Off-street Parking
Metro Everett
Metro Everett includes multiple modes of transportation, including a notable public transportation
hub – Everett Station. Public transit service in Metro Everett is provided by Everett Transit,
Community Transit, and Sound Transit. Commuter rail to Everett is provided by Amtrak and Sound
Transit (Sounder). Sound Transit has developed a Sound Transit 3 (ST3) plan
(http://soundtransit3.org/) that will extend light rail to Everett. The metro area also includes a vast
network of pedestrian facilities and an emerging network of bicycle facilities.
This network of current and future transportation modes serving Metro Everett affects the
relationship with off-street parking requirements. Providing too much parking can diminish
performance in more efficient transportation options, such as transit and rail, while also
contributing to increased greenhouse gas emissions through more vehicle miles travelled. Providing
more parking than necessary increases development costs, and this can affect housing
affordability. Providing not enough parking can result in on-street parking that might impact
adjacent neighborhoods or customer parking for retail/service businesses.
In September 2016, Everett Planning presented to the public a Draft Action Strategy Report for
Metro Everett. The report included a proposal to reduce off-street parking as a development
incentive in exchange for measurable reduction in vehicle trips. The Draft Action Strategy Report
also sought to optimize public investment in transportation infrastructure by placing residential
density near transit stops.
This Off-street Parking report focuses on Metro Everett, but some of the concepts could easily be
extended outside of Metro Everett, particularly to the frequent transit corridors.

Guiding Principles
The following are guiding principles that were considered in developing the off-street parking
recommendations. These principles support an active, safe and clean urban environment by
increasing transit oriented development, reducing vehicle trips and decreasing development costs.
•
•
•

Promote a pedestrian friendly environment in Metro Everett by reducing automobile trips,
particularly with single-occupant vehicles.
Establish off-street parking requirements based on the minimum needed, not the desired
average or maximum based on non-metro (i.e. suburban) standards.
Excess parking has a negative impact on urban vitality, makes walking less attractive,
reinforces vehicle usage, and increases development costs.

•

•

•
•

•
•

•

Parking is expensive to build. Construction costs of structured parking can range between
$20,000 - $40,000 per stall. Reducing development costs has an impact on rent charged to
tenants, and density/intensity of development in the urban core.
Develop off-street parking requirements which respond to shifting markets (age and travel
patterns), unique populations (low-income, seniors) and proximity to high frequency transit
(3-4 trips per hour).
Ensure that residential neighborhoods and retail/service shopping areas are not adversely
impacted by reduction of off-street parking required for new development.
Establishing a low minimum parking does not automatically translate to low levels of parking
supply. This approach provides more flexibility during the development process to allow a
developer to consider market needs and reduce cost for special studies and uncertainties to
gain further reductions.
Make the downtown core conveniently accessible for the priority user of the public parking
system – the customer of downtown.
Manage the public parking supply using the “85% Rule” to inform and guide decisionmaking. Within the parking industry, it is assumed that when an inventory of parking
exceeds 85% occupancy in the peak hour, the supply becomes constrained and may not
provide full and convenient access to its intended user.
Reserve the most convenient parking spaces to support customer, client, vendor and visitor
access to downtown.

Best Practices—Emerging Trends/Studies
For years, trip and parking guidelines for cities were generated primarily through the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE). However, the ITE trip and parking manuals focused on suburban
locations with limited transit and pedestrian access. New studies focused on transit-oriented
development (TOD) and urbanized areas have identified that fewer vehicle trips are generated for
some developments, and less parking is required at TODs than ITE guidelines have recommended.
Recent research 1 of five TODs, including a case study of the Redmond Downtown (bus-only) TOD,
showed there to be significantly less demand for parking and driving than the ITE manual
recommends. The Redmond TOD, which is served by local and commuter buses, included a 322-unit
multifamily mixed use project. Twenty percent of the units are affordable at 80% of the area’s
median income. The ground floor has retail, and there are two levels of parking below the
apartment building. The vehicle trip and parking reduction research identified:
•

Mode choices – 1.7 more trips made by walking and 3 times more trips made by transit than
the regional average.

1

“Trip and parking generation at transit-oriented developments: Five US case studies”, Reid Ewing, et al, Landscape and
Urban Planning, December 10, 2016. “Trip and parking generation at transit-oriented developments: a case study of
Redmond TOD, Seattle region”, Guang Tian, et al, Springer Science+Business Media New York, May 13, 2016
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•

•

Trip and parking generation – just 37.4% of the trips the ITE trip generation manual had
estimated. The actual residential parking demand is only 65% of ITE’s average. At peak
demand for parking at the Redmond TOD 2, there were 0.86 occupied spaces per residential
unit.
Shared parking – The peak period of parking that served the bus station was daytime, while
the peak periods for the commercial and residential uses were evening and night.

Growing Transit Communities Strategy
This focus on off-street parking and housing opportunities is not new for Everett. In 2013, the city
entered a compact 3 with other Puget Sound communities which recognized that the cost burden of
housing and transportation could be substantially reduced by locating affordable housing in close
proximity to transit. Removing regulatory barriers to development, such as excessive parking
requirements, was one of the strategies 4 the city committed to. Some of the recommended actions
included:
•
•

Where parking at transit stations is needed, share the parking with nearby uses.
Adopt innovative off-street parking management tools, such as:
o flexible or market-driven parking regulations;
o reduced or eliminated parking requirements for special populations, such as seniors,
and in locations with access to frequent transit;
o limits on the maximum amount of parking that can be included in a development;
o “unbundling” the cost of parking from housing unit prices/rents;
o shared parking facilities;
o transportation demand management;
o reduced parking requirements for projects that include affordable units; and
o on-street parking management strategies where parking demand is high, such as
metered parking and residential parking zones.

Other Puget Sound Examples
Here are a few examples of parking requirements in Puget Sound communities:
•

Tacoma:
o No parking requirements for residential or commercial development in part of their
downtown.
o Structures or sites that are individually listed on the city’s historic register are exempt
from all parking quantity requirements.

2

“…to determine parking occupancy during the anticipated period of peak utilization associated with the predominant
residential use, an ‘‘overnight’’ count of parking occupancy was conducted at both the Veloce Building garage, and the
Redmond Transit Center Park-and-Ride lot, from 1:00 to 2:00 am on Tuesday, June 2, 2015.” Guang Tian, p. 11
3
Growing Transit Communities Compact, August 23, 2013 See http://www.psrc.org/assets/10017/GTCCompact.pdf
4
Go to http://www.psrc.org/growth/tod/growing-transit-communities-strategy/ for additional resources regarding the
“Growing Transit Communities Strategy”
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•

o For buildings in existence prior to the city’s municipal code (1953), no additional
parking is required for a change in use.
o In commercial districts, no additional parking is required for a change in use in a
structure that existed prior to 9-25-12.
o Parking requirements for development near transit is reduced 25% for sites within 500
feet of a transit stop and 50% for sites located within 500 feet of a transit stop at
which a minimum of 20-minute peak hour service is provided.
o Parking is reduced by 25% for developments that create and implement a site-specific
trip reduction plan and program that includes carpooling, car-sharing, bicycling,
flexible work schedules, etc.
o No parking is required for residential units in a mixed-use project where at least 50%
of the floor area is designed for commercial or institutional use.
o Additional parking reductions provided for new on-street parking, bicycle parking
and motorcycle/scooter parking.
o Source: Tacoma Municipal Code, Chapter 13.06.510
(http://cms.cityoftacoma.org/cityclerk/Files/MunicipalCode/Title13LandUseRegulatoryCode.PDF)
Seattle/King County:
o King County undertook a three-year study of parking supply in multifamily buildings,
funded by a grant from the Federal Highway Administration’s Value Pricing Pilot
Program. 5 The Right Size Parking Project findings and deliverables include:
 The study found that on average, multi-family buildings supply 40% more parking
than is actually utilized.
 Construction of parking costs $20,000 - $40,000 per stall, which has an impact on
rent charged to tenants. When building more parking than utilized, these
additional costs to a project are significant.
 Parking utilization was correlated to individual building characteristics as well as
to the neighborhood in which the building resides. The seven independent
variables they identified 6 included:
 Transit frequency
 Percent of affordable housing units
 Average occupied bedroom count
 Measure of intensity (population + jobs)
 Number of units per residential square feet in building
 Average rent
 Parking price as a fraction of average rent

