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COUNTY PARKING LOT EXAMPLE
. ·'~EClflf.!!-A~_P-'::tASE~ I III II -

~ETRO RAIL SlAll0N AREA DEVELOPMENT PLANS
=XAHPLE OF DEVELOPMENT POTENTI~L USlNG TRIPS. BONUSES ~ TOR

3TEP t IDENTI~Y PARCEL ~ PHASE

ADDRESS,

eoOK-PAGE-PARCEL .,
SPECIFIC PLAN SECTOR.
STATION,
SUBAREAS'

PHASE,

SE CORNER WILSHIRE/SPAULDING
(COUNTY PARKING LOTl
~089-011-013.01S,OI7.033.034

MIRACLE MILE
WILSH[RE/FArRFA~

2

r o!< II

CALCULATE RESIDENTIAL 9UtLDABLE AREA

SUBAREA ZONING
GROSS

AREA
SETBACY BUILDABLE AV6. LOT

AREA AREA AREA/D.U.

;TEP 3 CALCULATE DEVELOPMENT ON RESIDENTIALLY-ZONED PORTION

F.A.R.
PROPOSED (EtTSrING"

USE FERM[TTED EXISTING ADDIl IONAL f'"ROPOSEDl

COMI1E.RC I AL SOFT.
SUBSET: HOTEL ROOHS

RESIDENTIAL SQFT. (EST)
D.U. 'S

TOTAL SQFT. 0 0 (I

HE? '" CALCULATE COMMERCIAL BUILDABLE AREA

SUBAREA ZONING
GROSS

AREA
SETBAC~ BUILOA8LE

AREA AREA

o 900('0

STEP ::I CALCULATE MAXIMUM TRIPS PERMITTED 9V SPECIFIC PLAN

TRIPS/tOOO SQFT. TRIPS
SUBAREA ALLOCATION r:VPE BUILDABLE AREA PERMITTED

2 INITIAL ALLDCATIOtj 42 TRtf'S 3780
2 BONUS/TOR ALLOCATION 4:2 T~IPS :>780

TOTAL 84 TRIPS 7560

8:rEP b CALCULATE DEVELOPMENT ON COMMERCIALLY-ZONED PORTION USING INITIAL
ALLOCATION or TRIPS FROM STEr s

ESTIMATED EST Il'1t\ TE.D £S T I r1,., [I',

EXISTING PROPOSED CONSTRUCT. CONSTRUCT. eO",l Pi
TRIPS SGiFT.ROOMS SOFT. ROOMS TF;lPS COST /SQF 1, COSl F'AF:I I'·J(., F'AF:I Illl I

USE 6F.IERATED OR D.U. 'S OR D.-U. 'S USeD (NOTE J) (NOTE: :.:~ SPACF." (nOTl 'l.'

OFFICE: 14/10('0 SQFT. 1.1 '5000 l<!>IO lIb 1 ~341)'_II)l' :::'1-1 ':~;~i:,rlt'l

R1::TAIL 35/IOt'O SOFT. 1(000(1 350 77 7'/"·(\(·'," ~" ;::'::\4 ll '-\'\

I'lED ICAl, 75/10':>0 SQFT. 0 127 ':1 .-,
Re;sTAURANT 45/I(lOO SOFT. 6000 270 13:5 8l()OI.lI:' 1. 1344111,.1

FAST FOOD 164/1000 SQFT. 0 <;"5 .-, '(I ,',
OAIIJE-THRU 553/1000 SOFT. 0 95 0 " "ENTERTNl'lENT 1411000 SQFT. 30000 420 123 3bOO(U, I;.' 8~'7 q~I)I.JI\I.J11

HOTEL IO/ROOM 0 q3 (, (, '-'
RES I DE:NTI AL 7.S5/D.U. lU) 83\ e:' 9t)2(u)(h- ' Ib~, lH48·)'·" ,

