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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:
() 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.! 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 Zoni%Rﬁirements for

Parking,” Prepared by Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associations for the DC Office of Planning, May 2008, page %IS. icti?c'\f,m:iis;m
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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.?

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.?

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.# 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.

Vehicles per Household
by Number of DC Census Tracts
2013 Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates
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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 16 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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bC DCZRR NOTES AND COMPARISON: Current DC minimum Arlington County | Montgomery
ELSJEF;E\INDT EF;(E)POSED parking requirement compared with the proposed County
PARKING CATEGORY | Minimum parking requirement “far” from transit,
STANDARD | AND “near” transit and in where minimum parking
PARKING requirements are eliminated “downtown”
STANDARD
(without Example Existing | Proposed | Proposed | Proposed Requirement: Requirement:
reduction “far from | “near Downtown | Arlington County Montgomery County
for transit transit” transit” (reduced parking area;
proximity) other non-rural areas)
Clinic Medical Offices or clinics, Medical and
Care medical or dental | Dental
R4, R5: All 2,000 SF 7 1 1 1 per 159 feet 13 Reduced | 2-4; 8
1 space for | districts: for the first parking
In excess 5,000 SF, plus 1 area: 1-2
each 300 6,000 SF | 20 3 2 per 200 SF for | 37 6-12;24
SFof GFA | ©f 3,000 the next 10,000 spaces
or cellar SF, 1 per SF plus 1 per per 1,000
floor area 1,000 SF, 10,000 SF 33 7 4 each 250 SF in 58 SF 10-20,
with a excess of 40
minimum 15,000 SF Other
of one Note: There is a areas:
space 10% reduction 4 spaces
required for buildings per 1,000
with direct
SF
Metro access,
but medical
buildings are
not eligible for
the other
Metro
proximity
reduction.
C-1, Al 10,000 SF | 26 7 4 1per 150 feet | 58 10-20;
C-2-A districts: for the first 40
c3a | ™S | 100,000sF | 326 | 97 49 >0005F, plus | 453 100-200;
'h B of 3,000 ’ 1 per 200 SF ¢
S;va:;_r:;o;? SF, 1 per for the next 400
(]
GFA and 1,000 SF, 300,000 994 297 149 10,000 SF 883
cellar areais | Witha SF plus 1 per 300-
used for this | Minimum each 250 SFin 600;1200
purpose) of one excess of
1 Space for space 15,000 SF
each 300 SF | required
of GFA or See note,
cellar area above.
in excess of
2,000 SF

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:
bC DCZRR NOTES AND COMPARISON: Current DC minimum | Arlington County Montgomery
ELSJERNDT EF;(E)POSED parking requirement compared with the County
PARKING CATEGORY proposed minimum parking requirement “far”
STANDARD | AND from transit, “near” transit and in where
PARKING minimum parking requirements are eliminated
(without Example Existing | Proposed | Proposed | Proposed Requirement: Arlington Requirement:
reduction “far from “near Downtown | County Montgomery County
for transit transit” transit”
proximity)
Office Office
C-1, In excess 10,000 13 4 2 1 per 250 SF 35 Reduced 20; 23
f 3,000 of floor area parking
C-2-A, gF 0.5 per SF on the first area: 2
C-3-A 1 600 SE floor, plus 1 spaces per
In excess of | 100,000 | 163 | 49 24 per3005Fin | 798 1,000 SF 200;
2,000 SF, 1 ! the basement Other areas: ’
for each SF or 2" through 2.25 spaces 225
additional 5th floors plus per 1,000 SF
600 SF of 300,000 | 497 149 74 Lperd00SF | 79g 600;
GFA and above the 5
cellar floor SF floor> 675
space
W, C-2- In excess | 10,000 | 4 4 2 0 Same 35 20; 23
B, C-2-C, | of 3,000 | SF
C-3-B,C- | SF, 0.5
3-C, SP, per 100,000 | 54 49 24 0 298 200;
CR 1,000 SF | SF 225
In excess of
2,000 SF, 1 .
for each 300,000 | 166 149 74 0 798 600;
additional SF 675
1,800 SF of See
GEFA and footnote for
cellar floor reductions
space due to
Metrorail
proximity.
C-M, M In excess | 10,000 | 10 4 2 Same 35 20; 23
In excess of 3,000 | SF
o200 | SF,05
o | per 100,000 | 123 |49 24 298 200;
800 SF of
GFA and 300,000 | 373 149 74 798 600;
cellar floor SF See 675
space footnote for
reductions
due to
Metrorail
proximity.

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

Page 7 of 31

4 units

DC DCZRR NOTES AND COMPARISON: Current DC Arlington Montgomery County
EgEiENDT EF;(E)POSED minimum parking requirement compared with | County
PARKING caTEGORy | the proposed minimum parking requirement
STANDARD | AND “far” from transit, “near” transit and in where
PARKING minimum parking requirements are eliminated
STANDARD | “downtown”
(without Example Existing Proposed Proposed Requirement: Requirement:
reduction “far from “near Arlington County Montgomery County
for transit transit” transit”
proximity)
Multifamily housing
R-5-A, 1per3 6 units 6 1 1 land1/8 7 Eedklfced . 6; 6+
c-1 unitsin | 50 units 50 15 8 foreachof | gg | “oreneare * | 50,50+
. the first 200 pace per unit
1foreach | excess of | 100 units 100 32 16 units plus 1 113 | otherareas: 1 | 100;100+
dwelling ; space per unit Parking
unit (DU) 4 units for .ee?ch for efficiencies, | requirement
ad(‘:iltlonal 1.25 for 1- outside reduced
unit bedroom, 1.5 parking zones is
for 2-bedroom, higher for
2 per unit for 3- | apartments with
bedroom or one or more
more bedrooms
R-5-B, 1per3 6 units 3 1 1 7 Same 6; 6+
C-2-A, units in 50 units 25 15 8 56 50;50+
C-3-A excess of | 100 units 50 32 16 113 100;100+
1foreach | 4 units See Note, above
2 units
R-4, R-5- | 1 per3 6 units 2 1 1 7 Same 6; 6+
C, R-5-D, | unitsin 50 units 17 15 8 56 50;50+
C-2-B, excess of | 100 units 33 32 16 113 100;100+
W, CR 4 units 200 units 67 66 33 225 200;200+
1 for each See Note, above
3 units
R-5-E, 1per3 6 units 2 1 7 Same 6; 6+
SP, C-2- units in 50 units 12 8 56 50;50+
C, C-3-B, | excess of | 100 units 25 16 113 100;100+
C-3-C 4 units 200 units 50 33 225 200;200+
1 for each 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.

Multifamily Housing in R-5-B, C-2-A and C-3-A Zones
100 unit building
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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.

