Meeting Summary: Residential Parking Working Group
Meeting Eight
Meeting Date/Time: Wednesday, January 18th, 2017, 7:00 PM – 10:00 PM
Meeting Location: Lobby Conference Room, Navy League Building (2300
Wilson Blvd.)
Attendees: James Schroll, Chair, Working Group members Dan VanPelt, Neal Kumar, Michael Perkins,
Michelle Winters, Jerri Prell (on behalf of Dennis Gerrity), Ben Spiritos, and Rob Mandle. From staff,
Stephen Crim, Melissa Cohen, Bridget Obikoya, Richard Hartman, and Susan Bell.

Meeting Notes
The following is a summary of the meeting. To see the slides that staff used in its presentations, see the
“Presentation” section below.
The Working Group Chair began the meeting with a discussion about whether the Working Group
wishes to complete its work by recommending specific off-street parking minimums and other
numerical thresholds or if they would be comfortable leaving ranges of possible minimums that staff
could further refine into a recommendation. The Chair discussed how the question of how specific to be
with a recommendation would have implications for when the Working Group determines that its work
is completed. The group was comfortable with finishing their recommendation as a set of ranges rather
than single numbers. A discussion point was that the Working Group’s product is a recommendation to
staff and that it could be left somewhat vague for further refinement before going to the County
Manager and County Board.
The Working Group also discussed future meeting dates in February and decided to accept an offer from
staff for an online poll of best times.
Staff then briefly presented on how uncertainty about future transportation behavior could complicate
the process of setting minimum parking requirements for multi-family buildings. Staff shared that while
any policy adopted will likely only last for five-to-ten years before further revision, buildings built under
the policy will last for decades, and the transportation system may change around them. Therefore, staff
recommended that the Working Group keep in mind that data collected in the past can only provide a
partial guide to make policy for the future. One Working Group member brought up the potential for
self-driving cars (or autonomous vehicles) to dramatically reduce parking demand.
Staff gave a summary of feedback from an online survey fielded in December 2016 and January 2017, as
well as two open houses, a small-group discussion with community leaders, and a presentation to NAIOP
(all in December 2016).
The online survey yielded 31 responses, including two who self-identified as living outside of Arlington.
The majority of respondents lived in single-family homes. Feedback was overwhelmingly supportive of
shared parking, though attendees at the NAIOP meeting cited barriers in County policy and private
garage management practices as barriers to enacting shared parking. Some respondents were
concerned about the potential for spillover parking; on a related topic, some respondents shared that
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they think residents of multi-family buildings should be excluded from the residential permit parking
(RPP) program (though changes to the RPP program are outside of this Working Group’s scope).
[Editor’s Note: A complete summary of the feedback received from the online poll, two open houses, as
well as the presentation to resident leaders and NAIOP can be found in the read-ahead document for
this meeting].
Staff made a brief presentation on options for incorporated on-site and off-site shared parking into a
policy recommendation. The presentation about on-site shared parking touched on the possibility of
letting developers submit their own shared parking analysis or relying on a standard reference that all
developers would need to use.
During the discussion of on-site shared parking, there was some discussion that if the County were to
offer a standard look-up table for developers to reference (as is offered in the City of Falls Church,
Virginia), then it would need to be calibrated to Arlington data about the base parking ratios. There was
some discussion about whether or not to allow developers to submit alternative analysis. The Working
Group felt that it was a good idea to allow developers to submit their own analysis rather than rely only
on a table referenced in County code. Submissions from a developer would allow finer analysis of
parking demand based on narrower categories of use and narrower time bands. The Working Group was
clear that shared parking should be optional, not mandatory, given that the developer may want to
make residential parking shared and unreserved or they may want to reserve all of their parking for
residents. At one point, there was discussion about whether or not the County should make some sort
of statement that discourages garage designs and management practices that get in the way of shared
parking, but the Working Group decided that such a statement would be going too far.
There was concern that a fine-grained analysis of parking demand for shared parking might lead to Site
Plan conditions that greatly restrict land use into the future, but it was decided that since building a
project with shared parking would be optional, it would be a decision for the developer to make and a
risk for that developer to take on.
Staff’s presentation on off-site shared parking pointed to three parameters for consideration:
1. Limits on how far away off-site shared parking can be located in order to fulfill a site’s minimum
requirement.
2. Minimum lengths of time for any lease agreement if two land owners enter into an off-site
shared parking arrangement.
3. Whether or not there should be a cap on the share of required parking that could be satisfied
with off-site shared parking.
Working Group members discussed various distances as a maximum between the new project and offsite parking. One particular concern was some sort of definition for “adjacent” or a distance that we
might consider, essentially, right next to the project, and most convenient. There was interest in
knowing block lengths in the Metro Corridors, and the Working Group asked staff to come back with
analysis of block lengths. Some Working Group members felt that the maximum distance should be no
more than one block. Finally, there was a discussion of how to measure distance for this purpose:
walking distance or “over-the-air”/ “crow flies” distance. While walking distance has a closer
relationship to how it would feel for someone to walk from the parking location to the building, the
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Working Group decided that relying on the “over-the-air” distance would be easier to understand and
less likely to change, since the addition of roads or pedestrian paths could change walking-distance
calculations over time.
The Working Group asked that staff come back with a “sliding scale” approach in which 100% of a
building’s parking could be reduced with off-site—but immediately adjacent—parking, but in which
more distant parking would only be able to fulfill some of the off-street parking requirement.
Staff then made a brief presentation on the policy strategy of reducing parking requirements for small or
difficult-to-build-on sites. Staff advised the group that they might consider a policy based on the size of
the site, the number of residential units to be built, or a policy in which parking could be reduced with
general guidance to staff on what to consider.
During discussion, Working Group members thought that it was important to not only consider site size
but also conditions such as the presence of a Metrorail tunnel under a site that would make digging for
subterranean parking impossible, or bedrock that would require blasting instead of simple digging. One
member of the working group did remind them that Arlington does not prohibit above-ground parking,
only that any above ground parking has a “wrap” of retail or other uses at the ground level. Suggestions
for site-size thresholds included 30,000 square feet of site area and a site where any linear distance would
not allow a vehicle ramp to get down one level. On a related issue, the Working Group asked if the two
percent flexibility that is given for administrative changes to parking requirements could be made larger
such that staff have more leeway to reduce parking requirements if a few additional spaces were to
require another level of digging. The Working Group asked staff to come back with a “hybrid” approach
that considers site size and other factors, as well as with information on prior approvals at small sites.
Following the conversation on small sites, staff reported more detail on the feedback received in
December 2016 and January 2017 through the open houses, online comment form, and smaller
presentations. Staff noted that they received a total of 31 responses through in-person or online comment
forms, which dictates that these findings should not be seen as broadly representative. Here are some
themes seen in the responses:






Respondents were strongly supportive of pedestrian and bicycle facilities and on-site and offsite shared parking.
Respondents were supportive of on-site car-sharing services/spaces, incentives for transit, and
transit overlay zones.
The percentage of respondents that supported parking ratio reductions for affordable housing
was somewhat less favorable at 52% while those opposed represented 48% of respondents.
Respondents were evenly split on reductions for “bikeability” and “walkability”.
The strategy Parking Ratio Reductions for Small Sites was inadvertently dropped from the online survey, resulting on only three responses.

A comment on tandem parking from a respondent led to a discussion on tandem parking and how
tandem spaces are only counted towards parking requirements in limited circumstances. The Working
Group asked staff to come back with any judgement on how much parking (if any) could be fulfilled by
tandem spaces.
Staff gave a presentation on parking and vehicle ownership rates for residents of committed affordable,
senior, and permanent supportive housing. Staff presented data from Arlington which shows that
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vehicle ownership is lower for low-income households and residents of senior housing. She presented a
draft proposal for parking ratio ranges for different income levels.
Following this discussion, the Working Group discussed options for parking at committed affordable,
senior, and other specialized housing. The Working Group asked why staff presented minimums as low
as zero. Staff answered that minimums of zero were included to start a discussion. A Working Group
member shared that they did not see how ranges could go to zero given the likely public reaction. The
Working Group was not in agreement about designating a minimum of zero for any type of housing,
regardless of the income level of residents. There was some support for allowing minimums of zero for
committed affordable units targeted to households with annual income at 40% or less of area median
income (AMI), senior housing, and permanent supportive housing. There did appear to be some support
for allowing a minimum of 0.6 for units targeted to households with annual income at 60% or less of
AMI, and 0.4 for units targeted at households with annual income at 50% or less of AMI.
During the discussion, staff pointed out that many buildings are built with a few committed affordable
units as part of the bonus density program. In these cases, the reduced minimums would apply only to
the committed affordable units, not all units.
The Working Group spent time discussing staff and visitor parking, especially in the context of senior
housing, and asked staff to return with information on how visitor and staff parking are treated in the
zoning code as well as in Site Plan approvals. A few individuals on the Working Group felt that visitor and
staff parking should be required separately from resident parking.
The Working Group agreed that in order to decide on affordable housing minimums, they would first
need to consider how minimums might be reduced for properties based on distance to Metro. There
was concern that any potential policy would be too complicated if a development would have a set of
possible reductions based on transit access and then further reductions for housing affordability.
At the end of the meeting, the Working Group briefly revisited the issue of whether to recommend
single numbers in a policy or a range of acceptable numbers. The Group again expressed comfort with
providing ranges to staff.
Due to a lack of time, the Working Group was unable to complete its agenda for the evening, leaving the
remaining items for the next meeting.

