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STUDY OF PARKING POLlCIES AND PROGRAMS
FOR METRO RAIL STATION AREAS

The purpose of this report is to discuss relevant issues and recommendations
regarding the use of parking incentives and peripheral parking in the Metro
Rail Station Areas. The recommendations of the Mayor's Blue "Ribbon
Committee on the Los Angeles CBD Transportation Study, the CRA's
experience in the CBD and the Planning Department's parking demand
forecasts have been utilized in this briefing. The policy and program
recommendations are intended for use in the Station Area Development Plans'
Economic Incentives Section.

Parking incentives in the City of Los Angeles allow a 40 percent reduction in
required on-site parking jf the developer provides 1) an acceptable
Transportation Alternative, such as a ridesharing program, or 2) remote
off-site parking. Transportation Alternatives must have significant, achievable
participation levels Ce. g., 20% of building employees). With remote off-site
parking, the developer must provide transportation between the remote site
and the main buildi ng. These conditions are treated as legal obligations on
the buJlding owner. . The purpose of the incentives is to reduce traffic
congestion and to facilitate development by lowering the cost of providing
parking.

Parking requirements in Centers are proposed to be changed, by ordinance, to
one space per 1,000 square feet of commercial floor area, while outside of
Centers required parking would be increased to three spaces per 1,000 square
feet. Most Metro Rail Station Areas are contiguous with Centers.

The market for reduced parking requirements (parking incentives) IS limited,
based on the City's experience with its own program, in part because of
lending institutions' Joan criteria. In order to secure a loan, a developer is
often required to provide parking in excess of that required by City
ordinance. Thus, even if the City's parking requirement is decreased,
parking incentives aren't likely to help developers undercut the minimum
requi rements established by private lending committees. This problem is
exacerbated by lenders' unfamiliarity with transportation system management
(TSM) strategie.s, their success rate and their function in a broader
transportation/land use framework. In the scheme of real ,estate investment
decision-making, parking "incentives" aren't really meaningful in the context of
more important market conditions, such as location. Therefore, TSM strategies
should not be treated as incentives but simply as conditions of approval.

The need for peripheral parking is growing in the caD and will undoubtedly
be felt in other areas of high-density development, such as Metro Rail Station
Areas. Peripheral, or off-site, parking is a TSM strategy to achieve a
reduction in traffic congestion that would otherwise be expected to accompany
projected development. Its purpose is to intercept commuter traffic from all
directions before it enters the Station Area/Center. Commuters park at the
peripheral parking facility and complete their journey into the Station
Area/Center by walking or on a short shuttle ride. Analyses indicate that to
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efficiently operate a shuttle service, each facility should contain at least 400
cars. Also, an area must have relatively high parking prices In order to
create sufficient market demand to support peripheral facilities,

The CRA's experience with peripheral parking in the COB has led to a detailed
study to develop program policies, identify an optimal, long-term network of
peripheral sites, and develop an implementation program. Peripheral parking
requirements are included in CRA's development agreements for major CBO
projects. The agency estimates that 40 percent of Code-required parking for
such projects is now being located outside the CBD Traffic Impact Zone.

CRA - identifiedCl) factors for a successful peripheral program include the
provision of Proposition A subsidies for a shuttle service, the existence of
high market prices for parking within the CBD, user accessibility and
convenience of peripheral sites, and the location of sites near freeway
off-ramps to mitigate traffic into downtown. The eRA is also concerned with
the impact of peripheral facilities on host communities.

The Mayor's Blue Ribbon Committee recommends that at least 25 percent of
Code-required parking for new CBO development be located in peripheral
locations. The Committee is considering the use of peripheral parking to
replace spaces lost as a result of new development, when such spaces are
required to be replaced. Peripheral parking can also be used to support the
rehabilitation of existing buildings. In general, the Committee has set the
following objectives regarding peripheral parking:

1. Emphasize commuter convenience and security at peripheral lots,

2. Utilize reasonable means to allow preferential use of streets by shuttle
veh icles.

3. Test market issues and consumer acceptance through a City-sponsored
pilot project.

4. Create incentives for the free-market reallocation of existing parking
spaces with in th e Station Area.

5. Keep the shuttle running late enough to accommodate those on staggered
work hours. Late-hour operation could also accommodate Station Area
cultural and recreational activity schedules, enhancing the economic
opportu nities of the Area.

