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PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION
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Geneva, IL 60134
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John Mead
Mim Evans
Michael Slifka
Bradley Kosirog
John Rittenhouse
Megan Elsberg
Staff Liaison
David DeGroot, AICP
Director of Community
Development
P: (630) 232-0814
E: ddegroot@geneva.il.us

MEETING #12

Visitors are welcome to all City meetings; however, pursuant to Governor
Pritzker’s Executive Order 2020-43 limiting gatherings of no more than 50
(or 50% of room occupancy) and a requirement to wear a face covering in
public places, physical attendance at public meetings may be limited or
restricted. The Planning and Zoning Commission meeting will be recorded
and rebroadcast.
Individuals may provide public comment to the Commission at
publiccomment@geneva.il.us but comments must be received prior to
12:00 p.m. on Thursday, July 23, 2020.
For more information about meeting procedures or providing public
comment, please see the Meeting and Public Comment Rule Modification
Due to COVID-19.
1. Call to Order
2. Roll Call
3. Approval of Agenda
4. Approval of Minutes: March 12, 2020
5. Public Hearings:
A. Lappin PUD – Request for an amendment to the Lappin
Planned Unit Development, established under Ordinance
2002-45 and amended by Ordinance 2019-16, to remove
restrictions for office uses on the first floor.
Location: 426 S. Third Street
Applicant: Dr. Kevin Haddle (Enlightened Wellness Enterprises
LLC)
B. Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment – Request for a text
amendment to Title 11 of the Geneva City Code (Zoning
Ordinance), Section 11-11A-6 (Parking Spaces and Design
Requirements), to establish separate parking requirements for
one-bedroom and two-bedroom apartments located within
one half mile of the train station.
Applicant: SDC19017 LLC
This Planning & Zoning Commission meeting is being audio and video tape-recorded, transcribed
by a court reporter and/or summary minutes are being taken by a recording secretary. The City
of Geneva complies with the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990.
Individuals with disabilities who plan to attend this meeting who require accommodations in
order to allow them to observe and/or participate in this meeting are requested to contact the
Community Development Department at 630-232-0818 at least 48 hours in advance of the
meeting to allow the City of Geneva to make reasonable accommodations for those persons.
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6.

Site Plan Review:

Planning & Zoning Commission Agenda
July 23, 2020

A. 609 S. Third Street - Request for Site Plan Approval to allow the construction of a mixed-use
building consisting of 60 residential apartment units, 6,014 square feet of commercial space,
and 63 off-street parking spaces.
Location: 609 S. Third Street
Applicant: SDC19017 LLC
7.

Public Comment

8.

Other Business

9.

Adjournment
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PROCEDURES FOR PUBLIC HEARINGS

July 23, 2020

It is the Planning and Zoning Commission’s job to conduct public hearings in order to receive
testimony for and against petitions for general amendments to the zoning ordinance, zoning map
amendments, zoning text amendments, special use permits and variations.
The procedure followed for public hearings is as follows:
•
•
•
•

•

First, the Planning and Zoning Commission secretary or the designated representative will
read or describe written items, reports, and plans into the record.
Second, the petitioner will present testimony in favor of the petition and will present any
supporting plans or exhibits.
Third, the Commission members will have an opportunity to question the petitioner.
Fourth, the Commission will then receive citizen testimony both for and against the
petition. Questions about the proposal may be directed to the petitioner or petitioner’s
witnesses and questions about the Planning and Zoning Commission process itself may be
directed to me. Following such testimony, the petitioner and the Planning and Zoning
Commission may ask questions of those who testified.
Finally, the petitioner may provide a rebuttal to any testimony in opposition.

When all the testimony is brought into the record the hearing will be closed and the Planning and
Zoning Commission will make a recommendation to the City Council in the form of a motion or
motions.
•

•

•

•

•

In order to give testimony, you must provide your name and address on the registration sheet
located at the entrance of the hearing room and sign in the space provided. By signing the
registration sheet, you agree and understand that anything you say will be considered sworn
testimony and affirm to tell the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth.
When giving testimony please approach the lectern, speak directly into the microphone so
that you may be heard. Please begin by stating your name and giving your address. If you
speak additional times, please state your name each time for the record.
Please be concise when presenting your testimony and if your point has already been made, it
is not necessary to repeat it. Each of these points is recorded and will be considered as the
Plan Commission develops findings of fact and a recommendation or recommendations.
You may provide your testimony in written form, but such written testimony must be
presented to the Planning and Zoning Commission secretary or the designated representative
prior to the closing of this hearing.
After the process is completed and everyone wishing to present testimony has spoken, the
Commission will then decide whether it has heard adequate testimony in order to make a
decision. If it has, the public hearing will be closed.

After a public hearing is closed the Planning and Zoning Commission will refrain from receiving any
additional testimony either for or against the petition. There is one exception to this rule.
•

City staff will submit a report based on the testimony presented at the hearing. This report will
consider comments or concerns from all City Departments such as the Fire Department, Public
Works Department or the Engineering Department
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“NOTICE REGARDING MEETING AND PUBLIC COMMENT
RULE MODIFICATION DUE TO COVID-19"

July 23, 2020

Visitors are welcome to all City meetings; however, pursuant to Governor Pritzker’s Executive Order 2020-43
limiting gatherings of no more than 50 people (or 50% of room occupancy) and a requirement to wear a face
covering in public places, physical attendance at public meetings may be limited or restricted. City Council
Meetings will be livestreamed for the public. Please see below or visit the City website at www.geneva.il.us for
details on how to watch the meeting live. Historic Preservation Commission and Planning and Zoning
Commission Meetings will be recorded and rebroadcast.
Given the limitations on the size of a gathering, the public may provide comment in a variety of ways:
SUBMIT WRITTEN COMMENTS (RECOMMENDED)
Public comments may be submitted via email in advance of the meeting at publiccomment@geneva.il.us or by
hard copy to the dropbox located outside the Geneva City Hall (in the alley) at 22 S. First St. Comments should
be submitted by noon on the day of the meeting. Submitted written comments will not be read aloud during the
meeting, but will be treated as regular correspondence and published online before the meeting under the
agenda section of the City’s website.
When providing written comments, clearly identify the following:
• The date of the meeting
• The type of meeting for the written comments (e.g. Geneva City Council, Planning and Zoning
Commission, Historic Preservation Commission, etc.).
• Name (required) and any other identifying information (optional, address)
• Identify General Public Comment (non-agenda items) or Agenda Item (please indicate specific agenda
topic by agenda number and title)
The entire content of the comments will be subject to public release. The City of Geneva will be under no
obligation to redact any information. The contents of all comments will be posted to the City’s website under
the appropriate meeting for the public body to access and read.
PROVIDE COMMENTS DURING MEETING
Individuals desiring to comment during the meeting must wait outside the entrance at 109 James St. until the
public hearing or public comment portion on the agenda. At the appropriate time, individuals will be granted
entry one at a time to provide the opportunity to comment and will be required to leave the premise following
comments. A face covering is required to be worn to gain entry into the building.
Individuals may also provide written comments during the meeting to publiccomment@geneva.il.us.
As a reminder, all are welcome to follow the progress of the City Council LIVE and other meetings as recorded on
the City’s website and Geneva Broadcast Network, which can be viewed on Comcast Ch. 10, AT&T U-Verse Ch.
99 or the City’s YouTube channel. Past meetings also are available to watch on YouTube.

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MINUTES
City of Geneva
109 James Street - City Council Chambers
March 12, 2020 – Meeting #11
Chairman Stocking called the meeting of the Geneva Planning and Zoning Commission to order at
7:00 p.m. Roll call followed:
Present:

Chairman Stocking; Commissioners Kosirog, Mead, Slifka

Absent:

Commissioners Evans, Rittenhouse, Elsburg

Staff Present:

Community Development Director David DeGroot, City Planner Paul Evans, City Atty.
Ron Sandack

