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Meeting Summary: Residential Parking Working Group 

Meeting Seven 

Meeting Date/Time: Wednesday, December 14th, 2016, 7:00 PM – 9:00 PM 

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

 

Attendees: James Schroll, Chair, Working Group members Dan VanPelt, Sally J. Duran, Michael Perkins, 

Michelle Winters, Dennis Gerrity, Ben Spiritos, Patrick Kenney, Paul Brown and Rob Mandle and Staff, 

Stephen Crim, Dennis Sellin, Bridget Obikoya, Richard Hartman, Melissa Cohen and Susan Bell.  Benjamin 

Sisko, from Lyft, attended the meeting at Rob Mandle’s invitation to talk about how car share can be 

incorporated into the strategies. 

Meeting Notes 
Chairman James Schroll opened the meeting shortly after 7:00 p.m., following the Resident Focus 

Group. He then turned the meeting over to Stephen Crim, Residential Parking Working Group Project 

Manager, who briefly summarized the two open houses and indicated he would be sending a poll out to 

members asking their preference for a January 11th or January 18th meeting.   

Data Requests from Meeting Six 
Stephen shared information compiled by staff on several topics:  

• The County’s definition of “Premium Transit Service”, as described in the Transit Development Plan 

(TDP) 

• When staff has information on the affordable housing unit mix and subsidy levels relative to when 

parking is discussed for a project,  

• Data on the range of values in indices of “bikeability” and “walkability” as provided by Walk Score,  

• Barriers to off-site shared parking in County policy and  

• Trends in auto ownership among Arlington households. 

The Transit Development Plan defines “Premium Transit Service” (PTS) as one of three service categories. 

The County has planned this level of service only for Columbia Pike, Pentagon City and Crystal City at this 

time. Service is most frequent in this service category—10 minutes or less in the peak; every 12 minutes or 

less off-peak.  Service is provided at these levels 18 hours a day, seven days a week.  Bus stops are spaced 

¼ - ½ mile apart. Bus stops/stations are characterized by a number of features: near-level boarding and off-

vehicle fare collection to reduce time at stops; real time travel information; branded vehicles; and transit 

signal priority to speed travel times. Dedicated bus lanes are not required for Premium Transit Service but 

could be a feature of this service. The TDP assumes an extension of dedicated bus lanes to Pentagon City 

by FY2021. Lee Highway does not currently meet PTS standards in terms of frequency and days of service.  

Staff was asked how Premium Transit Service compares to Express Bus service. Express bus service is 

commuter-oriented, has few stops and runs infrequently.  Most often, it runs between the County and 

distant communities. The Loudoun County Transit service is an example of express bus service. 
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Melissa Cohen of the Housing Division addressed questions about parking in affordable housing from an 

earlier meeting. She explained that Housing staff know in advance what the unit mix and affordability 

levels will be for a project and they are addressed in the site plan conditions. The exception is when a site 

plan approval precedes the AHIF allocation. In these instances, the conditions will require a minimum 

number of affordable units which may increase when the AHIF amount is approved. In the case of a mixed-

income project such as Pierce Queen Apartments, the percent of affordable units and affordability levels 

were part of the site plan conditions. Ms. Cohen noted that the Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) 

regulations specify the percent of units at 40 and 60 percent of Area Median Income (AMI) so for tax credit 

projects the affordability level is typically up to 60% AMI. She noted that 30 percent units without parking 

might be an incentive but it probably would be very hard to make the financials work for the project. 

Arlington uses Housing Grants, a local program, to fill the gap for households below 50 percent AMI. If the 

development is an affordable elderly development, a condition could be created that would specify the 

affordability level and age restrictions of the units.  It was suggested by a WG member that at the time of 

site plan approval a condition could indicate that reduced parking is tied to units that are affordable and 

could be tied to bonus density as an added incentive. 

The WG then turned to the material provided on barriers to off-site shared parking. Stephen briefly 

referenced existing zoning regulations that allow off-site shared parking including restaurants that share 

parking with another use within 600 feet if the primary user of the parking closes at 6:00 p.m. and religious 

institutions, lodges or community swimming pools not operated primarily for commercial gain.  He also 

described some of the discussion at the NAIOP meeting and barriers such as insufficient revenue 

generation, encumbrances of property, liability concerns and the complexities of crafting an agreement 

unless the properties are in the same ownership. Mr. VanPelt noted that off-site shared parking is 

problematic for several reasons: encumbrances created on properties, the impact on operational choices, 

limitations in required parking management plans which do not provide for it.  He also mentioned that he 

was unaware of any analyses of shared parking in Arlington although Crystal City has some examples. 

Stephen next reviewed the concepts of “bikeability” and “walkability” in terms of the possible 

relationship of the scoring systems to residential parking demand. Currently, there are several systems in 

use that measure how bike and walk friendly a place is. Staff reviewed several measurement systems 

including the Walk Score and Bike Score systems now owned by Redfin, U.S. EPA’s Smart Location 

Database and the U.S. Green Building Council’s LEED rating system, and found little variation in the bike 

and walk scores in Arlington’s Metro Corridors. The systems are qualitative; the scores are typically 

developed through site-specific audits or inventories. In terms of the relationship between 

bikeability/walkability and parking demand, the County’s 2013 Residential Building Aggregate Study found 

that car ownership rates were lower in more walkable areas of the County. The City of Alexandria recently 

implemented a Walkability index based on the Walk Score measuring system. The Alexandria study of 

residential parking demand included scores of properties and found that “neighborhood walkability had 

the second greatest impact on parking demand” after proximity to Metrorail. The City gives a 10% 

reduction for properties with “very high” neighborhood walkability and a 5% reduction for properties with 

a “high” walkability score. (A link to this study is embedded in the Meeting Seven Read-Ahead materials, 

page 9.) 