’I‘Jf‘f.. ‘:?r \_sm;-r-

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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Friendship Neighborhood Association, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, ZC Case 08-06 Page 1 of 7

Comments of Friendship Neighborhood Association on
Motice of Proposed Rulemaking
Zoning Commission Case No. 08-06
Comprehensive Zoning Regulations Review: Chapters B-15, B-16 & B-17
March 11, 2011

Friendship Neighborhood Association opposes those sections of the proposed regulations
that will eliminate minimum parking requirements and impose maximum parking requirements in
the zones within Subtitles F (apartment-transit) and H (mixed use-transit).! As described and
tentatively mapped by OP, these zones will include many areas that are near single family

neighborhoods.?

Specifically, as described in the supporting OP report, referenced in this NPREM,
implementation of this text, as contemplated, would be inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
We ask that no final rulemaking action and no final order which states the approved text be issued
until a number of critical issues are resolved and consistency with the Comprehensive plan is

clearly demonstrated.

If these changes are approved, many District residents might be taken by surprise as
building permits are issued for matter-of-right projects on the edge of their neighborhood, and
those new buildings have no off-street parking for the residents, employees and customers of
those projects. The obvious result will be spillover parking in the neighborhoods, an impact from
which DC’s residents have believed that they had a degree of protection in the zoning regulations

and the Comprehensive Plan.

' The OP Report (page 9) includes a description of the TOD areas where minimum parking requirements
would be eliminated: “areas within %2 mile of Metrorail stations or Y& mile of corridors with high levels of bus
service and ridership, excluding existing R-1 through R-4 zones, and M and C-M zones." At the request of
the Zoning Commission, OF provided a map, as Attachment 1 on page 20, depicting these areas. The map
was described as showing the relevant areas which OF would place in these Subtitles, with the caveat that
there might be further adjustments to the actual zone boundaries.

? In the October 2008 meeting, several Commissioners expressed concern about the spillover effect with
OP’s recommendation to eliminate parking minimums in certain districts. In response, OF assured the
Commission that they would be maintaining minimums where there is a potential spillover effect.

See, for example, Zoning Commission Heaning Transcript, October 16, 2008, page 24.

VICE-CHAIR JEFFRIES: Do you mind, Comnussioner May, that I step m? I just want to get some clarify
here. So the Office of Planning you were effectively recommending that we remove mimmum parkmg
standards from the parking schedule but maimntam mimmums 1n areas where there 1s potential spill-over
effect.

MR. PARKER: Absolutely.
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Friendship Meighborhood Association, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, ZC Case 08-06 Page 2 of 7

The Comprehensive Plan and the Proposed Elimination of Minimum Parking Requirements:

The Land Use element
includes the Policy LU-2.1.11,

Policy LU-2.1.11: Residential Parking Requirements

Ensure that parking requirements for residential buildings are responsive
to the varying levels of demand associated with different unit types, unit
sizes, and unit lncations (including proximity to transit). Parking should
be accommeodated in a manner that maintains an attractive environment
at the street level and minimizes interference with traffic flow. Reductions
in parking may be considered where transportation demand management
measures are implemented and a reduction in demand can be clearly
demonstrated. a6

which describes the methodology
for setting minimum parking

requirements, matching the

requirements to the demand, and

in particular, making certain that reductions in parking are put into place only after it has been

clearly demonstrated that there will be an associated reduction in demand. The broad elimination

of minimum parking reqguirements proposed here, with no demonstration that future residents,

employees and customers will not require parking. is clearly inconsistent with the methodology

described in the Comprehensive Plan policy.

In addition, several policies in the Land Use Element deal explicitly with the need to mitigate
the impact of commercial development on surrounding residential areas. For example, in the

discussion of commercial districts and

LU-2.4 Neighborhood Commercial Districts and Centers =

Even the most successful neighborhood centers in the District must deal
with land use conflicts. Fxcessive concentrations of bars, liguor stores, fast-
food outlets, convenience stores, and similar uses are causes of concern in
almost every part of the city. Commercial parking demand affects nearby
residential streets around many centers. In some locations, commercial

and residential rear yards abut one another, causing concerns over rodents,
odors, neise, shadows, view obstruction, and other impacts. Effective zoning

centers (1[312.3), it is noted that
commercial parking demand affects
nearby residential streets, and that
effective zoning requirements are

important to address those concemns

and buffering requirements are important to address such concerns and
protect neighborhood character. Zoning overlays have been adopted in some
commercial districts to limit the range of allowable uses and reduce the
likelihood of external impacts, sz

and protect neighborhood character.

Minimum parking requirements are

used to limit the commercial parking

demands on nearby residential streets and to protect the neighborhood character. The elimination

of minimum parking requirements in Subtitles F and H removes the necessary protection.

Policy LU-2.3.2 also deals with the mitigation of the impact of commercial development on

surrounding residential areas, requiring that before commercial development is approved,

requirements be in place to avoid Policy LU-2.3.2: Mitigation of Commercial Development Impacts

Manage new commercial development so that it does not result in
unreasonable and unexpected traffic, parking, litter, shadow, view
obstruction, odor, noise, and vibration impacts on surrounding residential
areas. Before commercial development is approved, establish requirements
for traffic and noise control, parking and loading management, building
design, hours of operation. and other measures as needed to avoid such
adverse effects. 1114

these adverse effects, including the

impact on parking. The elimination of

minimum parking requirements near

single family zones is inconsistent with

this policy.
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In addition, the Comprehensive Plan provides for additional protections for the residential

neighborhoods near Regional Centers, such as Friendship Heights. Yet, as shown below, the map

Policy LU-2.4.3: Regional Centers provided by the Office of Planning
Permit the District’s two established regional commercial centers, has included the entire Friendship
Georgetown and Friendship Heights, to develop and evolve in ways which ) . ] -
arc compatible with other land use policies, including those for maintaining Heights Regional Center in the areas
stable rlaeIEhhor!mods, mufg:ftirrglnegalive enuimm'nl'lental Imp'acls,. where they would eliminate minimum
managing parking, and minimizing adverse traffic impacts. Likewise,

encourage the continued development of the emerging regional centers at parking requirements, in spite of the
Minnesoia-Benning and Hechinger Mall in a manner that is consistent with '

other policies in the Comprehensive Plan. zu. fact that the Surr{:}unding

neighborhood is zoned R-2 and

R-1-B, and that it is not unusual for all the legal on-street parking spaces on the nearby

neighborhood streets to be utilized. Elimination of minimum parking requirements exacerbates the

problem.

Impact on Friendship Heights, Tenleytown and other pre-1958 neighborhoods:

Elimination of minimum parking requirements in higher density zones near single family
neighborhoods is particularly problematic for DC’s many pre-1958 single family neighborhoods
which are near major corridors. In many of these neighborhoods, the homes tend to be on
relatively small lots, some without off-street parking or the ability to add off-street parking. These
neighborhoods also are characterized by overburdened on-street parking. This is likely to have a
destabilizing affect on these neighborhoods, including Friendship Heights and Tenleytown, that are

described in the Comprehensive Plan as “stable, transit-oriented neighborhoods.™

There are substantial filings in the record documenting the likely impact of elimination of

minimum parking requirements in these

areas, especially on pre-1958 single-family Vehicles per HH

. compared with Current Parking Minimums
neighborhoods that are near Metro or 1.50 - P g

transit corridors.

