Meeting Summary: Residential Parking Working
Group Meeting Nine
Meeting Date/Time: Monday, February 6th, 2017, 7:00 PM – 10:00 PM
Meeting Location: Azalea Conference Room, Courthouse Plaza (2100 Clarendon Blvd.)
Attendees: James Schroll, Chair; Working Group members Felice Brychta (on behalf of Dan VanPelt),
Michael Perkins, Paul Brown, Dennis Gerrity, and Rob Mandle. From staff, Stephen Crim, Susan Bell,
Dennis Leach, Bridget Obikoya, and Larry Marcus.

Meeting Notes
James Schroll opened the meeting with discussion of the upcoming meeting schedule, which includes
two final Working Group meetings on February 22nd and February 28th. He shared that in the days after
the February 28th meeting, the Working Group will complete a report, and then staff will take that
report out to the wider public for feedback during the month of March. Staff will use the Working Group
report and public input to formulate a staff recommendation for the County Manager, which can then
be shared with County commissions and the Board. The Chair and Stephen Crim mentioned that staff
had already planned on presenting to Housing Commission, Economic Development Commission,
Transportation Commission, and Planning Commission. He then asked that the Working Group share any
other organizations to which staff should present. He invited requests for presentations to the groups
represented by the Working Group members.
Staff then began presenting analysis and proposals for the various policy strategies not yet covered,
beginning with parking requirements tied to transit access. Staff reminded the Working Group that they
could make recommendations based on policy goals or aspirational goals for the community, not just
recently observed parking demand. For recent parking demand, staff consulted four data sets:
1. Parking space leases at rental apartments in the two Metro Corridors as collected by Neal Kumar
of Rushmark Properties and the Economic Development Commission.
2. Vehicle-registration data from the Commissioner of Revenue.
3. The results of the 2015 Arlington Resident Study.
4. Results from Site Plan performance monitoring studies.
Staff went over descriptive statistics for these data sets, and then told the Working Group that they
would be presenting two possible options for relating parking minimums to transit access:
1. Distance to Metro stations.
2. Metro Corridor planning areas.
Staff presented a brief overview of their analysis steps for arriving at potential new parking minimums
based on recently observed data. First, staff established that there was a statistically significant
relationship between distance to transit and parking demand or vehicle registrations. Then, staff divided
the data that they had into ¼-mile segments, and looked at the ranges of vehicles per housing unit from
the various data sets. They then took the weighted average for the lower half of each data set’s
numerical range (with the exception of the data provided by Neal Kumar, which did not incorporate
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distance to transit information) to arrive and rounded these numbers to come up with ranges of
possible new parking minimums, which are shown in this table.
Possible Parking Minimum Ranges Using Recent Parking Demand Data
Under 0.25 miles
to a Metro
station
Draft Range of
Possible New
Parking
Minimums Based
on Recent
Demand

0.25 to 0.5 miles

0.5 to 0.75 miles

0.65 → 0.90

0.65 → 0.90

0.75 to 1.0 miles

0.65 → 0.90
0.80 → No reduction

spaces per unit

Staff then discussed how they analyzed the relationship between the parking demand/vehicle
registrations that they had and data on access to jobs by transit provided by a project of the University
of Minnesota. Staff did this in order to broaden analysis beyond Metro and include other modes of
transit. This analysis showed strong relationships between parking demand/vehicle registration and
access to jobs by transit, but staff concluded that using job-accessibility measures would be difficult to
use in a development-project-approval process. Staff then turned to looking at parking demand/vehicle
registration data by Metro Corridor planning area as a proxy for differences in transit accessibility.
For each planning area, staff once again took the weighted average for the lower half of the numerical
range for each data set to arrive and rounded numbers that could be new parking minimums. These are
shown in the following table.

