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Comments of Friendship Neighborhood Association on 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 

Zoning Commission Case No. 08-06-A 
(Text Amendment – 11 DCMR) 

Title 11, Zoning Regulations – Comprehensive Text Revisions 
Subtitle C:  Chapter 7, Vehicle Parking 

 

The Proposed Minimum Parking Requirements are Inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan 

Sections 701 and 702 of Subtitle C of the proposed Zoning Regulations would decrease the 

minimum parking requirements citywide.  The provisions in these sections are inconsistent with the 

Comprehensive Plan and should be rejected. 

 Friendship Neighborhood Association (FNA) submitted comments in the March 2011 Notice of 

Proposed Rulemaking on the parking regulations in the ZRR and discussed why the proposed 

regulations were inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  In particular, FNA’s comments 

demonstrated that the proposed regulations were inconsistent with Comprehensive Plan policies that:  

(1) ensure that parking requirements for residential buildings are responsive to varying levels of 

demand [LU-2.1.1], (2) limit the impact of commercial parking demand on nearby residential streets 

[LU-2.4, LU-2.3.2 and LU-2.4.3] and (3) tailor the transit-oriented development policies and 

regulations to “reflect the specific conditions at each Metrorail station and along each transit corridor” 

[LU-1.3.7], as well as various policies in the Rock Creek West chapter.   

Rather than drafting regulations that would be consistent with these Comprehensive Plan 

policies, the Office of Planning’s stated objective was to make it more difficult and expensive for DC 

residents to own cars.1 To pursue this objective, the Office of Planning set the same arbitrarily low 

parking requirement for multi-family housing (currently proposed to be 16 spaces for a 100-unit 

building) outside downtown, but within a half-mile of a Metrorail station or a quarter-mile of a major 

bus corridor, with no respect for differing circumstances across neighborhoods.  Not only does the 

Comprehensive Plan call for varied objectives with respect to parking management in different areas, 

it explicitly disavows a one-size-fits-all strategy for transit zones.  

While the proposal has been revised slightly, for example, reducing the minimum parking 

requirement for multi-family housing to less than one space for every six units for projects that are 

within a half-mile of a Metro station or a quarter-mile of a listed bus route, rather than eliminating 

minimum parking requirements for those areas, this new proposal has minimum parking requirements 

for multifamily housing that are not related to the demand for parking associated with residential 

buildings in those zones and it has commercial parking requirements that do not protect the 

neighborhood character and mitigate commercial development impacts as called for in the 

Comprehensive Plan.   

In the Zoning Order for that NPRM, the Commission requested that the Office of Planning 

address the issues about inconsistency with the Comprehensive Plan that Friendship Neighborhood 

                                                           
1 The paper that was cited as providing the empirical basis for choosing the minimum parking requirements did not contain any 
empirical evidence supporting the choice of minimum parking requirements. It did, however, include one telling quote. The Office of 
Planning’s consultants stated that “The primary goal of the current project was to identify zoning changes that would result in 
reduced accommodation of parking at new development in the District.”  [“Washington DC Review of Zoning Requirements for 
Parking,” Prepared by Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associations for the DC Office of Planning, May 2008, page 49.] 
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Association raised in its submission prior to moving to apply the new parking requirements.  Those 

concerns were never addressed, and the new proposal is clearly inconsistent with the 

Comprehensive Plan for the reasons discussed in FNA’s March 11, 2011 Comments (attached).  

On November 4, 2013, former Zoning Commissioner John Parsons wrote to the Zoning 

Commission commenting on the applicability of the statistics cited to support the proposed changes in 

the parking regulations and requesting that the Commission “defer establishment of new parking 

regulations until more reliable behavior patterns are apparent.”  [Mr. Parsons’ letter, attached.]  The 

concerns raised in Mr. Parsons’ letter have not been addressed and the proposed changes in the 

parking regulations should be deferred until the Office of Planning can produce the necessary 

supporting studies.2 

The Residential Minimum Parking Requirements Do Not Reflect Likely Vehicle Ownership 

Sections 701.5 and 702 set the minimum parking requirements for multi-family housing at one 

space for every three units in excess of four units for buildings that are over a half-mile from a Metro 

station and over a quarter mile from a streetcar line or a listed bus line.  This would mean that only 32 

spaces would be required for a 100 unit building in a location without easy (or convenient) access to 

transit.  Car-free residents of that building would be required to begin and end every trip with a walk of 

over a quarter-mile to a major bus line or a half-mile to the Metro.  Are 68% of those households likely 

to be car-free? 