For multi-family residential
1.36 1.37

development, DC’'s current minimum
0.50 4098 —— —

parking requirements (one space for every

0.5

two to four units depending on the zone —

0.00 T T T T |
0.25 to 0.50 spaces per unit) are alread Fay Fay Fey D, o,
P P ) Y L ﬂc”a” 'DC(-"U CQEQ_Q C%‘?’-‘?_S

low when compared with the minimum

parking requirements in neighboring

: Comprehensive Plan, {2312.6.
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jurisdictions, such as Arlington County (1.125 spaces for each of the first 200 units and 1.0 spaces
per unit for each additional unit), and when compared with vehicle ownership rates residents in
those zones (See graph showing vehicle ownership rates ranging from 0.98 to 1.37 spaces per unit in
Friendship Heights). It is not realistic to assume that vehicle ownership rates will fall that far below
current levels, or that when DDOT provides RPPs to residents of new buildings, that, with
insufficient parking in their new buildings, the new residents will not choose to park in nearby

neighborhoods. The language of this NPRM and the proposed mapping will result in increased

spillover parking in precisely those neighborhoods that already have significant parking problems

that are not addressed by any DDOT program.

Friendship Heights and Tenleytown:

This proposal is of critical concern to Friendship Heights and Tenleytown, as well as other
neighborhoods near commercial or higher density zones with development potential. The map of
areas where minimum parking requirements would be eliminated, and maximum parking

requirements would be imposed includes all the commercial zones as well as the R-5-B zones

7

Friendship Height

AT PL NN
R
P S

) =]
42ND 5T L'-\.

HARRS ST W

Areas under study for application
of Downtown and TOD parking
standards

ﬂ’ FARADRY PL W
Atftachment 1: General Application of TOD Zones 4

(For Tlustrative Purposes Only) . i I -
2 3 L[S
OP Report, Page 20. L e | s, meneFAR MRS Rha £ Aaa WA RAMA other supplk

along upper Wisconsin Avenue. There are a number of developable sites in that area, and, with

the current zoning regulations, matter of right development between Albemarle and Western
Avenue could add over 2,300 new housing units plus ground floor retail. For the area from
Garrison Street to Western Avenue, included on the zoning map above, matter of right

development could add over 1,600 new housing units plus ground floor retail.

Currently, there is a minimum parking requirement of one space for every two units (with

the exception of a few parcels that require only one space for every three units). Likely vehicle
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ownership rates far exceed these minimums, and DDOT has made it clear that new residents will
be eligible for RPPs and VPPs. There is currently a new matter-of-right condominium under
construction on Harrison Street, behind 5201 Wisconsin, which has 49 units and 25 parking
spaces. There are six other residences and a total of 19 on-street parking spaces on the 4200
block of Harrison Street* If the residents of this new building have vehicle ownership rates similar
to the vehicle ownership rates for Friendship Heights, Maryland (which is significantly lower than
that for the single family homes in Friendship Heights, DC), there would be 24 more vehicles than
off-street spaces. The residents of the new matter-of-right building and their guests will need all
the spaces on that block (which already has a utilization rate as high as 84%) as well as a number

of spaces on the other residential blocks.

With our current minimum parking requirements, matter of right development in the area
mapped above will already create significant spillover problems for the surrounding neighborhood.
Consider, now, the recommendation to eliminate the minimum parking requirement while matter of
right development could add over 1,600 new housing units between Garrison Street and Western
Avenue, alongside a neighborhood where many blocks already have parking utilization rates in
excess of 75%. The impact is clear, and the recommendation is clearly inconsistent with the

Comprehensive Plan.

Our current minimum parking requirements are inadequate to protect the neighborhood, as

required by the Comprehensive Plan. The language of this NPEM and the associated mapping is

a step in the wrong direction, removing what little protection is currently available.

The Rock Creek West Element and other Area Elements of the Comprehensive Plan:

These issues were also addressed in the Rock Creek West Element of the Comprehensive

Plan, and similar issues are

.
raised in other area elements. OVEI'V'IEW 210
) Some of the District’s most vibrant retail districts are located around
The Overview of the the area’s Metro stations and along its major corridors. Commercial

overlay zones have been created in three of these areas, allowing a mix of

Rock Creek West area
retail uses and retaining a human scale and pedestrian character along

specifically mentions that the neighborhood shopping streets. Much of the commercial land use in the

downside of vibrancy of its area Is located along the Wisconsin and Connecticut Avenue corridors in
shopping districts like Friendship Heights and Cleveland Park. While the

commercial areas is that presence of these uses is generally positive and creates some of the most

livable neighborhoods in the city, the downside is that major thoroughfares
are often congested and residential side streets are burdened with parking

with parking problems. problems. 2.

residential streets are burdened

* Friendship Heights Transportation Study, Appendix I, Parking Inventory and Utilization Data.
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Several policies are included in the Rock Creek West Element to ensure that land use

decisions do not exacerbate the congestion and parking problems in these already congested

areas, such as the Friendship

Policy RCW-1.1.12: Congestion Management Measures .
~ ges & Heights, Tenleytown, and

Ensure that land use decisions do not exacerbate congestion and parking

problems in already congested areas such as the Friendship Heights, Connecticut™an Ness areas.
Tenleytown, and Connecticut/Van Ness Metro stations. When planned
unit developments are proposed in these areas, require traffic studies which Yet these are three areas where

identify the mitigation measures that must occur to maintain acceptable

transportation service levels—and secure a commitment to implement these minimum parking requirements

measures through transportation management plans. Traffic studies and would be eliminated and

mitigation plans should consider not only the impacts of the project under

consideration but the cumulative impact of other projects which also may maximum pa rking limits imp{)sed
impact the community, as well as the impact of non-resident drivers using ] )

local streets. Car-sharing, bicycle facilities, and designs which promote — exacerbating the parking

transit use should be encouraged as mitigation measures, in addition to

measures addressing passenger and service vehicles. zie1 problems on the nmghborhood

streets.

Policy RCW-1.1.13: Parking

Consider the use of easements with private developers to provide additional
public parking in the area’s commercial districts. On-street public parking
should not be removed within these districts. z0au

Policy RCW-1.1.5: Preference for Local-Serving Refail
Support new commercial development in the Planning Area that provides

Ensure thot lond use decisions do not the range of goods and services necessary to meet the needs of local
exocerbate congestion and parking . .

bl s sy A icke L residents. Such uses are preferable to the development of new larger-scale
:m:ﬁ as the Friendship ngl:ghti. or “big-box” retail uses that serve a regional market. “Destination™ retail
Tenleytown, and Connecticut/Van Ness uses are not appropriate in smaller-scale commercial areas, especially those
Metro stations. without Metrorail access. Regardless of scale, retail development must be

planned and designed to mitigate traffic, parking, and other impacts on
Comprehensive Plan, page 23-15. adjacent residential areas. zoes

There is a common theme: Maintenance and enhancement of the parking available in the
area’s commercial districts, and mitigation of the traffic, parking and other impacts on adjacent

residential areas. The recommendation to eliminate minimum parking reguirements in precisely

the areas where it is noted that residential side streets are burdened with parking problems is

inconsistent with the Rock Creek West Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

The Elimination of Minimum Parking Requirements in Subtitles F and H is Inconsistent with
the Comprehensive Plan:

The Comprehensive Plan calls for reductions in minimum parking requirements for

residential uses only when there is clear evidence that demand for parking has been diminished.
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For commercial uses, the Comprehensive Plan calls for mitigation of parking impacts on nearby

residential neighborhoods.

