ARLINGTON COUNTY, VIRGINIA

County Board Agenda Item
Meeting of November 18, 2017

DATE: November 16, 2017

SUBJECT: Off-Street Parking Guidelines for Multi-Family Residential Projects Approved by
Special Exception in the Rosslyn-Ballston and Jefferson Davis Metro Corridors

C. M. RECOMMENDATION:

Adopt the Off-Street Parking Guidelines for Multi-Family Residential Projects Approved by
Special Exception in the Rosslyn-Ballston and Jefferson Davis Metro Corridors and related
recommendations, as set forth in Attachment 1.

ISSUES: Given the expansion of transportation options in the County’s Metro corridors (bus
service, biking and walking infrastructure, bike share, car share, etc.), the evidence of lower rates
of parking demand in site plan multi-family buildings, the tendency for abundant parking to
attract households with more vehicles, and that, recently, in appropriate circumstances, site plans
have been approved with parking ratios at 0.8 spaces per unit and below, should the County
Board adopt guidelines for the evaluation of whether, and to what extent, and subject to what, if
any conditions, special exception multi-family building projects should be approved with less
parking than is generally required?

Staff have heard concern from some stakeholders that lower parking requirements will lead
developers to seek permission to build less parking on-site than the buildings’ residents will
need. According to this line of thinking, some residents of those multi-family buildings will then
park on neighboring streets, thereby increasing competition for on-street parking spaces, making
parking less convenient.

SUMMARY: The proposed Oftf-Street Parking Guidelines for Multi-Family Residential
Projects Approved by Special Exception in the Rosslyn-Ballston and Jefferson Davis Metro
Corridors (“proposed guidelines™) respond to a need articulated by the County Board, the
development community, staff, and others to create a transparent and consistent framework for
evaluating requests for parking reductions for site plan multi-family residential projects. The
proposed guidelines respond to this articulated need, based on best current data and practice, as
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well as established community goals and objectives. The Board retains full discretion within the
special exception process to approve the final parking ratio for each proposed project, and what,
if any, enhanced TDM or other conditions are necessary to ameliorate the impact of reduced
parking on the transportation system in the vicinity of the site based on site-specific
circumstances and the characteristics of the project under consideration.

The proposed guidelines were developed after working with a County Manager-appointed

Residential Parking Working Group, review of auto ownership and parking use data in the Metro

corridors, the parking practices of neighboring jurisdictions, and extensive citizen outreach; these

are discussed in more detail in the body of the report. Under these guidelines, a lower on-site
parking ratio may be appropriate for a given project considering:

1) minimum parking requirements for market-rate units ranging from 0.2 to 0.6 spaces per unit
depending on distance from the nearest Metro station entrance (ranging from 1/8 to % of a
mile);

2) miniznum parking requirements for 60%-of-AMI and 50%-of-AMI committed affordable
units set at 70% and 50% of the market-rate minimums respectively, and no minimum
parking requirements for 40%-of-AMI units;

3) reductions of up to 50% of the minimum parking requirements in exchange for providing
bike parking, bike share, and/or car-share amenities on site, in addition to those already
required in base TDM requirements;

4) a separate visitor parking requirement of 0.05 spaces per unit for the first 200 units, which
was added in response to concerns about spillover parking;

5) allowances for shared parking between different land uses in mixed-use projects;

6) allowances for meeting parking requirements through the dedication of spaces at existing
garages located within 800 feet of the new building and in the Metro corridors;

7) mitigation requirements for provision of parking in excess of 1.65 spaces per unit; and

8) relief from minimum parking requirements for constrained sites.

The proposed guidelines would be used by staff in developing recommendations for reduced
parking and ultimately by the County Board in determining whether reductions should be
permitted and, if so, whether the reductions should be subject to enhanced TDM or other
conditons.

BACKGROUND: At its December 14, 2013 meeting, the County Board directed the County
Manager to initiate a study of parking requirements in multi-family residential site plan
developments in the Rosslyn-Ballston and Jefferson Davis corridors. This was the fifth of five
recommendations from the Commercial Parking Working Group and the Planning Commission.

Staff began scoping a process to carry out the Board’s directive in Spring 2016. That scope
included the creation of a Manager-appointed working group. In September 2016, the County
Manager appointed an 11-member Residential Parking Working Group (RPWG or “Working
Group”) composed of community stakeholders to work with a team of 12 County staff from
several departments, and a consultant. The RPWG met over the course of six months and
developed recommendations that were key inputs for the proposed guidelines. A detailed account
of the RPWG and other public engagement are in the “Public Engagement” section below.


http://arlington.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=2692&meta_id=116125
http://arlington.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=2692&meta_id=116125
http://arlington.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=2692&meta_id=116125

Policy Framework

The proposed guidelines exist in the context of previously adopted Arlington County policies
and plans developed with extensive staff engagement with the public over many years. The
Master Transportation Plan (MTP), Affordable Housing Master Plan (AHMP), and various
Metro corridor sector plans, collectively:

e Encourage shared parking.

e (all for more flexibility in deciding the amount of parking close to frequent transit service
and where there is “exemplary access by non-motorized travel modes and car-sharing
vehicles.”

e (all for reduced or eliminated parking requirements for affordable housing and to make
space available for retail or subway entrances.

e Call for dedicated off-street parking spaces for persons with disabilities that are located
closest to primary building entrances.