For buildings that are within a half-mile of a Metro station or a quarter mile of a listed bus route, 

the minimum parking requirement would be reduced to one space for every six units in excess of four 

units, which would be 16 spaces for a 100 unit building.  Members of the 84 households that are 

assumed to be car-free would begin and end each trip with a walk of up to a half mile to a Metro 

station or up to a quarter-mile to a major bus line.3   

The assumption that vehicle ownership rates would be as low as 0.33 vehicles per household 

without convenient access transit or 0.167 vehicles per household “near” transit (where residents 

would walk up to a half-mile to Metro or a quarter-mile to a bus) for all sections of the city strains the 

imagination.  And, if fact, a review of most recent Census Bureau American Community Survey data 

(5-year estimate) shows that the vehicle ownership rates are not that low in any part of DC.  

While the highest minimum parking requirement for multi-family housing is slightly less than 

one space for every three units, there is only one census tract in DC that has fewer than 0.33 vehicle 

per household.4 That is the census tract that includes the George Washington University campus.  

                                                           
2 The Office of Planning recently began to collect data on residential parking.  The data collection phase had not yet been completed 
when the proposed regulations were published in the DC Register.  And, the design of the study is flawed.  In addition, there has 
been no study initiated to examine the parking needs for non-residential uses. 
   The data collection for apartment buildings is flawed, since they are collecting data on overnight parking in apartment garages, 
rather than on vehicle ownership, so they will not have an accurate estimate of the number of vehicles that residents own.  Vehicles 
that are routinely parked on neighborhood streets using RPPs will not be counted, nor will the vehicles that are frequently parking in 
the garage, but happen to be elsewhere on the evening of the count.  Instead, OP could have determined the number of vehicles 
registered to residents of the building (including the vehicles that are registered out of state, but qualify for reciprocity), which still 
might not count all the vehicles that residents routinely use, but at least wouldn’t assume away the spillover issue.   

3 Since there would be no restriction on access to Residential Parking Permits for residents of buildings that are within a half-mile of 
a Metrorail station, those 84 households might not be car-free, but instead competing for already stressed on-street parking supply 
on the nearby residential streets. 

4 Data is from the Census Bureau’s recently released American Community Survey 5-year Estimates for DC (2009-2013). 
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For that census tract, there are 0.27 vehicles per household.  With the ZRR, the minimum parking 

requirement for the western portion of this census tract would be 0.167 spaces per unit, while there 

would be no minimum parking requirement on the eastern portion of the census tract.   

There are no other census tracts in DC where there are fewer than 0.33 vehicles per 

household, the vehicle ownership rate that corresponds to the ZRR proposed minimum parking 

requirement far from Metro or priority bus lines. 

The following chart shows the estimated average vehicles per household for the District’s 176 

Census Tracts and compares vehicle ownership with the proposed minimum parking requirements on 

the right hand side of the chart.   

 

There is only one census tract with average vehicle ownership below the highest minimum 

parking requirement, and the proposal would have part of that census tract with no minimum parking 

requirement and the remainder of that census tract with a reduced minimum parking requirement, far 

below the average for that census tract.  Of the remaining 175 census tracts, the overwhelming 

majority have average vehicle ownership rates that are a multiple of the highest minimum parking 

requirement, even though many of those census tracts would be mapped for a 50% reduction in the 

minimum parking requirement.  For example, there are two census tracts in Ward 3 where over 95% 

of the residents live in apartments, coops or condominiums and own, on average, 1.5 vehicles per 

household.  Yet, the proposed minimum parking requirement for those areas would be less than 

0.167 spaces per unit.  Average vehicle ownership in those two census tracts is 9 times the proposed 

minimum parking requirement.  If a developer built new multi-family housing in those areas and 

provided only the minimum required parking, we would expect to see 8 vehicles parked on the 
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neighborhood streets for every vehicle parked in the garage under the building.  For the census tract 

that includes 16th Street north of Military Road, there are 0.8 vehicles per household, but the minimum 

parking requirement would be less than 0.167 spaces per unit.  This means that average vehicle 

ownership in the census tract is approximately 5 times the minimum parking requirement.  If new 

multi-family housing had only the minimum required parking, there would be 4 vehicles parked on the 

street for each vehicle that would be parked off-street in the garage. 