These policies are already incorporated, to some extent, in our current zoning regulations.
Specifically, our current zoning regulations made certain that minimum parking requirements were
maintained for residential uses, even near Metro, and that reductions in minimum parking
requirements for non-residential uses were allowed only when the building or structure was located

in a non-residential district and was at least 800 feet from any R-1, R-2, R-3 or R-4 district.”

This rulemaking would eliminate the protections that our current zoning regulations provide,
maintaining minimum parking requirements for residential buildings and for non-residential
buildings that are near a single family zone (zones to be included in Subtitle D). Comprehensive
Plan policies indicate that these neighborhood protections should continue, and that only after
there is a clearly demonstrated decrease in demand for parking can further reductions in our

already low minimum parking requirements near Subtitle D zones be considered.

Conclusion:

Friendship Neighborhood Association maintains that the recommendation to eliminate
minimum parking requirements in for Subtitles F and H is inconsistent with the Comprehensive
Plan, and its impact would be irreversible as single family neighborhood near these zones will see
building permits issued for matter-of-right development where no off-street parking is necessary
and none can be added later. Spillover parking will result, as residents, employees and customers
of those projects will park on neighborhood streets, exacerbating the already tight parking

conditions.

Submitted on behalf of
Friendship Neighborhood Association

Marilyn J. Simon

* DCMR Title 11, Section 2104.
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CASE NO. 08-06
Comprehensive Zoning Regulations Review: Chapters B-15, B-16 & B-17
Testimony of Marilyn J. Simon, Friendship Neighborhood Association
Monday, November 15, 2010

My name is Marilyn Simon, and | am speaking on behalf of Friendship Neighborhood
Association. In October 2008, the Zoning Commission provided the Office of Planning with
guidance on its proposed changes in the parking regulations. At that meeting, Chairman Hood
stated that there would be another bite at the apple, and so tonight is the public’'s opportunity
to ask that the Commission reconsider some of
the more sweeping, and untested, changes in
this proposal. | want to thank the Commission
for this opportunity. The ZRR is an important _ :
effort by the District that, if done correctly, will A7 R AR N S
enhance our cityscape, while if done poorly, ' &
could threaten the quality of life and our

environment for decades to come.

In the October 2008 meeting, several \ \ =
Commissioners expressed concern about the
spillover effect with OP’s recommendation to

eliminate parking minimums in certain districts.

oo
In response, OF assured the Commission that o~
they would be maintaining minimums where
. p.:.m"ummm .
there is a potential spillover effect.! However, Py BT ins o e

L g bt oo Wi by o i b oMockes e Bl
areaess wes

we are now presented with draft regulations that

provide no such protection to our low and moderate density neighborhoods. OF is
recommending that there be no minimum parking requirements in several as yet unmapped
areas, including the zones in Subfitle F (apartment — transit) and Subtitle H (mixed use —

transit).?

! See. for example. Zoning Commission Hearing Transcript, October 16, 2008, page 24.

WVICE-CHAIR JEFFRIES: Do yvou mind, Commissioner May, that I step in? I just want to get some clarity here. So the Office
of Planning you were effectively recommending that we remove mininmum parking standards from the parking schedule but
maintain minimums in areas where there is potential spill-over effect.

ME. PARKER: Absolutely.

? See. OP Setdown Presentation. Slide 10, Relationship to Land Use Subtitles. There also would be no minimum
parking requirements in Subtitle I (downtown) and Subtitle J (PDR/Industrial).
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DDOT has listed several tools for mitigating spillover,® and it is clear from that list, that
for many of the District’s neighborhoods and for the type of spillover effect that will result for
OP’s recommendations, DDOT's tools will be ineffective. For example, nearly all of the
mitigation tools relate to limitations on the use of on-street parking by non-residents. Yet, with
these changes, we will see new housing units with residents (eligible for RPPs and VPPs) in
new buildings where adequate parking for those resident’s vehicles is not required # In
essence, it demonstrates that neither OF nor DDOT have seriously considered the impact of
eliminating minimum parking requirements for medium and high density residential and
commercial development near low and moderate density residential neighborhoods.®> None of
the recommended tools for mitigating spillover addresses the problems faced by lower density
residential neighborhoods, when new apartment buildings with inadequate parking to serve its
residents are built nearby, and the new residents, many of whom will own private vehicles,
even if they take transit to work and drive infrequently, will park their private vehicles in the
lower density neighborhood. In fact, some of the proposed tools for mitigation, such as issuing
visitor parking permits to residents, including residents of the new buildings with inadequate

off-street parking, exacerbate the spillover problems.

At the earlier hearing, | submitted a map showing the low- and moderate density
neighborhoods that would like be affected by the recommendation to eliminate minimum
parking requirements. OF’s map (for illustrative purposes only) of areas under consideration
for TOD parking standards was not available until recently. The map | presented earlier,

however, does provide a reasonable, if not overly conservative depiction of the areas subject

3 gee. OP Setdown Presentation. Slides 20 and 21, “DDOT Recommendations: Tools for Mitigating Spill-over”
Parking Management:
Residential Permit Parking (RPP)
Residents Only (No Grace Period): Ballpark District; Convention Center
Extension of pernut parking hours:
Performance Pricing w/ Multi space Meters
WVisitor Passes by ANC: First Piloted in Ward 4; Now Operating in Wards 3. 4, 5 and partiallyin 1 & 6
Meter Parking w/ RPP Exempt
Traffic Control Officers issvance of standing violations
Traffic Safety / Calming
Livability Studies: Proactive; Citywide
Traffic Calming Assessments: Customer Response; Spot locations
Transit Services: Circulator; Express Bus: Streetcar; Bike Share

* It might also be noted that residents of the new buildings who use transit regularly. but still own a private vehicle,
might be more willing to park their vehicles further into the neighborhood than apartment residents who will be
using their car regularly and needing to walk that distance more often. Vehicles of new transit commuters in
residential buildings with inadequate parking might be likely to sit in on-street spaces in the low-density
neighborhood for extended periods of time.