Appendix 2 highlights elements relevant to parking policy from each of the policy documents
mentioned.

Applicable Zoning Provisions

The proposed guidelines would be utilized within the requirements of the Arlington County
Zoning Ordinance. Like many communities around the United States, the Zoning Ordinance
includes minimum parking requirements as a development standard for most land uses. The
purpose of minimum parking requirements is to assure that the on-site supply of parking meets
the demand of the building’s users.

Unlike some other communities, the Zoning Ordinance does not have a limit on the number of
parking spaces that a developer may provide for each unit of housing (or maximum parking
requirements).

The Arlington County Zoning Ordinance establishes two types of zoning standards: “by-right”
and “special exception.” Under by-right zoning, uses and development standards are determined
in advance and specifically authorized by the Zoning Ordinance. While some zoning districts
with minimum parking ratios of one space per unit have been added more recently, the by-right
minimum parking ratio in most zoning districts has been unchanged from 1.125 parking spaces
per unit since 1962. Site plan and Unified Commercial/Mixed Use Development (UCMUD) use
permits are provided for in the Zoning Ordinance and allow the County Board to modify
requirements on a case-by-case basis. No changes to the existing Zoning Ordinance is being
proposed, and the Board would continue to modify parking requirements for site plans or and
UCMUDs on a case-by-case basis.

The site plan process began in 1962. Since then, over 400 site plan projects have been approved
and built primarily in the two Metro corridors. In practice, most multi-family residential projects
approved through the site plan process over the last 20-or-so years have been approved with one
space per dwelling unit or fewer, subject to appropriate mitigating conditions.


https://arlingtonva.s3.dualstack.us-east-1.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/sites/38/2016/06/ACZO.pdf

In 2003, the Arlington County Zoning Ordinance was amended to add UCMUDs as a special
exception to allow developers to create residential units in the C-2 and C-3 districts while
maintaining a level of commercial uses. The County Board can modify parking requirements
through the UCMUD process. Since its inception, the County Board has approved six
UCMUDS. However, only one (10™ Street Flats at 3132 10" Street N.) has been approved and
constructed in a Metro corridor.

Standard site plan and UCMUD conditions for multi-family projects require developers to
facilitate and encourage residents to bike, walk, take transit, or use shared vehicles when making
trips. In addition to making on-site and off-site infrastructure improvements to support
walkability and access to transit, residential properties agree to charge for parking separately
from rent. This practice (known as “un-bundling’’) makes the price of parking transparent to
residents, and lowers the cost of housing for those who live without a car.

Arlington’s Evolving Transportation Network

In addition to policy and legal frameworks, parking policy exists in the context of Arlington’s
transportation system. Transportation options for Arlington residents, employees, and visitors
have grown dramatically since the 1.125 minimum parking ratio was added to the Zoning
Ordinance in 1962, as seen in Figure 1 below.


http://arlington.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=&clip_id=2800&meta_id=124310

Figure 1: Major Developments in Arlington’s Transportation System Since By-Right Off-
Street Minimum Parking Requirements for Multi-Family Buildings were Set
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Parking Demand at Special-Exception Multi-Family Projects

In line with the existing policy and the expansion of Arlington’s transportation options, between
2010 and 2016, the County Board approved multi-family site plan projects in the Metro corridors
with parking ratios of between 0.8 spaces per unit and 1.23 spaces per unit.! The one UCMUD
project approved in the Metro corridors (10" St Flats) was approved with one parking space per
unit. In all instances, the approval included site specific tailored conditions to mitigate the
impacts of reduced parking.

I Two exceptions to this range were an amendment to SP#11, Crystal Plaza 6 — We Live, approved in 2014 with
0.56 spaces per unit and an amendment to SP#193, Ballston Quarter, approved in November 2015 with 0.70 spaces
per unit. In February 2017, the County Board approved SP#444, Queen’s Court (an all-committed-affordable
residential project), with 0.6 spaces per unit.



http://arlington.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=2800&meta_id=124303
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Figure 2: Parking Ratios at Residential Site Plans Approved 2010-2016
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Source: Site plan approval summaries.

Parking Policies in Other Jurisdictions

Staff considered parking policies as well as research on parking demand from other
communities. In recent years, communities have reduced or eliminated the minimum parking
requirements in their zoning ordinances; as one example, the City of Buffalo, New York,
eliminated minimum parking requirements entirely with the adoption of a new zoning ordinance
on December 27, 2016.

Various jurisdictions neighboring Arlington County have lower minimum parking requirements
and/or parking maximums for multi-family residential uses depending on various factors.