Public Present: Mr. Chuck Miles, 1015 Westfield Course; Stephanie LaBlanc, 2825 Caldwell Lane;
Louise Petryniec, 2883 Old Mill Court; Lane Allan, 215 Fulton Street; Margo Hoovel,
2809 Caldwell Lane; Joe Ryan, 2544 Heritage Court, Chuck Cook, 2511 Walnut Ave.;
Andrea White, 2527 Walnut Ave.; Anna & Zachary Frazier, 780 Lewis Rd.; Bill Malone
742 Lewis Rd.; ___ B. 2567 Walnut Ave.; Jerry & Angie Praitville, 3397 Osprey Ct.;
Tim & Janice Juenke, 2519 Walnut Ave. Che Clark, 2802 Spruce Ct.; Billy Malecky,
121 Woodlawn St.; Karen & Brian Runowski, 2808 Spruce Ct.; Mark Byzanis, 967
Lewis Rd.; Jennie Christalos, 2864 Spruce Ct.; John Bowe, 3316 Osprey Ct.; Lindsey
McCall, 2732 Peterson Ct.; Chris Szohner, 2716 Peterson Ct.; Dan Havlan, 2679
Cedar Ave., Mike Kaiser, 2882 Caldwell Ln.; Kevin and Mary Scherschel, 2657 Cedar
Ave.; Maureen McKeough; 1568 Kirkwood Dr.; Mark Alexander, 2740 Peterson Ct.;
Karen Fitzsimon, 2740 Peterson Ct.; Lauren Souer, 2643 Danford; Jared Long;
Recording Secretary Celeste Weilandt
_________________________________________________________________________________
Approval of the Agenda
Motion by Commissioner Kosirog, second by Commissioner Slifka to approve the agenda.
Motion passed by voice vote of 4-0.
Approval of February 27, 2020 Minutes
Motion by Commissioner Kosirog to approve the February 27, 2020 minutes, as presented.
Second by Commissioner Slifka. Motion passed by voice vote of 4-0.
Concept Review
A.
Emma’s Landing – Conceptual review of a 45-unit affordable rental housing
development. The concept would require a Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment, Planned Unit
Development Amendment and Site Plan Approval. Location: North of Lewis Road, east of Wood
Avenue. Applicant: Tracey Manning with the Burton Foundation.
Chairman Stocking read the meeting’s protocol for a concept review.
Ms. Tracy Manning, with the Burton Foundation, 2090 Larkin Ave., Elgin, IL reviewed the
proposal for a 45-unit townhome development consisting of 15 two-bedroom units and 30 threebedroom units with 80% of the area median income for 15 of the units and the balance at 60% of the
area median or less. Income rates for the project followed, as well as square footage. The tenant
would pay the heat and electric while the owner would pay water, sewer and trash removal. An on-site
third-party management company would manage the project. Per Ms. Manning the development will be
a no-tolerance, high-quality development, with tight restrictions that are placed on the lessees.
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Responding to Commissioner Mead’s question regarding a certain income percentage for the
development, Ms. Manning explained that she prefers not to see tenants have income to housing over
40% to 42% in order to pay for utilities, insurance, vehicle, etc. As for the upkeep and maintenance of
the site, Ms. Manning discussed that replacement reserves, insurance and taxes are funded upfront
that include monthly payments made into the reserves. She described the work that would be
performed monthly and annually at the buildings. The buildings would be green (environmental
efficient). Mowing and snow removal would be outsourced and a maintenance person would be
responsible for the upkeep of he entire development.
Architect for the project, Mr. Lane Allan with Allen and Pepa Architects, 215 Fulton Street,
Geneva, reviewed the elevations and materials for the proposed four-unit and three-unit buildings on
the overhead. The ADA-compliant buildings would be durable, energy efficient, incorporate a 6/12 roof
pitch with life-time shingles, and have no basements. Exterior color and material details followed as
well as interior layouts. The party walls between the units would be concrete block. Building elevations
and a brief description of the landscaping plan followed.
Commissioner Mead suggested that when the applicant brings the project forward next time to
highlight that handicap accessibility is at a minimum with extra benefits that are further accessible.
Ms. Manning returned, explaining that the referenced crescent-shaped land located between
Lewis Road and the referenced property was owned by The Sterling Manor Home Owners Association
(Sterling HOA). The Foundation, however, was seeking an easement on the north and south sides to
keep the open space and have a separation between the development and the street. The applicant
was asked whether the Foundation explored other townhome layouts since the rear of the townhomes
faced the street and people tended to collect items in the back of their homes.
Since the site was raised about eight feet above the street level, Commissioner Mead
suggested the applicant return and focus on the significant landscaping that will be incorporated into
the project. As mentioned by Ms. Manning, outside storage, such as bikes, grills etc. woiuld not be
allowed. As pointed out by Commissioner Mead, the nearby existing townhomes had their back sides
exposed to Lewis Road.
Mr. Lou Wurstbaum, Civil and Environmental Consultants, 1230 Eastdale Road, Naperville
reviewed the site plan in detail as it pertained to access points, water service, and storm water
detention (existing basin to be expanded with wetland treatment for BMP). Currently, there was no
fence around the detention pond and there was no fence being proposed with the proposal.
Commissioner Mead questioned staff about a parcel located south/southeast of the site that
was county-owned. Mead believed it could be used as another access point, if necessary.
Chairman Stocking opened up public comment.
Public Comment
Mr. Chuck Miles, 1015 Westfield Course, appreciated the commission looking at this affordable
housing project. For the public’s sake, he explained some of the history of how the affordable housing
topic came about. He discussed his involvement with the applicant, Ms. Manning, and some of the
other developments that involved her.
Ms. Stephanie LeBlanc, 2825 Caldwell Lane, stated her townhome backyard will face the
development. Her concerns included: land being taken away from native animals, endangered birds,
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and open space. The railroad had already removed trees. She expressed concern as to who would be
paying for the students coming into the development.
Ms. Louise Petryniec, 2883 Old Mill Court, asked for clarification of the water run-off drainage
issue and expressed her concern about the pond overflowing during hard rains.
Mr. Wurstbaum explained that the run-off will go into the existing basin located west of the site.
While he could not tell how much of the pond would be expanded, he stated it would be according to
the Kane County ordinance.
Ms. Louise Petryniec returned and asked for clarification of the basin’s expansion, wherein
Mr. Wurstbaum responded that the eastern edge of the pond will be expanded to provide additional
volume as needed for the new impervious area that was being added. Ms. Petryniec voiced concern
whether the additional maintenance costs would being shared between the new development and the
townhome association. (Chairman Stocking indicated it was part of the agreement.)
Ms. Margo Hoovel, 2809 Caldwell Lane, faced the pond and voiced concern about the lack of
openness for the development, the railroad noise (third track), children’s safety, and policing the
development’s neatness. She asked that the City look into the impact of the third rail on the
development. Other concerns included visitor parking and water pollution run-off.
Mr. Joseph Ryan, 2544 Heritage Court, voiced concern about increased water run-off, the
development’s density, asked to define areas of income, and roadway encroachment.
He
recommended relocating the roadway to the south end off of Kaneville Road.
Mr. Andrew White, 2527 Walnut Ave., stated his property will back up against the development.
While he supports affordable housing, he voiced concern about run-off to the pond, loss of wildlife, loss
of openness that the residents currently use, and traffic.
Ms. Anna Frazier, 780 Lewis Road, did not appreciate a comment by the petitioner’s architect.
She also found concern about road safety, stop signs, student safety and the fact that there were
negative comments on-line from residents who reside or previously lived in other Burton Foundation
developments.
Mr. Zack Frazier, 780 Lewis Road, voiced concern about safety, increased traffic, and the
aesthetics of the property. He wanted to hear about the development’s landscaping details.
Mr. Bill Malone, 764 Lewis Road, shared concerns about increased traffic and occupancy
requirements. (Ms. Manning responded to the occupancy question.)
Ms. Janice Juenke, 2519 Walnut, stated the townhome association owns the 20-foot setback
(crescent). She shared her concerns about additional traffic along Fargo Boulevard and Lewis Road
and its impact on the police department. She discussed the current deterioration of Kaneville Road in
general due to heavy traffic. She voiced concern when the proposed buildings will need new roofs,
how residents were chosen for the development, and how the police would be impacted.
Mr. Billy McCally, 121 Woodlawn Street, sits on the City’s SPAC and asked if the applicant was
seeking LEED certification, whether the development will reach the City’s goal for affordable housing,
and mentioned a precedent already existed nearby with backyards facing the street.
Ms. Karen Runowski, 2808 Spruce Court, asked about the original intention of the property
which Director DeGroot confirmed was for the water treatment facility originally. Ms. Runowski
confirmed the site under discussion was still owned by the City of Geneva but, as explained by
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Dir. DeGroot explained, the property was rezoned and the PUD was amended to allow for townhomes
or condominiums with a maximum of 50 units. Ms. Runowski noted the negative reviews that come
with affordable housing, specifically the depreciated real estate value. She voiced concerns as to: who
pays the property taxes, what would be the impact to police and fire safety, and who would maintain the
road (City would). She recommended the petitioner revisit its stormwater calculation and asked that the
neighbors be included in future discussions. Ms. Runowski further inquired what other sites were being
considered for affordable housing in Geneva, where she could find the information on the City’s web
site, and whether the development would be considered for senior housing.
Mr. Mark Byers, 967 Lewis, emphasized that the intersection of Lewis and Fargo could not
handle the traffic, vehicles sped along Lewis Road with no regard for his children’s safety, and the
current retention pond and rain run-off in the overall area was a concern.
Ms. Jennie Christakos, 2864 Spruce Court, voiced concern about the maximum number of pets
per unit allowed in the development, if vaccinations were required, and fecal matter being picked up.
She voiced concern about dog attacks on other dogs and children especially due to pets being pent up
in small spaces. She had concerns about increased traffic, the high number of traffic accidents
reported at Randall Road and Fargo Blvd., and the number of parking spaces allowed for visitors.
Mr. John Bowe, 3316 Osprey Court, recollected the last time he was before the commission
speaking on traffic Lewis Road. He voiced concerns about increased traffic on Lewis, safety near the
park and bike safety.
Ms. Lindsey McCall, 2732 Peterson Court, said she moved from Chicago due to living next to an
affordable housing project. She voiced concern about the proposed project, the safety of her children,
the crime rate associated with affordable housing, and decreased housing values. She inquired about
the median value of the homes surrounding the Water’s Edge development. Ms. McCall presented a
packet of petitions signed by homeowners who opposed the proposed project.
Mr. Chris Bonner, 2716 Peterson Court, also moved from the City of Chicago and then moved
to Geneva. He voiced concern about traffic, the safety of children, and the development’s impact on
police resources. He was surprised that the applicant did not market more towards families and
inquired if the City was planning to increase the existing park.
Mr. Dan Hanlon, 2679 Cedar Avenue, referring to the playground, asked whether the developer
would be providing a cash donation or land donation, suggested to remove the park and remove a
couple of the buildings to provide more space, asked if the leases would be reviewed by the City, and
voiced concern about parking and its enforcement. He asked that a parking study be done to include
Fargo Blvd. and Randall Road since vehicles backed up to the fire station on Fargo Blvd. Mr. Hanson
asked if the developer has done a market study regarding the rent that can be obtained. He did not see
a dedicated recycling area on the plans, asked if there was an independent trash company for trash
pickup; and would residents’ guests have stickers for residential parkin. He asked if the detention pond
was extended out would the pond’s water level drop.
Mr. Mark Alexander, 2740 Peterson Court, voiced concern on the notification process to the
neighborhood, the development’s environmental impact, the real estate impact, and increased traffic.
He felt the community was blind-sided, asked for empathy, and asked the commissioners whether the
site was the best place for rental housing.
Ms. Karen Fitzsimmons, 2740 Peterson Court, shared her experience as a mortgage
professional and shared what she has seen with affordable rental properties, including: crime, thirdparty management companies, unsupervised children, safety, and no walkability since some people will
not own vehicles. She asked to reconsider the development’s location closer to stores and schools.
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Ms. Brittany Grupp (phonetic), 80 Westhaven Circle, returned to Geneva to raise her three
children. She reported that Batavia had four affordable housing locations from a Google search and
referenced crime statistic differences between the Cities of Geneva and Batavia. She asked the City to
look at affordable housing as a whole and whether the third-party management company would be
screening potential applicants for drug offenses, criminal backgrounds, whether they shared the similar
values of the community, and the development’s impact on the school system.
Mr. Steve Hernandez, 2887 Old Mill Court, stated he was president of the Sterling Manor
Townhome Association, as of October 2019. He reviewed some of the facts about the development,
including that he has been in communication with the City of Geneva and The Burton Foundation. He
relayed that the existing ponds and 20-foot crescent were owned by the townhome association and the
fact that he would be notifying the residents of Sterling Manor about an upcoming community meeting.
To date, there were no agreements with the Burton Foundation.
Ms. Stephanie Stewart, 2923 Caldwell Lane, came here from the East Coast and talked about
the overall safe community of Geneva. While she agreed affordable housing is needed, she discussed
first-hand some of the renting issues she saw at the nearby townhomes: threatening individuals,
parties, evictions, and police activity, which was not a positive. She questioned if she would receive the
same lack of respect from this development. Ms. Stewart reminded the commissioners that rental units
existed in Brittany Court, Pepper Valley, Mill Creek, etc. and recommended using some of those vacant
units as affordable housing for the City rather than building a new development.
Ms. Maureen McKeogh, 1568 Kirkwood Drive, was on the Affordable Housing Taskforce in 2014
and talked about the City’s goal to create more diversified housing stock. She encouraged those in
attendance to consider not making prejudgments about those living in affordable housing and to rely on
facts. Lastly, she reminded the commissioners that those individuals who will live in the units were not
present to present their case.
Mr. Chuck Cook, 2511 Walnut Ave., supported the comments being made but voiced concern
how maintenance of the buildings would take place given the low rents.
Hearing no further comments, the Chairman invited those in attendance to voice additional
comments.
Ms. Margo Hoovel, 2809 Caldwell Lane, reiterated her concern about the railroad’s third track,
children’s safety with the train being so near, and the ponds. She supported affordable housing but not
in the proposed location.
Mr. Mark Byers, 9670 _____, discussed the difference between affordable housing –
constructing small homes for seniors, versus subsidized housing. He believed the matter was relative
and that many residents in the community supported housing that was affordable but were against this
particular “brand” of affordable housing.
[A resident provide copies of signed petitions to the Chairman. Chairman Stocking explained
that all petitions should be brought up during the public hearing for the actual proposal.]
A resident voiced that it was unfair for subsidizied housing to be placed in her neighborhood,
seeing that she was paying $11,000 in taxes. She expressed concern about the development
disrupting the ecosystem of the existing pond. She asked staff if the property was sold to the Burton
Foundation, wherein Director DeGroot indicated it was not. However, she pointed out there were civil
engineers at the site with various pink flags located on the property. The resident asked how the
tenants are chosen to live in the development.
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Ms. Karen Fitzsimmons, 2740 Peterson Court inquired about an access easement to the
property. She further inquired how the site would have been accessed when it was considered for the
water facility, to which Director DeGroot followed-up. The chairman directed her to visit the County’s
web site for any further land records.
Ms. Tracy Manning returned with her responses: The rents that are set are not reduced; 83% of
the residents that live in their development come from the same community and are marketed in the
same community. As for roof reserves, it is capitalized at the closing and money is set aside monthly to
pay for roof expenses. Regarding the railroad track, a berm will be installed. Also there is a goal to
install a fence near the basin and train tracks. Per Ms. Manning, The Burton Foundation pays the
development’s standard real estate taxes or $137,000 per year.
Ms. Manning shared her comments regarding the negative social media comments. She further
stated the development is funded with private equity from investment companies such as Walt Disney,
Chase, PNC Bank, Bank of America, Raymond James, etc. and was not a Section 8 property. Details
followed. As for a development’s impact on assessments, Ms. Manning discussed that property values
for homes next to Water’s Edge had increased. While a No Pet policy existed, tenants with comfort
dogs were allowed once proof of identification, photo and medical shots of the animal were provided.
Next, Ms. Manning reported a full-time position exists for managing on-site issues. Proposed
were 18 guest parking spaces distributed throughout development. Plans were to market to the
Geneva community first and then fan out. Responses to earlier questions followed. Lastly,
Ms. Manning discussed the Illinois Housing Authority and its role in the proposed development.
Chairman Stocking opened up the matter to commissioner comments.
Commissioner Mead recommended to Ms. Manning that her traffic study focus on the
development’s impact to the Fargo area, mention management’s presence on the site, how it will be
managed, and be ready to address comments about crime, property value, water run-off / engineering,
the impact on schools and parks, and define the capital maintenance fund. Commissioner Kosirog
encouraged the City to set up a web site for affordable housing for the residents to follow and
Commissioner Slifka asked that the petitioner be factual with its answers.
Other Business - None
Adjournment
Meeting was adjourned at 9:51 p.m. on motion by Commissioner Kosirog.
unanimously by voice vote of 4-0.

