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Notes from a Focus Group/Small Group Discussion 
between Community Members on the Residential 
Parking Working Group  
Meeting Date/Time: Wednesday, December 14th, 2016, 6:00 PM – 7:00 PM 

Meeting Location: Room 715, Courthouse Plaza (2100 Clarendon Blvd.) 

Attendees: Terron Sims, Eric Cassel, Liz Birnbaum, Neil Schimmenti, Dave Tyahla, Jim Richardson, Jim 

Lantelme, Carrie Johnson, Ken Anderson, Bonnie Parker, Susan Bell, Stephen Crim, Richard Hartman, 

Michelle Cohen, Dennis Sellin, Bridget Obikoya, Dan Van Pelt. James Schroll, Ben Spiritos, and Michelle 

Winters were present for a portion of the conversation. 

Meeting Notes 
As part of the County’s effort to clarify policy on off-street parking requirements for new apartment and 

condominium buildings in the Rosslyn-Ballston and Jefferson Davis Metro corridors, staff hosted a series 

of outreach events to speak with the broader public about the issue and update them on the Working 

Group’s progress. 

As part of the process, the County hosted two public open houses, and set up an online comment form 

that went live on Friday, December 16th.  

In addition, County Staff hosted one small group discussion on December 14th to gain feedback and 

insights from key stakeholders within and adjacent to the Metro Corridors. Staff drew up a list of 

potential participants based on their knowledge of who in the county cares about parking issues or who 

have somehow been part of development review and parking discussions in the past. The individuals 

who attended came from that list. These notes capture the discussion at that small-group meeting. 

Bonnie Parker opened the meeting by welcoming everyone, thanking them for their time, and asking 

each person to introduce him or herself. 

Staff Presentation 
Stephen Crim made a presentation of the Working Group’s effort to date. See his presentation slides 

and notes below. His major points were: 

• The Working Group has been established to work with staff on creating a clear and consistent 

policy for granting approval of parking at multi-family buildings proposed for development in 

the Rosslyn-Ballston and Jefferson Davis Corridors through the Site Plan and Unified Commercial 

Mixed Use Development permit process. 

• Years of policy creation with public engagement, as well as the County’s zoning ordinance, 

underpin the Working Group’s effort and inform what the Group is producing. 

• The Working Group is made up of individuals who represent a diversity of civic groups, industry 

groups, and Arlington’s official commissions. 
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• Working Group members have developed a set of six principles to guide policy formation. 

• Staff have shared with the Working Group information on parking policy in cities around the 

United States, and Stephen shared details about recent reforms in the District of Columbia and 

Alexandria as reference points. 

• The Working Group is considering eight “policy strategies” which we can divide into three 

categories: 

o Reductions based on the project’s characteristics (presence of income-targeted units, 

on-site and off-site shared parking arrangements, as well as relief for small or difficult 

sites). 

o Reductions based on what’s available around the site (transit service, bike friendliness 

or “bikeability,” and walk friendliness or “walkability). 

o Services and amenities that promote biking, walking, transit use, and car-sharing or 

bike-sharing. Stephen made a point of differentiating between Arlington’s current 

policy, which requires all development to make some of these services and amenities 

available, and a future policy in which developers would be able to build less parking in 

exchange for providing these services and amenities. 

Q&A/Discussion 
Bonnie then began facilitating questions and answers, as well as discussion, with participants. 

A few participants offered that the community would benefit from data to support the Working Group’s 

effort. Experiential data, or data that shows what is being experienced would be helpful, with the 

County’s findings that garage occupancy is no more than 80% in site plan buildings helpful in particular. 

However, one participant said that reports on garage occupancy and parking oversupply do not ring true 

because of his experience with on-street parking in his neighborhood. In his experience, on-street 

parking has become harder to get and he believes that “people are parking wherever they can.” 

There was some discussion of demographics among County residents and how age and car-ownership 

are related. Some participants asserted that young people today simply don’t want cars, while others 

either said that this assertion is untrue or that as these people age, they will want a car 

A participant who manages residential property in the Metro Corridors shared that in his experience, 

transportation demand management techniques do have the ability to impact mode choice and vehicle 

use, but that car ownership in his buildings has not dropped much over the years. He made the point 

that vehicle use is not the same thing as vehicle ownership, and that people who don’t drive to work still 

drive on the weekends. Furthermore, he asserted that while a developer can influence car use, they 

cannot influence car ownership with transportation demand management. As evidence, he shared that 

when he has walked through the garages in his buildings on weekend mornings, most of the cars are not 

in the garage because their owners are out driving them. Another participant emphasized that some 

families are dual-income households with two cars. 