* The mitigation tools also do not address the spillover impact associated with visitors to residential buildings or
for commercial development of employees and customers of who live on RPP zoned streets in the same Ward.
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to spillover.® The mapped spillover areas only include the low- and moderate density areas
within 800 feet of the potential non-minimum parking requirement high-density development.
Yet, for many purposes, OF uses a quarter mile to half a mile as the distance that one might
walk to transit, so it would be reasonable to assume that some residents of new buildings with
inadequate parking might park their car a quarter mile (1320 feet) into the lower density

neighborhood.

The problem of spillover parking when high density residential development is near low
density residential neighborhoods was understood and addressed in our current parking
regulations. Section 2104 provides for a reduction in the parking requirement for development
near Metrorail stations. The parking requirement may be reduced by up to 25%, recognizing
that it is unrealistic to assume that Metro is a viable option for many of the employees and
visitors. The reduction does not apply to residential buildings, recognizing that we already
have low minimum parking requirements for residential buildings, and that it is unrealistic to
assume that vehicle ownership will be less than 1 vehicle for every four units for high density
residential development or 1 vehicle for every two units for moderate density residential
development, even if many residents use the Metro to commute to work and for some other
trips. Further, and most importantly in this context, the 25% reduction in the parking
requirement for non-residential buildings did not apply If the building was within 800 feet of a
low-density residential neighborhood.? In particular, the commercial area in Friendship
Heights is included in OP’s map of areas under consideration for no minimum parking
requirement. The surrounding low-density residential neighborhoods (R-2 and R-1-B) consist
of detached, semi-detached and rowhouses on relatively small lots, with many of the older
houses lacking off-street parking, and some lacking the ability to add off-street parking_E
These neighborhoods already have a severe spillover problem, with some of the blocks
closest to Wisconsin Avenue having parking utilization rates above 100%, where all the legal
spaces are taken with additional vehicles illegally parked. There currently is a MOR

condominium building under construction with a parking ratio of one space for every two units,

® There are a few areas on this map which were not included in OP’s map (for illustrative purposes) of areas under
study for application of Downtown and TOD parking standards. However, most of those areas are on transit
corridors, and so the language that vou are being asked to approve might affect those areas as well.

7 Specifically. Section 2104 Exceptions to the Schedule of Requirements near Metrorail stations stated that

“The number of parking spaces required under 5 2101.1 for a nonresidential building or structure located within a radius of
eight hundred feet (800 fi.) of a Metrorail station entrance may be reduced by up to twenty-five percent (25%); provided: (a)
The building or structure 15 located in a nonresidential district and 15 at least eight mndred feet (800 fi.) from any R-I, B-2. R-3.
or B4 Dustrict; and (b) The Metrorail station 15 currently in operation or 1s one for which a construction contract has been
awarded.”

¥ Some of the older houses have off-street parking. and some homeowners addressed this issue by sacrificing a
large portion of their small vards to add off-street parking. The newer, infill houses, have adequate off-street
parking,
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and there is potential for significant new development in the area, at the WMATA Bus Garage,
Lord & Taylor property and the Home Plate Lot. With inclusionary zoning and no zoning
changes, we can see an addition of more than 1,200 housing units. Without minimum parking
requirements, one would expect to see the spillover parking problems in this neighborhood
exacerbated. More of the neighborhood streets will have parking utilization rates that

approach or exceed 100%.

We cannot change our Zoning regulations based on unrealistic expectations about
whether future residents will own fewer vehicles.® Our transportation system is largely a
commuter system, very efficient at bringing commuters from residential neighborhoods to the
employment core, but for many households it is not the type of robust transportation system
that meets most of their transportation needs, and it is unrealistic for the Zoning Commission

to adopt regulations that are based on this assumption.

We ask that the Zoning Commission be cautious in approving text that eliminates
minimum parking requirements for an unspecified geographic area, especially since OF and
DDOT have not presented any evidence to demonstrate that they are limiting this mapping to
areas where there will not be a risk of parking spillover into low- and moderate-density

residential neighborhoods.
Other areas of concern are included in my written testimony:

(1) Section 1513: Special Exceptions from Parking Requirements: For each of these
alternatives, the language sets very broad conditions under which there can be a substantial
reduction in the minimum parking requirement without providing any guidance as to the factors
that the BZA should be considering, and relying only on the following provision of Section 3104
[‘where, i the judgment of the Board, the special exceptions will be in harmony with the general
purpose and intent of the Zonimng Regulations and Zoning Maps and will not tend to affect adversely, the
use of neighboring property in accordance with the Zoning Regulations and Zonmg Maps™]. For the
reasons provided in the above testimony, we urge the Zoning Commission to reject either
version of this provision, which would allow for a substantial, or perhaps a full reduction in the

minimum parking reqguirement for sites which are within a quarter-mile of a Metrorail entrance,

® Anticipated vehicle ownership and parking patterns can be discerned by examining developers’ decisions. We
note that frequently, presumably in anticipation of residents’ parking requirements, developers will mnclude more
parking than required. But we also note that developers recognize that some residents might choose to forego
(paid) on-site parking and instead park in nearby lower-density residential streets if that option (with RPPs) 1s
available. In particular, one developer in Friendship Heights was required to provide 1.1 accessible spaces per unit
plus four spaces in the garage for the day care center plus eight surface spaces, which would also serve as visttor
patking. However, after agreemng to a condition, where residents of the project would not seek or obtain
residential parking permits (RPPs), the developer voluntarily increased the parking available, and the project
currently has 1 4 accessible spaces per unit plus the day care and wvisitor parking.
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a streetcar line in operation, or a high-frequency bus corridor, or where the applicant agrees to
implement a demand management plan (which might not be effective, or might not be

enforceable through the life of the project).

The revised regulations should include a provision for special exceptions to allow for a
reduction in the minimum parking requirement, but those regulations should limit the amount of
the reduction and should include substantial guidance for the BZA to use in evaluating whether
there will be spillover and whether the proposed reduction would likely adversely affect the use

of the neighboring property.

(2) Section 1503: Maximum Parking Requirements: We are concerned about both
the OP and DDOT proposals. If the maximum is set below the amount of parking that will be
required by the associated uses, itis likely to lead to spillover parking. Further, there does not
appear to be any justification for a maximum number of parking spaces that is not related, in

any way, to the size of the project. We urge you to reject both the OP and DDOT language.



Friendship Neighborhood Association, ZC 08-06A, Subtitle C, Chapter 7, September 2015 Page 22 of 31

Friendship Neighborhood Association, ZRR, Subtitle C, Novernber 2013 Page 1of 2

Comments of Friendship Neighborhood Association on
Zoning Commission Case No. 08-06A
Zoning Regulations Review: Subtitle C
November 12, 2013

My name is Marilyn Simon and | am speaking today on behalf of Friendship Neighborhood Association.
FMA has been involved in the Zoning Rewrite since July 2007, and over the past six years, | have testified
before the Zoning Commissions on many sections of the proposed zoning code. We have provided a
significant amount of information on parking, including data showing that the proposed parking
requirements are inadequate and inconsistent with the Comp Plan. We ask that our previous testimony
on the zoning rewrite be included in the record.

| will outline our major concerns.