TOTAl, 9C.FT 0 141000
TOTAL HOTEL ROOI1S 0 (I

TOTAL D,U. '5 0 110
TDTAt.. TRIPS USED 3481
MAJ(. TRIPS PERtH TTED 3780
REQUIRED PARKING 17g\
ADD IT I CltU\l. P4RK II'tG ~::'I' II."·b4(1(11)'"'

TOTAL COSTS 27~:.I)f).:"'.l 14~8'::'4'-"1

aUILDING VALUATION (CONSTRUCT ION .. PARI',ING COSTS) .........•........•......... 526-32-101,)



STEP 7 CALCULATE BONUS TRIPS GENERA TEO 8Y DEVELOPMENT IN STEP b
(AL~AAADO, WILS~JRE CENTER, MIRACLE HILE SECTORS ONLY)

eONUSABI.E FEATURE
(SUI;lAAEAS)

TRANSIT,
(I) DJR£CT CONNECTION
II) OFF-ST.9US TERHINAL
11) OFF-ST.PARKING

(1,2) FUNCTIONAL CONNECTION

STREET ENVIRONMENT,
(1,2) ~OUND FLOOR RETAIL
(1,2) GROUND FLOOR RESTUAANT
(1.2) OUTDOOR CAFE

CULTURAL'
11,2) CULTURAL/ENTERTAINMENT

HrSlOR I C PRESERVATION,
(1,2) HISTORIC PROPERTV
(1,21 HISTORIC FACAOE

COl'\l1UN ITY SERV ICES,
(1,2) COMHUNITY USE FACILITl

OPEN SPACE:
(1,21 AMENITY SPACE
(1,2) RECR~ATIONAL USE
11,2) ROOFTOP GARDEN

HOUSING,
(1,2) HANDICAPPED
(1,2) SENtOR CITIZEN
(1,2) ~OW TO MODERATE
ll,2) RIONTAL
(1,2) CONDOMINIUMS

TOTALS
~X. TRIPS PERMITTED

PROPOSED SorT.
OR "J" JF B.A."

It'OOO
bOO()

:y'>OOO

2(Il)(tll

100(1(\

75(lfX'
7'5\.)(\0

2213(11,)1.1

BONUS
FACTOR

14/1(000 B.A.
J4/1000 B.A.
14/10008.A.
5/1000 B.A.

7/100 SOFT.
7/1()() SQFT.
7 II O~) SQFT.

S.b/l00 SOFT.

~.b/l(10 SOFT.
5/1000 B. A.

:5.b/l00 SOFT.

4.21100 SOFT.
4.2/1 Of) SOFT.
4. 2/ 10\.) SQFT.

7110') SOFT.
7/10') SOFT.
7/100 SOFT.

:5.6/(00 SO· T.
2.8/j(.(, SO 1.

BONUS TRIPS
ALLOCATED

o
o
o

4:50

700
420

()

Ib&O

o
o

o

840
o

420

o
o
o

4201)
210('

10810
37S0

STEP 8

STEF' 9

INDICATE TDR TR1"-5 Nt t\EO TO ~EACH MAXIMUM F.A.R ALI.OWED BY
SPC:C1FIC PLAN (ALVAkAlJO. WILS~IIRC: CENU.R, MIRACLE MILE
SECTORS OtJLY)

--7030

CALCULATE OEVELOPI1E:NI ON COHHERC I ALL"(- Z()NI;:D PORlI ON USI NG BONUS "
TOR ALLOCATION OF TRIPS FROM SlEPS 7 t< 8

!:6T1I'1ATED EST I I1ATED E<;lll1l\ Tr '-'
PROf>OSED CONSTRUCT. CONSTRUCT. REOUI r'Cfl COST (IF

SQFT.ROO!1S TRIPS COST/SGlF'T. COST PAR~ ,,~(; rAJ·:! I lJ('-

~ TRIPS OCN£RATED OR D.U. 'S USED (NOTE I) (NOTE :n SI"ACES (NOTE 4\

OFFICE 141 ,.)\)() SQrT. 26:50('('1 :;71r) 116 3r)740(lOO S3Q 5'i36(\th I

RE:TAIL ~/IOOO SQFT. 0 77 f) (I ()

I'1EDICAL r.5/ 1(l()(. SOFT. 0 127 () (.