Range of
Minimums
Based on
Recent
Demand

Ballston

Virginia
Square

Clarendon

Courthouse

Rosslyn

Pentagon
City

Crystal City

0.5 →
1.0

0.90 →
1.0

0.60 →
0.85

0.70 →
0.90

0.5 → 0.80

0.60 →
0.95

0.75 →
0.90

spaces
per unit

Working Group discussion then followed. One member asked if the Working Group was expected to
provide one number as a recommendation for these policy strategies or if they were to provide ranges.
The Chair reminded the group that this was a point of discussion at the meeting on January 18th. The
group then went on to say that they felt comfortable with leaving their recommendation at ranges of
numbers.
A Working Group member then mentioned discomfort with using the distance-to-Metro method since it
only incorporated one mode of transit. He also pointed out that while there was good data presented,
there simply were not enough buildings in the data sets to rule out the possibility that old buildings,
built with a lot of parking, might be driving some of the demand that staff was presenting. He pointed
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out that one of the Working Group’s principles was that parking supply influences parking demand, and
that looking at these buildings might inflate parking demand compared to what it could be in the future.
The Chair asked the group which of the two methods presented was better. The distance-to-Metro
method did not receive much support, but the Working Group quickly went on to discuss simply setting
one new parking minimum for all buildings in both corridors. One Working Group member pointed out
that having one number would be easier to implement and understand. Discussion then turned to the
Commercial Parking Working Group and how that group ended up with a policy that depended on
station planning areas but with some difference between station areas. A Working Group member asked
about the data that was available to the Commercial Parking Working Group. Staff responded that the
Commercial Parking Working Group had much less observed data available and relied primarily on
recent approvals, not recent parking demand.
The Working Group then deliberated what to ask staff to bring in terms of next iterations of a proposal.
After much conversation, the Chair asked staff to come back to the next meeting with a proposal based
on station areas, but with different numbers for Rosslyn, Pentagon City, Crystal City, and the rest of the
Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor.
Staff then presented on a proposal for applying transportation demand management conditions. This
had three components. First, developers could reduce by three-to-five the number of private-vehicle
spaces by providing one car-share parking space with a guarantee of car-share service on site for at least
three years. Second, developers could reduce the number of private-vehicle spaces by two for every 10
secure bike-parking spaces they built. Staff made clear that this bike parking would be over-and-above
the bike-parking requirement in current standard Site Plan conditions. Finally, staff included a proposal
by which developers would be required to provide TDM if they built more parking than a certain
threshold. As a starting point, staff presented that threshold as one space per residential unit.
Developers would then have three options:




An additional direct payment to the County for Countywide TDM services (on top of base
contribution).
Provide an on-going direct subsidy to residents (car-share credit, transit fares, bike supplies/bike
insurance)
Agree to a trip-generation performance standard. Property may do anything it wishes to keep
daily trip generation below a set threshold.

The Working Group then discussed these proposals. Discussion included questions about the cost of
providing bike parking and service agreements for car-sharing service. One Working Group member also
asked about whether staff believed that carsharing services like Zipcar and Enterprise Car Share would
remain popular in the future. Staff responded that while they certainly could not be sure, they assume
that the business model will be viable for the foreseeable future. The group expressed support for the
ratio of car share spaces and service to private-vehicle parking spaces, as well as with the three-year
minimum commitment from the property.
The Working Group also supported the idea of allowing bike parking to be built in lieu of private-vehicle
parking, but wanted to see a proposal with a cap on the amount of vehicle parking that could be
reduced by this method. One Working Group member stressed that any of this additional bicycle parking
should be held to the same dimensional and location standards contained in the standard Site Plan
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conditions. The Working Group also asked staff to come back with a proposal in which developers could
pay for bike share stations in lieu of vehicle parking. There was some discussion of whether the County
has a map of expansion plans for Capital Bikeshare. Staff responded that there was such a map and that
they could share it with the Working Group.
The Working Group members present did not want to discuss the “excessive” parking TDM provision
without representatives from the development community present, but also thought that any definition
of “excessive” should be above the minimum requirement in the zoning code.
Staff then presented material related to on-site shared parking, walking them through how two
previously approved Site Plans would see their parking requirements change if they were to have
included an explicit shared parking arrangement. The shared-parking calculation methods shown were
from the Urban Land Institute, the Victoria Transport Policy Institute, and the City of Falls Church.
Overall, none of these methods resulted in dramatic reductions in parking requirements, but that is to
be expected. In follow-up discussion, the Working Group decided that it still supported allowing on-site
shared parking, either using the ULI model or by allowing developers to submit their own shared-parking
analysis. Analysis from a developer-hired consultant would need to meet certain minimum requirements
as set by the County, requirements that the County would need to develop.
At this point, the Working Group decided not to cover any more material from staff given the hour.
Before concluding the meeting, staff told the Working Group that they were in the process of
developing a detailed timeline for completion of the project, and that they would be taking the Working
Group’s recommendation out to the public for consultation in March. Staff informed the members of
the Working Group that they would be contacting each Working Group member to ask if and when their
respective organizations would want a presentation from staff on this process.
The meeting then concluded with the next meeting set for Wednesday, February 22nd.

Presentation
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Starting off with some options for ways to relate parking minimums to transit access
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As we have discussed, there is more than one way to go about setting policy recommendations:

•Set a ratio at a number that the community wants for the future. That could be any number from 0
spaces and up.
•Look at recent data on parking demand and use that as a guide.
Let’s start with the data that we analyzed to prepare for this evening, most of which was in the packets
that you received at our last meeting
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PARKING DEMAND DATA SOURCES FOR MULTIFAMILY BUILDINGS ACROSS ARLINGTON
Staff analyzed these sources
Resident
Commissioner
of Revenue Data Study 2015
Vehicles/
Registered
Parking
Household
Vehicles/Unit
Lease/Occu
pied Unit
1
1.24
1.59