OP has not provided information required in ZC 08-06-C: FNA filed comments in the 2001 NPRM, and in

the Order, the ZC requested that OP explain how what they were proposing was consistent with the
Comp Plan policies identified in our comments. OP has not provided any explanation and none is
possible inasmuch as the draft text in inconsistent with those policies.

OP’s recommendations lack empirical support: OP has not provided any data to support their

recommendations to reduce minimum parking requirements, and in fact all the data in the record
indicates that our minimum parking requirements are much lower than the increased parking demand
that a project would generate.

When | asked OP for the reports cited in support of the recommendations, Jennifer Steingasser provided
me with a 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. For the most part, our requirements were already significantly lower than the others,

DDOT report does not provide any data on parking needs. It cites changing demographics, but provides
no data. In fact, DMV data shows that vehicle ownership has been increasing, and Census data shows
that the number of vehicles per household in DC has been roughly constant for a substantial period of
time.

The draft requires less than 0.167 spaces per housing unit in 2 large portion of the areas zoned for
apartments, even though vehicle ownership rates are more than five times that amount. Thisisa
recipe for disaster and simply is not sustainable. A sustainable parking policy would increase off-street
parking at approximately the same rate as development is increasing demand for parking so that the
limited supply of on-street parking is not overwhelmed, or further overwhelmed. The ZC should make
no change to reduce the minimum parking requirements until there is area based data supporting that
reduction.

Drafting Issues, lack of enforcement and monitoring mechanisms: Even the sections where OP is trying
to implement a desirable policy, the implementation is faulty. In my earlier submission, | described the

enforcement and monitoring issues in the text that OP proposed for shared parking and off-site parking,

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia
CASE NO.0B-06A
EXHIBIT NO.292
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and provided suggested language changes. But | caution you that similar issues pervade this nearly
1,000 page document, and in this accelerated review process, it seems unlikely that you will be able to
locate and correct all the poorly drafted sections.

DC zoning requirements a function of unrelated WMATA decisions: Another example of poorly drafting

was the section tying the minimum parking requirements to WMATA’s decisions at to which routes are
designated as Priority Bus Routes, meaning that DC's minimum parking requirements can change as a
result of a WMATA action where there would be no opportunity to consider that impact.

Assessing a penalty on developers who to provide adequat ing: Even though OP is
proposing to increase the trigger for assessing a penalty on developers providing maore than the required
parking, given the very low minimum parking requirements, far below the new parking demand
generated, for many projects, a responsible developer choosing to simply produce adequate parking for
the residents, employees, customers and visitors to the site will be assessed a penalty. Thisis simply a
bad policy, and like so many other radical changes in this section, it does not have a basis in the
Comprehensive Plan, and in fact, is inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

T d changes d t erhance housi ility: You have heard much testimony tonight

about how reducing minimum parking requirements will increase the supply of affordable housing. Qur
low minimum parking requirements do not increase housing costs for any car-free residents. For
apartments, we generally require less than one space per two units. This low minimum does not force
residents without cars to pay for parking. Further, the unpublished study that OP cited to support this
claim was based on assumptions that simply do not apply to DC.

QOver time n n hav ive im on walkability and the environment: The
proposed changes do not improve walkability or help the environment. In fact, it has the opposite
effect. When new buildings with inadequate parking are built near single family neighborhoods, we see
that over time, more of the residents who did not have off-street parking find it necessary to pave over
a portion of their yard. In other instances, since underground parking cannot be added after the fact, as
parking becomes more of an issue, there is pressure for either more surface parking or structural
parking, both of which have a negative impact on the environment and on the walkability of the area.

Conclusion: We ask that you, as suggested in letters by Councilmembers Evans and Cheh, and fermer
Commissioner John Parsons, defer establishment of new parking regulations.
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From Friendship Heights Transportation Study (DDOT)

FHTS: Weekday PM Parking Utilization Rates

Light blue indicates streets where parking utilization exceeds 100%, i.e_ all legal spaces used with some additional cars parked.
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CASE NO. 08-08-2
Comprehensive Zoning Regulations Rewrite: Parking
Testimony of Marnlyn J. Simon, Friendship Neighborhood Association
Thursday, July 31, 2008

My name is Marilyn Simon, and | will be speaking on behalf of Friendship Neighborhood
Assaociation. The Office of Planning is recommending sweeping changes in the parking regulations, but in
recommending the elimination of most minimum parking requirements, OP has ignored the basis for

minimum parking requirements: to protect the District’s neighborhoods from spillover parking.

However, the issue of spillover parking cannot be ignored. OF's proposal to eliminate entirely
DC's low minimum parking requirements will affect a large number of DC neighborhoods, and a large

number of households.

| have submitted a map which shows the low- and
moderate density neighborhoods that will be affected by OP's
| elimination of minimum parking requirements. Those areas are
shown in pink. The pink areas actually underrepresent the
percentage of households affected, since the density in those
\ areas tends to be higher than the density in the rest of the low- and

| moderate density residential zone.

This will impact a large number of households, and we

o i | cannot, as OP suggests, simply eliminate minimum parking

; { H y requirements, and then address the spillover problems that we

' 1 ¥ . : :

f i y cause later. Existing spillover issues have been well-documented
¥ o ~in DDOT studies and it is a recurrent theme in the 2006

Fasitergis) Traeq hrdside

Comprehensive Plan.
OP has provided no basis for eliminating minimum parking reguirements.

OP has called their recommendation “progressive” and “best practices,” but a review of the

parking regulations in the other jurisdictions cited in OP'’s

. .. . . . Minimum Parking Requirements: Residential
studies shows that those jurisdictions, including several such

as Portland and San Francisco that were mentioned tonight, ] T
L o . !.1.5
have, at most, eliminated only some minimum parking 3 1 }_" :’_l
0.5
requirements and only in very limited geographic areas, 0 j i
Washington,  Asiington, San Partiand *  Philadeiphia
D.C. Va. Francisco

usually only the downtown employment zone. Most of those

||:| High-density [ Medium-denz &y DLm-d:n:It,'l

jurisdictions have minimum parking requirements that are

equal to or exceed DC’s current minimum parking requirements. In fact, for Arlington, Virginia, there is a

! The areas in light pink are those areas in low- and moderate-density residential zones where OF’s proposal to eliminate most
minimum parking requirements will result in increased exposure to spillover parking. These areas are within 800 feet of a zone
where OF is recommending elimination of minimum parking requirements for scme uses. §2104.1 provides that a 25% reduction in
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minimum parking requirement of 1 space per unit or higher for residential uses, even residential uses

near the Metro stations. Arlington’s minimum parking requirement for residential uses is two to four times

DC’s current minimum parking

Comparison of DG's Current and Proposed Parking Requirements

requirement. My July 28 letter
with Arlington, San Francisco, Portland and Philadelphia; Residential Uses q y July

includes a chart and table

Comparison with Current OC Zoning Regulations com paring the DC's current
Arlington, Ldinimum Farking Eequirement for Fe sidential Te=s minimum parking requirements
Virginia All Feaes: 24 imee the cutvent T2 mind eing
Zan Francizco tinimum Parking Bequirement for Bz sidential Ts=s for residential uses with those of

