancy.
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Cond. #19-visitor bicycle spaces. Since these are typically outdoors and on the public sidewalk so
they are easily visible and accessible to visitors, they are shown on the civil engineering plans, which
encompass all of the public right of way. This requirement sets forth our standards for the quantity
of parking expected in site plans, by land use of the project, and further references our more general
standards for this type of bike parking. Our bicycle parking reviewer conveys her approval of the
condition requirement to the Zoning Plan Reviewer.
Cond. #24 deals with parking for the tenants or occupants of a building, as well as shower and locker
requirements to facilitate bike use in nonresidential buildings. These elements are located within
the building, so they’re shown in the architectural plans. Our electronic permitting system has a
bike parking sign-off to indicate compliance with the condition.
Cond. #32 includes the meat of the County’s onsite vehicle parking provisions. Parking is approved
as a ratio rather than an absolute number. This is because the Zoning Ordinance regulates parking
by means of these ratios, and it also allows for any permitted changes in final building size or unit
count as long as the resulting parking meets the minimum ratio. This adds some needed flexibility
that would be lost if the approved parking was expressed as a fixed number. There are a variety of
provisions that implement County policy, such as sharing spaces between uses, the requirement for
office parking to accommodate vanpools, which reduce single occupant vehicles, and the like. The
condition also includes measures to help us ensure that the garage that gets built can actually
accommodate the approved parking, as well as a parking management plan to ensure that the
garage will be operated in a way that facilitates its use as intended and that it is designed so that
waiting cars will not queue in the public street or sidewalk.
Cond. #41—Transportation Demand Management sets forth elements of a required Transportation
Demand Management Program, which essentially consists of measures to reduce the demand for
use of single occupant motor vehicles. The TDM condition includes standard elements to comply
with the County’s TDM policy, which was instituted to bring demand down to the parking levels
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permitted for site plans in the Zoning Ordinance, plus any enhancements or additional measures to
compensate for even lower parking levels proposed by the developer.
Standard TDM measures include:
 Designation and training of a Property Transportation Coordinator, who administers the TDM
program for the project;
 Annual contributions to Arlington County Commuter Services, to enhance its provision of TDM
support;
 Working with County ridesharing promotion and marketing support (ATP);
 Providing transportation information/display in the buildings;
 Operating a carpool/vanpool program;
 Providing a transit/bikeshare/carshare subsidy;
 Providing a pre-tax commute benefit;
 Constructing bicycle facilities on-site;
 Committing to performance monitoring.
The County’s TDM staff reviews the developer’s proposed TDM program for compliance with the
elements in the condition and after the building is constructed supports the Property Transportation
Coordinator to ensure the TDM program elements are implemented over the life of the site plan.

A variety of County offices are responsible for ensuring the plans are followed and the conditions
are met, which include Zoning, Inspections Services, DES, Planning, and others as applicable, for
example parks or public art staff. Various plan reviewers and inspectors in the various offices verify
compliance with the plans and conditions as the project design and construction progresses. The
original planners for a site plan follow a project through to completion, since they have detailed
knowledge of community concerns, the intent of certain project elements, the developer’s positions
and preferences in certain areas, etc. When questions or conflicts inevitably arise, the original
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planners can often help clarify an issue or help resolve the problem to meet the spirit of the
approval.
The Zoning Office’s plan reviewer assigned to the project is currently the person who coordinates
between the offices and tracks all the compliance sign-offs, many of which are collected in our
electronic permitting system.

Plans that need to be reviewed include fully designed versions of the architectural, engineering, and
landscape plans, as well as various other plans and documents that are either required of all similar
development or that were agreed to in the conditions for the project. Some conditions require
payments to various offices for a variety of purposes, meetings to discuss and coordinate aspects of
the development, and other actions that are not plan reviews.
As project construction is completed, inspectors in the Zoning Office, Inspections Services, and DES
ensure that the project is built as approved before Certificates of Occupancy are issued. Obviously
parking needs to be available before tenants move in. However, other improvements support
transportation alternative transportation modes, such as new sidewalks, crosswalks, traffic signals,
bike parking, and bus stops, which also are required to be completed before occupancy of the
building. TDM measures including the transportation information, transit/bikeshare/carshare
subsidies, and the pre-tax commute benefit for building employees and non-residential occupants
are also required to be available so that the new building occupants have all their non-driving
options available from the beginning, which is the most likely time to help people develop new
behaviors.
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