District of Columbia: In 2016, the District adopted revisions of its zoning ordinance that:
e Re-zoned more of the city to Downtown districts that have no minimum parking

requirements for multi-family residential uses.

e Reduced parking minimums for multi-family buildings from 0.33 spaces per unit to 0.17
spaces per unit for buildings within }2-mile of a Metro station or “4-mile of a “priority”
bus line or streetcar line.

e Introduced an “excessive” parking threshold. Developers are required to mitigate when
providing more than 0.33 parking spaces per unit or 0.67 parking spaces per unit
(depending on the minimum requirement).



http://www.buffalogreencode.com/December_2016/Art_8_Dec_2016.pdf
https://dcoz.dc.gov/ZRR/StructureZR16

Tysons Corner Urban District, Fairfax, Va.: Fairfax County has special minimum parking
requirements for Tysons Corner Urban District that are lower than in other parts of the County as
part of the County’s strategy to create a transit-oriented district. These requirements:

e Set parking minimums as low as one space per unit within “4-mile of a Metro station

(compared with 1.6 spaces per unit outside of the Urban District).

e Set parking maximums between 1.3 and 2.0 spaces per unit depending on the number of
bedrooms in each unit and the building’s distance to Metro.

Alexandria, Va.: In 2015, the City of Alexandria amended its zoning ordinance for multi-family
residential buildings, lowering the minimum requirements and introducing maximums. The
policy allows parking minimums for market-rate units as low as 0.64 spaces per bedroom (for the
first two bedrooms, or 1.28 total for a two-bedroom unit or larger) depending on:

e Proximity to Metro or bus rapid transit stops.

e A “walkability index” score.
e Regular bus service nearby.
e The share of studio units planned for the building.

Committed affordable units have minimum requirements as low as 0.34 spaces per unit (not per
bedroom) depending on the household income to which the units are targeted and the
characteristics listed above. Finally, the policy includes a maximum parking requirement of 0.8
or 1.0 space per bedroom.

Montgomery County, Md.: In Parking Lot Districts and other parts of the county, multi-family
buildings have a minimum parking requirement of one space per bedroom, though developers
may count some on-street spaces toward that requirements. Affordable units have a minimum
requirement of 0.5 spaces per unit, while market-rate, age-restricted buildings have a minimum
of 0.75 spaces per unit. All units have a maximum parking requirement of two spaces per
bedroom.

Prince George’s County, Md.: Following a three-year process, the Planning Department for
Prince George’s County released a “Comprehensive Review Draft” of a new Zoning Ordinance
in late September 2017. The draft includes reductions in minimum parking requirements. If
adopted, the Zoning Ordinance would remove all minimum parking requirements for multi-
family buildings in “Regional Transit-Oriented Zones,” such as the area around the New
Carrollton Metro and MARC/Amtrak Stations, as well as the Branch Avenue Metro Station. It
lowers minimums to between 1.0 space per dwelling unit and 1.5 spaces per dwelling unit for
areas within the Capital Beltway, depending on transit availability.

Vehicle Ownership and Mode Choice Data
In formulating these guidelines, staff considered data on vehicle ownership and mode choice
from:
e The results of 36 transportation performance monitoring studies of residential site plan
buildings conducted between 2010 and 2016, which included observations of garage
occupancy, trip making, and voluntary transportation-behavior surveys of residents.


http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/dpz/zoningordinance/articles/art06.pdf
https://www.alexandriava.gov/uploadedFiles/planning/info/Parking_Standards_Task_Force/14-3964_Staff%20Report.pdf
http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/Maryland/montzon2014/chapter59montgomerycountyzoningordinance/article59-6generaldevelopmentrequirement?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:montgomeryco_md_mc$anc=JD_6.2.4
http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/Maryland/montzon2014/chapter59montgomerycountyzoningordinance/article59-6generaldevelopmentrequirement?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:montgomeryco_md_mc$anc=JD_6.2.4
http://zoningpgc.pgplanning.com/2017/09/26/compreview/

e Vehicle-registration data from the Arlington Commissioner of Revenue for multi-family
buildings.

e The 2015 Arlington Resident Transportation Survey, which asked approximately 4,000
randomly selected Arlington residents about their transportation behavior.

e The US Census Bureau’s American Community Survey.

e Parking-space lease data from rental property owners with buildings in the Metro
corridors as provided by a member of the Arlington Economic Development
Commission.

e Parking demand data provided by two committed-affordable property owners (AHC and
the Arlington Partnership for Affordable Housing) for certain projects in Arlington.

e Results from the triennial “State of the Commute” survey conducted by the Metropolitan
Washington Council of Governments Commuter Connections program.

Staff analysis of transportation performance monitoring studies, vehicle-registration data from
the Commissioner of Revenue, and data provided by the two committed-affordable property
owners revealed that parking demand at multi-family buildings increases with distance to Metro.
This analysis also found that parking demand at buildings made up entirely of committed-
affordable (CAF) units is lower than demand at buildings with only market-rate units or only a
few CAF units. A graphic description of these findings is in Figure 3.

Though the parking-lease information from rental property owners was provided without
distance-to-Metro data, the ratios ranged from 0.49 to 1.51 leased spaces per unit.