Motion passed

Community Development Department Report

CITY OF GENEVA PLAN COMMISSION

JULY 23, 2020

Applicant
Dr. Kevin Haddle, Enlightened
Wellness Enterprises LLC

AGENDA ITEM 5A

LAPPIN PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT AMENDMENT
ENLIGHTEND WELLNESS ENTERPRISES LLC

Property Owner
Dr. Kevin Haddle
Location
426 S. Third Street
Request
To amend the Lappin PUD,
established by Ordinance
2002-45 and amended by
Ordinance 2019-16, to
remove restrictions for office
uses on the first floor.
Recommendation
Staff will provide a
recommendation at the
conclusion of the public
hearing.
Staff Liaison
David DeGroot
Community Development
Director
Phone: (630) 232-0814
Email: ddegroot@geneva.il.us

Figure 1. Location Map. Prepared by Geneva Planning Division, July, 2020.

BACKGROUND/PROPOSAL
As shown in Figure 1, the subject property, 426 S. Third Street is
located at the northwest corner of S. Third Street and South Street.
In 2002 the property was located in the B3 Business District, which
prohibited office uses on the first floor of properties along S. Third
Street. In August of that year, the City Council passed Ordinance
2002-45 establishing the Lappin Planned Unit Development (PUD).
The Lappin PUD allowed for office uses on the first floor of 426 S.
Third Street, but restricted office uses to the rear portion of the
building and a maximum of 1,600 square feet. The PUD was
amended in 2019 when the City Council passed Ordinance 2019-16
to add “micro winery” as a permitted use for the property. The
restrictions on office uses were not changed.
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Lappin PUD Amendment
Enlightened Wellness Enterprises LLC

As part of the Downtown Zoning Update, approved by Ordinance 2019-17 in August of 2019, the
property was rezoned from the B3 Business District to the D-RSCM Residentially Scaled Commercial
Mixed Use District. The D-RSCM District is more permissive than the former B3 District in regards first
floor office uses. The D-RSCM District allows for offices on the first floor for properties fronting on S.
Third Street, provided the floor area does not exceed 40 percent of the total gross floor area of the
principal use, and the retail use is located in the front of the building facing S. Third Street. The property
owner would like the flexibility to lease first floor space for office uses without any restriction and is
therefore requesting to amend the PUD.

REQUEST
The applicant is requesting an amendment to the Lappin Planned Unit Development (Ordinances 200245 & 2019-16) to allow office uses on the first floor, without restriction, of the property located at 426 S.
Third Street.

PROPERTY INFORMATION
The subject property is located on S. Third Street and is surrounded by commercial and retail
establishments. Dodson 8 shopping center and apartments are located immediately to the south of the
subject property. Dodson 3 shopping center and some commercial offices border the property to the
east. Little Traveler is located to the north. To the west of the subject property is Stone Tower
Properties, Déjà vu Thrift Shop and a portion of Little Traveler.
The subject property is zoned D-RSCM Residentially Scaled Commercial Mixed-Use. To the east and
south, the properties are zoned D-CM Commercial Mixed-Use. To the north and west, the properties
are zoned D-RSCM Residentially Scaled Commercial Mixed-Use.
Properties to the east, north and south are designated in the Comprehensive Plan as “Downtown
Commercial/Mixed-use”. Additionally, property along South Street to the south is designated for Public
Parking uses. Lastly, the properties to the west are designated for Residentially Scaled Commercial uses.
Please see Table 1 below and Figures 2 and 3 on the following pages for surrounding property
information including existing zoning, existing land uses, and future land use designations.
Table 1. Surrounding Property Information. Prepared by Geneva Planning Division, July 2019.