Data from Neal Kumar
Unit of Measure

Parking
Lease/Unit

Highest Quartile

1.51

Mean
Median
Lowest Quartile

0.98
0.93
0.49
49 bldgs

Sample Size
Includes On and
Off-Street?
Includes Visitor
Parking?
Captures UnRegistered
Vehicles?
Occupied Units?
Subject to Unusual
Parking Demand?
Other Notes

1.03
0.98
0.52

No (-)

1.02
0.84
1
0.81
1
0.33
Characteristics of Data
976
97 bldgs
individuals
Yes (+)
Yes (+)

Site Plan Performance Monitoring
Studies
Vehicles/Unit Vehicles/Occupie
d Unit
1.30

1.44

0.93
0.89
0.64

0.98
0.94
0.67
22 bldgs
No (-)

No (-)

No (-)

No (-)

Yes (+)

Yes (+)

No (-)

Yes (+)

Yes (+)

No (-)
No

Yes (+)
No

Yes (+)

No (-)
No

Yes (+)

No (-)
Yes

Potential
sample
bias
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Staff consulted four data sets described above:
1. Data from Neal Kumar of Rushmark Properties and the Economic Development Commission on
parking-space leases from rental property managers
2. Vehicle-registration data from the Commissioner of Revenue
3. Results from the Arlington Resident Transportation Study as fielded in 2015 by Arlington County
Community Services
4. Results from Site Plan Performance Monitoring Studies. These studies look at parking demand
and trip generation.
There are aspects of each data set that may lead them to over or undercount parking demand.
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PARKING DEMAND DATA SOURCES
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Here are those data sources graphically depicted. Note that the data from Neal Kumar and our Site Plan
data are quite similar. Commissioner of Revenue data shows a greater spread because it is across the
whole county. Resident study is quite dominated by one-car households, which is why you see no
variation.
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TWO METHODS TO DISCUSS TONIGHT
D I STA N C E TO M E T RO
STAT I O N S

PLANNING AREAS OR
“URBAN VILLAGES”
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Based on the request of the Working Group, we’ve produced two methods for tying parking minimums
to transit access.

•One that is simply based on distance to Metro
•One that accounts for some difference across “urban villages” or Metro Corridor planning areas.
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Let’s start with the distance to Metro method.
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PARKING DEMAND (VEHICLES/UNIT) AT
BUILDINGS LESS THAN 1 MILE AWAY FROM
METRO
Relationship between distance to Metro and parking demand evident in both
Commissioner of Revenue data and Site Plan Study data, but only at distances
less than 1 mile.
Source
Highest
Quartile
Mean
Median
Lowest
Quartile
Number of
Buildings

SP

Under 0.25 Miles
RS
COR

1.21

1.11

0.93
0.9
0.67

0.83
0.81
0.52

13

25

0.97

SP

0.25 to 0.5 Miles
RS
COR
1.3

1.24

0.9
0.82
0.64

0.79
0.79
0.33

7

39

SP

0.5 to 0.75 Miles
RS
COR

SP

1.71

1.18
0.8
0.79
0.38

1.04

0

21

0.75 to 1.0 Miles
RS
COR

1.33
1.28
0.72

1.23

0

1.21

8

SP = Site Plan Performance Monitoring Studies
COR = Commissioner of Revenue vehicle-registration data
RS = 2015 Arlington Resident Study
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As the note at the top indicates, when we looked at parking demand and distance to Metro,
there was a correlation between parking demand and distance to Metro, but only when closer
than 1 mile from Metro. We then broke that data into ¼-mile segments since ¼-mile segments
are commonly discussed in discussions about transit access.
Here, you see some descriptive statistics from the data sets that we mentioned at the top of the
presentation. Something to note about the COR figures: numbers are approximately 0.1 vehicles
per unit lower than the Site Plan data. Note how the Resident Study respondents also report
having more cars the further they are from Metro.
But how do we go from these numbers to a range of new minimums to look at?
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POSSIBLE PARKING-MINIMUM RANGES
BASED USING RECENT PARKING DEMAND

Distance to Metro
Data Source

Under 0.25 Miles
SP

COR

Number of
Buildings

Possible
Range of
Minimums

0.8

1.33

0.79

1.28

0.33

0.38

0.72

0.67

0.52

0.64

13

25

7

0.9

0.65 → 0.90

COR

0.79

0.82

0.93

SP

COR

0.79

0.9

0.81

Mean

SP

1.71

0.83

1.11

0.75 to 1.0 Miles

0.5 to 0.75 Miles

1.18

1.24

1.21

Lowest Quartile

COR

SP
1.3

Highest Quartile

Median

0.25 to 0.5 Miles

21 0

39 0

0.65 → 0.90

0.65 → 0.90

8

0.80 → No
reduction

“Possible Range” = rounded weighted average of these values (with added 0.1 vehicles per unit
for COR data). Weighting based on the number of buildings in each data set.
SP = Site Plan Performance Monitoring Studies
COR = Commissioner of Revenue vehicle-registration data
RS = 2015 Arlington Resident Study