5

http://metro.kingcounty.gov/programs-projects/right-size-parking/
“Right Size Parking, Final Report”, August 2015. King County Metro/VIA Architecture. Pg. 11.
http://metro.kingcounty.gov/programs-projects/right-size-parking/pdf/rsp-final-report-8-2015.pdf.

6
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Professor Donald Shoup, an expert in balancing parking supply and demand,
commented that city codes which keep street parking free or inexpensive and
that seek to prevent spillover parking effects actually have the effect of distorting
the parking market.
 Oversupply of parking leads to increased automobile ownership, vehicle miles
traveled, congestion and housing costs.
 One of the project’s deliverables was a “Right Size Parking Calculator” that
estimates parking use for multi-family developments based on extensive field
data collection. It is available at http://www.rightsizeparking.org/
o The Right Size Parking project created a model parking code 7 as a resource for
municipalities interested in implementing code changes to help right-size local
parking supply.
 The primary recommendation is for a market-based approach to parking
regulation in multifamily buildings. This strategy is most successful when
supported with on-street parking management.
 Context-based approach, in which minimums are set, based on an assessment of
local context and project-specific conditions.
Bothell:
o Residential parking standards downtown reduced to 0.75 spaces per bedroom
o 10% reduction in parking allowed for shared parking
o All surface parking lots must allow public parking
o Bothell has a cash-in-lieu fee option for parking
o No parking for ground floor retail required downtown


•

Downtown Parking Management Strategies
In 2008, the city commissioned a parking study 8 to examine the parking situation in the downtown,
a portion of Metro Everett. The study analyzed demand for customer and employee spaces
throughout the downtown. An update of the downtown parking study was prepared in 2015-2016. 9
The recommendations from the 2008 study were organized by policy level actions and parking
management strategies. The actions and strategies recommended were based on the following
principles:
•
•

Assure that downtown stakeholders are involved in decisions about parking policy.
Centralize management of the public parking supply.

7

http://metro.kingcounty.gov/programs-projects/right-size-parking/pdf/140110-rsp-model-code.pdf http://metro.kingcounty.gov/programs-projects/right-size-parking/pdf/gap-analysis-7-12-13.pdf http://metro.kingcounty.gov/programs-projects/right-size-parking/pdf/multifamily-parking-toolkit.pdf
8
https://everettwa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/82
9
https://everettwa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/8030
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Dedicate all net downtown parking revenues for downtown enhancements, which include
new parking, streetscape and other transportation improvements.
Encourage/incent shared parking in areas where parking is underutilized.
Ensure downtown parking solutions are financially sustainable.
Make downtown parking user friendly – easy to access, easy to understand.
Make the downtown core conveniently accessible for the priority user of the public parking
system – the customer of downtown.
Manage the public parking supply using the “85% Rule” to inform and guide decisionmaking.
Provide a "parking product" in the downtown that is of the highest quality and safe, to
create a positive customer experience with parking and the downtown.
Provide adequate and affordable employee parking.
Provide clear and strategic direction to assure that new development maintains/improves
overall access.
Recognize that on-street parking is a finite resource and needs to be managed to assure
maximum access for patrons.
Reserve the most convenient parking spaces to support customer, client, vendor and visitor
access to downtown.
Strategically locate and actively manage parking under public control and/or ownership to
accommodate customer access to the area.
The City’s public information system should provide a clear and consistent message about
auto parking to optimize utility and convenience for all users.
Transition more downtown employees into alternative modes (i.e., transit, bike, walk,
rideshare).

The 2015-16 update included the following recommendations from the consultant:
•
•
•
•

Complete the work to standardize time limits to 90-minutes (convert final few spaces)
Hire additional parking enforcement personnel
Acquire up-to-date enforcement technology
Appoint a Parking Advisory Committee (to oversee and advise progress)
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Existing Parking (Supply/Requirements) in Metro Everett
Over 7,000 off-street parking spaces are estimated in Metro Everett, either in surface parking lots
or structured parking facilities.

On-site Parking for Select Multi-family Projects in Metro Everett
Project
Nautica

Year
Built
2002

# of units
128
69 owner
occupied,
59 rentals

sq. ft. of
nonresiden
tial
Yes, but sq.
ft. unknown

Yes, but sq.
ft. unknown

# of parking
spaces

# of spaces used by
tenants

128

+ 13 for nonresidential

unknown

15-18 park in garage

30 in garage;
10 along alley

($50/mo.); estimate
that 15 tenants don’t
have cars

Colby Crest

1992

60

Aero

2015

102 N/A

102

102

Library Place

2004

200

N/A

227

227

Peninsula

2004

63

N/A

63

63
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Off-street Parking Minimum Supply Requirements
The city’s zoning code requires off-street parking in Metro Everett for all new residential
development, ranging from less than 1 space per unit for senior housing up to 1 ½ spaces in
residential zones.
Map 34-1 (Area A) identifies where reduced parking of 1 space per unit is allowed for multi-family
housing. Area B in Map 34-1 requires 1 ½ off-street parking spaces for multi-family units with two or
more bedrooms.

Figure 1: Map 34-1

As shown in the map above, Everett Station is not included in the multi-family infill parking
reduction area. Everett Station parking standards (EMC 19.25.010(C)) are as follows:
•
•
•

One parking space per residential unit, including live/work units.
For live/work units with nonresident employees and/or client visits, one space per 600
square feet of work area.
Maximum parking ratio for any use is four per 1,000 gross square feet.
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Commercial parking requirements depend on location (zone) and use; requirements range from 1
space per 100 square feet to 1 per 1000 square feet. In downtown (B-3 zone), there is no
requirement for off-street parking for non-residential uses. Parking in the Everett Station area is
reduced and provides for additional flexibility.
The following table identifies existing code provisions for reduced parking in Metro Everett.
Purpose
Reduced
Parking