LOCATION

ZONING DISTRICT

LAND USE

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Subject
Property

D-RSCM Residentially
Scaled Commercial MixedUse
D-RSCM Residentially
Scaled Commercial MixedUse
D-CM Commercial MixedUse
D-CM Commercial MixedUse

Needle Things, Maxilliofacial
Surgery, Edward Jones, Skylar’s
Treasures and Gifts,
Little Traveler

Downtown Commercial/
Mixed-Use

Dodson 8 retail and
apartments
Dodson 3

Downtown Commercial/
Mixed-Use; Public Parking
Downtown Commercial/
Mixed-Use

D-RSCM Residentially
Scaled Commercial MixedUse

Stone Tower Properties, Déjà
vu Thrift, Little Traveler

Residentially Scaled
Commercial

North
South
East
West
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Downtown Commercial/
Mixed-Use
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Lappin PUD Amendment
Enlightened Wellness Enterprises LLC

Figure 2. Zoning Map of the Subject Property and Surrounding Area. Prepared by Geneva Planning Division, July 2020.

Figure 3. Future Land Use Designation of the Subject Property and Surrounding Area, based on the 2013 Downtown
Station Area Master Plan. Prepared by Geneva Planning Division, July 2020.
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REVIEW COMMENTS/STAFF ANALYSIS

Lappin PUD Amendment
Enlightened Wellness Enterprises LLC

A Planned Unit Development (PUD) is a Special Use. As such, staff has evaluated the requested PUD
amendment in relation to the nine (9) special use standards the Planning & Zoning Commission uses in
formulating it findings of fact, as set forth in Section 11-14-4(F) of the Zoning Ordinance. The applicant
has also provided responses to the special use standards, which are attached to this report for your
review. Based on evidence and testimony provided at the public hearing, the Planning & Zoning
Commission may choose to use this analysis as the basis for its findings of fact, the applicant’s analysis,
or formulate its own findings.
1. The proposed use at the specified location is consistent with the comprehensive plan.
The subject property is designated for “Downtown Commercial/Mixed-Use” uses in the City’s
adopted Downtown Station-Area Master Plan. The surrounding properties to the north, south and
east are also designated as Downtown Commercial/Mixed-Use in the Downtown Station Area
Master Plan. Properties to the west are designated for Residentially Scaled Commercial uses. The
Downtown Station Area Master Plan amended the City’s Comprehensive Plan for the downtown
subarea. However, both plans recommend that first floor office uses along S. Third Street should be
limited. The Comprehensive Plan states that offices should be located on upper stories or off the
main streets so as to allow for the maximum amount of retail development on the ground floor of
buildings. The Downtown Station Area Master Plan encourages retail sales generating businesses on
the in ground floor spaces, with office and residential uses located on the upper floors of mixed-use
buildings. The Downtown plan also recommends expanding the first floor office restriction on S.
Third Street to properties along State Street. The request to amend the Lappin PUD to allow for
unrestricted first floor office use is not consistent with the comprehensive plan.
2. The proposed building or use will not diminish the value of adjacent and nearby properties.
The character of S. Third Street can be described as a strong, pedestrian-oriented retail district.
Unique dining and shopping and dining opportunities are available on both sides of the street.
Amenities such as benches, sculptures, bike racks, waste baskets, and other streetscape features are
present to reinforce the pedestrian-oriented character of the commercial district. While office uses
are present in the district, the City’s zoning regulations and approved planned unit developments
have limited their presence in ground floor spaces, reserving those spaces for sales tax generating
businesses. Thriving retail cores, such as S. Third Street, depend on a critical mass of continuous
activity. While a single office use may not diminish the values of adjacent and nearby properties,
buildings without active ground floor retail create gaps in continuity and dilute the success of the
district as a whole.
3. The proposed use at the specified location will not substantially or unduly increase traffic, traffic
congestion and on-street parking demand in the immediate vicinity of the proposed use and in the
area affected by traffic generated by the proposed use.
The subject property currently has 23 off-street parking spaces including one accessible parking
space. On-street and off-street public parking is also available in the immediate area surrounding
the property. The City’s Zoning Ordinance assigns a parking ratio of 4 spaces per 1,000 square feet
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for both retail and office uses. Therefore, the proposed amendment to allow an office use to
replace a retail use would not unduly increase traffic, traffic congestion and/or on-street parking
demand in the immediate vicinity.

4. The proposed use has been designed to provide for adequate ingress and egress to minimize
potential vehicle conflicts and congestion in public streets.
The proposed use would not alter the existing ingress and egress locations. Cars can enter and exit
the 23-space parking lot from S. Third Street and South Street. On-street and off-street public
parking is also available in the immediate area surrounding the property. The proposed use would
not have any impact on the existing ingress and egress, or cause any increase in potential vehicle
conflicts or congestion in the public streets.
5. The proposed building or use will not adversely affect or change the character of the area in which it
is located.
Office uses have been restricted on the first floor of properties along S. Third Street for several
years. Prior to the Downtown Zoning Update in 2019 the properties along S. Third Street were
located in the B3 Business District, which prohibited office uses on the first floor. The property is
now located in the D-RSCM District which allows for office on the first floor of properties fronting on
S. Third Street, provided the floor area does not exceed 40 percent of the total gross floor area of
the principal use, and the retail use is located in the front of the building facing S. Third Street.
Other planned unit developments, such as the Dodson Place PUD, also restrict office uses on the
first floor to no more than 25 percent of the Third Street frontage and 25 percent of the total square
footage of the first floors of buildings fronting on Third Street. These types of restrictions helped
create and continue to help preserve the strong pedestrian-oriented retail nature of S. Third Street.
City staff regularly receives inquiries for available retail space on Third Street. In fact, in late June,
City staff was made aware of interest in this space for a retail use. The request to amend the Lappin
PUD to allow for unrestricted first floor office use is not consistent with the established character of
the area in which it is located.
6. The proposed use at the specified location will not adversely affect the use and development of
adjacent and nearby properties in accordance with the regulations of the district in which they are
located. The location, size and height of proposed buildings and other structures, and the operation
of the use will not adversely affect the use and development or hinder the appropriate development
of adjacent and nearby properties.
A single first floor office use in an existing building should not adversely affect the use and
development of adjacent and nearby properties. However, thriving retail cores such as S. Third
Street depend on a critical mass of continuous activity. Buildings without active ground floor retail
create gaps in continuity and dilute the success of the district as a whole.
7. Adequate utility, drainage, parking and other necessary facilities to service the proposed use will be
provided and that such utility, drainage, parking and other necessary facilities will not adversely
affect the use, development and value of adjacent and nearby properties.
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The applicant would remodel the interior of the building for an office tenant. Adequate utility,
drainage, parking and other necessary facilities to service the proposed use are all available. The
proposed office use would not affect the use, development and value of adjacent and nearby
properties.

8. The proposed building, other structures and use comply with any and all regulations, conditions or
requirements of the city applicable to such building, structure or use.
The applicant is not requesting any zoning deviations as part of this application. Interior remodeling
for a new office tenant would require a Change of Tenant permit, subject to review and inspection
by the Building Division and Fire Department. The proposed use will comply with the applicable
regulations, conditions, and requirements of the City.
9. That the exterior architectural appeal and function of any proposed structure will not be so at
variance with either the exterior architectural appeal and functional plan of the structures already
constructed or in the course of construction in the immediate neighborhood or the character of the
applicable district to cause a substantial depreciation in property values in the neighborhood.
The applicant is not planning any changes to the exterior of the building other than signage. The
subject property is located within the Geneva Historic District and as such will need to comply with
Historic District guidelines regarding signage. Any other modifications to the exterior of the building
would be subject to review and approval by the Historic Preservation Commission. The exterior
appeal and function of the subject property would not be at variance with the exterior architectural
appeal and functional plan of the structures in the immediate neighborhood as to cause a
substantial depreciation in property values in the neighborhood.

RECOMMENDATION
Staff will provide a recommendation at the conclusion of the public hearing.

REVIEW/APPROVAL PROCESS: NEXT STEPS*
1. August 17, 2020 - City Council consideration of request
*This timeline is provided for informational purposes only, exact dates are subject to change.

ATTACHMENTS
Applicant’s Response to the Special Use Standards
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Community Development Department Report

CITY OF GENEVA PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
JULY 23, 2020

AGENDA ITEMS 5B & 6A

Applicant

ZONING ORDINANCE
TEXT AMENDMENT &
SITE PLAN REVIEW

SDC19017 LLC.
Location
609 S. Third Street
Requests
Request for a text amendment to
Title 11 of the Geneva City Code
(Zoning Ordinance), Section 1111A-6 (Parking Spaces and Design
Requirements), to establish
separate parking requirements
for one-bedroom and twobedroom apartments located
within ½ mile of the train station.
Request for Site Plan Approval to
allow the construction of a
mixed-use building consisting of
60 residential apartment units,
6,014 square feet of commercial
space, and 63 off-street parking
spaces.
Recommendation
Staff will provide a
recommendation at the
conclusion of the public hearing.
Staff Liaison
David DeGroot
Community Development
Director
Phone: (630) 232-0814
Email: ddegroot@geneva.il.us

Figure 1. Location Map. Prepared by Geneva Planning Division, July 2020.

BACKGROUND/PROPOSAL
As shown in Figure 1, the 0.77-acre subject property is located at the
northeast corner of the intersection of S. Third Street and S. First
Street/S. Batavia Avenue (IL Route 31). The site was formerly
occupied by Duke and Lee’s Service & Auto Repair. The applicant and
contract purchaser, SDC19017 LLC, would like to demolish the
existing improvements and construct a mixed-use building consisting
of 60 residential apartment units, 6,014 square feet of commercial
space, and 63 off-street parking spaces. Please see the attached
development plans for more information.
The City’s parking regulations require the proposed development to
provide parking spaces for the residential apartment units. Onebedroom apartments require 1.5 parking spaces per unit and twobedroom apartments require 1.8 parking spaces per unit. The
applicant is proposing 54 one-bedroom units and 6 two-bedroom
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units, resulting in 92 required parking spaces for the proposed development. The applicant believes the
City’s parking requirements are excessive for a transit-oriented development (TOD). TODs are dense,
mixed-use developments typically located within walking distance of a train station.
The Zoning Ordinance allows applicants to request a Variation to reduce the required off-street parking
for a development; however, does not allow the required amount of parking to be reduced by more
than 20 percent. Therefore, the maximum Variation the applicant could request is to reduce the
required parking for the development from 92 spaces to 73 spaces. The applicant believes 73 parking
spaces would still be more than what is necessary for the proposed apartments and therefore will not
pursue a Variation request.