In addition to offering data, a participant offered that the County would do well to explain the reasons 

why the County is undertaking this policy-making process. His interpretation of Stephen’s presentation 

was that the County is going through this process in order to save developers money, a rationale that he 

believes will not be convincing for most in the community. In his opinion, community members may be 
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engaged when County staff explain that this policy is a way to further the County’s affordable housing 

goals. Another participant shared that she heard staff mention other rationales for the policy that is to 

be created. For example, staff did mention that one of the Working Group’s guiding principles mentions 

how reducing parking supply will lead to reduced driving in the County. This participant thought that the 

County should explain more vigorously the connections to transit and road-infrastructure use that 

parking policy has. 

Other participants shared their impression that on-street parking is difficult to find in their 

neighborhoods and when shopping. One said that in his neighborhood it is difficult to find parking on a 

weekday evening after 7:30 PM. In response, a participant shared that there are really two aspects of 

the discussion in which the people in the room were engaging: off-street and on-street parking, and that 

there was a disconnect between the two in the conversation. One participant repeatedly questioned 

why there is a connection between parking at buildings and some residents’ concern about finding on-

street spaces. 

Another resident concerned with on-street parking requested that the County change its policy for the 

Residential Permit Parking (RPP) program so that RPP restrictions could be put in place without a County 

study of parking occupancy on the street. This person called for a review of the RPP program and staff 

shared that such a review is forthcoming. 

Participants covered other topics, such as parking for visitors and people who are providing services to 

residents. One asked for a requirement that buildings have common parking for workers coming to the 

building. Someone shared his belief that the proliferation of rentals through services like airBnB will only 

increase pressure for on-street parking. 

A condominium resident encouraged the County to craft different rules for rental housing and 

ownership or condominium residences. His explanation is that condominiums are frequently home to 

high-income families that are downsizing, and that they own multiple vehicles. Furthermore, if we agree 

that less parking is needed for affordable housing units, then the corollary is that high-income housing 

requires more parking. 

A property manager shared that in addition to resident parking, a property may set aside retail parking 

and parking for prospective residents visiting the property, meaning that a lot of parking could be taken 

up. Finally, one participant also mentioned that in addition to the number of spaces, the number of 

compact spaces is an issue; the County has allowed an increasing percentage of compact spaces, some 

of which are difficult for residents to use. 

Bonnie asked the group which of the policy strategies presented were most useful or potentially 

impactful in the participants’ opinions. One response was that transit overlay zones are important, and 

that the typical ¼-mile distance for transit is not always accurate since people will walk farther for 

transit. Another participant expressed interest in off-site shared parking, especially as an option for 

people who don’t use their vehicle that often and who may be willing to park off-site in exchange for a 

cheaper price. 
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Another participant said that he liked an idea put forth by former Arlington County Board member, Chris 

Zimmerman, which was to give people dynamic information about parking availability, like an “Uber for 

parking.” 

Finally, one participant noted that most of the conversation was about the Rosslyn-Ballston corridor and 

encouraged the County to think differently about the Jefferson Davis corridor for a few reasons 

• There is a greater mix of office and residential in the Jefferson Davis Corridor. 

• There are more options for shared parking. 

• There are constraints to parking supply; Crystal City is far from single-family neighborhoods and 

any supply that might be used as spill over. 

One participant shared a prepared statement on the project, which is included at the end of this 

document. 

Presentation 
The slides from the staff presentation are reproduced here with some talking points. 
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Task: 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: 

• Multi-family residential buildings 

• Metro Corridors 

• Site Plan and UCMUD process. 



 
Notes from a Focus Group/Small Group Discussion between Community Members on the Residential 
Parking Working Group                                                                                                                         Page 6 of 22 
 

 

This is the Working Group’s official charge: 
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The Working Group includes residents, representatives from Arlington’s various official commissions, 

developers, and business leaders to provide feedback to staff. 
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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. 
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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. 