Reduced
Parking

Reduced
Parking

Reduced
Parking

Description
Senior Citizen Housing
Senior citizen housing developments shall provide a
minimum of one parking space per dwelling unit, except in
the C-2 ES zone and E-1 MUO zone, the minimum
requirement shall be 0.75 off-street parking space per
dwelling unit. The applicant shall provide a covenant in a
form acceptable to the city which runs with the land stating
that the housing units shall be limited to occupancy by
senior citizens. Conversion to non-senior citizen housing
shall not be permitted unless meeting the parking
standards of this section.
Multiple Family Dwellings in “core” area
• Lots located within area A on Map Number 34-1 shall
provide a minimum of one parking space per dwelling
unit.
• Lots located within area B on Map Number 34-1 and
rear yard infill dwellings in the R-2H zones shall provide
a minimum of:
o One infill unit only: one parking space per dwelling
unit;
o More than one infill unit and multiple-family units:
one parking space per dwelling unit for units with
one or fewer bedrooms and one and one-half
parking spaces per dwelling unit for units with two
or more bedrooms.
Supportive Housing Developments
Supportive Housing Development shall provide a minimum
of one parking space per 4 dwelling units. Supportive
housing is owned or sponsored by a qualified nonprofit or
government entity and includes services.
Hewitt Avenue East Corridor
For properties that are located within the Hewitt Avenue
east corridor (Map No. 34-2), when a change of use occurs
no additional off-street parking is required; provided, that:
• There is no expansion of building floor area;
• If the previous use of the property did not provide the
number of off-street parking spaces required by this
title, the city must be able to certify that the previous
use was nonconforming with respect to the number of
required off-street parking spaces;
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Purpose

Description

Citation

•

Reduced
Parking
Reduced
Parking

Modification of
Parking

The proposal will not involve converting a
nonresidential use into a residential use, nor will it
reduce the amount of off-street parking available to
any residences on the site to less than required by this
chapter;
• The change of use will not result in a reduction in the
number of off-street parking spaces on the subject
property.
B-3 Zone (Downtown)
There shall be no minimum off-street parking requirement
for nonresidential uses in the B-3 zone.
C-2 ES Zone (Everett Station)
• One parking space shall be required for each residential
unit, including live/work units
• For live/work units with nonresident employees and/or
client visits, the parking standard for the
commercial/industrial portions of a live/work unit shall
be one parking space per six hundred square feet of
work area.
• The maximum parking ratio for any use shall be four per
one thousand gross square feet.
• When an existing building is being reused for a use that
requires more parking, improved on-street parking
spaces provided by constructing diagonal or
perpendicular parking directly adjacent to the buildings
proposed for reuse shall count towards the required
on-site parking for that building.
All Zones
• An applicant may request modification of the parking
requirements. Requests should consider the type of use
proposed and traffic generation, location of the
property, proximity to and availability of public
transportation facilities, and other information which is
relevant and necessary.
• The city may require a transit stop be located on the
site.
• The city may require or allow a reduction of off-street
parking spaces for businesses or employment areas
that employ more than 100 persons based on a
transportation management plan.
• Parking modification of ten percent or less if supported
by parking analysis and modification does not involve
residential use parking standards as provided by
Section 19.34.070(A)
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Metro Everett Commuter Profile
Metro Everett is unique in that it has both a higher percentage of workers that travel longer to
work as well as those that have a short commute. Nearly 20% of the workers who live in Metro
Everett commute more than 45 minutes to their job, while 20% also travel less than 10 minutes to
work.
60 or more minutes
45 to 59 minutes
35 to 44 minutes
30 to 34 minutes
25 to 29 minutes
20 to 24 minutes
15 to 19 minutes
10 to 14 minutes
Less than 10 minutes

20%

10%
City

0%

10%

20%

Metro Block Groups

Fewer workers in Metro Everett drive alone, but there is not much distinction in the number of
workers that carpool or use public transportation from the rest of the City. Where Metro Everett
differs from the City is in the percent of workers that walk or bike to work, or work at home.
Drove alone
Carpooled:
Public transportation (excluding
taxicab):
Taxicab
Motorcycle
Bicycle
Walked
Other means
Worked at home

City
70.8%
11.8%

Metro Everett
58.9%
10.7%

6.2%

6.8%

0.1%
0.4%
0.8%
3.7%
1.0%
5.3%

0.0%
0.0%
1.3%
10.5%
1.1%
10.7%

The profile of the Metro Everett household indicates that reduced parking would fit residential uses
well within this area, as compared to the city as a whole.
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Light Rail
The addition of light rail in the city, connecting Everett to Lynnwood, and to the greater Puget
Sound area, will be transformative for Everett. The prospective location of the light rail station
would also connect the western and eastern halves of Metro Everett by its centralized location and
enhanced pedestrian and streetscape improvements in the local area. The following are principals
that should drive station planning.
•

•
•
•

•

LINK Station: The light rail station in Metro Everett is optimally situated to best serve both
downtown and the Everett Station areas. Proposed between Broadway and McDougall, this
location will be visually and physically accessible to downtown and Everett Station.
Transit access: Local and regional transit routes will serve the light rail platform and
continue to use Everett Station for bus-to-bus transfers.
Bus-to-Bus Transfers: Everett Station continues to serve as the bus-to-bus transfer facility, as
well as layover for drivers and equipment.
Bus-to-Light Rail Transfers: Bus to light rail connections happen at the new light rail station,
focusing on the inbound bus routes. This will take place through new bus-only routes down
McDougal and improved stops on Pacific.
Pacific Avenue Bridge and McDougall Undercrossing: The bridge on Pacific Avenue over the
railroad will be extended to Broadway. This will allow an undercrossing at McDougall to
serve as a transit route for the new light rail station platform.
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Transit
Everett is served by regional and local transit, including Everett Transit, Community Transit, and
Sound Transit. Other regional transit providers serving Everett include Skagit and Island Transit. On
I-5 between Everett and Seattle, buses carry 25% of commuters but represent less than 1% of vehicle
traffic.
Rapid Bus Service
Everett has bus rapid transit (Swift) that acts like a train for fast, frequent transit service. The first
Swift route became Community Transit’s highest ridership route along Highway 99 from Everett
Station to Shoreline. A second Swift line is now being planned to connect Paine Field/Boeing with
Canyon Park/Bothell, and will intersect with the first Swift line at Airport Road. Swift operates every
12 minutes weekdays from 6 a.m. to 7 p.m.
Commuter Bus Service
Commuter bus service to Seattle is provided by Sound and Community Transit. Sound Transit
provides express bus service from Everett Station to Seattle (510-512) and Bellevue (532).
Community Transit provides several bus commuter routes serving areas north, south and east of
Everett (201-202-270-271-277-280).
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Everett Transit
•
•

•

Everett Transit has several routes that serve Metro Everett (see map below)
Everett Transit routes with 20-minue service at peak within Metro Everett include the following
corridors:
o Hewitt, between Rucker & Broadway
o Wetmore, between Pacific & Everett
o Rucker, between Pacific & Hewitt
o Broadway, between 33rd & Everett
o Pacific, between Broadway & Rucker
Route 7 – 15-minute service from 8 a.m. to 6:00 (10 hours), then 30 minute; serves Everett Station,
Hewitt between Broadway and Rucker, and Broadway from 33rd to college station
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Recommendations
Multi-family Residential:
Step 1:
Establish a baseline off-street parking minimum based on areas designated in Figure 2.
a. Area A –Urban Center – 1 per unit
b. Area B – Urban Neighborhood – 1.2 per unit
Step 2:

Step 3:

Adjust baseline off-street parking based on housing unit type (number of bedrooms):
Studio