Rather, the applicant is requesting that the City consider amending the Zoning Ordinance to create
separate parking requirements for apartments within TODs, defined as “higher density, mixed-use
developments within walking distance (approximately ½ mile) of a transit station”. The City’s current
parking requirements for apartments are uniform throughout the City. Specifically, the applicant is
proposing that one-bedroom apartments require 1 parking space per unit and two-bedroom apartments
require 1.5 parking spaces per unit. For the proposed development of 54 one-bedroom apartments and
6 two-bedroom apartments, the required parking would be 63 spaces compared to the 92 spaces
required under the current regulations.
As detailed in the attached development plans, the proposed development would include 63 parking
spaces. If the applicant’s request to amend the Zoning Ordinance is approved, the request for Site Plan
Approval may be considered. However, if the request to amend the Zoning Ordinance is denied, the
request for Site Plan Approval cannot be considered in its current form.

REQUESTS
1. Request for a text amendment to Title 11 of the Geneva City Code (Zoning Ordinance), Section
11-11A-6 (Parking Spaces and Design Requirements), to establish separate parking requirements
for one-bedroom and two-bedroom apartments located within ½ mile of the train station.
2. Request for Site Plan Approval to allow the construction of a mixed-use building consisting of 60
residential apartment units, 6,014 square feet of commercial space, and 63 off-street parking
spaces.

PROPERTY INFORMATION
The property is zoned D-CM Commercial Mixed-Use District and is designated for “General Commercial”
use in the City’s adopted Downtown Station-Area Master Plan (DSMP). The property is also shown as
part of the illustrative development concept for Opportunity Site 7 (Metra Station Area) in the DSMP.
The development concept envisioned the properties along the south side of the railroad tracks being
assembled and redeveloped as a multi-story mixed-use building with retail and a parking deck for
commuters. A copy of the Opportunity Site 7 concept from the DSMP is attached for your review. Please
see Table 1 and Figures 2 and 3 on the following pages for surrounding property information including
existing zoning, existing land uses, and future land use designations. The railroad tracks serve as the
southern border of the Geneva Historic District. The property is adjacent to, but not located in the
Historic District. Therefore, review and approval by the Historic Preservation Commission is not
required.
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Table 1. Surrounding Property Information. Prepared by Geneva Planning Division, February 2020.

LOCATION

ZONING DISTRICT

LAND USE

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Subject Property

D-CM Commercial Mixed-Use

Former Duke & Lee’s
Automotive Service Center

General Commercial

North

D-CM Commercial Mixed-Use

Union Pacific Railway

Public/Semi-Public

South

RR Rural Residential

Public/Semi-Public

East

D-CM Commercial Mixed-Use

Kane County Government
Center
Citgo Gas Station

West

R5 Low Density Two- and
Three-Family

Single Family

Single-Family Residential;
Public/Semi-Public

General Commercial

Figure 2. Zoning Map of the Subject Property and Surrounding Area. Prepared by Geneva Planning Division, July 2020.
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Figure 3. Future Land Use Designation of the Subject Property and Surrounding Area, based on the 2012 Downtown/StationArea Master Plan. Prepared by Geneva Planning Division, July 2020.

REVIEW COMMENTS/STAFF ANALYSIS
Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment
The City’s adopted Homes for a Changing Region Plan includes recommended housing strategies to
promote the creation of affordable housing within the community. One of the recommended strategies
is to commission a downtown parking study, recognizing that excess parking for downtown residential
development can increase development costs while wasting land and other resources. The City has not
yet commissioned a downtown parking study, instead focusing on other recommended housing
strategies such as amending the Zoning Ordinance to allow for compact residential development,
considering the creation of an inclusionary housing ordinance, and creating incentives that encourage
the development of affordable housing. However, the applicant’s request to establish separate parking
requirements for residential units in a transit-oriented development (TOD) is consistent with
recommendation of the Homes for a Changing Region Plan. Therefore, staff has conducted research on
the required parking ratios for multi-family/mixed-use buildings in other communities throughout the
region, as well as the potential benefits created by TODs, and the high cost of building parking spaces.
Community Survey
To determine whether the City should change its parking standards we conducted a survey of
comparable communities in the area. As part of the survey process, we were able to receive prior
research conducted by the Village of Glen Ellyn, which has been included in this report. The full report
from Glen Ellyn is also attached for your review. The survey was sent out to 20 communities, of which
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we received a response from 12. Combining our data with Glen Ellyn’s, we have a total of 27
communities to which we can compare, and extract trends.
The survey asked four main questions:

1) What is your community’s current required parking space ratio for multiple-family dwellings?
2) Are the required parking space ratios different in your Central Business District or TransitOriented Development Zone? If yes, what are they?
3) Has your community approved different parking space ratios for specific multiple-family
developments/PUDs?
4) What standards did your community use to come to these ratios?
The complete survey and survey results are attached for your review, but are summarized in Table 2 and
Table 3.
Table 2. Survey Results for Parking Requirements Outside of the Downtown. Prepared by Geneva Planning Division, July 2020.

Municipality
Arlington Heights
Batavia
Barrington
Carol Stream
Darien
Deerfield
Downers Grove
Elgin
Elmhurst
Evanston
Glen Ellyn
Hanover Park
Hinsdale
La Grange
Lake Forest
Libertyville
Lisle
Lombard
Mundelein
Oak Park
Park Ridge
Skokie
West Chicago
Western Springs
Wheaton
Wilmette
Woodridge
Mean (average)
Median (middle value)
Mode (most frequent)
Geneva

Studio
2
1
1
2
2
1.5
2
2
2.5
1.25
1.5
3
1
1.5
1.83
1.5
2
1.5
1.5
1
1.5
1
2
1.5
2.25
2
1.5
1.7
1.5
1.5
1

Outside of the Downtown
Residential
1 bedroom
2 bedroom
2
2
1.5
2.25
1
1.5
2
3
2
2
1.5
2
2
2
2
2
2.5
2.5
1.25
1.5
2
2
3
3
2
2
1.5
1.5
1.83
1.83
1.5
2
2
2
1.5
1.5
1.5
2
1
1
1.5
2
1.5
1.5
2
2
1.5
1.5
2.25
2.25
2
2
1.5
1.5
1.8
1.9
1.83
2
1.5/2
2
1.5
1.8

3 bedroom
2
2.25
2
3
2
2
2
2
2.5
2
2
3
3
1.5
2.33
2
2
2
2.5
1
2
2
2
1.5
2.25
2
1.5
2.1
2
2
2
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Of the 27 communities, the average parking ratios were as follows, 1.7 spaces for studios, 1.8 for 1
bedroom units, 1.9 for 2 bedrooms, and 2.1 for 2+ bedrooms. From this, it appears that Geneva’s
current requirements are slightly more relaxed compared to the average of the other communities.
However, when looking at the other communities individually, the findings show that there was no
consistent standard used in determining these ratios.

The survey also inquired about what, if any standard these communities were using in coming to their
required parking ratios. This question tended to either be skipped over completely or if it was answered,
it was acknowledged that there wasn’t a standard that was used. This is why it is important to look at
each case individually as well because it becomes apparent that in many cases there is not a clear
rationale as to how these numbers were assigned. Some communities like Elmhurst and Evanston used a
flat rate, requiring the same number of spaces regardless of the size of the unit. Others like Hinsdale and
Skokie use a sliding scale, similar to what Geneva uses, where there is a direct relationship between the
number of spaces required and the size of the units. Overall, there are eight different requirements for
studio apartments, eight for 1 bedroom units, seven for 2 bedroom units, and seven for 2+ bedroom
units.
Of the 27 communities surveyed, 13 had separate requirements specifically for their downtown or TOD
districts. Of those 13, 12 continued to base their requirements off of the number or bedrooms, whereas
Wheaton took a different route and based their requirements off of floor area, requiring .78 spaces per
1000 square feet of floor area for residential buildings. Of the other 12 communities, on average the
required spaces for a studio apartment were 1.1, 1.2 for a 1 bedroom unit, 1.4 for a 2 bedroom unit, and
1.6 for 2+ bedrooms. Similar to these communities' standard requirements, there was not a consistent
standard applied in coming to these numbers. However, overall we do see a significant decrease from
the communities' standard requirements to those in their CBD/TOD zones.
All 13 of the communities listed in Table 3 have a train station and could be considered to have a
“transit-oriented development zone”. Of the 27 total communities in this report, 22 have train stations.
The 13 listed in Table 3 have altered their parking requirements in their CBD/TOD zones, four other
communities, Barrington, La Grange, Oak Park, and Woodridge already have lower requirements more
in line with the TOD standards throughout their whole city. The remaining five communities with a train
station that did not lower their requirements in their CBD/TOD zones were Hanover Park, Lake Forest,
Libertyville, Park Ridge, and West Chicago.
Taking a look at individual cases, the findings show that Elmhurst took a unique approach to their
standards, and based them off of the building's proximity to the train station, with lower requirements
the closer a development is to the station. Other’s like Western Springs, Downers Grove, and Mundelein
used a flat rate that did not change based on unit size. A majority of these 13 continued to use a sliding
scale, increasing the ratios as the size of the unit increased, but still lower than their standard
requirements. Please see Table 3 on the following page.
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Table 3. Survey Results for Parking Requirements in a Downtown District. Prepared by Geneva Planning Division, July 2020.