RESIDENTIAL PARKING WORKING GROUP MEETING 9

9

Start by looking at the data from the mean values and below (so mean, median, and lowest
quartile). Again, commissioner of revenue figures are approximately 0.1 vehicles per unit lower
than the Site Plan data.
To get to the ranges that you see in the bottom row, we first added 0.1 to the commissioner of
revenue data, and then we took the weighted average of the mean and lowest quartile value for
each data set. We weighted values based on the number of buildings from each data set. We
then rounded the weighted values to come up with the ranges seen.
Note that the ¼ - ½ mile range and the ½ - ¾ mile range actually have values lower than the 0-¼
mile range on the lowest end, but we brought them up to 0.65 for consistency.
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Minimum Required Parking Spaces per Unit

POSSIBLE PARKING-MINIMUM RANGES
BASED ON RECENT PARKING DEMAND: A
GRAPHIC REPRESENTATION
1.2
1.1
1
0.9

0.8
0.7
0.6
0.5
0.4
0.3
0.2
0.1
0
Less than 0.25 Miles

0.5 to 0.75 Miles

0.25 to 0.5 Miles

0.75 to 1.0 Miles

Distance to Metro
Minimums below Recent Demand

Minimums based on Recent Demand
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Here is the same data presented graphically. New parking minimums based on recent demand is
in dark blue and we also show a range of new minimums that the Working Group could select
which are below recent parking demand.
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This is the second method we present is based on planning areas. We created this method out
of your request for an option that acknowledges transit service aside from Metrorail and which
acknowledges the differences in transit access across the corridors.
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HOW DO WE CAPTURE MODES OTHER THAN
METRO?
ONE OPTION:
JOB ACCE S S IB ILI T Y DATA
From the University of Minnesota’s
Accessibility Observatory.
Includes Metrorail, Metrobus, ART bus,
and most other transit service in the
region.
Military and national security jobs are not
included.
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We first looked at one data set that reflects transit-service including all modes, not just Metro. This map
depicts the number of jobs that can be reached by transit within 30 minutes during rush hour.
Obviously, transportation choices are made based on factors other than the commute to work, but most
other places that we want to go also employ people, so this data set does capture a lot of potential
destinations for travel.
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PROS AND CONS OF USING MEASURES OF
ACCESSIBILITY
PRO

CONS

Staff found a
relationship to
parking demand in
Arlington data

Harder to calculate
than “distance to
something”

Covers all modes of
transit

Creates opportunities
for different
interpretations

Not easy to understand
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There are pros and cons to using this data set for parking policy. Given the difficulties in the “con”
section, we thought to turn to the Metro Corridor planning areas as a way to organize a parkingminimum approach.
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ALTERNATIVE: USE PLANNING AREAS OR
“URBAN VILLAGES”
PROS

CONS

Easy to understand

Indirectly captures
variation in transit
access

Clearly defined

Approval process could
be difficult close to
boundaries of urban
villages
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These are the pros and cons for using planning areas as the basis for parking policy.
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PARKING DEMAND (VEHICLES OR
LEASES/UNIT) BY PLANNING AREA
C

NK

Highest
1.52 1.63
Q
Mean

NK

C

SP

1.1 1.18

*
*

1.08 0.82 1.04

1.1 1.48 1.41

1

1.3 0.96 1.48

0.9 0.84 0.89 0.79 0.97 0.79 0.78

0.85 0.93 0.97 0.77 0.95 0.89

0.88 0.73 0.95 0.77 0.81 0.79 0.86 0.78 0.76

0.68 0.83 0.96 0.77 0.92 0.89

0.83 0.71

0.89 1.19 0.98 0.95

1.1 1.18 1.01 1.21 1.23 0.91

SP

NK

C

SP

NK

C

SP

NK

C

SP

NK

SP

NK

C

SP

Crystal City

Pentagon City

Rosslyn

Courthouse

Clarendon

Virginia Square

Ballston

*
Median 0.83 1.07 0.92 0.89
Lowest
0.33 0.49
Q
No.
16
23
Bldgs.

*
0.54 0.48 0.63 0.67

0.9 0.89

0.6 0.58 0.84 0.33 0.59 0.84 0.51 0.65 0.64 0.65 0.73 0.77

*
5

9

3

5

6

6

15

8

3

21

3

3

9

9

8

15

2

7

*In the data set obtained by Neal Kumar, Virginia Square is merged with Ballston

SP = Site Plan Performance Monitoring Studies
C= Commissioner of Revenue vehicle-registration data
NK = Data provided by Neal Kumar from apartment property managers in Arlington
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This table describes the data sets that we mentioned earlier when we group them by station area.
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PROPOSED PARKING RANGES
BASED ON RECENT DEMAND
NK