Stephen then reviewed how Transportation Demand Management (TDM) could be incorporated into the 

Working Group’s recommendations. TDM could be used to achieve a credit for required parking spaces, for 

example, x car share spaces = x car parking spaces. This approach makes not having a car an attractive 
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option. The second way to use TDM is to condition it for projects providing parking below or above certain 

thresholds. This approach makes it attractive to live without using a car. There are few studies about TDM 

and car ownership although there are some about TDM and car use.  Regarding use, it raises the question 

of whether you are codifying a developer’s market strategy such that residents without a car will self-

select to live in buildings with less parking. It was noted that in market buildings it is harder to make a 

connection between rent and parking than in an affordable housing building. Market rent would still be 

charged even if the parking requirement were lowered.  

The Chair then opened discussion of bikeability/walkability as a strategy, asking the Working Group how 

this strategy fits in the overall framework. He reiterated that the Working Group has agreed that the place 

to start is with a minimum parking requirement and then to apply reductions, that there will be no 

maximum ratio, and that TDM should be applied above and below a threshold yet to be determined. One 

Working Group member offered that a more predictable, streamlined process is a priority for the County’s 

Economic Development Commission (EDC). The Group then discussed the maps on pages 4 and 5 of the 

Read-Ahead and concluded that there was not much difference between the bike, walk and transit scores 

within the two transit Corridors. There was some interest in a blanket or automatic reduction for the 

Corridors.  

The Chair then asked the Working Group if there should be a blanket reduction for the Corridors, or only if 

the scores were above a particular threshold? A Working Group member suggested that the Bike, Walk 

and Transit Score differences might be more useful outside the Corridors. Another member suggested that 

a ½ mile radius might be better as it lines up for most station areas except East Falls Church. suggested 

that the group could create a range and if a project falls within the range, TDM requirements could be 

relaxed. The Working Group discussed several possible approaches, reaching general consensus that 

bikeability/walkability would not be included as a strategy, and that there would be an automatic 

reduction below 1.125 spaces per unit to a new per unit ratio to be determined by the Working Group.  

The Working Group then discussed whether affordable and elderly housing should be included as a 

justification for reduced parking. One Working Group member noted that those earning 50 – 60% AMI are 

working and may need to drive to their jobs, however, he feels some reduction may be justified. A 

different Working Group member referred to the APAH project information he had previously provided 

and noted that 0.4 - 0.6 spaces per unit was provided near Metro. A third Working Group Member 

indicated that 60% units should have some reduction with a greater reduction for supportive housing units 

or another special category. The Working Group discussed several options, concluding that it would be 

appropriate to reduce parking for 60% AMI units, with a further reduction—possibly to no parking--at 40% 

AMI and below. Staff was asked to bring back information on assisted living projects that are affordable 

and assisted living that is market housing. 

Chairman Schroll brought up the Transit Overlay strategy, reminding the group that in Meeting Six they 

had expressed some preference for Strategy Package B which emphasized modes of travel as opposed to 

frequency of service. The Working Group discussed whether Premium Bus Service was equivalent to 

Metro, and how they should be treated. Members noted that the all of the R-B Corridor is served by Metro 

while the southern portion of Crystal City is less well-served. If a project is on top of a Metro Station or 

within ¼ or ½ mile, there is excellent bus and rail service.  If the project is more than ½ mile away, then bus 

service is the option for most. Having updated information on service is key; new services are not coming 

on-line every year. The Chair suggested that a credit could be provided for Metro proximity and another 
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for bus proximity. Rosslyn has the best service of all with two Metro lines plus significant bus service. One 

Working Group member suggested that specific locations be designated as multi-modal hubs and that a 

reduction is applied to those places. The Group discussed this idea but did not reach conclusion. Staff was 

asked to bring back a proposal defining logical cutoffs for which area are or are not hubs. One Working 

Group member noted that developers do focus groups and market research before settling on parking 

numbers. He feels they have a good idea of usage and demand for parking. 

The Chairman noted that spillover parking was a big concern at the Resident Focus Group. Members 

discussed these concerns, citing the Residential Permit Parking Program (RPP) as the best means to 

address spillover.  Staff was asked about follow-up surveys of on-street parking occupancy in residential 

areas; staff answered that such surveys are not done at this time. 

The Chairman then asked Benjamin Sisko to talk about Lyft. He indicated that it would be useful to see how 

car share can help with parking and that he has some leeway to try different approaches. In other 

communities, he has seen Lyft credits used, as well as capped fares to help open up an area. A Working 

Group member noted he was unable the get developer-paid credits for use with ride-hailing services like 

Lyft included in a TDM package for a Site Plan submission in Spring 2016. Mr. Sisko was asked to provide 

any information he might have on car ownership and ride share. 

Next Meeting 
Chair James Schroll closed the meeting and reminded everyone to look for a poll on the January meeting 

date. 

Presentation Slides 
Editor’s Note: The following are the slides that Stephen Crim used in making his presentation on data 

requested by the Working Group. Stephen did not speak from notes so there are no talking points printed 

with the slides below. 
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[Editor’s Note: Melissa Cohen and Stephen Crim shared the content associated with these slides verbally. 

These two slides did not have accompanying images.] 
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