1-bedroom

2-bedroom

3-bedroom

4+ bedroom

0.85x

1.0x

1.2x

1.6x

1.6x

Adjust baseline off-street parking based on resident, transportation, or development
characteristics:
Option A:

low- to
moderateincome
housing

Senior
affordable
housing

assisted living

student
dormitory
housing

0.5x

0.65x

0.75x

0.33x

0.33x

Option B:

Reductions for transportation alternatives –

Frequent
transit (3-4
trips/hour)

Transit (<3
trips but at
least 1 trip per
hour)

Transportation
demand
management

In-lieu
Parking Fee

0.75x

0.85x

0.90x

1.0x

Option C:

Step 4:

Adjustments for resident characteristics

very lowincome and
supportive
housing

Shared
Parking in
Mixed Use
Building

0.50x

Reductions for development characteristics –
Transit
supportive
design

Change of
Use in
Commercial
Building built
prior to 195X

Building on
city’s historic
register

0.90x

1.0x

1.0x

Apply substitution to the baseline off-street parking for the following categories:
Car share
stalls

Bike Parking
Stalls

Motorcycle
Parking

Adjacent Onstreet Parking
(create new
spaces)

4:1

1:4 (up to
25%)

1:2 (up to 5%)

1:1
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Non-residential:
For non-residential uses in Metro Everett, the proposal is to simplify the parking requirements as follows:
1) Maintain no minimum in the B-3 zone and expand this no minimum standard to all the Metro Core
areas (Area A on map);
2) Require a minimum of 2 stalls/1000 sq. ft. of gross floor area for the Metro 2nd Tier (Area B on map).
3) The proposed maximums would be 0.5 stall /1000 sq. ft. of gross floor area for Metro Core areas and
3 stalls/1000 square feet of gross floor area for the Metro 2nd Tier.
This proposal is outlined in the following table.
Metro – Area A
Metro – Area B
Minimum
Maximum
Minimum
Maximum
0.5 per 1,000 sf
1 per 1,000 sf of
3 per 1,000 sf of
Non-residential
None
of gross floor
gross floor area
gross floor area
area
Public/Quasi Public
Parking and transportation demand study required
Institutional Uses
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Figure 2: Draft Metro Everett Streetscape Types & Parking Zones

EMC 19.34.020 Required off-street parking. TABLE No. 34-1
Use

Parking Requirement

Other

RESIDENTIAL USES
Accessory dwelling units

1 additional space for accessory dwelling

Adult family home

3 per home

Assisted living facilities

1 per each 4 residents

Boarding or rooming

no additional parking required

Boardinghouse,
roominghouse

1 per room

Caretaker’s quarters

2 per dwelling

Congregate care facilities 0.8 per dwelling
Convalescent or nursing
home

1 per each 4 residents

Dwelling, single-family
attached

2 per dwelling in R-1(A) and R-2(A) zones;
see Section 15.060 for other zones

Dwelling, single-family
detached

2 per dwelling

Dwelling, two-family
(duplex)

2 per dwelling

Dwelling, rear yard infill

See subsection B of this section

Dwelling, cottage

1.5 spaces per dwelling

Dwelling, multiple-family See subsection B of this section
Group homes, Class I.A

3 per dwelling

Group homes, Class I.B

3 per dwelling

Group homes, Class I.C

2 plus 1 per each staff person

Group homes, Class II.A

2 plus 1 per each staff person

Group homes, Class II.B

2 plus 1 per each staff person

Group homes, Class II.C

2 plus 1 per each staff person

Live/work unit

2 per unit

Mobilehome park

See Title 17

Senior citizen housing

See subsection B.1.e of this section

Supportive housing

See subsection B.1.f of this section

Temporary shelter homes See Section 34.030

Area B on Map 34-1 in the R-2H zone requires 1
space per unit with 1 or fewer bedrooms; 1.5 spaces
for 2+ bedrooms

Area A on Map 34-1 requires 1 space per unit.
Area B on Map 34-1 requires 1 space per unit with
1 or fewer bedrooms; 1.5 spaces for 2+ bedrooms
Lots outside Map 34-1 require 2 spaces per unit

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other

1

Use

Parking Requirement

Other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

NONRESIDENTIAL USES
Use

Parking Requirement

Other

Agricultural industries

See Section 34.030

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

Farm, dairy, horticulture

All parking to be provided on site

Greenhouse, nursery

1 per 400 square feet of indoor retail, 1 per
1,000 square feet of outdoor display or storage
area

Greenhouses, wholesale

1 per 800 square feet

AGRICULTURAL USES

BUSINESS/COMMERCIAL USES
Appliance sales

1 per 600 square feet

Barber shop or beauty
salon

2 per station, minimum of 3

Broadcast studio

1 per 400 square feet

Business park

1 per 400 square feet of office area, 1 per 1,000
square feet of warehouse area, 1 per 600
square feet of assembly or light manufacturing
area

Building materials, retail
or wholesale

1 per 300 square feet of retail area, 1 per 1,000
square feet of warehouse or outdoor storage
area

Carpet store

1 per 600 square feet

Consumer services

1 per 600 square feet

Dry cleaning, retail

The greater of 3 spaces or 1 per 300 square feet

Equipment rental

1 per 300 square feet of retail, office or shop
use plus 1 per 1,000 square feet of outdoor
storage or display area

Farmers’ market

See Section 34.030

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon

2

Use

Parking Requirement

Other
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

Financial institutions

1 per 400 square feet

Food bank

1 per 300 square feet

Funeral parlor, mortuary

1 for each 5 seats in chapel

Furniture sales

1 per 600 square feet

Government
administrative offices

1 per 400 square feet

Home occupation

Same as required for dwelling

Kennels/pet boarding

3 plus 1 per each employee

Laundromat

1 per each 3 washing machines

Offices

1 per 400 square feet

Personal services

The greater of 3 or 1 per 300 square feet

Printing, duplication
services

1 per 400 square feet

Retail sales, indoors

1 per 300 square feet

Retail sales, outdoors

1 per each 1,000 square feet of outdoor display
area

Self-serve storage facility

1 per each 300 square feet of office area, plus 2
for manager’s living quarters

Shopping center

1 per 300 square feet

Veterinary clinic

1 per 400 square feet

EATING AND BEVERAGE USES
Bakery, retail

3 plus 1 per 300 square feet

Brewery, micro-

1 per 600 square feet, 1 per 100 square feet for
area used for on-premises consumption

Espresso stand

1 plus 1 per employee

Restaurants

1 per 100 square feet

Tavern

1 per 100 square feet

ENTERTAINMENT USES
Adult use businesses
Live entertainment

1 per 100 square feet

Motion picture theater

1 per each 3 seats

Panoram

1 per each 2 panoram devices, or 1 per 300
square feet, whichever is greater

Art gallery

1 per 400 square feet
3

Use

Parking Requirement

Artist studio

1 per 1,000 square feet

Bingo hall

1 per 50 square feet in freestanding building, 1
per 100 square feet in shopping center