DISCUSSION:
Guiding Principles

As part of its work with staff, the Working Group devised a series of guiding principles to
govern their discussion of residential parking and evaluation of potential policy elements and
methodologies. They are useful for understanding the origin of not only the Working Group’s
recommendations to the County Manager but also the proposed guidelines. These principles are:

1. Recognize that the amount of parking provided in residential projects is a major cost factor
affecting a project’s feasibility, contributing to the cost of housing and the affordability of
housing able to be delivered.

2. Be innovative and flexible with parking policy to allow developments to respond rationally
to site-specific demand drivers, unique conditions and future demand.

3. Provide predictability to reduce uncertainty for developers proposing projects and for the
community reviewing them.

4. Recognize that increasing the supply of parking is a factor that contributes to higher demand
for driving. Therefore, higher parking requirements will result in higher car use, traffic and
environmental impacts.

5. Recognize that reducing parking demand will reduce the impact on our roadway
infrastructure. Parking policy must balance the benefits of reduced driving with the potential
costs to support the shift to other modes of travel.

6. Address potential for spillover into residential neighborhoods.



Figure 3: Recent Parking Demand Observations at Metro Corridor Multi-Family Buildings
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Sources: Site Plan Performance Monitoring Studies, Commissioner of Revenue Vehicle-
Registration Data; AHC; APAH. Note: In this plot, the box represents the range between the
25th and 75th percentile values. The “x” marks represent the means, while the lines inside of the
boxes are the medians (or 50th percentile value). The thin lines or “whiskers” extend to the Oth
percentile and the 100™ percentile; dots represent “outliers.” This data set includes two
observations from different data sources for seven of the 121 buildings.

Where the Guidelines Would Apply

The proposed guidelines would provide a framework for staff in reviewing site plan and
UCMUD proposals for multi-family buildings in the Rosslyn-Ballston and Jefferson Davis
planning corridors. The guidelines would apply only to sites within the Metro Corridors that are
zoned to allow multi-family buildings by site plan or UCMUD. The Board, in approving a
specific site plan or UCMUD, would make the final determination as to the appropriate parking
ratio.

Staff recommends one exception: the guidelines would not apply to site plans submitted for sites
in “Multiple-family Dwelling and Commercial” (“R-C”) districts unless the Board amends the
Zoning Ordinance to allow the County Board to modify minimum parking requirements for
multi-family buildings in this zone below one space per unit. Figures 4 and 5 on the following



pages describe the land within the two Metro planning corridors zoned to allow multi-family
buildings by site plan or UCMUD as of writing, excluding “R-C” zones.

Elements of these Guidelines

Following is a discussion of the proposed parking guidelines’ elements. Note that the proposed
guidelines include retention of the base Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
requirements found in standard site plan and UCMUD conditions, as well as such other enhanced
TDM conditions as the Board may determine are necessary on a case-by-case basis. The
proposed guidelines anticipate retaining the administrative regulations that prevent projects
approved through special exceptions from participating in the RPP Program. In addition, County
staff and the Board may refer to other criteria in determining the amount of parking to approve as
part of a project and the associated conditions relating thereto. A description of what these
criteria may include can be found at the conclusion of Attachment 1.

1. Minimum Parking Requirements Based on Distance to Metro

Whether reduced minimum parking guidelines for market-rate dwelling units would be
appropriate for consideration would be determined by a map prepared by DES Development
Services that assigns a distance-to-closest-Metro-entrance measure for all blocks within the
Metro corridors. Blocks would be assigned a distance using the shortest distance buffer from any
Metro station entrance (escalator or elevator) that contains the center point of the block. A draft
of that map is available as Figures 6 and 7 below.

Of the parking spaces required, the developer will provide no fewer accessible parking spaces on
site than the number of required “Type A” accessible dwelling units as called for in the Virginia
Uniform Statewide Building Code.?

Rationale

1) Analysis of data for Arlington demonstrates that parking demand and vehicle ownership are
both related to transit proximity such that households close to Metro own fewer vehicles than
households further from Metro.

2) These minimum ratio goals are set lower than recently observed parking demand at site plan
and non-site-plan multi-family buildings to allow flexibility for the Board to respond to
future market demand for off-street vehicle parking and determine whether the proposed ratio
is appropriate.

3) Allows developers the flexibility to produce housing at a lower cost per unit where land
values are highest, provided they can satisfy the Board that anticipated parking demand can
be satisfied without adverse impacts. For market-rate projects, reducing housing costs could
encourage the production of more housing, which could moderate price increases across the
local market.

2 At the time of this writing, the Building Code sets the minimum number of required accessible parking spaces at
two percent of all parking spaces provided. Setting the accessible parking requirement equal to the number of Type
A dwelling units will result in a greater requirement for accessible spaces.
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Figure 4: Land in the Rosslyn-Ballston Metro Planning Corridor Where the Proposed Guidelines Would Apply
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Figure 5: Land in the Jefferson Davis Metro Planning Corridor Where the Proposed
Guidelines Would Apply
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4) Furthers Arlington’s support for the Metrorail system by allowing developers to produce
housing for households with few or no cars, provided that the Board is satisfied that the
proposed rates of vehicle ownership is achievable.