The ZRR record includes no data or studies to support the proposed minimum parking 

requirements.  When OP staff was asked for the supporting materials, Jennifer Steingasser provided 

only a Nelson/Nygaard report that included absolutely no data supporting the recommendations. 

There was no data on parking needs. The report simply compared our parking requirements with 

those for other jurisdictions. And, for the most part, our requirements were already significantly lower 

than the others. 

Section 703:  Special Exceptions from Minimum Parking Requirements 

With these low minimum parking requirements, the standard for flexibility should be a variance, 

not a special exception.  In addition, some of the justifications listed, of which the Applicant need only 

demonstrate one, are duplicative of the criteria already incorporated in the minimum parking 

requirement.  For example, 703.2(b) and (c) are largely captured by the reduction allowed for 

proximity to transit, except for the mention of bicycle facilities, which is unlikely to reduce parking 

demand sufficiently to have it fall below the very low minimums proposed.  703.2(g) looks to the 

availability and likely future availability of existing parking that might be available to their residents, 

employees or customers.  If such parking actually is available, and likely to be available in the future, 

it seems that the zoning flexibility allowing for off-site parking, with the contractual provisions that 

ensure its future availability, is more appropriate than a reduction in the minimum.  Allowing a 

reduction instead of using the provisions of 701.8(b) would likely lead to currently available spaces 

being doubled counted for multiple projects. 

Comparison of the Proposed Minimum Parking Requirements with 

DC’s Current and Montgomery County and Arlington County Minimum Parking Requirements 

In the following tables, we compare DC’s current minimum parking requirement with the 

minimum parking requirements proposed in this NPRM for several uses, and also compare the 

current and proposed minimum parking requirements with the parking requirements for Arlington, 

Virginia and the new zoning code for Montgomery County, Maryland. 

For clinics and medical offices, we see that the proposed minimum parking requirements are 

substantially lower than the current minimum parking requirements.  For a 100,000 square foot clinic 

in a commercial zone, the current minimum parking requirement is 326 spaces, while the proposed 

minimum parking requirement would be 97 spaces if the clinic is far from transit, i.e., more than a 

half-mile from a Metro station and more than a quarter mile from a listed bus line.  If the clinic is 

“near” transit, the minimum parking requirement would be 49 spaces.  In contrast, Arlington County 

would require 423 spaces (380 if there is direct access to Metrorail), while Montgomery County would 

require 100-200 spaces in reduced parking areas (depending on the zone) and would require 400 

spaces in other non-rural areas. 
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Clinics, Medical and Dental Offices 

DC 
CURRENT 
USE AND 
PARKING 
STANDARD 

DC ZRR 
PROPOSED 
USE 
CATEGORY 
AND 
PARKING 
STANDARD 

NOTES AND COMPARISON:  Current DC minimum 
parking requirement compared with the proposed 
minimum parking requirement “far” from transit, 
“near” transit and in where minimum parking 
requirements are eliminated “downtown” 

Arlington County Montgomery 
County 

 (without 
reduction 
for transit 
proximity) 

Example Existing Proposed  
“far from 
transit” 

Proposed 
“near 
transit” 

Proposed 
Downtown 

Requirement: 
Arlington County 

Requirement: 
Montgomery County 
(reduced parking area; 
other non-rural areas) 

Clinic Medical 
Care 

     Offices or clinics, 
medical or dental 

Medical and 
Dental 

R4, R5:   
1 space for 
each 300 
SF of GFA 
or cellar 
floor area 

All 
districts:  
In excess 
of 3,000 
SF, 1 per 
1,000 SF, 
with a 
minimum 
of one 
space 
required 

2,000 SF 
 
6,000 SF 
 
10,000 SF 

7 
 
20 
 
33 

1 
 
3 
 
7 

1 
 
2 
 
4 

 
 
 
 
 

1 per 150 feet 
for the first 
5,000 SF, plus 1 
per 200 SF for 
the next 10,000 
SF plus 1 per 
each 250 SF in 
excess of 
15,000 SF 
Note: There is a 
10% reduction 
for buildings 
with direct 
Metro access, 
but medical 
buildings are 
not eligible for 
the other 
Metro 
proximity 
reduction. 