Presentation
[Editor’s Note: Staff used the following slides to present content to the Working Group during this
meeting. The slides included here are a sub-set of a larger slide presentation given as a handout to the
Working Group on January 18th. Since the Working Group was unable to finish its agenda for the
evening, later slides were not shown, and we have not included them here. The content covered by
those slides will appear in summaries of future Working Group meetings].
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REMAINING WORKING GROUP MEETINGS
Meeting
Number

Option 1

8

Option 2
Wednesday, January 18th

9

Wednesday, February
1st

Thursday,
February 9th

10

Tuesday, February 14th

Wednesday,
February 22nd

11

Wednesday, March 1st

Tuesday, March
7th
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Options for Working Group meeting dates.
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“Prediction is very difficult,
especially about the future”
-Niels Bohr

RESIDENTIAL PARKING WORKING GROUP MEETING 8

3

When creating a policy recommendation, it’s important to remember that conditions may change in the
future.
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WHAT MIGHT ALTER PARKING DEMAND?
•

Regional transportation plans

•

Demographic changes, including an ageing population

•

Household size

•

Energy prices

•

Congestion

•

Changes in personal vehicle ownership

•

"Cultural preferences” or wanting to have cars
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Regional Transportation Plans: New transportation options planned for construction and open
for use in the coming years.



Demographic changes, including an ageing population: older households may own fewer
vehicles.



Household size: If households in Arlington’s site plan buildings decrease in size, then there may
be less demand for vehicles and vehicle parking. If households increase in size, then there may
be increased demand, as larger households usually own more cars than smaller households.



Energy prices: changes in the cost of fueling a vehicle may influence parking demand.



Congestion: If roadway congestion increases then driving will become less desirable because it
takes more time to travel.



Changes in personal vehicle ownership: Could be influenced by the development of autonomous
vehicles and shared vehicles. In other words, households might choose to meet their demand
for vehicle travel with shared vehicles instead of individually owned vehicles.



“Cultural Preferences”: interest in owning a personal vehicle may change depending on what
future households value spending their money.

This list is modified from Willson, Richard W. 2013. “Chapter 4: Past Performance is No Guarantee of
Future Results.” Parking Reform Made Easy. Washington: Island Press.
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A NOTE ABOUT TIMEFRAMES

Policy in Effect
Housing Approved Under the Policy Opens and Operates
2017

2022

2027

2032

2037

2042

2047
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Staff expect that any policy that comes out of this process will be in effect for five-to-ten years, which is
not a very long time. However, buildings approved and built under this policy may last 30 years or more.
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Public feedback received through the open houses, online comment, and other meetings indicated
support for shared parking, though property developers and managers identified barriers to
implementing shared parking. Some of these barriers include the fact that shared parking between two
Site Plan buildings would require a Site Plan amendment to the building where the shared parking would
be located in addition to approval for the new building. Developers also mentioned some issues with
garage management, such as the desire to reserve parking spaces for residential units alone, which
would make on-site shared parking more difficult. Managing garages with access controls will make
shared parking more difficult, but this would be a decision for a developer to make.
There was little feedback on parking reductions for small sites in part because this policy strategy was
mistakenly left off of the online comment form.
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Tonight we would like to discuss two flavors of shared parking: on-site and off-site.
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OPTION FOR STRUCTURING ON-SITE SHARED
PARKING
Look-Up Table
1. Determine the minimum automobile parking
requirements in accordance with the table for
each use as if it were a separate use.
2. Multiply each amount of parking by the
corresponding percentages for each of the five
time periods set forth in the table.
3. Calculate the total amount of required parking
for each time period.
4. Select the time period total with the highest
value as the required minimum number of offstreet parking spaces for the site.