5) Allows for the “construction of less costly, more efficient buildings thus encouraging
economic growth...” and allows parking demand to be considered in the context of “local
market pricing and management of the parking facility, [and] access to infrastructure and
services for public transit” as called for in Policy 6 of the Parking and Curb Space
Management Element (PCSM) of the Master Transportation Plan (MTP).

6) Setting minimum ratio guidelines lower than recently observed demand is consistent with
amendments to the Zoning Ordinance made “in the 1970s [when] the minimum parking

requirement for a newly-established residential zoning category was set at a level lower than

what was the rate of auto ownership at the time.”
7) Allows for potential reductions in parking close to “frequent transit service” and “transit
nodes” as called for in PCSM Policies 8 and 11.

8) Publishing a map that measures the distance to Metro enhances the clarity and predictability

of the guidelines.

9) Requiring more accessible parking spaces as part of site plan/use permit conditions will
enhance the accessibility of multi-family buildings for persons with disabilities who own
vehicles.

2. Reductions from Minimum Parking Requirements for Committed-Affordable Units

The guidelines provide for consideration of lower parking minimum ratios for committed-
affordable units than those for market-rate units according to the following table and subject to
appropriate site specific enhanced TDM measurers:

Table 1: Vehicle Parking Minimums for Market-Rate and Affordable Housing Units

Market-Rate Minimum Parking 0.20 0.30 0.40 0.50 0.60
Requirement
(Spaces per Unit)

Committed Affordable Housing Ratios

60% AMI (70% of market-rate 0.14 0.21 0.28 0.35 0.42
minimum)

50% AMI (50% of market-rate 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30
minimum)

40% AMI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

These guidelines recommend that site plan and use permit conditions would stipulate that no
preference would be given to residents of committed affordable or market-rate units in the

property manager’s policies or procedures for managing parking. In other words, all residents—
regardless of unit type—would have access to one pool of parking supply. This condition would

preclude property managers from charging residents living in committed-affordable units more
than they charge residents living in market-rate units.

3 Demand and System Management Element of the MTP (2008), p. 11.
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Rationale

1) The proposed reductions for affordable housing would help incentivize the creation of
committed affordable units in 100% affordable or mixed-income buildings consistent with
the goals and policies of the Affordable Housing Master Plan (AHMP; 2015).

a) Policy 1.1.1 to “encourage the construction and preservation of affordable rental housing
through land use/zoning policy...”

b) Policy 3.5.1 to “integrate affordable housing goals and policies into County sector plans,
economic development strategies, the Master Transportation Plan and other County
planning efforts.”

2) The reductions in parking ratios for 50% and 40% Area Median Income (AMI) units help to
support Policy 1.1.6 of the AHMP to “incentivize affordability below 60% AMI in
committed affordable rental projects.”

3) The Affordable Housing Implementation Framework identifies “Affordable Housing Parking
Standards” as a potential land use and regulatory tool.

4) The PCSM of the MTP calls for “reduce[ing] or eliminate[ing] parking requirements for
specialized projects near transit nodes... [to lower] the cost of transit-proximate housing
dedicated to those who cannot afford a private vehicle.”

5) Reduced parking requirements for affordable housing is encouraged in the Crystal City
Sector Plan (2010, p. 72-73).

6) Evidence demonstrates that low income residents have a lower demand for parking than
higher income residents, both in the Metro Corridors and in locations outside the Corridors.

7) The amount of federal or local County subsidies (such as the Affordable Housing Investment
Fund) needed to create committed affordable units would be reduced.

a) Constructing one underground parking space can cost between $30,000 and $60,000.

b) The provision of underground parking can be particularly challenging for affordable
housing developments utilizing Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC), as these
projects must remain under a certain Total Development Cost (TDC) limit in order to be
eligible for the program. The TDC represents all costs necessary to produce a completed
and occupied project.

3. Reductions from Minimum Parking Requirements for Bike and Car Sharing Amenities

The following guidelines provide a framework for consideration of reductions from the
minimum parking requirements where the project provides the following services or amenities.
The actual number of spaces and the required enhanced TDM conditions, if any, would be
determined on a case-by-case basis by the Board:

1) Reduction of two required car parking spaces in exchange for every 10 class 1 secure bike
parking spaces provided beyond the bike parking ratios in the Standard Site Plan Conditions
in place at the time of project approval.

2) Reduction of one, three, or four parking spaces in exchange for installation and support for
an 11-, 15-, or 19-dock Capital Bikeshare (or successor) station. This exchange would
include both capital and operating costs of the station for a minimum of six years and would
require the station to be publicly-accessible on private property. The applicant would be
limited to paying for the capital and operating expenses of one Capital Bikeshare (or
successor) station for the purposes of claiming a reduction in minimum parking
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requirements. The Board would consider what the duration of the commitment should be to
account for a permanent reduction in parking spaces.

3) Reduction of five parking spaces for every car-sharing space with a documented service
guarantee of at least three years. The Board would consider what the duration of the service
guarantee should be to account for a permanent reduction in parking spaces.

Reductions in parking requirements could not exceed 50% of the parking spaces required by
elements 1 and 2 of these guidelines. Reductions granted through this element would not reduce
the developer’s requirements for providing accessible parking spaces or visitor parking spaces.