SP

Highest Q 1.52 1.63 1.1

NK

C

1.18

SP

NK

C

COR NK

SP

SP

COR NK

1.18 1.01 1.21 1.23 0.91

1.08 0.82 1.04 1.1

Crystal City

Pentagon City

Rosslyn

Courthouse

Clarendon

Virginia Square

Ballston
Data
Source C

SP

1.1

COR NK

SP

COR NK

1.48 1.41 1.3

0.96 1.48

SP

1

Mean

0.89 1.19 0.98 0.95

0.83 0.71 0.9

0.84 0.89 0.79 0.97 0.79 0.78

0.85 0.93 0.97 0.77 0.95 0.89

Median

0.83 1.07 0.92 0.89

0.88 0.73 0.95 0.77 0.81 0.79 0.86 0.78 0.76

0.68 0.83 0.96 0.77 0.92 0.89

Lowest Q 0.33 0.49 0.9

N

23

16

5

0.89

9

0.54 0.48 0.63 0.67

3

5

6

6

0.6

15

0.58 0.84 0.33 0.59 0.84 0.51 0.65 0.64 0.65 0.73 0.77

8

3

21

3

3

9

9

8

15

7

2

Possible
Range 0.50 → 1.00 0.90 → 1.00 0.60 → 0.85 0.70 → 0.90 0.5 → 0.80 0.60 → 0.95 0.75 → 0.90
“Possible Range” = rounded weighted average of these values (with added 0.1 vehicles per unit for COR data).
Weighting based on the number of buildings in each data set in each planning area.

*In the data set obtained by Neal Kumar, Virginia Square is merged with Ballston

SP = Site Plan Performance Monitoring Studies
C= Commissioner of Revenue vehicle-registration data
NK = Data provided by Neal Kumar from apartment property managers in Arlington
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To create ranges for each station area, we used the same method that we used for the distance-toMetro method.
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PROPOSED PARKING RANGES
BASED ON RECENT DEMAND: A GRAPHIC
REPRESENTATION
Minimum Required Parking Spaces per Unit

1.2
1.1
1
0.9
0.8
0.7
0.6
0.5
0.4
0.3
0.2
0.1
0
Ballston

Virginia Square

Courthouse

Clarendon

Rosslyn

Pentagon City

Crystal City

Planning Area
Minimums below Recent Demand

Minimums based on Recent Demand
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These are the same ranges shown in graphic form. It helps you see the variation between station areas.
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TWO VERSIONS COMPARED
Distance to Metro
Range of Minimums
Based on Recent
Demand

Under 0.25 Miles

0.25 to 0.5 Miles

0.5 to 0.75 Miles

0.75 to 1.0 Miles

0.65 → 0.90

0.65 → 0.90

0.65 → 0.90

0.80 → No
reduction

Planning Areas
Ballston
Range of
Minimums
Based on
Recent
Demand

Virginia Square

Clarendon

Courthouse

Rosslyn

Pentagon City

Crystal City

0.5 → 1.0 0.90 → 1.0 0.60 → 0.85 0.70 → 0.90 0.5 → 0.80 0.60 → 0.95 0.75 → 0.90
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Here are the ranges that we’ve presented from the two methods side-by-side.
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PEER CITIES’ POLICIES ON TRANSIT ACCESS
Percentages = relative reduction in minimum parking requirement
500 ft,
Any transit with <20 1500 ft, light rail
min. headway
Portland 34%-100%
Denver 25%
Reduction changes at
1/8 mile
Tysons Corner 10%-60%
Seattle 100%
Priority bus/Streetcar

Rapid Transit

DC 50%
Alexandria 10%-20%
Rapid transit & “pedestrian street”
Chicago 100%
Boston (10 minute 16%-25%
walk)

0

1/8

3/4
1/2
1/4
Distance from Transit Station (miles) where Reductions are Allowed

1
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Also, for reference, we have prepared a summary of our peer cities’ policies for parking and transit
access. You’ll note that many cities have narrower geographic ranges of applicability, but many cities
completely remove parking minimums in these areas.
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PROS AND CONS FOR EACH VERSION
Planning Areas

Distance to Metro

Pro

Con

Pro

Con

• Easy to understand
• Metro stations are not likely
to change in location,
making it a stable reference
point
• Little room for disagreement
about special
characteristics of the transit
network at a particular site

• Responds to one mode of
transit
• Does not reflect differences
in the position of each rail
station in the wider
network.
• Could be misconstrued to
apply to areas outside the
officially designated
Planning Areas.
• No account for
boundaries/conditions that
make the distance seem
further from a Metro
station.
• May be subject to
interpretation if there are
multiple station entries, or
future proposed entries
(e.g., Ballston, Rosslyn)

• Easy to understand
• Clearly defined in Arlington
County's GLUP, other
documents
• Responds to the differences
in transit access between
different planning areas.