Downtowns
Residential
Municipality
Studio
1 Bedroom
2 Bedroom
Arlington Heights
1
1
1.25
Downers Grove
1.4
1.4
1.4
Elgin
1.5
2
2
Elmhurst
1.25
1.25
1.25
Evanston
0.55
0.55
1.1
Glen Ellyn
1
1.5
2
Lisle
1
1
1.5
Lombard
1.5
1.5
1.5
Mundelein
1
1
1
Skokie
1
1.5
1.5
Western Springs
1
1
1
Wheaton
*
*
*
Wilmette
1
1
1.5
Mean (average)
1.1
1.2
1.4
Median (middle value)
1.25
1.325
1.325
Mode (most frequent)
1
1
1.5
Geneva
1.0
1.5
1.8
*Wheaton - .78 spaces per 1000 square feet of floor area

2+ Bedrooms
1.5
1.4
2
1.25
1.65
2
2
2
1
1.5
1
*
1.5
1.6
1.45
2
2.0

Geneva’s current requirements do not account for transit-oriented development and are currently
above average for communities that have a train station within their downtown. Again, there are
inconsistencies with coming to the desired ratio, with six different standards being used for studio units,
and seven being used for 1 bedroom, 2 bedrooms, and 2+ bedroom units. Although there is no
consistent standard used, the data does show a clear trend in communities lowering their requirements
in downtown/TOD zones, with a majority of those with train stations already having done so. It should
also be noted that several communities indicated in their survey responses that they were in the process
of reviewing their parking standards as well.
Additional Research
As mentioned previously, TODs are characterized as dense, mixed-use developments typically within a
half-mile of a transit station. They are specifically designed to be pedestrian-friendly and have higher
rates of walking and cycling. The convenient access to transit not only encourages use, which capitalizes
on public investments but also provides many other benefits. According to the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA), TODs can revitalize neighborhoods, create a larger supply of affordable housing,
generate economic benefits for surrounding businesses, reduce traffic and pollution, and improved nonmotorized infrastructure.
The Center for Neighborhood Technology (CNT) conducted a study (Stalled Out: How Empty Parking
Spaces Diminish Neighborhood Affordability) on the parking of 40 affordable and market-rate apartment
buildings across Chicago. They found that as parking supply goes up, much of it sits empty, and even
with reduced requirements near transit stations, one-third of the spots sat empty. They also found that
on average, parking in apartment buildings is supplied at 0.61 spaces per unit, but only utilized at 0.34
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spaces per unit, leaving an oversupply of 0.27 spaces per unit, meaning they created an unneeded spot
for every three units.

They found a similar result when examining buildings within a half-mile of the Metra rail system. Those
apartments supplied 0.59 spaces per unit, but only utilized 0.42 spaces per unit, meaning that roughly
33% percent of all spaces were left unoccupied overnight. On top of that, they found that as the supply
of parking goes up, utilization rates go down proportionally. Essentially meaning that utilization remains
constant at roughly 60%, but is only altered by the number of spaces being supplied, not by an increase
in the actual number of cars parking there. A copy of the CNT study is attached for your review.
Lastly, according to the Regional Transportation Authority (RTA), high parking requirements in TOD
areas can discourage development due to the exceedingly high cost of providing parking. Surface
parking spaces cost about $5,000 - $10,000 to construct, including the value of the land they occupy,
and structured parking costs between $25,000 and $50,000 per space. A copy of the RTA’s Access &
Parking Strategies for Transit-Oriented Development is attached for your review. A separate study
conducted by the National Parking Association found that minimum parking requirements cost cities
roughly $1,000 per space in annual tax revenues.
Conclusion
The author of the Glen Ellyn report, Cole Jackson, concluded that parking requirements are largely
made-up and are negatively impacting communities. From the data collected, this appears to be correct,
at least the part on them being made-up, as there was no consistent standard used in determining the
required parking ratios. However, the findings show that even though there was no consistent standard,
there is a trend in lowering parking ratios in downtowns, or areas surrounding a train station (TOD), a
trend that Geneva is falling behind on.
Studies conducted by other organizations, such as CNT, found that parking is consistently oversupplied
and underutilized, even in areas with reduced requirements. Concurrently, other studies discovered the
high cost of providing parking, and the potential lost revenue from requiring large quantities of parking,
which will in many cases go unused. Through lower requirements, the City will have a new incentive to
encourage development near the Metra station, as well as the added benefits that TODs can provide.
Site Plan Review
In reviewing and determining whether to approve or disapprove a Site Plan, the Planning and Zoning
Commission and City Council shall consider those factors listed below which it determines to be
applicable to a given plan, as set forth in Section 11-14A-10 of the Zoning Ordinance. Staff has evaluated
the request in relation to these factors. The Planning and Zoning Commission may choose to use this
analysis or formulate its own findings.
A. The application shall comply with the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance and other
ordinances of the city and of any other applicable laws.
The proposed development does not comply with the required number of parking spaces for
one-bedroom and two-bedroom apartments. The applicant has requested a Zoning
Ordinance text amendment to reduce the required number of parking stalls from 92 spaces
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to 63 spaces. If the text amendment is approved, the development would comply with
number of spaces required.

Section 11-11A-4 of the Zoning Ordinance requires a 24 foot wide drive aisle for 90 degree
parking spaces. As shown in the attached development plans, the applicant is proposing a 22
foot wide drive aisle. The Zoning Ordinance allows for the applicant to request
administrative relief to required parking module dimensions. However, since the
development requires Site Plan Approval the Planning & Zoning Commission is required to
make a recommendation to the City Council on the request to reduce the drive aisle width
from 24 feet to 22 feet.
B. The plan shall be in reasonable conformity with the comprehensive plan.
The proposed development is in reasonable conformity with the comprehensive plan. The
property is zoned D-CM Commercial Mixed-Use District and is designated for “General
Commercial” use in the City’s adopted Downtown Station-Area Master Plan (DSMP). The
property is also shown as part of the illustrative development concept for Opportunity Site 7
(Metra Station Area) in the DSMP. The development concept envisioned the properties along
the south side of the railroad tracks being assembled and redeveloped as a multi-story mixeduse building with retail and a parking deck for commuters. A copy of the Opportunity Site 7
concept from the DSMP is attached for your review
An objective of this concept is to provide an extension of the retail “street wall” along 3rd
Street and the corner at 1st Street and create an attractive gateway, welcoming visitors into
Downtown Geneva as they travel northbound on 1st Street.
C. Reasonable provision shall be made to ensure that development will be served by essential
public facilities and services such as highways, streets, parking spaces, police and fire
protection, drainage structures, refuse disposal, water and sewers or septic and schools.
The City’s development staff team has reviewed the proposed development and confirmed
that essential pubic facilities and services are able to be provided. If the applicant’s
requested text amendment is approved, the site would be adequately parked. The proposed
development is able to be served by the City’s water, electric, and sanitary utilities. As noted
in the response to Standard D, police and fire protection is provided for. As shown in the
attached development plans, refuse will be picked up at the vehicular entrance at the
southeast corner of the building. A stormwater management permit has been submitted for
review and approval. As proposed, stormwater would be directed to sewers in the S. First
Street (IL Route 31) right-of-way. Approval for connections in the IL Route 31 right-of-way
require approval by the Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT). The applicant has
submitted their plans to IDOT for review and approval.
D. Any building or structure shall be reasonably accessible to fire, police, emergency and service
vehicles. When deemed necessary for access, emergency vehicle easements shall be provided.
The access for fire, police and emergency vehicles shall be unobstructed at all times.
The property is reasonably accessible to fire, police, emergency and service vehicles. The
building has access from both S. Third Street and S. First Street. Additionally, the vehicular
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access off of S. First Street has been designed to accommodate emergency vehicles including
the height of the garage door, heavy duty asphalt for the drive aisle, and an emergency key
box (Knox Box) or other Fire Department approved access at the entrance.

E. Adequate provision shall be made to ensure the compatibility of the proposed development,
including mass, scale, site layout and site design with the character of the surrounding
property and the neighborhood, including:
1. Relationship Of Buildings To Sites:
a. The site shall be planned to achieve a desirable transition to the street,
provide for adequate planting, safe pedestrian movement and off-street
parking areas.
The Downtown Station-Area Master Plan calls for the development pattern in
this sub-area to continue to reinforce a transit-oriented character – buildings
of increased height, 3-4 stories, mixed-use, and pedestrian-orientation. The
DSMP encourages new development to provide a strong street wall with
buildings oriented toward the street frontage. Parking lots should be located
behind and at the side of buildings, with parking structures conveniently
integrated, but not prominently located within the area. The proposed
development is consistent with desired development pattern expressed in
the DSMP as it provides a strong street wall with a retail presence, located
parking behind the building, and provides for safe pedestrian movement
around the site by providing sidewalks and consolidating 3 vehicular access
points down to 1.
b. Parking areas should include innovative ways to significantly screen the
parking areas from views from public ways.
The proposed parking areas are located behind the building and would not
be visible from the south or west sides of the building. Landscaping is
proposed along the north and east sides to help screen the area from the
adjoining properties, a commuter parking lot to the north and gas station to
the east.
c. Without restricting the permissible limits of the applicable zoning district, the
height and scale of each building shall be compatible with its site and existing
(or anticipated) adjoining buildings.
The property is located in the D-CM Commercial Mixed-Use District. The
maximum building height in the D-CM District is 50 feet. The proposed
building has a maximum building height of 44 feet. Although there are single
story buildings adjoining the property, there are also multi-story mixed-use
buildings nearby. Again, the DSMP states that the development pattern in
this sub-area should continue to reinforce a transit-oriented character –
buildings of increased height, 3-4 stories, mixed-use, and pedestrianorientation. New development should continue to provide a strong street
wall with buildings oriented toward the street frontage. The sense of
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enclosure along this portion of Third Street should be provided by
maintaining an appropriate building height/right-of-way ratio.