Additional enhanced TDM conditions such as contributions to the Capital Bikeshare (or
successor) network, additional on-site car sharing, or additional on-site bike parking, among
others, may be required by the Board based on specific circumstances.

Rationale

1) Some transportation amenities attract households who do not own a car, and if a building
offers these amenities, then lower private-vehicle parking demand would be expected.

2) Implements PCSM Policy 8, in that it “allows reduced parking space requirements for new
development ... [with] exemplary access by non-motorized travel modes and car-sharing
vehicles.”

3) “Continue[s] to expand the car-sharing program as needed to encourage and serve reduced
private-car ownership” as called for in Policy 5.a.xi of the Transportation Demand and
System Management Element of the MTP.

4) Carries out PCSM Policy 6, which encourages the County to “revise zoning requirements to
reduce the number of some required parking spaces in direct proportion to the conversion of
spaces to bicycle, motorcycle/scooter or reserved high-occupant vehicle use.”

5) Other jurisdictions incorporate strategies to reduce parking demand and vehicle use by
providing transportation alternatives on-site such as bike parking, bikesharing, and car-
sharing.

4. Visitor Parking Requirement

The guidelines will be used to consider whether projects should be required to provide no fewer
than 0.05 spaces per unit of designated visitor parking for the first 200 units. These spaces would
be provided in addition to spaces designated for residents and would be excluded from any
calculation to determine if the applicant must mitigate “excess” parking as described below.
Spaces must be provided on site, must be marked “Visitor”, and must be available for use at all
hours of the day.

The foregoing guideline is in addition to (not in lieu of) any requirement for curbside pick-

up/drop-off or loading/unloading zones on the perimeter of the proposed project. It has become
standard practice to require this kind of curb space in recent site plan approvals.
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Figure 6: Proposed Parking Minimums in the Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor
Note: Areas not zoned to allow Multi-Family Buildings by Site Plan or UCMUD at the time of writing are partially obscured.
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Figure 7: Proposed Parking Minimums in the Jefferson Davis Corridor
Note: Areas not zoned to allow Multi-Family Buildings by Site Plan or UCMUD at the time of writing are partially
obscured.
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Rationale
1) A 2016 study of parking demand at metered spaces in Arlington found that parking

occupancy peaks in the 7 PM-to-8 PM hour and declines steadily to 40% or below at the 11
PM hour. These data indicate that on-street parking shortages are the result of visitors to
residential buildings or commercial establishments, not residents living in multi-family
buildings who would typically park overnight.

2) Research from the Department of Environmental Services found that other jurisdictions
require between 0.05 and 0.20 spaces per unit for visitors at multi-family buildings.

5. On-Site Shared Parking

The guidelines will be used to consider whether projects with more than one use provided as part
of the same site plan or UCMUD permit should be allowed to reduce the overall parking
requirement based on the following and subject to such enhanced TDM conditions, if any, as
may be required by the Board based on site specific circumstances:

1. Calculations from the Urban Land Institute shared parking model.
2. Independent analysis if that analysis conforms to certain minimum standards established by
the County.

The visitor parking spaces as required in the proposed guidelines could be provided as shared
spaces provided that a shared parking analysis shows that peak demand for the residential visitor
spaces could not generally overlap with peak demand by the other users sharing the spaces.

Rationale

1) Parking demand for different uses (such as residences and offices) peaks at different times of
the day.

2) This element provides one way to “maximize the sharing of parking spaces” as encouraged in
PCSM Policy 9.

3) Encouraged by the Crystal City Sector Plan (2010, p. 73), “Realize Rosslyn” (2015, p. 119),
Clarendon Sector Plan (2006, p.108), Virginia Square Sector Plan (2002, p. 73), and the
“PenPlace Design Guidelines” (2014, p. 21) for the Pentagon City PDSP.

4) The standard site plan conditions contain a provision for shared use of office parking and
recommended that this strategy be available for multi-family projects.

5) Locally, Washington, D.C., Montgomery County, Maryland and the City of Falls Church,
Virginia, permit shared parking; these jurisdictions require shared-parking proposals to
include analysis using a model such as the one created by the Urban Land Institute.

6. Off-site Shared Parking

The guidelines will be used to consider whether unused parking in existing buildings may be
utilized to meet parking requirements in new buildings. An applicant could propose to fulfill all
off-street parking requirements (except handicapped-accessible and visitor parking spaces) at
other garage(s) (not surface parking lots), subject to such enhanced TDM conditions, if any, as
may be required by the Board based on site specific conditions, if:
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1) The garage(s) is(are) located within the County-defined Rosslyn-Ballston and Jefferson
Davis Metro planning areas,

2) A public entrance to the garage(s) is (are) within 800 feet of the new building's location as
measured as the straight-line (or "over the air") distance between the nearest public entrance
to the project and the off-site garage facility, and

3) Two buildings have the same owner or two owners enter into a lease agreement of no shorter
than 10 years.

If at the end of a lease term, the building owner were to terminate the lease, modify the number
of spaces leased, or lease spaces in a different garage to satisfy the building’s off-street parking
requirement, then the owner would be required to apply for a minor site plan amendment if the
building was approved by site plan or a use permit amendment if the building was approved
through an UCMUD.