Uses

Residential
Office/
Warehouse
/Industrial
Commercial
Hotel
Restaurant
Movie Theater
Entertainment
Conference/Conv
ention
Institutional (nonchurch)
Institutional
(church)

M-F

M-F

M-F
12am6am
100%
5%

Sat. &
Sun.
8am5pm
80%
5%

Sat. &
Sun.
6pm12am
100%
5%

Sat. &
Sun.
12am6am
100%
5%

8am-5pm
60%
100%

6pm12am
100%
20%

90%
70%
70%
40%
40%
100%

80%
100%
100%
80%
100%
100%

5%
100%
10%
10%
10%
5%

100%
70%
70%
80%
80%
100%

70%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

5%
100%
20%
10%
50%
5%

100%

20%

5%

10%

10%

5%

10%

5%

5%

100%

50%

5%
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One option for on-site shared parking policy is to use a lookup table with a four-step process for
determining a total quantity of parking. This table is from the City of Falls Church, which has this look-up
table in its zoning ordinance.
Another option is to use mathematical models developed by other organizations. One of the most
thoroughly developed models is that produced by the Urban Land Institute.
Finally, Arlington could accept shared-parking analysis results from developers. This would allow a
project to analyze very specific land uses, especially in the retail category. The County would likely want
to set out some standards for those analysis results, however.
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TWO OPTIONS FOR STRUCTURING OFF-SITE
SHARED PARKING
CAPPED

NO CAP

Proposals may fulfill up to XX percent of their total
residential parking requirements with a
signed parking lease agreement for the
same number of spaces in an off-site
location within XXX feet of the project site.

Proposals may fulfill any or all of their total
residential parking requirements with a
signed parking lease agreement for the
same number of spaces in an off-site
location within XXX feet of the project site.

LO C AT I O N R E Q U I R E M E N T S

N O LO C AT I O N
REQUIREMENTS

Proposals may fulfill up to XX% percent of their
total residential parking requirements with a
signed parking lease agreement for the
same number of spaces in an off-site
location within XXX feet of the project site.

Proposals may fulfill up to XX% percent of their
total residential parking requirements with a
signed parking lease agreement for the
same number of spaces in an off-site
location.
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Off-site shared parking has a few parameters to consider:
1. Is there a limit on how far away off-site parking can be in order to fulfill a new building’s parking
requirement?
2. If a developer intends to make arrangements for shared parking with a property owned by
another entity, would the County require some proof of that arrangement? If so, what kind of
terms would necessary? An important term is the length of the parking arrangement. Should it
be the life of the building? 30 years? 10 years?
3. Should there be a cap on the percentage of required parking that may be supplied by off-site
shared parking?
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The next strategy to discuss is relief from parking requirements for sites that are small or which have
conditions that make providing parking difficult or impossible. An important reason for allowing relief
for small sites is to allow development of smaller projects. Land that might be left as a parking lot or
completely vacant could become housing if parking requirements were reduced, thereby reducing the
cost to build that housing.
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SOME OPTIONS FOR STRUCTURING RELIEF FOR
SMALL SITES
FORMULA BASIS

UNIT BASIS

For sites smaller than XXX,XXX square
feet, the number of parking spaces
provided may be reduced according
to the following formula:

For projects with more than 3 units but
smaller than YY [an upper limit]
the number of parking spaces
may be reduced by X.X spaces
per unit.

