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To: Loudoun County Zoning Ordinance Committee (ZOC)
(through Chris Mohnand Rory Toth, Loudoun County Department of Planningand Zoning)
From: Chris Gay andJackie Seneschal, WSP
Date: November 20,2020
Re: Updated Zoning Ordinance Parking Section Structure
INTRODUCTION

This memorandum presents WSP’s recommended structure foranupdated parking section in Loudoun
County’s Revised 1993 Zoning Ordinance (Zoning Ordinance). Thisrepresentsourdraft primary
deliverable for Subtask 1 in ourscope of work. Thisrecommended structureis based upon our review of
the Section 5-1100, Section 5-600 and other relevant sections of the Zoning Ordinance that contain
parking-related regulations, review of the2019 General Plan (2019 GP), feedback received from the focus
group meeting dated August24, 2020, feedback received onour parking update objectives memorandum, a
conference call with County staff on September 23,2020, a follow-up conference call with County staff on
November 12,2020 and an assessment of best practices elsewhere.

The recommendedstructureis presented in outline format with notes shown in italics to describe whatwe
envision forthe contentof each section. Here are some general observations to consider when reviewing
thisoutline:

e Thisoutlineis intended to guide subsequentresearch and recommendations regarding parking
standards in Section 5-1100and consolidation of parking standards located throughout other
sections of the Zoning Ordinance and administrative processes related to parking. Asthis research
proceedsand further feedback is obtained from staffand the ZOC, the outline presented herein
may evolve further.

e Parkingdesign standards and requirements in Loudoun County currently found in Section 4.400 of
the County’s Facilities Standards Manual (FSM) will continueto be locatedin the FSM and will
not be includedin the updated Zoning Ordinance. However, it is understood that the parking
design standards and other parking-related items located in the FSM may need to beupdatedasa
separate effort asa result of revisions to the Zoning Ordinance. These updates wouldbe part ofa
Development Ordinance Amendment (DOAM).

e The2019 GPincludes specification of parking types (e.g., structured, surface, on-street, etc.)
based upon Place Types. Ratherthatfomally acknowledgingthis guidancein the updated
ordinance, we propose to include a reference to consistency with the 2019 GP in the purposeand
intent statement ofthe parking section.
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RECOMMENDED PARKING SECTION STRUCTURE

5-1100 Off-StreetParkingand Loading Requirements

5-1101

5-1102

5-1103

Purpose and Intent

Thissectionwouldstate the purposeand intent of this section of the ordinance. Thisisan
opportunityto state the County’s objectives and reasoning behind the parking section regulations.
Forexample, a statementthat this sectionis consistent with and supports the 2019 GP should be
included. Asample from Albemarle County is shownbelow (we would recommend developing a
similar statement for Loudoun County):

“These parking, stackingand loading regulations establish minimumstandards applicable to new uses,
structuresor parkingareas, or redevelopedsites, for the purposes of: (1) maximizing the safety and
functionality of parkingareas; (2) providing parkingand loading facilities in a reasonable proportionto
one or more use's needs; (3) reducingminimum parking requirementsto coincide with commonusage
rather than peak usage; (4) minimizing the visual and environmental impacts of parking areason
adjacent lands; and (5) supporting mass transit opportunities. These regulations also encouragethe
application of transportation demand management strategies andallow flexibility in design to reduce
traffic congestionand the amount of landthat must be devotedto parking for commercial, industrialand
publicfacility uses.” (from Section4.12.1 Albemarle County Code)

Applicability
Subsections (A) and (B) belowwould containthe same wording as Section 5-1101 (A) and Section 5-1101
(B) of the currentordinance.

(A) General Requirement

(B) Additionor ChangeinUse

Compliance Required
Subsections (A) and (B) belowwould containthe same wordingas Section 5-1101 (C) and Section 5-1101
(D) of the current ordinance. Subsection (C)wouldbe a new subsection.

(A) Reviewof Parking and Loading Facilities Plan
(B) Reductionof Parking
(C) Exceptions

Thissubsection would be added, if needed, to accountfor special circumstances in which the provisions of
Section5-1101would notapply, suchas grandfathered properties or historic places.
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5-1104 Number of Parkingand Loading Spaces Required

A)

(B)

©)

Standardsfor Computation

Thissubsection willbe similar to Section 5-1102 (A) under the current zoning ordinance, exceptit will
be updatedto include the independent variables that are used to calculate parking requirements. For
example, parking rates are generally stated as a ratio of x spaces pery units, with theunit being the
most statistically valid independent variable for that particular land use. Loudoun County’s current
ordinance requires a multitude of independentvariables for the manydifferent land uses. In several
cases, it requires multipleindependentvariables for thesame land use. Not all of theindependent
variables arenecessarily easy to quantify and may not be appropriate for that use. Forexample, the
educational land use requirementhas an independent variable of ““students over drivingage™. Thisisa
number that would behardto determinewith accuracy and would fluctuate over time. It may also
make sense to identify newindependent variables for some land uses, suchas gross leasablearea
instead of gross floor area for shopping center uses, as an example.