• New policy adopted 

But the zoning code has not. In 1962, ratio was set. 
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Since 2010 the County has approved a range of projects with a number of parking spaces per unit below 

1.125. We are working to make that process standardized and predictable for the community, for 

developers, and for staff. 
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The Working Group created six principles to guide their work.
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Staff have shared information with the working group about how many cities of varying sizes and places 

are changing their parking requirements. 
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Two examples are right in this region, the District of Columbia and the City of Alexandria.
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Here are some key characteristics of each city’s major parking reforms.
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The working group has asked staff to help them craft a policy recommendation using eight different 

strategies. For definitions of what each of these mean, see “Parking Strategies that the Working Group is 

Considering” at the end of this meeting summary.
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The working group has asked staff to help them craft a policy recommendation using eight different 

strategies. For definitions of what each of these mean, see “Parking Strategies that the Working Group is 

Considering” at the end of this meeting summary.
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Anyone who wants to comment on this process and learn more can do so by going to our web site. Find 

it easily by going to arlingtonva.us and searching “Residential Parking Working Group.” 
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Parking Strategies that the Working Group is Considering 
Affordable Housing Parking Ratio Reductions  
Units or buildings that have income restrictions qualify for a reduction in minimum parking 

requirements. Low-income households are less likely to own a vehicle than high-income households (all 

else being equal). The cost of building parking is high ($40,000 per space and higher) and allowing 

affordable housing developers to build less parking makes such projects easier to build while helping 

communities reach their affordable-housing production goals. 

Parking Ratio Reductions for Small Development Sites  
Sites may be too small or too irregularly shaped to fit the parking that is required simply because parking 

spaces, access aisles, driveways, stairwells, and elevator banks have minimum dimensions that cannot 

be reduced. Underground parking also requires access ramps down from the street level, and on small 

development sites, these ramps could take up all or most of any space that might otherwise house 

ground-floor retail.  

In these situations, some communities reduce parking requirements so that development of these sites 

can move forward. 

On-Site Shared Parking  
For mixed-use buildings that share one garage the parking requirements for each use are reduced since 

multiple uses can use the same spaces at different times of day.  

Off-Site Shared Parking  
A developer can count excess parking supply in other buildings or garages towards the new building’s 

parking requirements. Jurisdictions will frequently require a signed agreement or lease in order to allow 

reductions for off-site parking and may require that the off-site location be located within a certain 

distance of the new building so that residents can access it without walking far. 

 

Transit Overlay Zones  
Parking requirements differ based on access to transit. These zones are usually defined by distance and 

often differentiate between bus and rail service, and sometimes require that the transit available have 

high frequencies of service.  

Parking Ratio Reductions for “Bikeability” and “Walkability” 
Similar to the transit overlay zone concept, parking requirements differ based on the ease and safety 

with which individuals are able to travel around the site by biking or walking (also known as “bikeability” 

and “walkability). Measures of “bikeability” and “walkability” are evolving, but some communities allow 

parking reductions for sites where it is easy to get around by bike or by walking.  
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Transportation Services and Amenities to Promote Transit, Biking, Walking, and 
Car-Sharing 
In Arlington, as in other jurisdictions, developers are required to offer transportation services and 

amenities that incentivize biking, walking, and transit use when the developer gets approval to build 

fewer parking spaces than usually required. Other jurisdictions require developers to offer these 

services and amenities when projects build parking in excess of some amount.  

 Some of the services and amenities that a developer might be required to offer include 

 On-Site Car-sharing Spaces/Service  
Developers reserve off-street parking spaces for a car-sharing service. A further step that a 

developer can take is to arrange a contract with a car-sharing service provider in which the 

developer guarantees a level of revenue in order to keep the service operating on-site for a 

given period of time. 

A developer may offer free car-sharing memberships to tenants in order to encourage use. The 

offer of free membership may or may not require that the resident does not park a vehicle on 

site. Some communities allow a developer to count a car-sharing space toward their vehicle 

parking requirement.  

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities  

In the residential case, this can include improvements to sidewalks or building new pedestrian 

and bicycle paths that connect the site to the rest of the bicycle and pedestrian network. For 

example, at a site with a steep slope at one side, the developer might build a pedestrian 

staircase to help residents reach a sidewalk on the ground above the site. Providing secure 

bicycle parking is another measure.  

Note that such facilities are already part of Arlington County’s standard Site Plan conditions. 

However, some communities allow a developer to reduce their vehicle parking in exchange for 

more bike parking.  

 Incentives for Transit  

The developer agrees to subsidize transit fares for residents. The subsidy may come in the form 

of an on-going transit pass that reduces or eliminates the cost of transit for residents while they 

live at the building. Another version of a transit incentive a one-time pass designed to encourage 

the resident to “try” transit. Like car-sharing memberships, the offer of the subsidy may require 

that the resident not park a vehicle on site. 

 
For more information about the Residential Parking Working Group, contact Stephen Crim, Arlington 

County Parking Planner at scrim@arlingtonva.us or by calling 703-228-7494. 
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