ZZ,ZZZ/[400 square feet] where ZZ,ZZZ =
XXX,XXX- YYY,YYY [actual site area]

OR
For sites where the longest dimension of
the site is less than XXX feet, the
number of parking spaces may be
reduced by XX%

LIMITED GUIDANCE
WITH A CAP
Projects may receive a parking
reduction up to X.X spaces per
unit provided that:
“The nature of the use, the size of the
site or other physical constraints,
or location of the site within the
Downtown or the Historic District
result in a situation where the
parking requirements cannot be
met on site without unnecessary
hardship, practical difficulties or
negative impact on the visual
character of the site or
neighborhood”
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Here are some ways to frame a small site arrangement:
1. One is to set a threshold size for sites or threshold linear dimensions for a site. If a site is smaller
than that size threshold or if there is no part of the site that meets the minimum dimensions,
then a site could be considered for parking relief.
2. Another method is to base relief on the size of the project; if a project intends to include some
number of units equal to or less than some number, then parking could be reduced.
3. Guidance for determining what is a small or difficult site could be left somewhat vague but with
a cap on the amount of parking that could be reduced.
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THEMES FROM OUTREACH EFFORTS
•

Because transit is not equally available throughout the County and Metro and
Metro bus service is not reliable, cars are still needed to get around Arlington.

•

Many respondents cited spillover parking, competition for on-street parking
spaces (between single-family residents and apartment dwellers, employees and
residents, etc.) and interest in the Residential Permit Parking program (i.e.
enforcement, program changes, follow-up surveys) as concerns.

•

Several participants commented that multi-family buildings should not be able to
participate in the RPP program (no change is being considered).

RESIDENTIAL PARKING WORKING GROUP MEETING 8
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RESPONSES ON PROPOSED STRATEGIES
•

Respondents were strongly supportive of pedestrian and bicycle facilities (74%),
on-site (74%) and off-site shared parking (68%).

•

Respondents were supportive of on-site car-sharing services/spaces (61%),
incentives for transit (61%) and transit overlay zones (58%).

•

The percentage of respondents that supported parking ratio reductions for
affordable housing was 48% while those opposed represented 42% of
respondents.

•

Respondents were least supportive of reductions for “bikeability” and
“walkability” (39%).
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ADDITIONAL THOUGHTS ON STRATEGIES
Open House & online survey respondents supported shared parking ; NAIOP
members, though also supportive, spoke to certain limiting factors:
 Insufficient institutional supports for shared parking in the County
 Operational choices in garages (i.e. to offer reserved parking or not) and
 Feasibility is greatest if the developer owns both the sharing and benefitting
buildings
Several new strategies was suggested:
 Park and ride lots, shared parking with lots that go unused during the day (i.e.
theater parking at Potomac Yards)
 Demand pricing for on-street parking
 Greater use of tandem parking where most feasible
 Pedestrian-oriented streetways that are available for parking but are primarily for
play, walking, bikes
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PEER CITIES’ POLICIES
Nine cities offer, but conditions vary widely

0.00

0.17

0.20

0.25

0.26

0.50

0.60

0.65

0.80

0.75

Spaces per
unit
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This slide describes the parking minimums that peer cities require for affordable, elderly, and other
specialized housing.
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DEFINITION OF INCOME LEVELS
40% AMI (Lower-Income)


$30,440
 $50,400
50% AMI (Very Low-Income)


$38,050
 $63,000
60% AMI (Low-Income)


$45,660
 $75,600
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• This slide describes the annual household income limits to qualify for committed affordable
housing.
• Household size is taken into consideration for meeting affordable housing income
requirements.
• Income eligibility is established based on a percentage of the area median income.
• Most of the affordable housing in Arlington is restricted at 60% AMI
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CENSUS DATA ON CAR OWNERSHIP BY INCOME
1%
100%
90%

1%
9%

Vehicle Availability by Annual Household Income, All of Arlington
2%
15%

1%
12%

1%
2%
17%

2%

2%

3%

4%

17%

Share of Households

80%
70%

8%

6%
14%

23%
35%

45%

60%

47%
67%

50%

51%

61%

64%

40%

62%
50%

30%
20%

3%

44%

35%

10%

26%
19%

19%

14%

0%

0 vehicles

1 vehicle

2 vehicles

3 vehicles

8%

5%

2%

4-or-more vehicles
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• There is a relationship between income and vehicle ownership: lower income households are
less likely to own vehicles in Arlington.
• Studies elsewhere have shown that among lower income households, renters are less likely
to own cars than homeowners.
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VEHICLE OWNERSHIP BY HOUSEHOLD INCOME
2.00

