Meeting Summary: Presentation to NAIOP

Meeting Summary: Presentation on the Residential
Parking Working Group Process to NAIOP
Meeting Date/Time: Wednesday, December 14, 2016, 8:30 – 10:00 a.m.
Meeting Location: Walsh Colucci Conference Room, Courthouse Plaza
(2200 Clarendon Blvd.)
Attendees: Dan VanPelt, Evan Pritchard, Jon Kinney, Peter Greenwald, Kedrick Whitmore, Gary
Kirkbride, Robert Atkinson, Bob Bushkoff, John Lutostanski, Mike Novotny, and Stephen Crim, Susan
Bell, Dennis Sellin, Samia Byrd. Editor’s Note: The note takers believe that

Meeting Notes
Evan Pritchard, NAIOP Co-Chair, opened the meeting. Eric Dobson, NAIOP Director of Government
Relations and Communications, announced upcoming NAIOP activities including several classes that
will be offered in 2017. Following introductions, Mr. Pritchard turned the meeting over to Stephen
Crim, Project Manager, for a presentation on the Residential Parking Working Group process and
strategies under consideration. Handouts with definitions for each of the strategies were provided to
the group. See slides of this presentation below.
Stephen indicated that staff needs feedback from NAIOP on the different strategies, and following the
presentation, asked the group their views on shared parking as a strategy as well as a policy that would
allow car-share parking, bike parking, or other facilities to count towards their parking requirements.

Barriers to Shared Parking
NAIOP members indicated that there are a number of barriers to shared parking, despite support for
shared parking in Arlington County policy. Among the barriers are the following:
•

•

•

•

When parking is reviewed in the site plan process, it is reviewed in “buckets” based on use (i.e.
retail parking, residential parking). There is no focus on shared use of parking to be provided.
Staff is not comfortable discussing flexible use of spaces or shared use on or off-site.
The need for a site plan amendment for both the site plan that needs the parking and the site
plan that would provide the parking is a disincentive to off-site shared parking. The site plan
amendment process is very costly and time consuming—nearly $100,000 according to one
NAIOP member—which makes the project more costly. Neighbors may oppose shared parking.
It’s very difficult to work though the issues of shared parking beyond the needs of the first use
of a retail space. If an occupant such as a grocery store wants to own their parking it is further
complicated because the condominium regime needed to create this is not able to be
processed until after the project is finished.
It’s also very difficult to develop an off-site shared parking arrangement when ownership of the
properties involved is different; at some future point the property providing the parking might
want to redevelop and would then be encumbered by a shared-parking agreement. Attendees
also mentioned that banks might be less likely to finance projects that have a shared-parking
arrangement on the property.
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•
•

•

More policy support for shared parking is needed and staff needs to be given the direction to
promote it.
Issues with on-site shared parking (Clarendon Center example) – scheduling of maintenance
must be coordinated with tenant parking in mind; overnight car storage cannot occur in shared
spaces; residential tenants cannot park overnight in office or retail spaces; retail tenants want
access to office parking in off hours; assigned spaces for residential and office tenants limit
ability to share.
Issues with off-site shared parking – Timing; impact on redevelopment potential; creates an
encumbrance on a property; no real incentive to do it (though it does happen when two
buildings are owned by the same company). County still wants “more” when you agree to
share and provide one space per unit.

Bike Share and Car Share
NAIOP members expressed an interest in getting credits for car share and bike share as well as other
measures. There is sometimes a problem getting the car share companies to locate spaces in garages
due to lack of visibility to potential users other than building occupants. This is a problem when a car
share space in a garage costs the same as any other parking space, an estimated $40,000. Car share
spaces can create a problem if they take up retail parking in front of ground floor retail; store owners
want the on-street parking available for customers. Alexandria puts car share spaces a block off the
main streets; DC auctions off car share locations. There was a general preference among NAIOP
members to provide car share spaces where they are needed on the street (not necessarily in a project’s
garage) but give developers credit for them if they subsidize costs of providing them. Members
suggested it would be useful to link reductions to all these options.

Other Discussion Points
Strategies should be looked at every few years so that the standards remain current with market. It
would also be good to have some small percentage of flexibility in the requirements; it was noted that
this provision exists though not for all projects.
NAIOP members then asked whether the RPWG recommendations will include a maximum parking ratio
and if they will become zoning ordinance amendments. Staff explained that the group has already
decided not to include maximums as part of their recommendations. Staff also clarified that the charge
to the RPWG is only to develop policy recommendations, though they could become zoning ordinance
amendments at a future date. There was general consensus among the NAIOP members that a zoning
ordinance amendment was preferable to a policy. The concern is that an amendment would provide
clearer guidance for staff, developers and the community and would be more consistent in application.

Presentation
Editor’s Note: Stephen Crim spoke from a set of talking points with a few, but not all, of the
presentation slides. The notes that are available accompany the slides below.
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Recommend refined parking policy with clear and consistent criteria for approving projects with a ratio
of parking spaces to residential units that’s below the zoning code.
Limited scope:
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•

Multi-family residential buildings

•

Metro Corridors

•

Site Plan and UCMUD process.

Remember, County does not dictate the exact amount of parking that must be built, just the minimum
amount, and it is that minimum for which we are setting policy. Now, I don’t need to tell you why
parking policy is important, but here are the issues that we know exist:
•

One component of Arlington’s multimodal transportation system

•

Space for parking is limited.

•

Parking demand is accommodated without creating expensive and excessive off-street parking.

•

Arlington’s Zoning Ordinance allows for special, case-by-case exceptions to standard parking
requirements.

This is our official charge:
To work with staff to create a clear and consistent methodology to evaluate site-specific, off-street
parking ratios for multi-family, residential buildings proposed under the special exception (Site Plan or
Use Permit) review process in the Rosslyn – Ballston and Jefferson Davis corridors. In its work with staff,
the working group will explore alternative methodologies, evaluate the ramifications of those
methodologies, and other transportation strategies that interrelate with off-street parking
requirements.

Page 4 of 13

Meeting Summary: Presentation to NAIOP
Staff and the working group may make recommendations to the County Board on further study of
changes to the Arlington Zoning Ordinance, but this project will not recommend specific changes to the
Ordinance.

The Working Group includes residents, representatives from Arlington’s various official commissions,
developers, and business leaders to provide feedback to staff.
Includes two of your own, happy to have them. Diversity of representation
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We think of our work as part of a human pyramid where we are near the top with the support and
strength of all the hard work that the community has put into developing goals, policy, and law for how
the County will develop.

We’re building on policy and law. Lots of time and effort put in to getting us to this point.
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Conditions have changed a lot in the past 40 years: expanded transportation options and new policies
have been adopted.
But the zoning code has not. In 1962, ratio was set. Some districts have been added that have minimums
of 1 space/unit.

Page 7 of 13

Meeting Summary: Presentation to NAIOP

Page 8 of 13

Meeting Summary: Presentation to NAIOP

In Alexandria, Virginia
•

Developers can build apartments and condos with fewer parking spaces when they are near
Metro or Metroway.
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•

•

If a project is within a one-half mile walk of a Metro station, developers can build 20%
less parking than the City would otherwise require.

•

Buildings within a half-mile walk of Metroway can get a 10% reduction.

Developers in Alexandria can also build fewer parking spaces for affordable housing. For middleincome family (60% of "area median income") units, the building only needs to provide 0.75
spaces per unit, or three parking spaces for every four apartments.

In DC: dramatically lowered parking minimums and TDM is actually required for what they define as
“excess” parking.
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