2. Building Design:
a. Structures shall be in scale and harmonious with adjoining buildings.
b. Materials shall be selected for their harmony of the building and adjoining
buildings. Materials shall also be selected for suitability to the type buildings
and the design in which they are used.
c. Materials shall be of durable quality.
d. Exterior lighting shall be part of the architectural concept and fixtures,
standards and exposed accessories shall be harmonious with the building
design.
The character of Third Street changes south of Fulton Street to more of an urban
area compared to the residential feel of Third Street to the north. This area includes
high-quality, attractive mixed-use developments such as Dodson Place. Other uses in
this area include the Metra Station, commuter parking spaces, and the City’s parking
structure. A variety of uses exist within the subarea south of the rail line including an
auto repair shop, a gas station, antique/interior design shops, and some industrial
uses. There is no single unifying architectural theme in this area. In addition, the area
south of the tracks is disconnected from downtown and outside of the Geneva
Historic District.
The scale of the proposed building is consistent with the vision expressed in the
DSMP. The proposed building materials include limestone veneer cladding, cement
board panels, cement board siding, and exposed concrete, all durable materials. The
neutral color tones shown in the attached elevations are consistent with the color
tone found on the north side of the railroad tracks. The recessed balconies and mix
of building materials break up what would otherwise be large monotonous sections
of the building. The first floor features large windows for the proposed retail space,
reinforcing a pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use environment.
3. Signs:
a. Every sign shall be designed as an integral architectural element of the
building and site to which it principally relates.
b. The colors, material and illumination of every sign shall be compatible and
harmonious with the building and site to which it principally relates.
c. Each sign shall be compatible with signs on adjoining premises and shall not
compete for attention.
The applicant has not submitted a sign plan as the potential tenants for the project
have not yet been identified. Areas available for signage are noted on the building
elevations. Selection of materials and illumination will be subject to the City’s review
after the tenants are involved to ensure the sign ordinance requirements are
followed.
F. Open space provided is configured to make that open space usable, functional and
appropriate to the development proposed.
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As an infill transit-oriented development, no open space is proposed at this time. However,
the applicant has inquired about the possibility of acquiring the triangular shaped right-ofway immediately south of the building from the City in the future. If the applicant is able to
secure a retail tenant that desires outdoor space, and the City Council approves the sale of
the property, the area could be converted to usable, functional open space.

G. Streets and sidewalks shall, insofar as reasonably practicable, provide access and good traffic
circulation to and from adjacent lands, existing streets and sidewalks.
The proposed development provides sidewalks on both S. Third Street and S. First Street
which connect to public sidewalks to the north and east. Both vehicular access points on S.
Third Street would be removed, leaving the only the existing vehicular access on S. First
Street to serve the development. Consolidating the access to the site should help reduce
conflicts and congestion along S. Third Street where there is a bus stop, three access points
to commuter parking lots, and occasionally stalled vehicles waiting for a train to pass.
H. Provision shall be made to ensure that adequate access roads or entrance or exit drives will
be provided and will be designed and improved so as to prevent traffic hazards or problems
and to minimize traffic congestion in public streets.
Both vehicular access points on S. Third Street would be removed, leaving the only the
existing vehicular access on S. First Street to serve the development. Consolidating the
access to the site should help reduce conflicts and congestion along S. Third Street where
there is a bus stop, three access points to commuter parking lots, and occasionally stalled
vehicles waiting for a train to pass.
I.

Adequate provision shall be made to ensure that the vehicular circulation elements of the
proposed development will not create hazards to the safety of vehicular or pedestrian traffic
on or off the site, disjointed vehicular or pedestrian circulation paths on or off the site, or
undue interference and inconvenience to vehicular and pedestrian travel.
The proposed development provides sidewalks on both S. Third Street and S. First Street
which connect to public sidewalks to the north and east. Both vehicular access points on S.
Third Street would be removed, leaving the only the existing vehicular access on S. First
Street to serve the development. Consolidating the access to the site should help reduce
conflicts and congestion along S. Third Street where there is a bus stop, three access points
to commuter parking lots, and occasionally stalled vehicles waiting for a train to pass.

J.

Adequate water mains and fire hydrants shall be provided in accessible places in accordance
with good firefighting and fire prevention practice.
The Fire Department has reviewed the proposed development and confirmed adequate
water mains and fire hydrants would be provided in accessible places.

K. Adequate provision shall be made for the collection and disposition of all on- and off-site
stormwater and natural water, including, but not limited to, on-site drainage retention
facilities.
A stormwater management permit has been submitted for review and approval. As
proposed, stormwater would be directed to sewers in the S. First Street (IL Route 31) rightof-way. Approval for connections in the IL Route 31 right-of-way require approval by the
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Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT). The applicant has submitted their plans to
IDOT for review and approval.

L. Adequate provision shall be made for the collection and disposition of sanitary sewage.
The proposed development would connect to the City’s sanitary sewer on the west side of S.
Third Street at Cheever Avenue.
M. Adequate provision shall be made to avoid an increase in hazard to adjacent property from
flood, increased runoff or water damage.
A stormwater management permit has been submitted for review and approval. As
proposed, stormwater would be directed to sewers in the S. First Street (IL Route 31) rightof-way. Approval for connections in the IL Route 31 right-of-way require approval by the
Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT). The applicant has submitted their plans to
IDOT for review and approval.
N. The obstruction of natural watercourses shall be prohibited.
Not applicable. There are not any natural watercourses on the site that would be obstructed
with the proposed development.
O. Adequate provision shall be made to control the slippage, shifting, erosion, accretion and
subsidence of soil.
A stormwater pollution prevention plan has been reviewed by City staff. Minor comments
were issued. The applicant has submitted a revised plan subject to final engineering
approval.
P. Adequate provision shall be made to control the slipping and shifting of buildings and
structures.
If approved, a preconstruction meeting will be required to make sure adequate measures are
taken to protect buildings and structures on adjacent properties.
Q. Adequate provision shall be made to clean, control and otherwise alleviate contamination or
environmental hazards on land when the site is in an area found by the director of
community development to be contaminated by a toxic substance or otherwise to contain
environmental hazards which are detrimental to the public health, safety and welfare.
Not applicable. The site is not known to be contaminated by a toxic substance or to contain
an environmental hazard.
R. Adequate provision shall be made to avoid glare of vehicular and stationary lights that would
affect the established character of the neighborhood, and to the extent such lights will be
visible across from any property line, the performance standards for illumination shall be
met.
A lighting photometric plan was submitted for review and has been approved. The majority
of the proposed lighting is in the parking area, which is screened from the public rights-ofway by the building.
S. Adequate provision shall be made to ensure that the location, lighting and type of signs and
the relationship of signs to traffic control is appropriate for the site and will not have an
adverse effect on any adjacent properties.
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The applicant has not submitted a sign plan as the potential tenants for the project have not
yet been identified. Areas available for signage are noted on the building elevations.
Selection of materials and illumination will be subject to the City’s review after the tenants
are involved to ensure the sign ordinance requirements are followed.

T. Adequate provision shall be made to minimize the impact on existing or developing wetlands.
Not applicable. There are not any existing or developing wetlands on the property.
U. The requirements of Chapter 10 of the Zoning Ordinance have been met.
The requirements of Chapter 10 (Tree Preservation) have been met.

RECOMMENDATION
Staff will provide a recommendation at the conclusion of the public hearing. However, based on review
of the application to date, staff recommends the following:
Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment
Approval of the applicant’s request to establish separate parking requirements for apartments within
transit-oriented developments (TODs). However, staff recommends using the boundaries of the
Downtown Station-Area Master Plan (DSMP) to define the area where the reduced parking regulations
would be applicable. Geneva’s downtown layout is unique in that the train station is situated on the
southern edge of downtown. The walkable, pedestrian-oriented development pattern of the downtown
largely exists to the north of the train station. The boundaries of the DSMP were reviewed and
approved by the Regional Transportation Authority (RTA) with this in mind when the City applied for a
grant for the project. Geneva does not have a standard ½ mile ring around the train station for its TOD
district. A copy the DSMP Land Use plan is attached for reference to the boundaries.
Approval of the applicant’s request to reduce the parking ratio for one-bedroom apartments from 1.5
per unit to 1 per unit and to reduce the ratio for two-bedroom units from 1.8 per unit to 1.5 per unit.
The applicant did not request to reduce the required parking ratio for studio apartments or apartments
containing more than 2 bedrooms. Studio apartments require 1 space per unit and apartments with
more than 2 bedrooms require 2 spaces per unit. Staff does not recommend any changes to these
ratios.
Site Plan Review
The Planning & Zoning Commission may recommend, and the City Council may impose certain
conditions in granting Site Plan Approval to minimize any negative impacts or minimize any adverse
impacts due to the development. Staff recommends approval of the Site Plan, based on the staff
analysis beginning on page 8 of this report and assuming the requested Zoning Ordinance text
amendment is approved, subject to the following conditions:
1. In accordance with Section 11-11A-4 of the Zoning Ordinance, relief is granted to reduce the
required drive aisle width from 24 feet to 22 feet.
2. All signs shall comply with the regulations set forth in Chapter 12 (Signs) of the Zoning
Ordinance and shall be subject to the applicable permitting and review processes established
therein.
3. Final Engineering approval shall be required prior to building permit issuance.
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REVIEW/APPROVAL PROCESS: NEXT STEPS*
1. August 17, 2020 – City Council consideration of request

*This timeline is provided for informational purposes only, exact dates are subject to change.