13 
 
37 
 
58 

Reduced 
parking 
area: 1-2 
spaces 
per 1,000 
SF 
 
Other 
areas: 
4 spaces 
per 1,000 
SF 

2-4; 8 
 
6-12;24 
 
10-20; 
40 

C-1,  
C-2-A,  
C-3-A 
(when more 
than 25% of 
GFA and 
cellar area is 
used for this 
purpose) 
1 Space for 
each 300 SF 
of GFA or 
cellar area 
in excess of 
2,000 SF  

All 
districts:  
In excess 
of 3,000 
SF, 1 per 
1,000 SF, 
with a 
minimum 
of one 
space 
required 

10,000 SF 
 
100,000SF 
 
300,000 
SF 

26 
 
326 
 
994 

7 
 
97 
 
297 

4 
 
49 
 
149 

 1 per 150 feet 
for the first 
5,000 SF, plus 
1 per 200 SF 
for the next 
10,000 SF 
plus 1 per 
each 250 SF in 
excess of 
15,000 SF 
 
See note, 
above. 

58 
 
423 
 
883 

 10-20; 
40 
100-200; 
400 
 
300-
600;1200 

 

 For other office space, we see that the proposed minimum parking requirements are 

substantially lower than the current minimum parking requirements.  For example, for a 100,000 SF 

building in a low- to moderate-density zone, the current minimum parking requirement is 163 spaces, 

and it would be reduced to 49 spaces if the building is far from transit, to 24 spaces if it is within a 

half-mile of a Metrorail station or quarter mile of a listed bus line, and eliminated downtown.  On the 

other hand, Arlington County would require 298 spaces for a building that size, unless it is within 

1,000 feet of a Metrorail station, in which case, it would be reduced to 278 spaces, and if there is 

direct access to Metrorail, it will be reduced another 10%.  In Montgomery County, the requirement in 

the reduced parking areas would be 200 spaces, with a requirement of 225 spaces in other non-rural 

areas. 
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Offices: 

DC 
CURRENT 
USE AND 
PARKING 
STANDARD 

DC ZRR 
PROPOSED 
USE 
CATEGORY 
AND 
PARKING 
STANDARD 

NOTES AND COMPARISON:  Current DC minimum 
parking requirement compared with the 
proposed minimum parking requirement “far” 
from transit, “near” transit and in where 
minimum parking requirements are eliminated 
“downtown” 

Arlington County Montgomery 
County 

 (without 
reduction 
for transit 
proximity) 

Example Existing Proposed  
“far from 
transit” 

Proposed 
“near 
transit” 

Proposed 
Downtown 

Requirement: Arlington 
County 

Requirement: 
Montgomery County 

Office Office          

C-1,  
C-2-A,  
C-3-A  
In excess of 
2,000 SF, 1 
for each 
additional 
600 SF of 
GFA and 
cellar floor 
space 

In excess 
of 3,000 
SF, 0.5 per 
1,000 SF 

10,000 
SF 
 
100,000 
SF 
 
300,000 
SF 

13 
 
 
163 
 
 
497 

4 
 
 
49 
 
 
149 
 

2 
 
 
24 
 
 
74 
 

 1 per 250 SF 
of floor area 
on the first 
floor, plus 1 
per 300 SF in 
the basement 
or 2nd through 
5th floors plus 
1 per 400 SF 
above the 5th 

floor5 

35 
 
 
298 
 
 
798  
 
 

Reduced 
parking 
area: 2 
spaces per 
1,000 SF 
Other areas: 
2.25 spaces 
per 1,000 SF 

20; 23 
 
 
200; 
225 
 
600; 
675 

W, C-2-
B, C-2-C, 
C-3-B, C-
3-C, SP, 
CR 
In excess of 
2,000 SF, 1 
for each 
additional 
1,800 SF of 
GFA and 
cellar floor 
space 

In excess 
of 3,000 
SF, 0.5 
per 
1,000 SF 

10,000 
SF 
 
100,000 
SF 
 
300,000 
SF 

4 
 
 
54 
 
 
166 

4 
 
 
49 
 
 
149 
 

2 
 
 
24 
 
 
74 

0 
 
 
0 
 
 
0 

Same 35 
 
 
298 
 
 
798 
 
See 
footnote for 
reductions 
due to 
Metrorail 
proximity.  