This subsection would also consolidate any additional rules forcomputing parking requirements, such
asthose currently contained in Section5-1102 (C).

Use Groups

This subsection will provide descriptions of the uses and use groups for which parking rateswillbe
defined. The usesand usegroupswill conformto the use table under development for the larger
zoningordinanceupdate. The format for this sectionwould be thesimilar in formatto Section5-1102
(B) in the currentzoning ordinance, which defines specificuses under eachuse group.

Parking Requirements by Use and Zoning District

Thissubsection will presentupdated parking rates according to useor use groupandzoning district.
Zoning districts will be consolidated to alignwiththe 2019 GP place types in the updated ordinance.
The objective of this subsectionwill be to delineate updated parking rates that are sensitive to the
needsandgoalsof the 2019 GP policyareasandplacetypes. Forexample, parking rates for the same
uses may vary by zoningdistrict. This relationship of usesto zoningdistricts, in the contextof how the
parkingrateswill be delineated, isshown in Table 1.

As this update process moves forward, it will be determined howbest to presentthe updated parking
rates. Thiswill likely depend on how much parking rates for usesare projected tovary based on zoning
district. Ifthereisalotavariation for certainuses, then a matrix formatmay be appropriate. Onthe
other hand, if there isnota lot of variation for certain uses, a simple tabular format, notingany
exceptions for a smallnumberof districts, may be used.
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Tablel. ExampleMatrixofUsesto Zoning Districts Parking Rate Table

ZONINGDISTRICTS
Urban Policy Area Suburban Policy Area Transition Policy Area Etc.
District“A” | District“B” | District“A” | District*“B” | District“A” | District“B”

USES
Residential
Single Family
Multifamily
etc.
Retail
Convenience
Hard Goods
etc.
Office
General
Financial

Etc.

(D) Loading Requirements by Use and ZoningDistrict

A loading requirements section similar to the previous subsection showing parking requirements will
be provided but willnot beas extensive given some uses do not require loading spaces. Also, loading
space requirements for particular land use(s) will likely not vary according to zoning district.

(E) BicycleParking Requirements by Use and Zoning District

Similar to subsection (C) showing parking requirements butmay not needto be tabular or asinvolved.
(F) Motorcycle/Scooter Parking Requirements by Use and Zoning District

Similar to subsection (C) showing parking requirements butmay not needto be tabular or asinvolved.

5-1105 Zoning District-Specific Parking Requirements
Thissectionwould be wherewe consolidateany parking-related requirements that are currently located
outsideof Section5-1100 inthe current ordinance but cannot be included in the new Section 5-1104
described above. Thissectionwould also allow flexibility for the Countyto incorporate additional district-
specificparking requirements that may be identified in thefutureby addingthemintothis section. The
ultimate objectiveisto haveall parking-related requirements located within one section of the updated
ordinance,
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5-1106 Administrative Adjustmentsto Parking Requirements
Thissectionwoulddescribethe administrative procedures for adjusting, or seeking waivers from, the
parkingstandards defined abovein Section5-1104 (C). Itwouldalsoinclude theguidelinesand criteria
that should be usedto supportsuch requests.

Thissectionwould roll-inand include the administrative adjustments to parking requirements subsection
currently in Section 5-1102 (F), and would be expandedto include criteria for administrative adjustments
related tocurrentbest practices, alternative transportation availability, shared parking, availability of
publicparking, availability of on-street parking, captivemarketand car-share spaces.
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To: Chris Mohn, Rory Toth and Marie Genovese, Loudoun County
From: Chris Gay, WSP

Date: August 17,2020

Re: Parking Section Framework — Best Practices Research
INTRODUCTION

Thismemorandum presents theresults of a review of best practices in context-sensitive parking regulations. Such
regulations are based onplace typesand developmentpatterns instead of conventional parking requirements
predicatedsolely on land use. The objective of this effortwas to identify parking frameworks that Loudoun County
could consider when drafting specialized parking regulations to policy areasand place types asdefinedin the
Loudoun County 2019 General Plan (2019 GP).

The 2019 GP callsfora planningapproachthat promotes pedestrianand transit-oriented developmentin urban

areas, preserves the rural character of thewestern 2/3 of the County, provides quality development, protects the
County’s growingeconomic and cultural diversity, practices good infilland redevelopment methods, improves
infrastructure, and addresses housingaffordability. The 2019 GP identifies five policy areas:

e Urban
e Suburban
e Transition
e Rural

e Joint Land Management Areas

These policy areas have their own unigue developmentpolices and preferred development patterns (referredto as
place types). Eachpolicy area is disaggregated into unique place types, which entail land use types, preferred
development patterns, streetscapes, landscaping, and design features to make places and environments visually
distinctive and functional. Each policy area and their placetypes provide critical insight to support specialized
development standards within the zoning ordinance.

Given the range of policy areas and placetypesin the 2019 GP, the parking section of the updated ordinance will
need to be re-structured to better provide context-sensitive parking supply and design guidance to supportonging
and future implementation of the 2019 GP. Accordingly,the WSP team performed a review of best practices across
the country to identify case studies that may inform this update effort.