Rationale

1) Encourages parking efficiency by allowing developers to serve new buildings with existing,
excess parking. Observations of office building garages in Arlington’s Metro corridors
reveals unused capacity, during both night-time and day-time hours.

2) Implements PCSM Policy 8, which calls on the County to "allow site plan and use permit
developments to cooperate with each other to meet off-street parking requirements" and the
call to "maximize the sharing of parking spaces" in PCSM Policy 9.

3) Follows from PCSM Policy 13, which guides the County "to ensure that required accessible
parking is provided on-site."

4) Similar to the provisions of Section 7.8.5.D.4 (“MU-VS, Mixed Use Virginia Square District,
Site Development Standards, Parking”) of the Arlington Zoning Ordinance.

5) Encouraged by the Crystal City Sector Plan (2010, p. 73), "Realize Rosslyn" (2015, p.119),
Clarendon Sector Plan (2006, p. 108), Virginia Square Sector Plan (2002, p. 73), and the
"PenPlace Design Guidelines" (2014, p. 21) for the Pentagon City PDSP.

6) There are several instances where the County Board has already approved off-site shared
parking including the Strayer University building (SP#345) in Courthouse.

7. Mitigation Requirements for Excess Parking

The guidelines will be used to consider whether a project that proposes to construct more parking
spaces than the Board determines is appropriate for the site. The Board may consider this
parking “excess.” These guidelines suggest that the threshold is 1.65 spaces per dwelling unit
and that the applicant would be required to mitigate the impact of these parking spaces in one of
three ways as well as in such additional or alternative ways as the Board requires based on site
specific circumstances:
1) The developer would be required to place the number of parking spaces provided in excess of
1.65 (or whatever figure is determined by the Board in that case) multiplied by the number of
dwelling units in mechanical “stackers” OR

2) The developer would be required to place the number of parking spaces provided in excess of
1.65 (or whatever figure is determined by the Board in that case) multiplied by the number of
dwelling units in a “tandem” configuration OR
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3) An annual payment equal to the product of the cost of a monthly transit pass good for an
unlimited number of rail and bus trips provided by WMATA or a successor authority, the
number of months in a calendar year (12), and the number of parking spaces provided in
excess of 1.65 (or other Board-determined figure) multiplied by the number of dwelling
units; this payment would be due for every year that the “excess” spaces are available for no
more than 30 years.

Applicant payments would be used to support Arlington County programs that encourage the use
of biking, walking, transit, and car sharing in the vicinity of, or otherwise serving the project.

The guidelines suggest that mitigation requirements would apply only to new parking spaces
constructed as part of the project, and that, if the developer constructs fewer parking spaces than
those considered to be “excess” but provides additional parking spaces by sharing existing
parking, then no mitigation would be required.

Rationale

1) Surveys of site plan building residents have found that households in buildings with abundant
parking attract households with more vehicles, vehicles that those household members then
drive. This is consistent with other research, which has found that the level of parking supply
influences parking demand.

2) Funds could be used to encourage the use of biking, walking, transit, and car sharing.

3) Placing excess parking spaces in stackers or tandem configurations makes the vehicles
parked in them less convenient to reach for daily use, thereby mitigating traffic impacts.

4) Implements PCSM Policy 6 to “ensure that...excessive parking is not built,” explaining that
“building the right amount of parking encourages efficient transportation patterns, reduces
the demand on existing transportation facilities and the need to expand or improve them, and
contributes to a reduction in long-term environmental hazards.”

8. Relief from Minimum Parking Requirements for Constrained Sites

The guidelines will be used to consider whether reductions from the minimum required number
of all spaces (including visitor and accessible spaces) should be granted if the County Board
finds that there are "physical constraints" on the site, including:

e Site size.

e Site shape.

e Historic structures to be retained.

e Underground utilities that cannot be moved.

e Tunnels or access easements.

¢ Geological conditions including soils.

Staff would recommend reductions in parking requirements due to site constraints only if the
developer has maximized reduction options outlined elsewhere in these guidelines and has made
a good-faith effort to find an off-site shared parking opportunity.
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Rationale

1) The cost of parking on certain sites may make building prohibitively expensive, leaving
property that is vacant or underutilized relative to what is envisioned in the General Land
Use Plan and sector plans.

2) This element is in line with prior Board approvals of “projects with reduced or no parking in
extraordinary situations warranting the exception” as mentioned in PCSM Policy 11.

3) Encouraged by the Clarendon Sector Plan (2006, p. 108) for historic buildings.

Other Recommendations
In addition to the proposed guidelines, staff offer the following recommendations for adoption:

1. Direct the County Manager to Explore Options for Streamlining the Approval Process for
Shared Parking Arrangements between Two Site Plan or UCMUD Projects

To complete a shared-parking agreement between a new residential building and another special-
exception building, the owner of the other, existing building where off-site parking spaces would
be dedicated would need to file a minor site plan or use permit amendment.