The Mayor's Blue Ribbon Committee makes a number of recommendations
regarding I SM programs, including peripheral parking:

1, TSM programs should be required and enforced on all new developments
in the CBD. Existing businesses should be encouraged to participate.

2, The City should design an
measu re rideshapi ng levels.
goa Is a re not reached.

annual monitoring/audit system which can
The City should enforce TSM programs if

(1) Rich Willson, CRA, telephone conversation, February 1986
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3. Efforts should be made to encourage flexibility between peripheral
parking, transit and ridesharing use - both in new programs and in
enforcement efforts. Staggered work hours and flex time should be
encou raged in order to move tri ps out of pea k congestion hou rs.

4. Developers should be given credit for establishing and maintaining
increased ridesharing and transit usage in existing nearby buildings for
which TSM programs are not required.

The Ad Hoc Transportation Committee for the CBD recommended that parking
demand and supply forecasts be made for the CBD to ascertain the precise
need for peripheral pa rking. As part of such a needs assessment, they
recommended inclusion of figures on existing parking, expected deficits, and
planned parking for on-going development.

A needs assessment for peripheral parking in Station Areas follows. Figures
for current estimated usage and supply of parking, 1995 projected total
demand for parking (constrained and unconstrained) (2) and 1995 projected
total sURPly of parking under three different scenarios are presented for eight
Station Areas in Table 1. The sources for these figures and projections are
the data maps for the eight Station Area Development Plans. Chart 1 is a
graphic illustration of projected supply and demand scenarios from Table 1.

Findings

1. In all of the eight Station Areas, current supply of parking exceeds
current usage of parking by anywhere from 22 to 55 percent.

2. In the Alvarado Station Area, projected demand exceeds projected supply
in every scenario.

3. In the Vermont Station Area, projected supply substantially exceeds
projected demand In every scenario.

4. In the Normandie Station Area, p rejected supply exceeds p rejected
demand in all but one scenario (unconstrained demand and 1: 1,000
parking requirement) and then only slightly.

5. In the Western Station Area, p rejected uncon stra ined demand exceeds
projected supply, while projected constrained demand consistently falls
short of projected supply.

6. In the La Brea, Wilshire/Fairfax, Beverly/Fairfax and Universal City
Station Area, projected supply exceeds projected demand in every
scenario.

(2) "Unconstrained Demand" - Number of parkers attached to a given trip
generator.

"Constrained Demand" - Number of parkers who need to be accommodated
in a given facility after the use of alternative facilities and TSM programs
are considered.

(Source: ULI & Nat'l Parking Assn. (1983) Dimensions of Parking 2nd Edition)
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TABLE 1
EXISTING AND PROJECTED TOTAL DEMAND AND SUPPLY OF PARKING

IN METRO RAIL STATION AREAS

Station Current Current 1995 Projected Total-Q~and 1995 Projected Total SUPl2...L~jsting ~ AifaT'tJ.Qnal-j
Area Usage( 1) Supply(2) Uncoils t ra Illed (2) Constralned(3) OptIon 1(4) Option 2(5) Opt jon 3(6)