CASE STUDIES

Portland, OR

The City of Portland, OR uses a parking approach for different development patterns. The City utilizes parking minimums,
maximums, and reductions to effectively parkdifferent development styles. Instead of a one-size-fits-all parking approach
that assigns required parking by use, Portlandincorporatesstandards in concert with zoningdistricts and uses. Parking
maximums are most noted for areas thatare zonedfor moreintense development or are easily reached by alternative
modes of transportation. These areashave lower maximums than areaswhere less intense developmentis anticipated or
where transit serviceis less frequent. Higher maximums are appropriate in areas that are morethan a 1/4 mile walk froma
frequently served bus stop or morethan a 1/2 mile walk from a frequently served transit station.
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Portland also assigns special transit street designations in its transportation plan to accommodate better context-sensitive
development. Transit streets have bus, streetcar, or light rail routes in their rights-of-way, with frequent peakhourtransit
service. Thereis no minimum parking requirement for sites located within 500 feet of a transit street with frequent service.
Developers may also reduce parking requirements by providing a transit plaza if the site is located on atransit street. The
plaza must be atleast 300 square feet, landscaped, and provide ashelterand sitting area.

Additionally, Portlandfurther classifies parkingin particular situations, whichare subject to a review process. The City
identifies growth parking and preservation parking to help account for the differences between parking for existing and new
buildings. Growth parking is associated with all new non-residential development. Developers may build parkingup to the
set parking maximums. Most parking demands are metthrough growth parking. On the other hand, preservation parking is
associated with existing non-residential development. This categoryis intended to augment parking needsfor usesthat did
not provide enough parking at the time the development was built. Such parkingis subject to review where the developer
must present documentation of their parking proposal.

Seattle, WA

The City of Seattle, WA utilizes a hybrid parking approach. The City requires parkingminimums according to use in most
parts of the City exceptfor select zoning districts. For instance, in highly urbanized zoning districts, Seattle requires no
minimum parking for non-residential uses. Developments outside of these select zones have required parking minimums
that align with traditional parking practiceswhere each use has a specific parking ratio (e.g., medical services— 1 space per
500 sf). Also, Seattle uses parking maximums to help promote walkability and encourage multiple transportation mode
usage. Most notably, no more than 145 spaces per surface parking lot or flexible use parking are permitted in all
commercialzones. To furtherincrease the City’s goal to provide pedestrian-friendly development patterns, the City also
applies parking waiversthatreduce required parking. These parking reductions apply to all non-residential uses except for
drive-thrurestaurants, theaters, offices, and institutions (see table below).

Table 1. Seattle Parking Zones

Zone Type Reduction for Non-Residential Use

Commercial No parking required for the first 1,500 sf
Pedestrian-Designated Areas No parking required for the first 1,500 sf
Other Zones No parking required for the first 2,500 sf

Fort Worth, TX

The City of Fort Worth, TX uses a traditional parking code in most parts of the City, except for selectareas. Fort Worth
identifies a specific area— Camp Bowie Boulevard — that uses special development regulations, including parking
requirements. The Camp Bowie areaties parking ratios to development patterns. Certain areas of Camp Bowie have
different parking requirements (seetable below).

Table 2. Fort Worth Parking Zones

District Use

Highway Commercial Non-residential Uses: 1 space per 300 sf
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Residential Uses: 1.5 space/unit

Ridglea Gateway

Non-residential Uses: 1 space per 300 sf

Residential Uses: 1.5 space/unit

Ridglea Urban Village Core North

Non-residential Uses: 1 space per 300 sf

Residential Uses: 1.5 space/unit

Ridglea Urban Village Core South

Non-residential Uses: 1 space per 300 sf

Residential Uses: 1.5 space/unit

General Core Mixed Use

Non-residential Uses: 1 space per 300 sf

Residential Uses: 1.5 space/unit

Industrial Arts

Non-residential Uses: 1 space per 500 sf

Residential Uses: 1.5 space/unit

Western Business

Non-residential Uses: 1 space per 400 sf

Residential Uses: 1.5 space/unit

Transition

Non-residential Uses: 1 space per 300 sf

Residential Uses: 1.5 space/unit

These parking regulations are catered to the districtand are more flexible than the City’s conventional parking

requirements. For developments outside of this area, more parkingis required.

San Antonio, TX

San Antonio utilizes a traditional parking approachthroughout the City exceptforin select urbanized areas. The City has no
minimum parking requirements in the downtown area to encourage walkability, transit use, and pedestrian-oriented
development. Althoughthere are no parking minimums in downtown San Antonio, developments are requiredto provide
bicycle spacesto promote alternative modes of transportation. Additionally, the San Antonio Downtown Design Guide
supplements the parking regulations expressed in the Zoning Ordinance. This guide primarily aims to minimize off-street

parking visibility by:

e Locating off-street parking behind or below buildings,

¢ Hidingground floorparking by building facades, and

e Providing on-street parkingfor visitors and customers.
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Even though these few exceptions in San Antonio are context-sensitive, most of the parking regulations follow an approach
where land use dictates parking ratios. Theseratios tendto favor automobile-oriented development patterns seen in
suburban areas instead of vibrant, walkable patterns noticed in the City’s core areas.