Other

See Section 34.030

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

See Section 34.030

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

Library

See Section 34.030

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

Museum

1 per 400 square feet

Nightclub

1 per 100 square feet

Casino, mini-

Convention, exhibition
center

Private club, fraternal
organization

See Section 34.030

Theater or theater
complex

1 space for each 3 seats

Video game arcade

1 per 300 square feet

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

INDUSTRIAL USES
Aircraft assembly

1 per 600 square feet

4

Use

Parking Requirement

Bakery, wholesale

1 per 600 square feet

Bottling plant

1 per 600 square feet

Brewery, distillery or
winery

1 per 600 square feet

Bulk fuel sales, storage

3 plus 1 per each employee working at any one
time

Cabinet shop

1 per 600 square feet

Dry cleaning, laundry
plant

1 per 600 square feet

Electronic instrument
manufacturing

1 per 600 square feet

Other

Food products processing 1 per 600 square feet
Heavy manufacturing

1 per 600 square feet

Light manufacturing

1 per 600 square feet

Outdoor storage of bulk
3 plus 1 per each employee
materials, large equipment
Research and testing
laboratories

1 per 400 square feet of office, 1 per 600
square feet of laboratory or shop area

Warehouse, wholesale
distribution

1 per 1,000 square feet

Welding, fabrication,
machine shops

1 per 600 square feet

LODGING
Bed and breakfast house

2 for operator plus 1 per guest room

Hotel, motel

1 per guest room plus half the normally
required parking for accessory uses such as
restaurant or cafe

MEDICAL USES
Blood or plasma donation

1 per 200 square feet

Clinic

1 per 200 square feet

Medical-related activities

1 per 200 square feet

Opiate substitution
treatment facility

1 per 200 square feet

RECREATIONAL USES
Bowling alley

4 spaces per lane

Health, athletic, fitness
club

1 per 200 square feet

Marinas

See Section 34.030

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient

5

Use

Parking Requirement

Other
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

Miniature golf course

2 per hole

Outdoor recreation,
commercial or public

See Section 34.030

Skating rinks

1 per 100 square feet of skating area

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

SPECIAL PROPERTY USES

Aircraft landing facilities

See Section 34.030

Church

1 per each 5 seats in nave or chapel

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

See Section 34.030

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

Crematorium

See Section 34.030

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

Day care, commercial

1 per each 10 children or 1 employee,
whichever is greater, plus l loading space for

Community center

6

Use

Parking Requirement

Other

each 20 children
Day care, family home

Detoxification center,
drug rehabilitation

2 plus 1 for each staff person not living on
premises

See Section 34.030

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

HEAVY INDUSTRIAL USES, the following

Aggregates extraction and
See Section 34.030
related manufacturing

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

Batch plant

See Section 34.030

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

Blast furnaces

1 per 600 square feet

Drop forge

1 per 600 square feet

Power generation plant

Hospital

See Section 34.030

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

See Section 34.030

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
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Use

Parking Requirement

Other
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

Jails and correctional
facilities

Parks or playgrounds,
public

Public service buildings,
uses

See Section 34.030

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

See Section 34.030

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

See Section 34.030

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

See Section 34.030

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

See Section 34.030

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

SCHOOLS

College, university

Preschool to grade 12

8

Use

Parking Requirement

Studios for private
instruction (art, music,
dance, and similar uses)

1 per 300 square feet

Vocational training

1 per each 2 seats in classroom area

Other

See Section 34.030

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

major

See Section 34.030

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

minor

None

Below ground utilities

None

Social service facility

UTILITIES
Above ground utility and
communications facilities,

Recycling/composting
facilities

Solid waste transfer
stations

Sewage treatment
facilities

See Section 34.030

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

See Section 34.030

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

See Section 34.030

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient

9

Use

Parking Requirement

Other
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

TRANSPORTATION USES
Parking facilities,
commercial

Not applicable

Parking facilities,
commuter

Not applicable

See Section 34.030

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

See Section 34.030

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

Shipping, marine

See Section 34.030

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

Shipping, trucking
terminal

All business vehicle and employee parking
shall be provided on-site

Passenger terminals

Railroad yards

Transit station, supportive
See Section 34.030
and incidental uses

the planning director shall establish the minimum
requirement on a case-by-case basis after
consultation with the city traffic engineer. The
applicant may be required to provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the parking demand
for a specific use will be satisfied, based upon
existing uses similar to the proposed use and other
relevant factors. Unless otherwise waived by the
planning director, the applicant shall have a parking
study for the proposed use prepared by a
professional consultant with expertise in preparing
traffic and parking analyses.

10

Use

Parking Requirement

Other

VEHICLE-RELATED USES
Boat building

1 per 600 square feet

Boat storage

1 per 3,000 square feet of storage area

Body repair, painting

3 plus 2 per service bay (each space in a
service bay counts as a parking space)

Dismantling (indoor only) 1 per 1,000 square feet
Impound, storage or tow
yard

1 per 500 square feet of building area

Maintenance, service
(heavy or light)

3 plus 2 per service bay (each space in a
service bay counts as a parking space)

Sales or rental

1 per 250 square feet of office, plus 1 per 300
square feet of service area, plus 1 per 1,000
square feet of showroom area

Service (gasoline) station

3 plus 2 per service bay (each space in a
service bay counts as a parking space)

Washing facility

Paved parking/holding area equal in area to the
washing area and vacuum stations

11
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Executive summary
The land near transit stations is a valuable commodity. Hundreds or thousands of people travel to
and through these places each day, and decisions about what to do with this land have
implications for local economies, transit ridership, residents’ access to opportunity, and overall
quality of life for everyone in a community.
Many communities choose to dedicate at least some of that land for parking. The question is, how
much? Too little parking could discourage people from coming to the station, but too much
parking is unnecessarily expensive and gets in the way of other uses like homes, shops, or offices.
How much parking should transportation engineers build?
To answer that question, many engineers and planners consult the Institute of Transportation
Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation and Parking Generation guides. These publications represent data
collected from mostly isolated suburban land uses—not walkable, urban places served by transit.
There are few alternative guidelines for engineers building this other type of development, however,
so despite these shortcomings many planners continue to use ITE’s publications.
The goal of this study was to determine how much less parking is required at transitoriented developments (TODs) and how many fewer vehicle trips are generated than
standard industry estimates. It is clear that TODs require less parking than development without
transit, or transit without development. This study sought to gather information about how much
parking is used at TOD to help developers and engineers make more-informed decisions in the
future.
To do that, Professor Reid Ewing and his research team at the University of Utah College of
Architecture + Planning selected five TODs across the country, each with a slightly different
approach to development and parking: Englewood, CO in the Denver region; Wilshire/Vermont
station in Los Angeles, CA; Fruitvale Transit Village in Oakland, CA; the Redmond, WA station in
the Seattle region; and Rhode Island Row in Washington, DC. The research team together with
two transportation consulting firms, Fehr & Peers Associates and Nelson\Nygaard Consulting
Associates, counted all persons entering and exiting the TOD buildings, and conducted brief
intercept surveys of a sample of them. Researchers also conducted parking inventory and
occupancy counts.
Consistent with other research, this study found that the five TODs generated fewer vehicle trips
than ITE publications estimate, and used less parking than many regulations require for similar land
uses. And in one case, actual vehicle trips were just one third of what ITE guidelines estimate.
The TODs included in this study also built less parking than recommended by ITE. Yet even this
reduced amount of parking was not used to capacity: the ratio of demand to actual supply was
between 58 and 84 percent. Fewer vehicle trips is one likely reason why parking occupancy rates
were lower than expected. Another possible reason is that ITE’s data do not fully account for other
travel modes that are available and actively encouraged at TODs. In each of the five TODs studied,
at least 33 percent of trips were taken by modes other than driving. Additional reasons for low
parking rates is that parking is shared between commercial and residential uses at two TODs, is
shared between transit and park-and-ride uses at one TOD, is unbundled with apartment rents at
two TODs, and is priced at market rates for commercial users at three TODs.
iii