Alvarado 1,107 1,124 7,300 3,000 2,159 2,494 2,779

Vermont 6,627 6,322 li,511 2,20li 10,111 ",608 12,9l.l8

Normandle 7.703 10,015 10,621, '1,130 10,560 11,145 11,695

Western 2,202 3,216 8,033 3,533 4,336 5,396 6,426

LaBrea 1, 359 1,705 2,126 1,238 2,768 3,395 3,B05

tairfax 4.201 6,367 8,163 3,745 9,752 12,537 15,022

Beverly 5,771 7,192 6,570 2,628 9,11111 11,756 14,038

Universal 1,914 2,807 2,069 827 3,393 3,983 4,571

~~~

Calculated from exi.ting supply added to pr<>jected supply, using the
folle>wing parkin9 requirement:

1. 00 space/I, 000 sq. ft. of Comme rclal
1.50 space/D. U.

'I.Sou rCe:L Los Angeles Clly Plannin!) Departmenl. Prelullinary Draft Station
A"eo Development Plan. (STAROs)

2. Calcul.led from projected lola I development in Preliminny Droit Stallon
Are.. Dev"lnpment Plans using Inc following helors:

2 SO spac"sn,ooo sq. It. CLA (peak hour)
1.75 spaces/D. U.

S. Calculated tro", e"i.ling supply added to proje~hd supply, uSIng the
tollowing parking nqul relflent:

(Source: ULl t N~tion ..1 Parking Auociation (1983) DimenSions of Pa"klng
2nd EdllionJ

2.00 spacesll,OOO sq. ft. e>f Commercial
2.00 space</O.U.

3. CaICLl!"leu Iro,n p"e>jected tol~1 development in Preliminary Dr.ft STARDs,
usi,)!} the following faclors: '

6, Calculated Irom eoistjng H,pply added to proJ"cted supply. using the
10110w{rJg parking requirement:

I ()() space/I,OI)O sq. It. GLA (peak houl')
I 50 space./D. U.

3.00 spaces/I,DOO sq. ft. of Commercial
2.00 spacu/D.U.

(Source: I~!s!)
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7. In the Vermont, La Brea, Wilshire/Fairfax, Beverly/Fairfax and Universal
City station areas, existing supply will accommodate both constrained and
unconstrained demand.

Peripheral parking facilities will be most needed at the Alvarado Station Area,
according to the findings above. They may also be needed at the Western
Station Area. If existing parking supplies in other Station Areas, particularly
Normandie, La Brea, and Wilshire/Fairfax, substantially diminish as a result of
their replacement by new development, peripheral parking may be. needed, and
viable, at those stations as well. Supply of parking in the station areas must
be at about the same level of demand, or lower, in order for prices and
congestion to rise high enough for peripheral parking to be an acceptable
alternative.

Peripheral parking spaces needed using Table 1 projections:

Alvarado Station Area - 221 to 5, 141

Western Station Area - 1,607 to 3,697

Normandie Station Area - 244

(depending on the level of constraint
on demand)

(but only if demand is largely
unconstrained; if demand is
constrained, 0 spaces will be needed)

(unlikely, unless demand is completely
unconstra tned)

These figures would increase in direct proportion to the number of parking
spa ces removed from th e ma r ket as th e res u It of new d evel opment.

Number of parking spaces a Station Area must lose before peripheral parking
becomes viable:

Alvarado Station Area ­
Vermont Station Area ­
Normandie Station Area ­
Western Station Area -
La Brea Station Area ­
Wilshire/Fairfax Station Area ­
Beverly/Fairfax Station Area ­
Universal City Station Area -

Recommendations

o
5,606 to

o to
o to

642 to
1.589 to
2.904 to
1,326 to

7,913
5,850

803
1,530
6,007
6,846
2,568

1. Eliminate additional parking incentives in STARDs and substitute them
with peripheral parking policies and programs.

2. Plan for a peripheral parking facility to accommodate at least 500 cars,
with room for expans ion, outs ide the Alva rado Station a rea.

3. Monitor subtraction and addition of parking spaces and market prices for
parking in other Station Areas over time to assess when peripheral
parking should be initiated.
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4. Require and enforce transportation system management programs on new
development in the Station Areas. These programs should reflect a
mixture of transit, ridesharing and peripheral parking. Staggered work
hours and flex time should be encouraged to move trips out of peak
congestion hou rs.

MSC150/hb