• Potential for disagreements
on projects near a planning
area boundary
• Only indirectly captures
transit modes other than
Metro
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Here is a list of pros and cons for each method.
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Now let’s discuss some proposals for TDM measures. These are based primarily on peer cities
and other precedent.
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REMEMBER: TWO WAYS TO INCORPORATE TDM
INTO WORKING RECOMMENDED POLICY
CREDIT FOR PARKING
SPACES

=

CONDITION FOR
PRO J E C T S WI T H R AT I O S
ABOVE AND BELOW
C E R TA I N T HR E S HO LD S

Less
than (x)
Required

Between (x) and
(y)

Greater
than (y)
Required

Makes Living without Using
a Car Attractive

Makes Living without Owning
a Car Attractive
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CREDIT FOR PARKING SPACES: BICYCLE
PARKING (AND BIKE SHARE)
City

Policy (bike/bike share spaces : car spaces)
Bicycle Parking
5:1*

Portland
San Francisco

[Number unclear]
Bike Share

Portland

15:3

Denver

5:1

*Capped at 25% of minimum spaces required
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One of the policy ideas that we have is to allow bicycle parking in lieu of private-vehicle parking. Here
are some similar policies from peer cities.
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POSSIBLE CREDIT FOR PARKING SPACES:
BICYCLE PARKING

10 bike spaces : 2 car spaces
For every 10 additional bike parking
spaces above the Site Plan minimum or
that required for LEED v4 could replace
two vehicle parking spaces
Standard Site Plan 0.4 bike
spaces per unit requirement
remains (or increases)
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Existing based Site Plan 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.

Reductions in vehicle parking would only be possible for bike parking built above and beyond
the Site Plan base conditions. Ratio of 10:2 is based on secure bike parking. The fraction isn’t
reduced to 5:1 because the circulation space required does not allow only 5 spaces to be built.
At minimum, builders would need to construct 10 spaces.
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POSSIBLE CREDIT FOR PARKING SPACES:
CAR-SHARE
1 dedicated space
+ [3+ years of service guarantee]
3 to 5 vehicle parking spaces
Peer City

Policy (car share spaces : car spaces)

District of Columbia

2:3

San Francisco

1:1

Portland

1:2*

Montgomery County

1:2

Denver

1:5**

Seattle

1:3***

*Capped at 25%
**Can be off-site within 1,500 feet
***Service agreement required.
RESIDENTIAL PARKING WORKING GROUP MEETING 9

25

Standard Site Plan conditions currently allow car-share spaces to count towards parking
minimum. Here, we are proposing an allowance for car-sharing spaces with a service guarantee
to be built in exchange for more spaces.
Staff is open to suggestion on the reasonable actual ratio. According to the literature, traditional carsharing 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.
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POSSIBLE CONDITION FOR PROJECTS WITH
RATIOS ABOVE AND BELOW CERTAIN
THRESHOLDS
Less than (x)

Ratio Between
(x) and (y)

No additional TDM
requirements for lower
ratios

Increasing difficulty
to implement

Required

Greater than 1 space/unit
One of the following
• Additional direct payment to the
County for Countywide TDM
services (on top of base
contribution).
• On-going direct subsidy to
residents (car-share credit, transit
fares, bike supplies/bike
insurance)
• Trip-generation performance
standard. Property may do
anything it wishes to keep daily trip
generation below a set threshold.
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Staff would not recommend attempting to mitigate parking "undersupply" with TDM.
The working group may wish to recommend mitigation of parking "oversupply", however. The
mitigation would be intended to reduce day-to-day use of the additional vehicle ownership that parking
is facilitating. In this proposal, developers who want to build more than 1 parking space per unit would
need to choose from one of the following:




An additional, annual direct payment to the County for Countywide TDM services, on top of the
base annual TDM contribution
Some form of ongoing direct subsidy of transit use, bike commuting, or car-sharing from
building owner to building occupants.
A performance standard tied to the maximum parking threshold, that the development must
demonstrate it does not exceed each year. In other words, if the building with 100 spaces is
anticipated to generate 100 trips per day, and it wants 110 spaces, it must still generate only
100 trips per day.

Based on staff experience with the implementation of special building TDM funds pursuant to the
commercial parking reduction policy, staff would not recommend using this particular technique in the
context of mitigating parking oversupply in the residential policy context.
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REQUIREMENTS FOR “EXCESS” PARKING
Washington, DC
1 bike space for every 3 excess car spaces
1 tree per 10 spaces
1 electric charging station per 20 excess spaces
1 carshare space per 20 excess spaces

Capital Bikeshare Station for 100 or more excess spaces
San Francisco
Car-sharing annual membership paid by the developer

Parking above 0.5 spaces/unit must be in stackers or valeted (buildings
larger than 50 units)