San Diego, CA

San Diego has right-sized parkingrequirements for developments within the core of the City. Commercial parking
requirements are determined by the level of commercial use and proximity to transit. The amount of spaces requiredvaries
between 4 different districts: basic, low-income, transit area, and parkingimpact areas. Fewer parking spaces arerequired
intransitarea overlay zones, wherethereis areduced demandfor parking. A commercial use outside a transitareais
required to provide a minimum of 2.5 spaces for every 1,000 square feet and a maximum of 6.5 spacesper 1,000 square
feet. Acommercial usein atransitareais required to provide a minimum of 2.1 spaces per 1,000squarefeetand a
maximum of 6.5 spaces per 1,000 square feet. A parking impact areais an overlayzone with high parkingdemandand
increases the off-street parking requirments accordingly (e.g., colleges and coastal beach areas). Parking requirements are
higher in these areas.

San Francisco, CA

San Francisco uses parking maximums in the Central Business Districtand downtownareas. The City also moved toward
eliminating parking minimums throughout the City. Most of the districts are well-served by mass transit so vehicle parking
for commercial usesis not the best use of land in such adense environment. There are minimum parking requirements for
all uses outside the Central Business District. For residential uses, one parking spaceis requiredfor every dwelling unitin
low-density districts and 0.25 parking spacesis required per dwelling unitin high-density districts. Office uses are required
to provide a minimum of 1 parking space per 1,000square feet, depending on the district. Parking requirements can varyin
districts that are well-served by publictransportation.

Additionally, San Francisco mitigates for congestionin downtown mixed-use districts through a transportation demand
management program. Such programs are submitted to the Planning Departmentand approved by the planning director for
all new buildings and conversions of existing buildingsgreaterthan 100,000 square feet of floor area. Developers are
required to provide a strategy for minimizing adverse transportationimpacts in the area. This is often accomplished by
discouraging single-occupancy vehicle commuter trips and creatingincentives to encourage people to commute by public
transportation, carpooal, or bicycle.

McKinney, TX

The City of McKinney, TX uses a traditional parking code in most parts of the City, exceptfor the downtownarea. For
instance, most retail/commercial uses require 1 parking space forevery250square feet of floor areairrespective of zoning
classification. The downtown area— the McKinney Town Center District (MTC) — does not calculate parking ratios
dependent on certain uses but determinesparking ratios based on specific character districts within the MTC. These
districts mimic the functions of the place types established in the 2019 GP. There are sevencharacterdistrictsin the MTC,
which all have different tailored parking requirements. The districts are identified on a map of the MTC to show where
certain developmentregulations, including parking, apply.
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Parking requirements are right-sized to the character districts to improve walkabilityand pedestrian-oriented development.

Table 3. McKinney Parking Zones

Character District Existing Buildings New Construction
Non-residential Uses: No off-street Non-residential Uses: No off-street
parking required parking required

Historic Core
Residential Uses: No off-street parking Residential Uses: 1 off-street space per
required DU
Non-residential Uses: No off-street Non-residential Uses: No off-street
parking required parking required

Downtown Core
Residential Uses: No off-street parking Residential Uses: 1 off-street space per
required DU

Non-residential Uses: 1 off-street space
per 500 grosssf—the first 2,000 grosssf

Non-residential Uses: 1 off-street space
Downtown Edge per 500 grosssf—the first 2,000 grosssf
of every non-residential building is exempt

of every non-residential building is
exempt
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Residential Uses: 1 off-street space per

Residential Uses: 1 off-street space per DU DU

Non-residential Uses: 1 off-street space

Non-residential Uses: No off-street per 500 grosssf

parking required Light Industrial Uses: 1 off-street space
Transit Village Core per 1,0005sf

Residential Uses: No off-street parking Residential Uses: 1 off-street space per

required DU

Non-residential Uses: 1 off-street space
per 500 grosssf—the first 2,000 grosssf

Non-residential Uses: 1 off-street space
per 500 grosssf—the first 2,000 grosssf

. . o of every non-residential building is
of every non-residential building is exempt

exempt
Light Industrial Uses: 1 off-street space
Transit Village Edge per 1,000sf - the first 2,000 grosssf of

every non-residential building is exempt

Light Industrial Uses: 1 off-street space
per 1,000sf—the first 2,000 grosssf of
every non-residential building is exempt

. . Residential Uses: 1 off-street space per
Residential Uses: 1 off-street space per DU

DU
Cotton Mill Core traditional parking ratiosapplied by use traditional parking ratiosapplied by use
Cotton Mill Edge traditional parking ratiosapplied by use traditional parking ratiosapplied by use

Montgomery County, MD

Montgomery County, MD uses a progressive parking approachthat determines parking ratios by use, intensity, and zoning
district. The number of required spaces is based on a metric specificto each use. If the proposedintensity of the use is less
than the metric, then the baseline minimum s calculated using a fraction of that metric. Additionally, the required number
of parking spaces dependif a developmentis located within a Parking Lot District or a Reduced Parking Area. The Parking
Lot District program allows Montgomery County to own and operate more than half of the public parking in Bethesda, Sliver
Spring, and Wheaton. This shared-parking resource allows developers to reduce their on-site parking needs and allows the
county to impose stricter maximums. Reduced Parking Areas have botha minimum parkingrequirementand a maximum
parking requirement but a developer may exceedthe maximum or fail to meet the minimumiif certain requirements are
met. Parking Lot Districts and Reduced Parking Areasare the areas the County has designated to be the mostappropriate
for flexability in parking requirements.