 20; 23 
 
 
200; 
225 
 
600; 
675 

C-M, M 
In excess 
of 2,000 
SF, 1 for 
each 
additional 
800 SF of 
GFA and 
cellar floor 
space 

In excess 
of 3,000 
SF, 0.5 
per 
1,000 SF 

10,000 
SF 
 
100,000 
SF 
 
300,000 
SF 

10 
 
 
123 
 
 
373 

4 
 
 
49 
 
 
149 

2 
 
 
24 
 
 
74 

 Same 35 
 
 
298 
 
 
798 
See 
footnote for 
reductions 
due to 
Metrorail 
proximity. 

 20; 23 
 
 
200; 
225 
 
600;  
675 

 

 The contrast is also striking for multi-family housing.  For moderate density zones, like the 

ones along the upper Wisconsin Avenue corridor, the minimum parking requirement for a 100 unit 

building would drop from the current requirement of 50 spaces to 32 spaces if far from transit, or 16 

                                                           
5 For Arlington County, these can be reduced by 20 spaces if within 1,000 feet of a Metro station.  These can be reduced by 10% if 
direct connection to Metro no greater than 500 feet in length. 
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spaces if eligible for the proximity to transit reduction, as the upper Wisconsin Avenue corridor is.  In 

contrast, the same building in Montgomery County would require at least 100 spaces, and if it isn’t in 

a parking reduction area, the requirement would be higher if the units aren’t all efficiencies.  For a 

building with 100 one-bedroom apartments, the minimum parking requirement in those areas would 

be 125 spaces, and if there are larger units, the requirement would increase.  In Arlington, the 

minimum parking requirement for a 100 unit building is 113 spaces, more than double DC’s current 

minimum parking requirement and nearly 7 times the minimum parking requirement proposed for the 

upper Wisconsin Avenue Corridor. 

 Multi-family Housing:  Apartments, Condominiums and Coops 

DC 
CURRENT 
USE AND 
PARKING 
STANDARD 

DC ZRR 
PROPOSED 
USE 
CATEGORY 
AND 
PARKING 
STANDARD 

NOTES AND COMPARISON:  Current DC 
minimum parking requirement compared with 
the proposed minimum parking requirement 
“far” from transit, “near” transit and in where 
minimum parking requirements are eliminated 
“downtown” 

Arlington 
County 

Montgomery County 

 (without 
reduction 
for transit 
proximity) 

Example Existing Proposed  
“far from 
transit” 

Proposed 
“near 
transit” 

 Requirement: 
Arlington County 

Requirement: 
Montgomery County 

Multifamily housing          

R-5-A,  
C-1 
1 for each 
dwelling 
unit (DU) 

1 per 3 
units in 
excess of 
4 units 

6 units 
50 units 
100 units 

6 
50 
100 

1 
15 
32 

1 
8 
16 

 1 and 1/8 
for each of 
the first 200 
units plus 1 
for each 
additional 
unit 

7 
56 
113 
 

Reduced 
Parking area:  1 
space per unit 
Other areas:  1 
space per unit 
for efficiencies, 
1.25 for 1-
bedroom, 1.5 
for 2-bedroom, 
2 per unit for 3-
bedroom or 
more 

6; 6+ 
50;50+ 
100;100+ 
Parking 
requirement 
outside reduced 
parking zones is 
higher for 
apartments with 
one or more 
bedrooms 