RESTAURANT 45/IO'X' SQF1. 0 135 (I (I I)

FAST FOOD 164/1 ,,(.n ~QI'I • 0 '1'5 ~) (, .:'
DRIIIE:-THRtJ :5:;3/1000 Sl.lFT. 0 95 (> <) t.'
ENTERTNMENT 1-4/101.'0 SIWT. 0 123 0 4) "HOTEL IQ/ROC/M 0 93 0 r)
RES I D£NT 1AI.. 7.:5/D.U. 0 B2 0 (I (I

TOTAL SQFT. 205000
TOTAL I-IOTEL ROOrtS (,

TOTAL D.U. 'S 0
TOTAL TRIPS USED 3711)
/'lAX. TRIPS PERMI TlED ~7e(l

FtEOUt REO PA~UNG 53()
TOTAL COSTS 307 40(l()1) Sq3bl~lll)

BUILDING VALUATION (CONSTRUCTICltj . PI\RI' II~G COSTS) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~7~OOO

• B.A. - BUILDABLE AREA



EP 10 INDICATE T01AL DEVELOF'MEIH 'ON COt1MERCIALl \'·,ZOt.l£D PORTION
(SUM OF OEVELOFMENT FROM STEPS 6 " 9)

ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ES r 1 ~lr. T(D
PROPOSED EXISTING CONSTRUCT. CONST~UCT. REQlJlRED (0<:1 (IF

SOFT. ROOMS SOFI.ROOrlS TRIF'S COS r 150FT. COST PAm lNG r' ""I-:1 J~IG
USE OR D.U. 'S DR O. U. '5 USED <NOTE I) <NOTE 2) SP~CES I NO rr .. )

OFFICE 3800<)<:> (, 532f ) lib 4408000fl 71,,') 8~ 1 :~I)(lr.l

RETAIL
GROUND FLoon lr)()OO ~. ::SC) 77 77(1)00 ~() ::24(\4.\·:J
OPTIONAL (. (> 0 77 (> II j~l

t1EDICAL (I (. (I 127 0 f) (l
RESTAURANTS b<'IOO (\ :!7(' 135 810000 12 1 :.44'.1')
FAST FOOD 0 0 (> 95 0 (> (\
OfU \,IE - Tl-lfW 0 I) (I 9S 0 0 0)
ENTERTAINMENT

CULTURAL 3-O(,,~O (I 420 123
3b'WOOO ~7 96l)(,)~'tlOOPTIONAL <) l) 0 12:>

0 () {\
I-lOTEL (. (. 0 q:.

(> ,.
RES I DENT I AL e>

HAND I CA'·PF.:D (> (I 0 82
0 I) 0SENIOR CITIZEN 0 L' 0 82
(> 0 (I

l.OW TO I'IOOEnAT(; ':> ,\ (I e~

RENrAL '5:5 (, 415 82 0 (\ (.

451(10(>(' 83 Cf24t;,'H)
CONDOMINIUMS 55 0) 415 6:> 4:'>10')(1(1 83 Q::?4()'~lt~,
OPTIONAL 0 0 0 82 <> (I n

TOTAL SOFT. 426(>{)') <)

TOTAL HOTEL ROOMS C· 0
TOTAL D.U. '5 J 10 0
TOTAL TRIPS USED 7191
l'1A)(. TRIPS PERMITTED 756(1
REOUIREO Pl'\RI<;lNG 1811
ADDITIONAL PARKING

q~~(\ lC.lo4'." \(1(1
TOTAL COSTS

5637000<' 20':: 184 1)(l
9lllLOING VALUATION (CONSTRtlCTJDN • PAR~:INB COSTS' ................. 8"1328 4 (1fJ

rEP II INDICATE TOTAL. DEVELlJP'1ENT ON ENTIRE SITE (SUMMARY OF STEPS 3t-11))

COMt1ERC 1 ALl y­

ZONFD
PORT lew

F(l.S I [IFNT rALL Y­
ZONU)

F'OkTION 'roYAL

PPENDlX

TOTAL SOFT. <NOTE Z>
SU8SET:HOTEL nOONS
SU8SET, D. U. 'S

REDU I REO PARK] NG
ADDITIONAL F'ARt.ING
F.A.R.