Staff recommends that the County Board direct the County Manager to consider ways to reduce
the cost and effort of receiving County approval for off-site shared parking arrangements
between two special-exception buildings.

2. Direct the County Manager to Review and Recommend Improvements to the Residential
Permit Parking Program (RPP)

The RPP program is an important tool for managing on-street parking. The RPP program
restricts on-street parking in certain residential neighborhoods such that only certain households
within that area can park on-street during certain hours of restriction (typically 8 AM to 5 PM,
Monday through Friday, with some exceptions). Staff last completed an in-depth review and
revision of the program in 2005. The County Manager requested the County Board to endorse a
new review of the program, which the Board members did at their August 15, 2017 work
session.

One element of the RPP administrative policy is particularly relevant to the proposed guidelines:
the residents of residential buildings approved either through the site plan or use-permit process
are not eligible to participate in the RPP program. Staff recommends that this policy continue
regardless of any other proposed changes that may arise from the program review.

3. Direct the County Manager to Review the County’s On-Street Parking Meter Fees and Hours
of Operation as they Relate to Effective On-Street Parking Management

Like the RPP program, parking meters are an important tool for managing on-street parking in
mixed-use areas where parking demand is high and where many multi-family residential
developments are located. Parking charges encourage users to “use parking efficiently with
parking spaces turning-over more frequently, thereby accommodating more users.”* Meters also

4 Policy 5 of the “Parking and Curb Space Management Element” of the Master Transportation Plan (2009; p. 9)
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limit the ability of residents to park long term in valuable spaces that are prioritized for short-
term use.

Staff recommends that the County Manager review meter fees and hours of operation to ensure
that the County’s meters are fulfilling County policy.

4. Direct the County Manager to Explore Amendments to the R-C District Provisions of the
Zoning Ordinance

The Zoning Ordinance prohibits the County Board from modifying the multi-family minimum
parking requirement below one space per unit in “Multiple-family Dwelling and Commercial
District” (“R-C”) districts.>

Staff recommends that the County Board direct the County Manager to explore the advisability
of amendments to the Zoning Ordinance that would allow the County Board to modify the
minimum parking requirements in R-C zones through site plans.

5. Direct the County Manager to Examine the Potential for Similar Guidelines for Site Plans,
Use Permits, and Optional Form-Based Code Approvals in the Columbia Pike and Lee
Highway Areas

Staff recommends that the County Board direct the County Manager to explore the advisability
of guidelines like those proposed here for the Columbia Pike planning area and districts along or
near Lee Highway where multi-family buildings are allowed by site plan or use permit. Staff
could either consider such guidelines as part of a stand-alone process or as part of other, larger
land-use and transportation-planning processes.

PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT: A stakeholder group, known as the Residential Parking Working
Group (RPWG) was central to developing the proposed guidelines. In addition to one at-large
resident, the County Manager appointed to the RPWG a representative from each of the
following stakeholder groups based on a list of names submitted by the respective groups:

¢ Planning Commission

e Transportation Commission

e C(Citizens Advisory Commission on Housing

e Economic Development Commission

e Environment and Energy Conservation Commission
e NVBIA/NAIOP

e Arlington Chamber of Commerce

e Arlington Civic Federation

The Working Group was charged 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...the working group will explore alternative

5§7.34.E.1
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methodologies, evaluate the ramifications of those methodologies, and other transportation
strategies that interrelate with off-street parking requirements.”

In addition to the Guiding Principles that it developed, the Working Group considered its
recommendations in the context of existing Arlington policy and the policies and regulations of
peer jurisdictions in the region and around the U.S.

The Working Group held 11 public meetings beginning in September 2016. Staff employed tools
to inform and engage the wider public with the Working Group’s deliberations. These tools
were:

A project web site with a description of the review process, an FAQ page, a documents page
with RPWG meeting read-ahead materials, meeting summaries, background documents, and
the Working Group’s recommendation to the County Manager. This page was maintained
throughout the process.

An e-mail listserv (518 subscribers as of July 2017) through which staff sent notifications of
upcoming Working Group meetings, updates to the documents page, and notifications of in-
person and online engagement opportunities.

Seven rounds of e-mails with notification of in-person and online engagement opportunities
to staff of the Crystal City, Ballston, and Rosslyn Business Improvement Districts, the
Clarendon Alliance, management of Colonial Village I, II, and III, and the presidents of the
following Civic/Citizens Associations:

o Arlington Forest o Crystal City

o Arlington Ridge o Lyon Park

o Ashton Heights o Lyon Village

o Aurora Highlands o North Highlands

o Ballston - Virginia Square o North Rosslyn

o Bluemont o Radnor/Ft.Myer Heights
o Buckingham o Waycroft - Woodlawn

o Clarendon - Courthouse

Two open houses attended by members of the RPWG as observers that presented background
information to the public and an opportunity to provide early feedback on the RPWG’s
guiding principles and on the strategies that the RPWG was considering for inclusion in its
recommendation. The first open house was held on the evening of Wednesday, December 7,
2016 in the Courthouse area and the second open house was held on the morning of
Saturday, December 17, 2016 at the Crystal City pop-up library. A total of 12 members from
the public 