R-5-B,  
C-2-A,  
C-3-A 
1 for each 
2 units 

1 per 3 
units in 
excess of 
4 units 

6 units 
50 units 
100 units 

3 
25 
50 

1 
15 
32 

1 
8 
16 

  7 
56 
113 
 

Same 6; 6+ 
50;50+ 
100;100+ 
See Note, above 

R-4, R-5-
C, R-5-D, 
C-2-B, 
W, CR 
1 for each 
3 units 

1 per 3 
units in 
excess of 
4 units 

6 units 
50 units 
100 units 
200 units 

2 
17 
33 
67 

1 
15 
32 
66 

1 
8 
16 
33 

  7 
56 
113 
225 
 

Same 6; 6+ 
50;50+ 
100;100+ 
200;200+ 
See Note, above 

R-5-E, 
SP, C-2-
C, C-3-B, 
C-3-C 
1 for each 
4 units 

1 per 3 
units in 
excess of 
4 units 

6 units 
50 units 
100 units 
200 units 

2 
12 
25 
50 

 1 
8 
16 
33 

  7 
56 
113 
225 

Same 6; 6+ 
50;50+ 
100;100+ 
200;200+ 
See Note, above 
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The following three charts show how the ZRR would reduce our already low minimum parking 

requirement for multifamily housing, offices, and medical offices or clinics in the low and moderate 

density zones along the Upper Wisconsin Avenue corridor.  For other zones and uses, we also see a 

major reduction in minimum parking requirements, where DC’s current minimum parking requirement 

is significantly lower, or in some cases comparable, to the minimum parking requirements in Arlington 

County and Montgomery County. 
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Summary 

Many summaries of the ZRR have only mentioned that the minimum parking requirement will 

be lower near transit than far from transit, and they omit the fact that the draft regulations would result 

in major reductions in minimum parking requirements in many categories city-wide.   

The proposed changes are inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan and will likely cause 

irreparable harm if adopted, whereas, there will be no harm associated with delaying any changes in 

the minimum parking requirements until they are revised to be consistent with the Comprehensive 

Plan and the Office of Planning provides reports and data to demonstrate that they will address future 

parking demand. 

As Mr. Parsons requested earlier, the Commission should defer the establishment of new 

parking regulations until we have seen reliable reports that support all the proposed changes.  

                                                                                   

        Marilyn Simon  

        For Friendship Neighborhood Association 

 

The following documents are attached to this submission, to be included in the record.  They provide background 

information demonstrating that the proposed minimum parking requirements are inconsistent with the Comprehensive 

Plan 

1.  Comments of Friendship Neighborhood Association on NPRM, ZC Case 08-06, Comprehensive Zoning Regulations 

Review:  Chapters B-15, B-16 & B-17, March 11, 2011.  These comments demonstrate that the proposed regulations 

were inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan, and while there have been some changes in the proposal, the current 

proposal is inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan for the reasons described in this submission.  Although the ZC 

asked the Office of Planning to address these concerns prior to moving forward with the proposal, they have not yet been 

addressed. 

2.  Testimony of Marilyn J. Simon, Friendship Neighborhood Association, ZC Case 08-06, November 15, 2010.  This 

includes a map that shows some of the areas at risk of increased spillover parking impacts. 

3.  Comments of Friendship Neighborhood Association, ZC Case 08-06A, November 12, 2013 

4.  Two maps from DDOT’s Friendship Heights Transportation Study (July 28, 2008) showing high parking utilization on 

neighborhood streets near the Friendship Heights Metrorail station, sometimes over 100% (all legal spaces taken and 

additional vehicles illegally parked). 

5.  Testimony of Marilyn J. Simon, Friendship Neighborhood Association, ZC Case 08-06-2, Comprehensive Zoning 

Regulations Rewrite: Parking, July 31, 2008, which includes a comparison (based in part on documents OP presented to 

the ZRR Working Group) comparing DC’s current minimum parking requirements with vehicle ownership and with 

Arlington, San Francisco, Portland (Oregon) and Philadelphia. 

6.  Testimony of Marilyn J. Simon, Friendship Neighborhood Association, ZC Case 08-06A, September 8, 2014, including 

DDOT maps of vehicles per household and map of changes in minimum parking requirements along Wisconsin Avenue. 

7.  Letter from former Zoning Commissioner John G. Parsons to Chairman Anthony Hood dated November 4, 2013, in 

which he states “It would seem prudent to me that you defer establishment of new parking regulations until more reliable 

behavior patterns are evident,” and also describes specific concerns about the national trends on miles driven and car 

purchases, as well as concerns about the application on changed parking regulations to a wide variety of neighborhoods. 
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From Friendship Heights Transportation Study (DDOT) 
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