5~f'.~J(Hl

(r

J 10
1914

'05(1

S. '16

rJ
f)

/)

l)

C>
(l~ (ll'

53600(1

<>
110

1814
95c)

5.90

IOTES

HOTEL PAAI<ING CALClLATJON.

SQFT./PARKING SPACE, (NOIE 3'
EST. COST lSOFT • PAil!:: 1NG' I NOT l 4)

SCI;T. lOWELL ING lINl r I (NOTE Zl
SQFT./HOTEL RDOM, (NOTE 2)

FAI SF.:
,.\

TRLIIO
FALse

(>

FALSE
. (.

(.

4(10

~8

1. VALUATION ESTI/'UlTE, CITY OF L.A. OEF', UF B'_'lLDING AN/) SAFETV,
JAN. 1'?84; ASSUMED "EXCELLENT" OUALI fY CO~ISTI~UCTION AND
"TYF'E I ~ II" ~IRE RES ISTANCE FOR COHt1ERC I AL I8U n.Dl NGS AND
"MASONRY" CONSTRUCTION FOR RESIDE:NlIAL.

2. RESIDENltAL: 1000 oo.FT. PER D~jELLING UNIT ESrtMATE.
HOTEL I :300/50. FT. PER ROOM ESTtMAH'.

3. EST IHATED SQ. ~T. PER PARK ING Sf'ACE rOR CALCULAT fNG f'f1f~K J NG LOT
SIZE. F~OM KEVIN LYNCH. SIT£ PLANNING, 1"162 (CAM~RIOGE, HIT
PRESS> .

4. VALUATION ESTIMATE, CITY OF L.A. DEPT. OF ~UILDING AND SA~ETY,

. JAN. 19841 "PARKING GARAGE".



STUDY OF PARKING POLICIES 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 CBO Transportation Study, the C RA's
experience in the CaD and the Planning Department's parking demand
forecasts have been utilized in this briefing. The policy and program
recommendations a re 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 if 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 (e.g.) 20% of building employees). With remote off-site
parking, the developer must provide transportation between the remote site
and the main building. These conditions are treated as legal obligations on
the building 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 commercia! floor drea, 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' loan 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
requirements established by private lending committees. This problem is
exacerbated by lenders' unfamiliarity with transportation system management
(TSM) strategies, 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 rna rket conditions, such as location. Therefore, TSM strategies
shou Id not be treated as incentives but simply as conditions of approval.

The need for peripheral parking is growing in the CBD 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
di rections before it enters the Station A rea/Center. Commuters pa rk 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 ma rket 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 eRA's development agreements for major ceo
projects. The agency estimates that 40 percent of Code-required parking for
such projects is now being located outside the ceo Traffic Impact Zone.

eRA - identified(l) factors for a successful peripheral program include the
provision of Proposition A subsidies for a shuttle service, the existence of
high market prices for park,ing within the CBO, user accessibility and
convenience of peripheral sites, and the location of sites near freeway
off- ramps to mitigate traffic into downtown. The CRA is also concerned with
the impact of peripheral f~cilities on host commu nities.

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 secu rity at peripheral lots.

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

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

4. Create incentives for the free-market reallocation of existing parking
spaces within the Station Area.

5. Keep the shuttle running late enough to accommodate those on staggered
work hou rs. Late-hou r operation cou Id also accommodate Station Area
cultural and recreational activity. schedules, enhancing the economic
opportunities of the Area.