1.60
1.40

1.97

1.20

0.20

1.29

1.14

1.05

0.40

0.85

0.60

0.97

0.80

1.52

1.00

0.68

Average Vehicles Per Household

1.80

0.00

Annual Household Income

RESIDENTIAL PARKING WORKING GROUP MEETING 7

20

This chart describes the same data as the chart above but puts in terms of the average number
of vehicles per household. This data is for all Arlington households, including homeowners and
renters. It includes residents who live in the Metro Corridors and those who live outside of the
Corridors.
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AVERAGE NUMBER OF VEHICLES PER
HOUSEHOLDS WITH ANNUAL INCOMES UNDER
$80,000 IN THE METRO CORRIDORS
Jefferson Davis Corridor

Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor

Both Metro Corridors

2.00
1.80

Average number of vehicles

1.60

1.40
1.20

1.00
0.80

0.80
0.60

0.69

0.88

0.85

0.64

0.53

0.40
0.20
0.00
$0-$59,999

$60,000 - $79,999
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The Census does not produce data on household vehicle ownership based on income in a way that we
can differentiate between households in the Corridors and outside the corridors. Here we are showing
data from the 2015 Arlington Resident Study to show vehicle ownership among households with
incomes under $80,000 in the two Metro Corridors.

For comparison, on the last slide you saw that households with incomes less than or equal to
$49,999 had average ownership of 0.90 vehicles per household.
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING PARKING UTILIZATION
Parking utilization ratio: Cars parked/Unit

Affordable and Market Rate Housing Parking Utilization Ratios and Distance to Metro Stations
1.40
1.20
1.00
0.80
0.60
0.40
0.20
0.00
0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

Distance to Metro
Affordable

Market

Linear (Affordable)

Linear (Market)
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• Based on counts of vehicles at multi-family residential building garages, affordable housing
residents have lower parking use than market rate residential development overall.
• Affordable housing parking demand is more sensitive to proximity to Metro than market-rate
housing. The difference between committed affordable projects and market-rate projects is
greater in the areas closest to Metro.
• Among committed-affordable projects within the mile of a Metro station, the 25th percentile
of parking demand is about 0.4 vehicles per unit and the 75 percentile is 0.8 vehicles per
unit. The mean and median are about 0.6 vehicles per unit.
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VERY LOW INCOME RENTERS
30% of CAF units are occupied by very low
income households receiving rental assistance Housing Choice
Vouchers (Section 8) and Housing Grants

The Department of Human Services estimates that

only 30% of these

households own vehicles
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Staff inquired about very low income households, which are mostly served through the Housing Choice
Voucher program and Housing Grants programs, which are administered by the Department of Human
Services. Vehicle ownership among these households is low. It is also important to note that 30% of
residents in committed affordable units targeted to households earning 60% of AMI annually are
actually households that are in the Housing Choice Voucher program.
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AFFORDABLE SENIOR HOUSING
Name

Units

Parking
Spaces

Spaces/ Notes
Unit

Culpepper Gardens

340

112

0.33

Depending on time of day,
all spaces are utilized.

Carlin

162

78

0.48

78 spaces include 12
visitor spaces. Property
Management reported no
issues with parking spaces
as most residents do not
drive or have a car.

Hunter’s Park

74

61

0.82

26 used spaces and 35
vacant spaces. Parking
utilization rate is 0.35.

Notes
• Age Restrictions are for residents 62+
• Only the Carlin is in the Metro Corridor
RESIDENTIAL PARKING WORKING GROUP MEETING 8
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Arlington does not have many affordable senior projects, but here is data on the three projects that
exist today.
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PARKING RATIO PROPOSAL FOR AFFORDABLE,
SUPPORTIVE, AND SENIOR HOUSING
Type

Units Affordable up to 60% AMI
Units Affordable up to 50% AMI
Units Affordable up to 40% AMI
Affordable Senior Housing
Permanent Supportive Housing

Proposed Parking
Ratio Range
0 to 0.6
0 to 0.4
0 to 0.3
0 to 0.3
0 to 0.2
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Based on the data that we’ve just shared, staff is offering a preliminary, draft proposal to start
discussion. The minimum parking ratio for units targeted at households making 60% of AMI or less could
be between 0 and 0.6 spaces per unit, for example. Staff has suggested lower ratios for units targeted at
lower income households in order to incentivize the production of more of these units. Staff inquired
about vehicle ownership among residents of permanent supportive housing, and were told that only
about 10% own vehicles.
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