Dledium density zones: 2 times DO mdni mikm s

Low- and high denzity zones: same a8 current DT mainicsm Dther jurisdictions lhat O'P has
Partland Bdinimum Faleing Bequirement for Ee sidential Toes:

Bdedium and high density zones: kigher than correst DC primimuoms Cit&d Since none Of thE ci-tles

Ler density sanes: same as current DC minimom -
Faladelphs Minimum Farking Bequrement for Be sdential Te=s listed in OP's repﬂrt have

Medium and high density zones: higher than currect DC mimmums

Lewr density zones: same as current DC manimum adopted pOliEiE:S as radical as
T Propeaal Eliminte all e farking requiteenent: o resdential mee

OP's proposal, it is difficult to see

how this can be considered “best practices.”™ Also, to the extent that these cities have adopted even a
limited elimination of some minimum parking requirements, OF has presented no evaluation of those

programs to show that the policy had the desired effect.

To justify the elimination of minimum parking requirements, OF points to other jurisdictions that
might have set their minimum parking requirements too high. But OP has done no analysis of DC's
minimum parking requirements. Certainly, an observation that some other jurisdictions might have used
the wrong dafa to set their minimum requirements would not justify a recommendation to eliminate most

of DC's minimum parking requirements.

In fact, for residential uses, DC’s current regulations set the minimum parking reguirements well
below the current level of vehicle ownership per househaold in DC. But, OP did not include infarmation an

vehicle ownership per household in their repart, anly the total number of vehicles.

Vehicles per Househeld by Tenure

1.50 w 128 12 127
100 (185 &R E]_EI1I 1.0 Min. Parkng Requirersant:
RSy, a1, sl sanggies fandly in sy chedrict
050 D_SE ._D SS\ D L 05 Min. Parking Requirement:  R-5-8, C-2-8,C-3-4
0.33 ia Min P Req foe R-4, R-5.C, R-5.0, C.2.B, CR
000 D 0.2%5is Min Py Req for B-§-E, 5P, C-2-C, C-3-8, C-4, C-8 (PAD)
2004 2006 2006

[INI households O Chwner eccupied B Renter ou;cuplrad]

Most importantly, OF seems to assume that if developers do not provide adequate off-street
parking in new development, the residents will own fewer vehicles, rather than relying on on-street
parking. A critical underlying assumption is that our city has a robust transportation system that can meet
maost of the needs of DC households. However, our transportation system is largely a commuter system,
and is efficient at bringing commuters from some residential areas to DC’s downtown employment core.

But, it is less effective as a substitute for private vehicles far other purposes, and it is absurd to assume
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that many families living a quarter-mile from a bus stop will find that our transportation system is an
efficient way to take children to their activities, shop and visit relatives and friends in other neighborhoods.
For many DC families, access to a private vehicle is desirable, and OF has not presented evidence that
our current vehicle ownership rates can be cut significantly. In my July 28 letter, | also addressed the

other claims that OF has made about the impact of minimum parking requirements.

With respect to the requirement that developers provide spaces for car-sharing vehicles, we
would suggest that, if such a requirement was found to be desirable, you might consider requiring

developers to give a preference to a non-profit car-sharnng company.

For these reasons among others, we ask that you not take any votes on these proposals.

Guidance and direction might be useful, we think that a vote on these issues is premature.



Friendship Neighborhood Association, ZC 08-06A, Subtitle C, Chapter 7, September 2015 Page 28 of 31

Marilyn Simon, Friendship Neighborhood Association. ZC 08-064 Page 1of 5

CASE NO. 08-06A
Zoning Commission of the District of Columbia
Zoning Regulations — Comprehensive Text Revisions
Limited Public Hearing: Alternative Language to Certain Advertised Text
Testimony of Marilyn J. Simon, Friendship Neighborhood Association
Monday, September 8, 2014

Subtitle C: Alternative Language Addressed:

1. Vehicle Parking: Remove the Priority Bus Corridor from the areas within which required parking may be reduced by up to 50% as a
matter of right as originally advertised.

In the Alternative: Retain the Priority Bus Corridor as an area within which required parking may be reduced by up to 50% as a
matter of right, as originally setdown on September 9, 2013.

2. Vehicle Parking: Increase the threshold for requiring mitigation efforts when the parking provided for a project is twice the required
amount instead of 1.5 times the required amount as originally; add a minimum threshold of 20 required parking spaces.

In the Alternative: retain the threshold for mitigation when provided parking is 1.5 times the required amount as originally setdown
on September 9, 2013; add a minimum threshold of 20 required parking spaces.

3. Vehicle Parking: Allow off-site parking to be within 600 feet of the use or structure that the parking serves instead of 400 feet as
originally setdown._ Allow off-site parking at a distance greater than 600 feet as a special exception.

4. Bicycle Parking: Increase allowable distance from a primary building entrance for short term bicycle spaces to 120 feet from 50 feet
as originally setdown.

My name is Marilyn Simon, and | am speaking on behalf of Friendship Neighborhood Association.
Tonight | will address some of the alternative language to the original parking text setdown last September,
some of which was characterized as being responsive to concerns | raised in earlier testimony.

Remove WMATA Prionty Bus Cormidor from areas where requirement is reduced by 50%:

The language offered by OP on mapping the areas where the parking requirement is reduced is a small
first step toward addressing one of the concerns expressed in our earlier testimony. It only addresses the
concern about how, with the setdown language, WMATA was determining DC’s zoning requirements without
public input on the relevant issues. The alternative language fails to address the fundamental concerns about
OP's failure to map transit zones consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. Both the setdown and alternative
proposals are inconsistent with ZC 08-06-C, where the Zoning Commission required OP to explain its mapping
and demonstrate consistency with the specific Comprehensive Plan policies listed in the FNA comments on the
NPRM.

We would like to thank OP for preparing the maps | requested showing how // 3.%
minimum parking requirements are changing under each of the proposals. As you can - i 1
see from the maps, minimum parking requirements for multi-family housing are being // %,
reduced city-wide #

. ty ’ Group 2 Group 3 E’iz
with the Cument Zoning: 1 Space per 2 unils minimum Cument Zoning: 1 SpEGe per 3 unils minimum %
H 100 units © 50 spaces mnimum 100 Units © 33 SRACES FrnImUm ]
reqmrement along Zones: C-2-84, C3-A R5E, HE Zones: C-28, CR, R-5C, R-5-D, W X
i i Downtewn, OS5, SEFC
much of W!SCDHS in Downlown. . SE %% A
Avenue being
Froximate fo Transit Froxumale fo Transit 5
reduced from 50 1 space per 6 units in excess of 4 units 1 space: per 6 units In excess of 4 units A M
100 units - 16 spaces minimum 100 wnits - 16 spaces minmum i
spaces for a 100- - e W
- - - e r
unit building to 16 1 pacE per 3 unils (0 excess of 4 units 1 5paCE DEr 3 UNMS I BXCEss of 4 unils P
100 units © 32 spacas 100 wits - 32 spaces minmum "'-.‘
spaces.
ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia
CASE NO.08-06A

EXHIBIT NO.774
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This drastic reduction was made without any evidence that the current requirements are excessive, or
that the proposed requirements are appropriate. The record includes a significant amaunt of testimony about
lack of empirical evidence to support the lower
requirements and the areas mapped for further

reductions. OP’s response to these comments Average Vehicles Per l'l}%lllifhﬂlﬂ by Census Tract
2LHL

T

was to refer the commenters to OP's ZRR web-
site and to Census data. However, Census data
indicates that our current parking requirements
are, If anything, too low.