These findings underscore the obvious need for developers, regulators, and practitioners to rethink
how they use parking guidelines intended for suburban development not served by transit. Current
engineering standards are not designed to accommodate this type of development but in time we
hope studies like this can help change that. Better aligning industry standards with current needs
can reduce the cost of development near transit, and make it easier to build more homes, shops,
and offices in these high-demand locations. More detailed results are available in the full academic
version of this study and two peer-reviewed articles, all referenced in the Acknowledgments on
page 10.
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Introduction
The land near transit stations is a valuable commodity. Hundreds or thousands of people travel to
and through these places each day, and decisions about what to do with this land have
implications for local economies, transit ridership, residents’ access to opportunity, and overall
quality of life for everyone in a community.
Some communities chose to use the land near transit stations for parking lots, usually with the
intent of making it as easy as possible for people to drive to the station and then ride transit. This
approach certainly makes parking convenient, but it misses an opportunity to maximize this
valuable land.
Transit-oriented development (TOD) is an approach that makes the most of the land near transit
stations. TOD means building homes, offices, public services, shops, and restaurants within a
short and easy walk of transit. This type of development is in high demand among both
homebuyers and businesses, as Smart Growth America’s Core Values and Foot Traffic Ahead
research have detailed,1 and forward-thinking transit agencies across the country are capitalizing
on that demand by building or encouraging TOD at their stations.
Many communities still choose to dedicate at least some of the land at TOD for parking. The
question is, how much? Too little parking could discourage people from coming to the station, but
too much parking is unnecessarily expensive and gets in the way of other uses like homes, shops,
or offices. How much parking should transportation engineers build?
Local codes and zoning guidelines often govern the amount of parking required at TODs. In other
places with some flexibility for parking requirements, many engineers and planners consult the
Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation and Parking Generation guides. These
publications represent data collected from mostly isolated suburban land uses—not walkable,
urban places served by transit. There are few alternative guidelines for engineers building this other
type of development, however, so despite these shortcomings many planners continue to use
ITE’s publications for assessing proposed TOD projects.
The goal of this study was to determine how much less parking is required at TODs and how many
fewer vehicle trips are generated than standard industry estimates. With so many people riding
transit, walking, or biking to get to these stations, it is clear that TODs require less parking than
development without transit, or transit without development. This study sought to gather
information about how much parking is used at TODs, and to help developers and engineers make
more-informed decisions when building parking at TODs in the future.

1

Smart Growth America. (2015, June.) Core Values: Why American Companies are Moving Downtown. Available at
https://smartgrowthamerica.org/resources/core-values-why-american-companies-are-moving-downtown/. And
Leinberger, C. and Rodriguez, M. (2016, June). Foot Traffic Ahead: 2016. Available at
https://smartgrowthamerica.org/resources/foot-traffic-ahead-2016/.
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An in-depth look at five TODs
TOD is widely defined as compact, mixed-use development with high-quality walking environments
near transit facilities. It could be an organic neighborhood built over a long period of time near
transit by many small developers, a large master-developed project built by one developer around
a new station, or a clustering of several different development projects near transit facilities
according to a master development plan.
In order to keep survey results comparable to one another, Professor Reid Ewing and his research
team at the University of Utah College of Architecture + Planning limited this analysis to locations
developed by a single entity under a master development plan. The researchers used a total of
seven criteria to select TOD projects to include in this survey. The first three criteria are consistent
with the definition above. TODs must be:
1. Relatively dense, with multi-story development;
2. Mixed use, with residential, retail, entertainment, and sometime office uses in the same
development; and
3. Pedestrian-friendly, with streets built for pedestrians as well as autos and transit.
The researchers included four additional criteria to maximize the utility of the sample and data. To
be included in this survey, TODs must also be:
4. Directly abutting a transit station;
5. Built after the transit line was constructed or proposed (and hence with a parking supply
that reflects the availability of high quality transit);
6. Fully developed or nearly so; and
7. With self-contained parking.
With these criteria in mind, the research team selected five TODs across the country, each with a
slightly different approach to development and parking.
Englewood, CO’s TOD was among the first projects in the U.S. to replace an enclosed regional
shopping mall with an open air, mixed-use development, and created “hybrid-TOD” that divides
the development into zones of TOD and of big box retail. The TOD portion is 38 acres on the
western portion of the site, abutting the rail line. The remainder of the site is occupied by big-box
retailers, including a Wal-Mart. At 41 units per net acre and 15 units per gross acre, Englewood
TOD is the least dense of the TODs studied.
The Wilshire/Vermont TOD is located in Los Angeles, CA’s Koreatown neighborhood on one of
the city’s premier transit corners, served by a two subway lines and a number of bus lines. Above
the station are 449 apartments and 36,500 square feet of retail space, with parking underground in
a two-floor garage. Twenty percent of the residential units are set aside for low-income residents.
At 140 units per acre, this TOD is the densest of those studied. There is no official transit parking
located on-site.
Oakland, CA’s Fruitvale Transit Village centers around a pedestrian plaza adjacent to the BART
station. Retail businesses line the plaza along with street trees, benches, planters, and fountains.
On the southeast side sits the last remnants of the site’s original park-and-ride lot, a large empty
2

space in an otherwise dense urban area. It serves as a land bank for the Phase II of the
development.
The Redmond, WA TOD in the Seattle region was the researchers’ pilot study. Built on the site of
a former park-and-ride lot and bus transfer facility, it is now home to a mixed-use, multi-story
apartment and retail development—the first of several residential projects of similar size in
downtown. King County Metro replaced the park-and-ride lot with a park-and-ride garage, which
now occupies the eastern portion of the site.
And in Washington, DC, Rhode Island Row was the first project in the city that sold itself as a
TOD, built on the site of a former surface parking lot for the Rhode Island Avenue Metro station.
Two big-box retailers and a large amount of surface parking make the development an isolated
island in a sea of parking lots. However, beyond the immediately adjacent land uses, Rhode Island
Avenue is a main street in the midst of revitalization with restaurants, coffee shops, a small local
grocer, and residential and office space above the retail spaces.
These five TODs varied greatly in terms of land use mixes. All are mixed-use, but with varying
amounts of residential in particular and one, Englewood, essentially divided the residential into a
separate part of the project for its residential parking component. All of the sites studied except
Englewood also provide less parking than would be indicated using ITE guidelines, yet still have
more than enough parking to meet the peak demand. Englewood essentially doubled residential
parking by not allowing the sharing of residential and commercial parking areas, despite the wellunderstood sharing of these types of land uses due to peak demand for each happening at
different times of day.
This is the first study to estimate parking generation for mixed-use TODs. It should be noted that
budgetary constraints limited the study areas to smaller TODs. This limitation may underestimate
the potential trip and parking reductions associated with TODs because smaller developments
have more limited potential for internal capture of trips, meaning the results of this study are likely
conservative. The University of Utah team is in the process of expanding their data by studying trip
and parking generation at two larger TODs: City Creek Center in Salt Lake City, UT, and Orenco
Station outside Portland, OR.