St. Petersburg, FL

St. Petersburg has parking regulationsthat are context-sensitive to help encourage walkable development patterns. In
particular, the City reduces parking minimums if a projectis near high-frequency transit routes. A 10% parking reduction is
permitted if the development is within 1/8 mile of a high-frequencytransit route. Additionally, the City allows off-street
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parking reductions fortree preservation, drainage and surface water management, bicycle parking, and
workforce/affordable housing. St. Petersburg also permits alternatives to off-street parking if there are parking challenges
on-site. For instance, off-site parking is allowed within 1,000 feet in downtown center zoning districts and 300 feetin other
zoning districts.

Boston, MA

Although Boston, MA is alarge and dense metropolitan city, certain aspects of their parkingregulations could applyto
Loudoun County regarding particular policy areas and place types. Boston originally enacted a parking freeze in 1978 with
the mostrecentamendments occurringin 2006. The freeze isimplementedfor developments in Downtown, East Boston,
and South Boston. The intent of the freezeis to reduce vehicular traffic, minimize air pollution, promote the use of public
transit, and encourage transit-oriented development by restricting the number of off-street parking spaces. Although the
City has enacted a parking freeze, certain usesare exempt.

Parking Freeze Zones

The parking freeze has 2 components - the cap and the parking bank. Each district has a cap on the number of parking
spacesthat can be built. The difference betweenthe amount of existing parking spaces and what the parking cap allows is
included in the parking bank. Developers must apply to withdraw parking spaces from the parkingbank for non-exempt
uses.

The parking cap and parking bank are different for each parking freeze area. Downtown Bostonhas a cap of 35,556 parking
spacesand none are availablein the parking bank. South Bostonhas a cap of 30,389and 1,834 parking spaces availablein

the parking bank. The East Boston parkingfreeze operates differently from the Downtown and South Boston freezesin that
the goal is to manage parking at Logan International Airport. There are no spaces available in the East Boston parking freeze
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area. Parking requirements for commercial uses(office and retail) thatare not subject to a parking freeze follow certain
standards (see table below).

Table 4. Boston Parking Requirements

If the 1 Space
Maximum
Floor
Area
Ratiois And also for
Specified For each each
0.3 0r0.5 300 Square 600 Square
feet of feet of
0.80r1.0 350 gross 700 other
floor gross
2.0 500 area 1,000 floor
on area
3.0 900 ground 1,800
floor
4.0 1,200 2,400
5.0 1,200 2,400

Somerville, MA

Somerville, MA is a small, but dense city outside of Boston. The City relies heavily on various modes of transportation which
reduces the overall city’s car dependency. Somerville’s parking regulations are traditional with the caveat of development
near transit or public parking. Developments within 650 feet of municipal parking garages/lots are permitted a10%
reductionin parking. Developments within 1000feet of rapid transit stations are permitted a 20% reduction in parking.

Prince George’s County, MD

Prince George’s County, MD provides conventional parking requirements except for certain mixed use and transit zones.
Unlike most other jurisdictions, these areas do not have either parkingminimums or maximums butdo have required
parking. The amount of parkingis determined through a formula specified by the Planning Board with evidence provided by
an applicant. This formulais calculated on uses, trip generation, and traffic demands.

Buffalo, NY

The City of Buffalo, NY embraced radical parking changesand is the firstcity in the nation to not have established off-street
parking minimums. All parking is not eliminatedin the City, as certain developments may require parking pera
transportation demand management plan. Buffalodoes notrequire new development to have parking; however, buildings
greater than 5,000 square feet require a transportation demand management (TDM) plan studyto assesses the
development’simpact on the surrounding area. This study determines adequate parking for the development. TDM plans
are notapprovedby planning staff, but by the city’s planning board. One challenge of Buffalo’s parkingregulations is that
there are no specified parking maximums. This is important to note because developers have significant discretion to
determinethe necessary amount of parking for a development. Although most developers want to maximize the building
footprint, some will want an excess amount of parking to guarantee customers have easy accessto the development.
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Loudoun County could consider an approach that uses Buffalo’s no parking minimumsand TDM plan requirements, but
with established parking maximumes.