RESIDENTIAL PARKING WORKING GROUP MEETING 9

27

These tables describe the “excessive” parking policies for Washington, D.C. and San Francisco.
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[Editor’s Note: This discussion worked from a handout instead of slides. See the handout at the end of
this packet]
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ON-SITE SHARED PARKING
ULI SHARED PARKING MODEL
Step 1. Gather and Review Project Data
 Type and quality of land uses
 Local zoning standards and practices
 Existing conditions, parking pricing, local
users, and facilities if appropriate
 Local mode splits, transit, and
transportation demand management programs
 Physical relationship between uses



Parking management strategies acceptable to

Step 4. Develop scenarios for critical parking need
periods

Step 2. Select parking ratios (spaces/unit land use)
 Weekends and weekdays
 Visitor/customer, employee/resident and
reserved

Step 3. Select factors and analyze differences in activity
patterns
 Time of day
 Monthly

Step 5. Adjust ratios for modal split and persons per car for
each scenario
Step 7. Calculate required parking spaces for each scenario

Step 6. Apply noncaptive adjustments for each scenario

Step 9. Recommend parking plan
 Adequacy of parking for key scenarios
 Evaluate potential facilities and
Allocation of spaces for key scenarios
 Confirm physical relationships between uses
To encourage shared parking
 Recommend parking management plan to
achieve projected shared parking

Step 8. Do scenarios reflect all
critical parking needs and
management concerns? If NO,
return to Step 3. If YES,
continue to Step 9.
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ON-SITE SHARED PARKING
DIFFERENT APPROACHES TO SHARED PARKING
ULI Shared Parking Model
 The revisions to ULI’s Shared Parking Model were developed in 2005. The revisions were informed by data from actual
projects and nearly 20 years of experience with ULI’s first shared parking model.
 The updated model reflects changes in the characteristics of key parking users (i.e. cinemas which went from a few screens
to cineplexes), increases in the number of restaurants due to more meals being eaten outside the home, increases in the
number of shopping trips occurring in the evenings due to changes in the workforce and updates in trip generation for
different uses by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE).
 Factors from access to subway, bus and other transit modes are not specifically included although they are noted as factors
to further adjust parking requirements.
 Additional changes include:
 Accounting for visitors/customers, any reserved spaces, residents or employees, support staff.
 Recommends that mode splits and captive adjustments should be made to the model.
 Defines weekdays as 6 a.m. Monday – 5 p.m. Friday; weekends as Friday evening and all day Saturday. Sunday
is excluded from the model as not a factor in devising parking.
 Provides hourly factors for numerous office, commercial and entertainment uses, but assumes residential
parking at 1 space/unit is reserved for occupants. The model includes owned as well as rental housing and
offers factors for visitors and employees.
Cambridge, MA
 Requires a Parking Analysis based on the relevant characteristics of the proposal. Details of the elements expected to be
included in the analysis are provided on page 5.
Victoria Transport Policy Institute



The Victoria Transport Policy Institute uses a Parking Occupancy Rate Table to determine the feasibility of shared parking.
Applicants submit a demand summary sheet showing how they have calculated the reduction. According to VTPI, “the
default rates from the Table 3, Parking Occupancy Rates are set to include a small ‘safety margin’ of parking beyond that
minimally needed to serve an average peak demand. Therefore a local study of parking demand may yield a greater
reduction in parking required.” See below for this table.
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ON-SITE SHARED PARKING
Victoria Transport Policy Institute
Table 3
Parking Occupancy Rates
Uses

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

M-F

M-F

M-F

Sat. &
Sun.

Sat. &
Sun.

Sat. &
Sun.

8am-5pm

6pm-12am

12am-6am

8am-5pm

6pm-12am

12am-6am

60%
100%

100%
20%

100%
5%

80%
5%

100%
5%

100%
5%

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

80%
100%
100%
80%
100%
100%
20%

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

100%
70%
70%
80%
80%
100%
10%

70%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
10%

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

10%

5%

5%

100%

50%

5%

This table defines the percent of the basic minimum needed during each time period for shared parking. (M-F = Monday to Friday)
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ON-SITE SHARED PARKING
APPLYING THE ON-SITE PARKING MODELS
Bergman’s Site Plan (Approved 2012) – 3:00 P.M. Weekday Requirements
Approved
Approved Parking
On-Site Shared Calculation On-Site Shared Calculation –
Uses
–
Victoria Transport Policy
ULI (example uses
Institute (example uses
approved ratios & ULI
approved ratios)
guest/visitor factor)
202 Dwelling 202 spaces (1 space/ 232 spaces (100% of 1
121 spaces (60% of 1 space
Units
unit; 9 residential
spaces/unit, plus 0.15
per units requirement; does
spaces allocated to
spaces/unit for guests)
not distinguish between
the grocery store
owned and rented units)
9:00 A.M. – 9:00
P.M.)
13,257 sq. ft. 47 spaces
42 spaces (90% of 47
42 spaces (90% of 47 spaces)
Retail
spaces)
Total
249 spaces
274 spaces
163 spaces
See Bergmann’s parking conditions on page 6.
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On-Site Shared Calculation
– Falls Church Table
(example uses approved
ratios)
354 (100% of 1 space/unit)