Counting trip generation and parking rates
After selecting the projects to examine, the researchers aimed to develop an accurate measure of
total trip generation associated with the commercial and residential uses at each of the TODs. To
do this, the researchers counted all persons entering and exiting the TOD buildings, and
conducted brief intercept surveys of a sample of them. Those surveyed were asked about their
mode of transit, purpose of the trip, and where they parked if driving. Researchers also counted all
cars entering and exiting parking garages and (in the case of Englewood) parking lots and
conducted parking inventory and occupancy counts. The researchers also counted all cars at
transit park-and-ride lots, though results are only presented in the study’s final report, not in this
report or summary articles.
The travel survey and parking utilization data provide a picture of the mode of travel, origin and
destination, parking location—if applicable—and purpose for all trips to and from the building
throughout the course of the day.
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This information along with data collected by Fehr & Peers Associates and Nelson\Nygaard
Consulting Associates allowed the researchers to estimate peak parking usage rates for each
TOD, as well as vehicle trip generation rates at each TOD.
While researchers acknowledge that an analysis of five TOD projects is far from comprehensive,
the comparison to the ITE publications is noteworthy for practitioners, and the study aims to inspire
further analysis.

Key findings
Consistent with other research, the TODs included in this study generated many fewer vehicle trips
than ITE publications estimate, and used less parking than many regulations require for similar land
uses.
All five TODs generated fewer vehicle trips than ITE guidelines would expect (see Table 1, below).
In one case, actual vehicle trips were just one third of what ITE guidelines estimate.
TABLE 1

Estimated vehicle trips versus actual vehicle trips
TOD

ITE vehicle trip
estimates

Actual vehicle trips

Actual trips as percentage
of ITE estimates

Englewood, CO

13,544

9,460

69.8%

Wilshire/Vermont

5,180

2,228

43.0%

Fruitvale Village

5,899

3,056

51.8%

Redmond, WA

1,767

661

37.4%

Rhode Island Row

5,808

2,017

34.7%

With so many other ways to get to these stations, it is not surprising that fewer people drove to
these TODs than ITE’s guidelines expect. The developers of these TODs recognized this, and built
parking accordingly. All TODs included in this study built less parking than recommended by ITE—
between 23 to 61 percent of ITE’s guidelines.
Yet even this reduced amount of parking was not used to capacity: peak occupancy fell below
actual capacity supplied. The ratio of demand to actual supply was between 58 and 84 percent.
The actual parking supply was less than recommended supply according to ITE, and the actual
peak occupancy was much less than the ITE supply guidelines, in a range between only 19 to 46
percent (see Table 2, on page 5).
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TABLE 2

Peak parking occupancy as percentage of supply and ITE guidelines2
TOD

Peak parking occupancy as
percentage of supply

Peak parking occupancy as
percentage of ITE guidelines

Englewood, CO3

58.3%

45.8%

Fruitvale Village

84.0%

19.0%

Redmond, WA

73.5%

41.6%

Rhode Island Row

63.6%

32.7%

Wilshire/Vermont

66.8%

33.0%

Fewer vehicle trips is one likely reason why parking occupancy rates were lower than ITE’s
recommendations. Another reason is that parking is shared between commercial and residential
uses at two TODs, is shared between transit and park-and-ride uses at one TOD, is unbundled
with apartment rents at two TODs, and is priced at market rates for commercial users at three
TODs.
One other possible reason is that ITE’s data do not fully account for other travel modes that are
available and actively encouraged at TODs. In each of the five TODs studied, at least 33 percent of
trips were taken by modes other than driving (see Table 3 below). At the Fruitvale Village TOD, 74
percent of trips were taking by modes other than driving.
TABLE 3

Average mode shares for TODs studies
Share of all trips
TOD

Observed
trip count

Walk

Bike

Bus

Rail

Auto

Other

Englewood, CO

14,073

19.2%

3.8%

3.3%

13.6%

59.7%

0.2%

Wilshire/Vermont

11,043

27.4%

2.2%

21.1%

20.1%

25.9%

3.4%

Fruitvale Village

16,558

28.3%

4.3%

15.2%

26.1%

23.0%

3.1%

Redmond, WA

1,981

18.9%

1.7%

13.0%

N/A

64.9%

1.5%

Rhode Island Row

8,451

16.6%

0.3%

9.3%

27.2%

42.5%

4.0%

N/A

22.1%

2.5%

12.4%

21.8%

43.2%

2.4%

Simple averages

2
3

Measures are aggregate.
The Denver region’s Englewood station remains the one exception or outlier in these findings. In an effort to
generate tax revenue from big box retailers, the City of Englewood made the decision to build a “hybrid-TOD” that
divides the development into zones of TOD and of big box retail. The resulting parking supply and vehicular trip
generation exceed the other TODs in this study. Even so, the study found the peak demand for parking at the
hybrid-TOD still to be much lower than suggested in ITE’s guidelines.
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Going forward, additional data will need to be collected and formulas refined to account for the
varying amounts of residential uses in combination with the commercial uses. However, it is clear
that parking utilization and vehicle trip generation rates are both far below identical land uses
assembled in a less walkable and more suburban manner.
These findings underscore the obvious need for developers, regulators, and practitioners to rethink
how they use parking guidelines intended for suburban development not served by transit.

Lessons from the five TODs
Each of the TODs included in this study used a slightly different model for its parking and
development. What can city leaders, developers, and engineers learn from each of them? Here are
some ideas that can inform future project decisions.

Redmond, WA: Land use regulations make a difference
Many of the codes and regulations that dictate parking at TOD come not from transit agencies
(which might own the land) but from local jurisdictions that have authority over land use planning.
The Redmond, WA TOD worked proactively with the City of Redmond and set a new precedent for
lower parking requirements in the region.
In 1993, the City of Redmond amended its downtown zoning ordinance and raised the allowable
density from 36 to 72 dwelling units per acre and reduced the required parking ratio from an
average of two spaces per unit to a total of 1.25. In 2006 the City removed constraints on
residential density to encourage a greater mix of unit sizes within the existing bulk and height limits.
This meant developers could build as many units as they could provide parking for so long as they
complied with building height and setback rules. In 2013, the City of Redmond then went a step
further by providing design flexibility to its planning staff, approving residential development at 0.94
spaces per unit.
The residential portion of the Redmond TOD was a near-instant success and filled up quickly. The
multifamily units were almost fully leased at the time this study was conducted in mid-2015. There
is some evidence that the project has since catalyzed residential development downtown, as there
are now several similar sized mixed-use buildings within a few blocks.

Fruitvale Village: Partner with community organizations
Today the Fruitvale Transit Village is a bustling mixed-use development on the Bay Area Rapid
Transit (BART) heavy rail system—but that wasn’t always the plan for the neighborhood.
In 1991, BART proposed building a new parking structure at Fruitvale to accommodate suburban
commuters. Local residents, frustrated with the decline of the neighborhood, voiced strong
opposition to the proposal. BART withdrew its proposal as a result of the outcry, and a more
collaborative process ensued that brought together a nonprofit community development
corporation, local business owners, community leaders, local officials, and BART staff. Community
groups were invited to take part in the planning and design of the new transit village, producing
different site plans with input from workshop participants, especially community members. The
Spanish Speaking Unity Council, a nonprofit community development corporation often referred to
simply as The Unity Council, acted as the project developer. BART eschewed the typical
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competitive bidding process and granted The Unity Council development rights because of their
ability to raise funds and facilitate an inclusive design process, and their stature within the
community.
The Unity Council decided early on that local businesses were to come first when it came to
renting retail space. In fact, an explicit policy states that only 20 percent of retail space may be
rented to chain businesses and restaurants. This restriction made it a challenge to fill retail space at
first. However, more than a decade after the village was created, occupancy rates of all categories
are much improved: where other case studies in this report show less than full occupancy rates for
retail spaces, all the residential and commercial spaces at Fruitvale were fully occupied at the time
of this study in 2015.