Philadelphia, PA

Philadelphia, PA is alarge and dense metropolitan city. Certain parking regulations could apply to Loudoun County
regarding particular policyareasand place types. Philadelphia right-sizes parking by tying parking ratiosto the intensity of
different zoning districts. Commercial-based zoning districts are known as “commercial and commercial mixed-use
districts”, which all vary in intensity and form. For instance, Neighborhood Commercial Mixed-Use, Neighborhood
Commercial Mixed-Use, and Center City Commercial Mixed-Use districts have tailored required parking ratios. Although
there are specialized parking ratios, most are the same, especially for commercialdevelopments.

CASE STUDY EVALUATION

The case studies provide Loudoun County with examples of how other jurisdictions have effectively regulated parking
throughout different development areas. Next we examine how each of these case studies rate in the context of arange of
criteriathatare important to the Loudoun Countyzoning update. Eachcriteriumwas rated on ascale of 0 to 5, with 0
representing averylow level of intent with respect to the criteriaand 5 representing a very highlevel of intent with respect
to the criteria.

Flexibility

Flexibility is an important feature of any modern zoning code, but particularlyfor parking regulations. Rigid standards and a
lack of options can hinder a jurisdiction’s ability to encourage desired development. It also can prove challenging to the
development community. Flexibility was assessed as parking regulations that provide a developer with parking options
and/or avenues for negotiation. Out of the 14 jurisdictions, 4 had a flexibility rating of 4 or higher. These 4 jurisdictions -
Seattle, Montgomery County, Buffalo, and St. Petersburg — best provided a developer with increased discretion, parking
alternatives, and reductions/waivers/variances. St. Petersburg relies heavily on reductions to satisfy parking requirements
while Buffalo encourages developers to determine their own parkingamounts. Places with low flexibility ratings promote
strict conformance, thus hindering desired qualitydevelopment and potentiallyresultingin excessive parking.

Clarity

Clarity isanother crucial component of any regulation. Without clear and concise language that is easily understood,
regulations become difficult to comprehend, interpret, and apply. Clarity was defined as regulations thatare clear and
concise, with allocations thatare consistentand easyto understand. All 14 jurisdictions ratedata 3 or higher, which means
that their regulations are effectively clear. The highest clarity rating is Buffalo’s code as itis simple, short,in acoherent
format, and less legalistic sounding. The reader can easily comprehend thatthere are 2 parking optionsfor new
developments in Buffalo.

Context-Sensitive

As more jurisdictionsare moving away from conventional codes derived from separated land uses, new codes are
emphasizing placemaking and context-sensitive regulations. Context-sensitive regulations are not only important for new
codes, butcritical for Loudoun County, as the 2019 GP calls for regulations that coincide with unique policy areas and place
types. Out of the 14 jurisdictions, 4 had a 5 rating. These jurisdictions - Portland, Seattle, Montgomery County, and Buffalo —
have regulations that are applied to different zoning districts and land use types to manage parkingneeds. Theybest
balance parking demands for residential and commercial usesin urban and suburban contexts by rightsizing parking.
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Commercial uses in urban contexts require less off-street parking whereas commercial uses in suburban settings require
more parking. Places like San Antonio and McKinney rated the lowest with context sensitive regulations as most of their
parking codes are comprised of a “one-size-fits-all approach” with high parking ratios (although San Antoniodoes utilize
parking maximums). These cities would have beenratedlowerif there was notthe downtown area exception in San
Antonio and no downtown form-based code in McKinney.

Parking Minimum/Maximum Usage

Parking minimums and maximums are an effective way to control parking supply. Nearly every jurisdictionuses parking
minimums, but not many use maximums. Well-intentioned and reasonable parking minimums and maximums can provide
practical parking ratios, while no maximums and high car-oriented parking minimums cancreate parking oversaturation.
This category is defined by how well jurisdictions use minimums and maximums to regulate parking. 6 out of the 14
jurisdictionsreceived arating of 4 or higher, with Portland, Seattle, and Buffaloreceiving a 5 rating. These 3 cities use
parking minimums and maximums effectively to create development patternsthat are context-sensitive and morereliant
on pedestrianactivity. Lowerratedjurisdictions used parking minimums but not maximums, thus incentivizing car-oriented
development patterns.

Graphic Support Provided

Graphics are becomingincreasinglyimportant features withinmodern codes because they can help communicate
information effectively. This category means regulations that have charts, tablesand illustrations to communicate
standards. Philadelphia, Buffalo, and St. Petersburg were ranked the highest as they had the most graphicsand illustrations
with color, clarity, and pop and clear and understandable matrixes. No jurisdiction receiveda 5 rating because there was
notan exceptional use of graphicdisplays. Alljurisdictions canimprove readabilityand effectiveness of their parking
regulations if they incorporate sharp, communicative graphics.

Transit Sensitive

Transit-oriented developmentis becoming more prominentin urban and suburban jurisdictions. Modern parking
regulations needto serveavariety of transportation modes. In this exercise, regulations that account for and accommodate
transit-oriented development were assessed. Numerous jurisdictionsscored high with parking regulations that serve high
transitareas and future transit-oriented development, while others scored at the lower end of the spectrum. High scoring
jurisdictionseffectively linked reduced parking requirements and pedestrianaccess points to developments near or serving
public transportation. Low scoringjurisdictions were mostly notedin Texas (Fort Worth, McKinney, and San Antonio) where
transitdevelopmentis lacking and emphasis is on car-oriented development. Transit sensitive parking regulations,
particularly in the Urban and Suburban Policy Areas, should be considered for Loudoun County.