In DC, vehicle ownership has been steady
at about 0.9 vehicles per household for decades,
hardly a statistic to support a recommendation to
eliminate parking requirements in some locations,
and reduce it to less than one space for every
three or six housing units elsewhere, especially in
a city with limited on-street parking and a large
stock of pre-1958 housing.

When | reviewed the Nelson\Nygaard
paper that was cited as providing the empirical
basis for choosing the minimum parking
requirements, | found that that paper provided
absolutely no empirical evidence supporting the
choice of minimum parking requirements._ It did,
however, include ane telling quote. The
consultants stated that “The primary goal of the
current project was to identify zoning changes that

would result in reduced accommodation of LEGEND

parking at new development in the District.”" In "‘““B‘u‘s'f’::"’i’““"“""‘“

other words, OP didn't study or ask the s

consultants to study the situation near various . s

Metro stations and propose appropriate off-street o :’;T

parking requirements. Instead, OP asked the e e By @
consultants to figure out how to use the zoning B 0 : - s
code to make car ownership and use more /7 Sabra, Wang & Associates, nc.

difficult.

Increase Trigger for Penalty for Excess Parking Spaces to Twice Spaces Required (trigger would be
approximately 0.66 spaces per unit for multi-family housing):

The change in the trigger for the penalty for “excess parking” was proposed in response to comments
by FNA and others. The record includes comments noting that given the very low minimum parking
requirement and the proposed trigger, a responsible developer who chooses to produce adequate parking for
the users of the project will be assessed a penalty.

Increasing the trigger to twice the required parking begins to address this concern. However, given the
very low basic requirement of less than one space for every three units, a responsible developer will still face a
penalty for providing adequate parking.

For example, consider a 350-unit apartment building nearly a half mile from the Friendship Heights
Metro. The current minimum parking requirement is 175 spaces, far less than the 315 spaces the residents
would need if their vehicle ownership reflected only the city-wide average, rather than the higher average for

: “Washington DC Review of Zoning Requirements for Parking,” Prepared by Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associations for DCOP, May
2008, page 49.
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that Census block. The proposed minimum parking requirement would be 58 spaces, and the developer wouls
begin to pay a penalty for “excess parking” if he exceeds 234 spaces, a trigger which is significantly lower thar
the number of parking spaces (at least 315 spaces) that the residents would require.

Location of Off-site Parking:

The alternative language proposes to increase the allowable distance for off-site vehicle parking from
400 feet to 600 feet, measured as the distance between the two property lines. In my earlier testimony, |
pointed out that, for other jurisdictions, the distance for off-site parking is measured to the pedestrian entrance:
of the building (as is proposed for the bicycle parking) and that it is measured along the route that a pedestriar
would actually take. | provided language based on the Arlington regulations. Yet OP’s new language did not
correct the method of measurement and an increase in distance was proposed. It wasn't clear to us why
bicyclists could be expected to walk only 120 feet to the entrance, while people who arrive by car are expectec
to walk a distance that might far exceed 600 feet from entrance to entrance. | also highlighted how the
regulations did not include necessary monitoring and enforcement mechanisms for off-site parking.
Inconsistencies of this type permeate the text.

Conclusion:

In closing, we urge you to review the entire record, including substantive filings from earlier phases of
this process, to note what is in the record and what is missing from the record. After careful review, we expect
that you will find that support for many of the more controversial policy changes is absent. You are being
asked to adopt policy changes which have no Comprehensive Plan mandate, and where, in many situations,
the Comp Plan language explicitly embraces a different goal.

These drastic reductions in minimum parking requirements should be dropped, as recommended by
Councilmember Cheh, Councilmember Evans, and former ZC Commissioner John Parsons, we ask that the
parking recommendations be deferred until the ZC is presented with recommendations that can be supported
by empirical evidence. We have similar concerns about other sections of the document, as evidenced by our
earlier testimony.

Attachments:
Proposed Revisions to Alternative Language and Sample from Arlington County

Map: Parking Requirements for Apartments (Multi-family housing with five or more units) Setdown Text (Sept
2013) Compared to Current Zoning. (letter size)

Map: Parking Requirements for Apartments (Multi-family housing with five or more units) Alternative Text
(June 2014) Compared to Current Zoning. (letter size)

Map: Parking Requirements for Apartments (Multi-family housing with five or more units) Setdown Text (Sept
2013) Compared to Current Zoning. (poster size, with detail)

Map: Parking Requirements for Apartments (Multi-family housing with five or more units) Alternative Text
(June 2014) Compared to Current Zoning. (poster size, with detail)
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Mr. Anthony Hood, Chairman November 4, 2013
District of Columbia Zoning Commission

441 Fourth St.,NW, Suite 200-S

Washington, DC 20001

Dear Mr. Hood and Members,

I have reviewed the proposed zoning regulations revisions and want to congratulate you
and the Office of Planning for finally bringing the obsolete regulations forward for public
discussion.

I have become aware of the impressive efforts of the Committee of 100 to evaluate the
proposed revisions and find much to agree with in their recommendations to you.

I am writing today to express my views on the parking proposals. When the Zoning
Commission established the Overlay Districts, we undertook case studies of similar
techniques in other American cities so as to borrow concepts that would work here. It is
not clear to me that such an effort has taken place with the current proposals for parking
requirements.

While it is true that we are driving fewer miles per capita, buying fewer cars per family
and many younger people are not getting drivers’ licenses, these are national trends rather
than specific to the District of Columbia. Also, establishing parking regulations based on
behavior patterns during a recession and incredibly high gasoline prices is problematic.
Thus, more analysis is needed to determine if these behaviors are short or long term.

It would seem prudent to me that you defer establishment of new parking regulations
until more reliable behavior patterns are apparent. In residential zones I would
recommend the application of custom made regulations in each overlay district based on
the conditions therein. Where overlay zones do not exist, parking regulations could be
established, based on the similarity of other neighborhoods within the evaluated overlay
zones. That is, where a single parking regulation can apply in downtown where
conditions are fairly uniform, this should not be the technique used in a wide variety of
neighborhoods.

Thank you for considering my views on this matter.

John G. Parsons

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia
CASE NO.08-06A
EXHIBIT NO.189