Washington, DC: Think flexibly
Rhode Island Row is located in DC’s Brentwood neighborhood, an area with median household
incomes $16,000 lower than the rest of the city, higher crime rates, and roughly half the population
density as the city as a whole.
Prior to redevelopment, the Rhode Island Row site was home to a surface parking lot for a
Metrorail station operated by the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA). The
City initially agreed to reduce Metro parking by 50 percent, but the new plans generated opposition
from neighborhood residents, who were concerned that removing the parking lot would lead to
commuters taking up limited on-street parking spaces. Ultimately federal regulators pushed back
and called for a 1-to-1 replacement in the new development.
The final compromise was an innovative one: shared parking spaces that are available for Metro
commuters during the day and residents overnight. That approach and the development as a
whole set a new precedent in DC. Thanks to Rhode Island Row, TOD is now considered a
standard development typology in the DC area rather than an anomaly. And new development
currently being built on several sites adjacent to the Rhode Island Avenue Metrorail station will
continue to improve the area. The willingness of private enterprise to invest in land directly adjacent
to Rhode Island Row also speaks to its continued success.

Los Angeles, CA: Consider the opportunities in diversity
The Wilshire/Vermont TOD is located in Los Angeles’ Koreatown neighborhood, one of the most
densely populated and ethnically diverse neighborhoods in the city and the densest of the TODs
included in this study. More than two-thirds of Koreatown residents were born outside the U.S.,
one of the highest proportions in the city. The median income is among the lowest in the city, while
the proportion of single residents is higher than average.
Metro’s Joint Development Program, which redevelops Metro-owned real estate by leasing it out
for commercial uses, recognized from the beginning that the block had a lot going for it from both
residential and retail perspectives. The station’s location in a dense, diverse neighborhood with a
high demand for housing meant that the developer could draw prospective residents and retail
customers from multiple populations. In addition, tax-increment financing (TIF) was available in the
area. While the project did not use TIF directly, it made the area more attractive in general for
development.
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Both residential and retail portions of the TOD leased out quickly when it opened. Today, the
residential portion of the development is at 97 percent occupancy, and retail spaces have
commanded strong rents since the development opened in 2007. A new middle school opened in
2009, and new palm trees, plantings, and a hand-painted 8,200 square foot mural have made the
pedestrian plaza a vibrant landmark in the city.
Englewood, CO: Accommodating cars can come at a cost
The Englewood TOD is unique among to the other TODs studied. City staff use the term “hybrid”
to describe the development, with part of it walkable from the transit station and part of it
dedicated to big-box retail.
Englewood is the most auto-oriented of the TODs included in this study. Almost 60 percent of trips
to the area were done by car, and it had the lowest rail mode share despite being located on the
RTD rail line. It also had the lowest peak parking occupancy rate—58.3 percent.
Part of this oversupply is a result of negotiations with Wal-Mart, which insisted as a condition of
locating there that the residential development be parked at 1.5 spaces per dwelling unit (rather
than the 1 space per dwelling unit that the city favored) to prevent residential parking from spilling
into the retail lots. Another part of the oversupply can be attributed to the fact that the parking
garage at northwestern edge of the project is not shared, but rather is restricted to residential
users. Failure to create shared parking across the development is a lost opportunity. This is in
contrast to Rhode Island Row and Fruitvale, for example, where commercial patrons can park in
the same garage with residential users.
The success of the development itself is similarly bifurcated. The civic center on the southwestern
side of the site is a lively place with a library, courts, museum, and city offices, but does not
generate much street activity because the parking garage is located behind the buildings. The
ground floor retail on the western most portion of the site has remained mostly vacant, perhaps
because there is not enough transit traffic to make these spaces viable commercially. The better
performance of commercial uses on the eastern side of the TOD may, ironically, be due to greater
auto-orientation. TODs may not achieve their full potential if designed for the automobile in a hybrid
configuration like Englewood’s.

Conclusion
All the projects included in this study had fewer vehicle trips than expected by ITE guidelines. Most
used less parking than many regulations require for similar land uses.
Vehicle trip generation rates for the five TODs included here were, on average, less than half of
what ITE estimates. Englewood, with its hybrid design including extra parking and auto-oriented
land use, still had 30 percent fewer vehicle trips than ITE’s guidelines. The denser, more walkable
TODs included in this study had 50 to 65 percent fewer vehicle trips than ITE’s estimates.
With so many other ways to get to these stations, it is not surprising that fewer people drove there.
Even reduced amounts of parking were not used to capacity, and actual peak occupancy was
much less than the ITE supply guidelines, in a range between only 19 to 46 percent. On average,
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residential peak occupancy reached only 70.2 percent of the available supply. Fewer vehicle trips,
innovative parking strategies, and more diverse travel modes are all likely reasons why parking
occupancy rates were so low at these TODs.
Analysis of five TOD projects is far from comprehensive, but engineers and municipal leaders can
use these findings to make more educated decisions about future TOD projects. Lower vehicle trip
generation and parking occupancy rates have implications for how to best use the land near transit
stations. Similarly, where impact fees and mitigations are often calculated based on vehicle trip
generation, TOD projects must be given the credit they are due for generating far fewer vehicle
trips, thereby reducing any related impact fee assessments or off-site mitigations in proportion with
these lower rates of actual impact.
Well-designed TOD projects can create convenient homes and offices accessible by a variety of
transportation options. Current engineering standards are not designed to accommodate this type
of development but in time we hope studies like this can help change that. Better aligning industry
standards with current needs can reduce the cost of development near transit, and make it easier
to build more homes, shops, and offices in these high-demand locations.

9

Acknowledgments
The research summarized in this report was originally conducted by Reid Ewing, Guang Tian, and
Torrey Lyons of the University of Utah’s College of Architecture + Planning, in partnership with
Preston Stinger of Fehr & Peers Associates, and Rachel Weinberger, Ben Kaufman, and Kevin
Shivley of Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates. Staff at Smart Growth America, including Steve
Davis, Alex Dodds, and Chris Zimmerman, produced this popular version of the research.
The full academic version of the original research is available through the National Institute for
Transportation and Communities, at http://nitc.trec.pdx.edu/research/project/767. That research
was published in two peer-reviewed journals:
Ewing, R., Tian, G., Lyons, T., & Terzano, K. (2017). “Trip and parking generation at transitoriented developments.” Landscape and Urban Planning, 160, 69-78. Available at
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0169204616302687.
Tian, G., Ewing, R., Weinberger, R., Shively, K., Stinger, P., & Hamidi, S. (2016). “Trip and
parking generation at transit-oriented developments: a case study of Redmond TOD,
Seattle region.” Transportation, 1-20. Available at
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11116-016-9702-x.

10