Use of Landscaping

Landscapingcannot be overlooked whenitcomes to parking regulations. High landscaping standards improve the aesthetic
conditions of developments, serve crucial drainage functions, and reduce the urban heatisland effect. Portlandand
Montgomery County scored the highest for their use of landscaping. These parking regulations heightened landscaping
requirements for new developments. Thereis afocus on ensuring thattreesand landscape areasare linked to parking
areas.
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Evaluation Summary

Table 5 presents asummary of this evaluation of the various case studies vs. thesecritieria. Green highlighted cells
representthe highestscoring (i.e., 4 or 5) jurisdictions against each criterium. Buffalo, Portlandand Seattle rate highest
against multiple criteria. Overall, these ordinances have parking requirements that are progressive, reasonable, and
context-sensitive, which aids an assortment of development patternsin different locations of a jurisdiction. Buffalo,
Portland, and Seattle perform well with parkingminimums and maximumsand emphasize parking that fits the type of
development and the existing community fabric. Reductions and waivers increase flexibility with the development
community and allows the developerto rely on the market to drive parking demands. Also, Portland and Seattle provide
car-sharing (Uber, Lyft, etc.) parking regulations to account for the growing demandto use such services. Forinstance, in
Portland, car-sharing must be indicated on the site plan and has specific requirements. The City requires that “for every car-
sharing parking space thatis provided, the motor vehicle parking requirementis reduced by 2 spaces, up to a maximum of
25 percent of the required parking spaces”. Buffalo’s no parking minimums and parking studyrequirements for
developments of more than 5,000 square feetis interesting. Instead of requiring arbitrary parking minimums thattend to
over-parkdevelopments, developers and the market drive parking demand for new development.

This evaluation helps identify how different jurisdictions have developed parking standards that could be usedto inform the
Loudoun County update. We are not proposing that Loudoun County adopt any of these case studyordinances in total;
rather; elements of the various case study ordinancescan be appliedto craft an ordinance structure sensitive to the
County’s needs.

The objectiveis develop parking regulations that are flexible, clear, concise, and context-sensitive to the full range of policy
areas and place typesto help achieve the desired development patterns envisioned by the 2019 GP.

Table 5. Evaluation Summary Matrix

Parking Graphic
Lo . . Context- . Transit Use of
Jurisdiction Flexibility Clarity . Min./Max. | Support . .
Sensitive . Sensitive | Landscaping
Usage Provided
Buffalo, NY 5 5 5 5 4 4 4
Portland, OR 3 4 5 5 3 5 5
Seattle, WA 4 4 5 5 2 5 3
San Diego, CA 3 3 4 4 3 4 3
Philadelphia, PA 3 3 4 3 4 3 4
San Francisco, CA 3 3 4 4 2 4 3
St. Petersburg, FL 4 3 3 2 4 3 4
Montgomery County, MD 4 3 5 4 2 0 5
Somerville, MA 3 3 3 3 2 3 3
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Prince George's County, 3 3 3 5 ) 3 3
MD

Fort Worth, TX 3 4 3 3 3 0 3
Boston, MA 2 3 3 3 2 2 2
San Antonio, TX 2 3 2 4 2 0 3
McKinney, TX 2 4 2 2 3 0 1

CASE STUDY RELATIONSHIP TO POLICY AREAS AND PLACE TYPES

Finally, we examine how elements of some of these case studies couldinform an updated parking ordinance framework in
Loudoun County. The currentvisionis to develop and consolidate parking standards within the updated ordinance such
that they can relate to and support develops in the full range of policy areas and place types. None of the case studies
described are as robust as that envisioned for Loudoun County; however, theycan still be informative for a number of
policy area/place type combinations.

In the tables below we examined the case studies in the context of how eachmay relate to the range of policyarea/place
type combinations. Case study jurisdictions were rated from 0 to 3 (0: notapplicable, 1: somewhat applicable, 2:
applicable, and 3: highly applicable). Jurisdictionswith more urban context fared betterthan ones with a more suburban
context. As with the table above, greenhighlightedcells represent a high rating (i.e., 3). This exercise did not specifically
look at JLMA’s, but these will be addressed separately in the ordinance update.