28 (60% of 47 spaces)
382 spaces
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ON-SITE SHARED PARKING
Peck/Staples Site Plan (Approved 2008) – 3:00 P.M. Weekday Requirements
Approved
Uses

Approved Parking

415,816 sq. ft. 718 spaces (1/579)
Office

118 Dwelling
Units (62
townhouses,
89 apts.)
36,241 sq. ft.
Retail
Total

151 spaces (2.21
spaces/townhouse,
.99
spaces/apartment)
64 spaces (1/566 sq.
ft.)
933 spaces

On-Site Shared Calculation
–
ULI (example uses
approved ratios)
755 (718 spaces plus 37
visitor spaces; (100% of
1/579 sq. ft. GFA plus 45%
of 0.2 spaces/visitor/1,000
sq. ft. GFA)
156 total. 151 spaces (100%
of 1 space/unit), plus 5
visitor spaces (20% of 0.15
spaces per unit)
58 (90% of 1/566 sq. ft.)

On-Site Shared Calculation
– Victoria Transport Policy
Institute (example uses
approved ratios)
718 spaces

On-Site Shared Calculation
– Falls Church Table
(example uses approved
ratios)
718 spaces

91 spaces (60% of
requirement; does not
distinguish between owned
and rented units)
58 spaces (90% factor)

151 spaces

969 spaces

867 spaces

38 spaces (60% of 64
spaces)
907 spaces

Cambridge, MA Parking Analysis
(a) Estimates of the project’s parking demand (vehicle ownership rates, peak parking occupancy data for comparable nearby
residential projects, resident parking permit and motor vehicle registration data for the area, and/or other indicators of parking
demand. These estimates should account for daytime and nighttime parking. Estimates may account for differences in parking
demand given the occupancy of units, such as owner-occupied vs. rental units, market-rate vs. below-market-rate units, or elderlyoriented vs. conventional units. Estimates may also account for anticipated vacancy rates.
(b) Maps showing the distance to alternate transportation options in the area, including MBTA rapid transit stations and bus routes,
bike facilities, and car-sharing services.
(c) Studies of on-street parking capacity and utilization in the vicinity of the project conducted at night, and accounting for the
normal activity hours of other land uses in the area.
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ON-SITE SHARED PARKING
(d) Where applicable, inventories and peak occupancy data for nearby off-site parking that will be available to the project’s residents
or visitors, either on a round-the-clock basis or by way of a shared use arrangement. Private, off-site parking shall only be applicable
to the analysis if a long-term leasing arrangement is proposed to be made.
(e) A description of measures that will be implemented to reduce demand for private automobile use, such as the availability of carsharing programs and/or incentives for residents or employees to walk, bicycle, or use public transportation, and estimates
of the anticipated impact of those measures on parking demand.
VICTORIA TRANSPORT POLICY INSTITUTE
(1.) The minimum number of parking spaces that are to be provided and maintained for each use shall be determined based on
standard methods for determining minimum parking supply at a particular site.
(2.) The gross minimum number of parking spaces shall be multiplied by the "occupancy rate" as determined by a study of local
conditions (or as found in Table 3), for each use for the weekday night, daytime and evening periods, and weekend night, daytime
and evening periods respectively.
(3.) The gross minimum numbers of parking spaces for each of the purposes referred to for each time period shall be added to
produce the aggregate gross minimum numbers of parking spaces for each time period.
(4.) The greatest of the aggregative gross minimum numbers of parking spaces for each period shall be determined.
BERGMAN’S PARKING CONDITION:
Residential Parking and Parking Management Plan
The intent of this condition is to ensure that at least one parking space is available in perpetuity for parking use by each residential
unit in the project, unless otherwise modified by this site plan approval. Accordingly, the developer agrees to offer the use, for
rental units, and the purchase or use for condominium units, of at least one parking space for each dwelling unit. The developer
further agrees that renters of dwelling units, or purchasers of condominium units, shall not be required to also rent or purchase
parking spaces. Parking spaces shall not be individually assigned to a particular residential tenant or dwelling unit…..
The developer agrees to submit to the Zoning Administrator a parking management plan which outlines how guest and visitor
parking for the residential building, and parking for retail tenants' employees and customers for retail located in the residential
buildings, will be provided, where the parking will be located and how guests and visitors, and retail employees and customers, will
be directed to the parking spaces. The developer further agrees to make a minimum of 193 resident and residential visitor parking
spaces, and 40 retail tenant parking spaces, available within the residential garage. The parking management plan shall be
submitted to the Zoning Administrator, and reviewed and approved by the County Manager, prior to the issuance of the first
Certificate of Occupancy for the first residential building. The developer agrees to implement the Parking Management Plan for the
life of the site plan.
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