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

1. TSM programs should be requi red and enforced on all new developments
in the CBO. Existing businesses should be encouraged to participate.

2. The City should design an
measure rideshaping levels.
goals are not reached.

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

(1) Rich Willson, eRA, 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
encouraged in order to move trips out of peak congestion hours.

4. Developers should be given credit for
increased ridesharing and transit usage In
which TSM programs are not required.

establishing and maintaining
existing nearby buildings for

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 parking. As part of such a needs assessment, they
reco'mmended 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. Figu res
for current estimated usage and supply of parking, 1995 projected total
demand for parking (constrained and unconstrained) (2) and 1995 projected
total supply 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, projected supply exceeds projected
demand in all but one scenario (unconstrained demand and 1: 1,000
parking requirement) and then only slightly.

5. In the Western Station Area, projected unconstrained demand exceeds
projected supply, while projected constrained demand consistently falls
short of projected supply.

G. In the La area, 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" Parking Assn. (1983) Dimensions of Parking 2nd Edition)
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TABLE 1
[XISTING AND PROJECTED TOTAL DEMAND AND SUPPLY OF PARKING

IN METRO RAIL STATION AREAS

Station Cu rrent Current 1995 Projected Total Demand 1995 Projected TotaT Supply IExisting + ..~dditional)
Area Usage(1) Supplyl2j Unconstrained(2) Const ra ined( 3) Option 1(4) Option 2(5) Option 3(6)

Alvarado 1,107 1,724 7,300 3,000 2,159 2,1.194 2,779

Vermont 6,827 8,322 4,511 2,204 10,117 11,608 12,948

Normand i e 7,703 10,015 10,624 4,730 10,580 11, 145 11,695

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

La Brea 1,359 1,705 2,126 1,238 2,768 3,395 3,605

ra i rfax 4,201 6,367 8,163 3,745 9,752 12,537 15,022

Beverly 5,771 7,192 6,570 2,628 9,474 11,756 14,038

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

!'Jol!.!

Source:I.

2,

Lo. Angelel City PI~nning Department, Preliminary Draft Station
AI'ea Development Plans (STARDs)

C"lcul"ted from projected tolal develop.nenl in Preliminary Draft Slatlon
Area Development Planr U.II'g tile following facton:

4. Calculated from .. _Illing supply added to projected supply, uring the
following parkIng requlremenl:

1.00 space/l,OOO lq. fl. of Commercial
1.50 space/D.U.

J.

2.50 spacu/1,OOO lq. ft. GLA (peak hour)
'.75 .p"cer/D.U.

(Source: ULr (; Nationa' Parking Association (1983) Dimerlsions of Parking
2nd Edition)

Calculated Irorn prolecled tolal development in Preliminary Draft STARO"
using tho follOWIng factors:

1.00 sp"ce/\.OOO sq. ft. CLA (r/eak hour)
1 50 sp"cos/D. u,

(Sou l-ce: I~~)

5, Calculated IrOID eKlsting sllpply added to proJe<:ted supply, using the
followirl9 parking requ; remenl:

2.00 .paces/l,OOD sq. fl. of Commerci.1
2.00 spaces/D.U.

6. C~1cul.'ed from e"-l,ng supply added to projected supply, using the
following parking ,. " ernei'll:

3.00 spaces/I,OOO sq. It. 01 Commercial
2.00 spaces/D. U,
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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
u neon stra in ed dema nd.

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, S07 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)

(unl i kely, un less demand is completely
u neon st ra i ned)

These figures would increase in direct proportion to the number of parking
spaces removed from the market as the result of new development.

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/ Fai rfax Station Area ­
Universal City Station Area -

Recommendation s

o
5,606 to

o to
o to

642 to
, ,589 to
2,904 to
1,326 to

7,913
5,850

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

,. 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 expansion, outside the Alvarado Station area.

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
conge9tion hou rs.

MSC150/hb