Portland, Seattle, San Diego, San Francisco, Philadelphia, and Buffalo rated the highest for applicability to Loudoun County’s
Urban Policy Area’s place types. Low parking ratios, minimums and maximums, parking demand studies, and transit
requirements make these cities the most applicable to the type of parkingregulationsin Urban Policy Areas. These
jurisdictions, plus Montgomery County, also have the most applicable parking standards for Suburban Policy Area place
types. Regarding applicability to the Transition Policy Area place types, Buffalo, Philadelphia, Montgomery County, and San
Diego scored the highest. Components of the regulationsfrom these jurisdictions appear to align best with differentareas
within Loudoun County where transition is necessary. With respect to the Rural Policy Area place types, mostjurisdictions
scored poorlybecause rural contextis notemphasized, since many of the examples are inherently urban. Montgomery
County fared the best because parking foragricultural and rural uses are specifically regulated. Buffalo’s approach could
potentially apply to these Rural Policy Areas since required parking is mostly determined by the developer. This type of
approach could best incentivize context-sensitive parking regulations that can protect the rural environment.

Urban Policy Area

Policy Area Urban

Place Type Transit Center Mixed Use Employment

Portland, OR 3 3 3
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Seattle, WA 3 3 3
San Diego, CA 3 3 2
San Francisco, CA 3 3 2
Fort Worth, TX 0 2 1
San Antonio, TX 0 1 1
McKinney, TX 0 1 0
Prince George's County, MD 2 2 2
Montgomery County, MD 2 3 2
Boston, MA 1 1 1
Somerville, MA 2 1 1
Philadelphia, PA 2 3 3
Buffalo, NY p 3 3
St. Petersburg, FL 0 2 1

Suburban Policy Area

Policy Area Suburban
Place Type Neighborhood CoTnpact Mixed Use | Employment Industr'iaI/MineraI Commercial
Neighborhood Extraction

Portland, OR 2 3 3 2 2 3
Seattle, WA 2 3 3 2 1 3

San Diego, CA 2 3 3 2 3 2

San Francisco, CA 2 3 3 2 2 2
FortWorth, TX 1 1 2 1 1 1

San Antonio, TX 2 1 0 1 1 2
McKinney, TX 1 1 1 1 1 1
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Prince George's County, MD 2 2 2 2 1 1
Montgomery County, MD 2 3 3 2 3 3
Boston, MA 2 1 0 1 1 1
Somerville, MA 2 2 2 1 2 1
Philadelphia, PA 3 3 2 2 3 3
Buffalo, NY 2 2 3 3 2 3
St. Petersburg, FL 1 1 1 2 1 2
Transition Policy Area
Policy Area Transition
. . Industrial/
Place Type Lar.ge Lot Sm.all Lot Compact Community | Light ' Mineral
Neighborhood | Neighborhood | Neighborhood | Center Industrial Extraction

Portland, OR 2 2 2 3 1 0
Seattle, WA 1 2 2 3 1 0
San Diego, CA 2 2 2 2 2 2
San Francisco, CA 0 1 2 3 1 0
Fort Worth, TX 2 1 1 1 2 1
San Antonio, TX 2 2 1 1 2 1
McKinney, TX 1 1 0 1 2 1
Prince George's County, MD 1 1 2 1 2 1
Montgomery County, MD 2 2 3 2 2 2
Boston, MA 0 0 0 1 2 1
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Somerville, MA 1 2 2
Philadelphia, PA 2 2 2
Buffalo, NY 2 2 2
St. Petersburg, FL 1 1 1
Rural Policy Area
Policy Area Rural
Place Type Rural North Rural South RuraI.Historic
Village

Portland, OR 0 0 0
Seattle, WA 0 0 0
San Diego, CA 0 0 0
San Francisco, CA 0 0 0
Fort Worth, TX 0 0 0
San Antonio, TX 0 0 0
McKinney, TX 0 0 0
Prince George's County, MD 0 0 0
Montgomery County, MD 2 2 1
Boston, MA 0 0 0
Somerville, MA 0 0 0
Philadelphia, PA 0 0 0
Buffalo, NY 1 1 1
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St. Petersburg, FL 0 0 0

In conclusion, this memorandum identifies a number of case studies that will help inform the Loudoun County zoning
ordinance update. It also illuminates some areas that will needfurther research, particularly with respect to parking

standardsin the transition, rural,and JLMA policy areas.



	1. ZOC Agenda 02-03-2021
	2. Action Report 01-06-2021
	3. Public Input Policy
	4. Parking Section Recommended Structure
	49TFrom:    Chris Gay and Jackie Seneschal, WSP
	Introduction
	RECOMMENDED PARKING SECTION STRUCTURE

	5. Parking Section Best Practices
	49TFrom:  Chris Gay, WSP
	Introduction
	CASE STUDIES
	Portland, OR
	Seattle, WA
	Fort Worth, TX
	San Antonio, TX
	San Diego, CA
	San Francisco, CA
	McKinney, TX
	Montgomery County, MD
	St. Petersburg, FL
	Boston, MA
	Somerville, MA
	Prince George’s County, MD
	Buffalo, NY
	Philadelphia, PA

	CASE STUDY EVALUATION
	Flexibility
	Clarity
	Context-Sensitive
	Parking Minimum/Maximum Usage
	Graphic Support Provided
	Transit Sensitive
	Use of Landscaping
	Evaluation Summary

	CASE STUDY relationship to policy areas and place types
	Urban Policy Area
	Suburban Policy Area
	Transition Policy Area
	Rural Policy Area