ATTACHMENTS
Final Engineering Plans prepared by Craig A. Kncoche & Associates, Job 20-0005, revision dated June 22,
2020
Landscape Demolition Plan prepared McKay Landscape Architects, revision dated June 26, 2020
Landscape Plan and Landscape Details prepared McKay Landscape Architects, revision dated June 26,
2020
Site Plan, Floor Plans, and Elevations prepared by Sumac, revision dated May 8, 2020
Downtown Station-Area Master Plan Opportunity Site 7
Staff Report regarding Comprehensive Planning & Municipal Parking Strategies prepared by Cole Jackson,
Associate Planner for the Village of Glen Ellyn, dated October 29, 2019
Parking Ratio Survey
Parking Ration Survey Results
Stalled Out: How Empty Parking Spaces Diminish Neighborhood Affordability, prepared by the Center for
Neighborhood Technology, March 2016
Access & Parking Strategies for Transit-Oriented Development, prepared by the Regional Transportation
Authority, November 2011
Downtown Station-Area Master Plan Land Use Plan
Parking Strategies to Support Livable Communities, prepared by the Chicago Metropolitan Agency for
Planning, April 2012
Empty Spaces: Real Parking Needs at 5 TODs, prepared by Smart Growth America, January 2017

FINAL ENGINEERING
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1. GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY EXISTING CONTOURS AND
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PREVENT SILT FROM ENTERING SANITARY SYSTEM.
SILT FENCE
AROUND PERIMETER SHALL REMAIN IN PLACE AND BE MAINTAINED
UNTIL CONSTRUCTION IS COMPLETED. ALL INLET STRUCTURES SHALL
BE PROTECTED WITH INLET BASKETS.
4.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR EROSION
CONTROL MEASURES.
CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL EROSION
CONTROL MEASURES PRIOR TO THE START OF CONSTRUCTION AND
MAINTAIN SUCH MEASURES UNTIL GRADING IS COMPLETE, PARKING
LOT IS PAVED AND VEGETATION HAS BEEN ESTABLISHED. IF THERE IS
NO GENERAL CONTRACTOR, IT WILL THEN BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF
THE GRADING CONTRACTOR TO INSTALL AND MAINTAIN EROSION
CONTROL MEASURES.
5. THE CONTRACTOR RESPONSIBLE FOR THE INSTALLATION OF THE
EROSION CONTROL DEVICES SHALL MAINTAIN ALL STORM WATER
POLLUTION DEVICES THROUGHOUT CONSTRUCTION AND UNTIL ALL
UNFRAMED OR NON BUILDING AREAS HAVE A UNIFORM PERENNIAL
VEGETATIVE COVER WITH A DENSITY OF 70 PERCENT OR GREATER.
MAINTENANCE INCLUDES WEEKLY INSPECTIONS OR AN INSPECTION
FOLLOWING A RAINFALL OF 1/2 INCH IN A 24-HOUR PERIOD. THE
CONTRACTOR MUST SUBMIT A COPY OF THE INSPECTION REPORT TO
THE OWNER AND ENGINEER AT THE END OF EACH MONTH AND KEEP A
COPY OF THE REPORT ON THE CONSTRUCTION SITE UNTIL THE
REQUIRED VEGETATION COVER IS IN PLACE.
6. IF ADDITIONAL EROSION CONTROL MEASURES NOT SHOWN ON
THESE DRAWINGS ARE REQUIRED TO STOP OR PREVENT EROSION OR
ARE REQUIRED BY ANY AUTHORITY HAVING JURISDICTION, IT SHALL BE
THE GENERAL CONTRACTORS RESPONSIBILITY TO INSTALL SUCH
DEVICES. THE OWNER OR ENGINEER SHALL BE NOTIFIED OF THE
ADDITIONAL WORK AND COST PRIOR TO INSTALLATION.
7.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR
NOTIFYING THE OWNER AND ENGINEER, IN WRITING, OF ANY
ADDITIONAL SOURCES OF STORM WATER POLLUTION OBSERVED
DURING CONSTRUCTION AND THE ADDITIONAL COSTS REQUIRED TO
PREVENT ADDITIONAL POLLUTION.
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STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN
CONTRACTOR CERTIFICATION
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CATCH BASIN
RIM=708.78
INV=706.03 (S) 12" RCP
INV=707.63 (NE) 6" VCP
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8"

8"

709

709

708

8"

I CERTIFY UNDER PENALTY OF LAW THAT I UNDERSTAND THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE GENERAL NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION
SYSTEM (NPDES) PERMIT (ILR10) THAT AUTHORIZES THE STORMWATER DISCHARGE ASSOCIATED WITH INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITY FROM THE CONSTRUCTION
SITE IDENTIFIED AS PART OF THIS CERTIFICATION. I AM AWARE THAT THERE ARE SIGNIFICANT PENALTIES FOR VIOLATING THIS PERMIT, INCLUDING THE
POSSIBILITY OF FINE AND IMPRISONMENT FOR KNOWING VIOLATIONS.
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___________________________________
CONTRACTOR'S SIGNATURE

___________________________________
COMPANY NAME

___________________________________
TITLE

___________________________________
ADDRESS

___________________________________
DATE

___________________________________
PHONE NUMBER

R

STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN
OWNER CERTIFICATION

E
IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE LANDOWNER AND/OR GENERAL CONTRACTOR TO INFORM ANY SUBCONTRACTOR(S) WHO MAY PERFORM WORK ON THIS
PROJECT OF THE REQUIREMENTS IN IMPLEMENTING AND MAINTAINING THESE EROSION CONTROL PLANS AND THE NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE
ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES) PERMIT REQUIREMENTS SET FORTH BY THE ILLINIOIS EPA.

T
T

STORM MANHOLE
RIM=705.80
INV=693.93 (E,W) 24" RCP

___________________________________
OWNER'S SIGNATURE

___________________________________
COMPANY NAME

___________________________________
TITLE

___________________________________
ADDRESS

___________________________________
DATE

___________________________________
PHONE NUMBER

SOIL STABILIZATION NOTES

1. UNLESSOTHERWISEINDICATED,ALL VEGETATIVEAND STRUCTURALEROSIONAND SEDIMENTCONTROL
PRACTICESWILL BE CONSTRUCTEDACCORDINGTO MINIMUM STANDARDSAND SPECIFICATIONSIN THE
ILLINOIS URBAN MANUAL REVISED FEBRUARY, CURRENT EDITION.

1. TOPSOIL AND VEGETATIVECOVER - STRIP TOPSOIL AND REMOVE EXISTINGVEGETATION. STOCKPILE
ON-SITE (FOR REUSE) AT LOCATION DESIGNATED.

5. EROSIONCONTROLMEASURESINCLUDEBUT ARE NOT LIMITEDTO THE FOLLOWING:INLETBASKETSSHALL
BE PLACED AND SHALL REMAIN IN PLACE AROUND EACH STORM STRUCTUREUNTIL CONSTRUCTIONIS
COMPLETED.A SILT FENCE AROUND PERIMETERSHALL REMAIN IN PLACE AND BE MAINTAINEDUNTIL
CONSTRUCTIONIS COMPLETED.ALL INLET STRUCTURESSHALLBE PROTECTEDWITH ADS "FLEX STORM"OR
APPROVED EQUAL INLET BASKETS.
6. THE CONTRACTORIS RESPONSIBLEFOR EROSIONCONTROLMEASURES.CONTRACTORSHALL INSTALL
EROSIONCONTROLMEASURESPRIOR TO THE START OF LAND DISTURBINGACTIVITYAND MAINTAINSUCH
MEASURES UNTIL VEGETATION STABILIZATION IS 70% COMPLETE AND PARKING LOT IS PAVED.
7. THE CONTRACTORRESPONSIBLEFOR THE INSTALLATIONOF EROSIONCONTROLDEVICESSHALLMAINTAIN
ALL STORM WATER POLLUTIONDEVICES THROUGHOUTCONSTRUCTIONAND UNTIL ALL UNFRAMEDOR
NON-BUILDINGAREASHAVEA UNIFORMPERENNIALVEGETATIVECOVERWITHA DENSITYOF 70%OR GREATER.
MAINTENANCEINCLUDESWEEKLY INSPECTIONSOR AN INSPECTIONFOLLOWINGA RAINFALLOF 1/2" IN A
24-HOURPERIOD.THE CONTRACTORMUSTSUBMITA COPYOF THE INSPECTIONREPORTTO THE OWNERAND
ENGINEERAT THE END OF EACH MONTHAND KEEP A COPY OF THE REPORTON THE CONSTRUCTIONSITE
UNTIL THE REQUIRED VEGETATION COVER IS IN PLACE.

5. ON-SITE & OFF-SITESOIL STOCKPILEAND BORROWAREAS TO REMAIN MORE THAN 3 DAYS SHALL BE
PROTECTEDFROM EROSIONAND SEDIMENTATIONTHROUGHIMPLEMENTATIONOF BEST MANAGEMENT
PRACTICES,STOCKPILE AND BORROW AREA LOCATIONS SHALL BE NOTED ON THE SITE MAP AND
PERMITTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH GENERAL PERMIT REQUIREMENTS.

6. SLOPESSHALLBE LEFT IN A ROUGHENEDCONDITIONDURINGTHE GRADINGPHASETO REDUCERUNOFF
VELOCITIES AND EROSION.
7. DUE TO THE GRADECHANGESDURINGTHE DEVELOPMENTOF THE PROJECT,THE CONTRACTORSHALLBE
RESPONSIBLEFOR ADJUSTINGTHE EROSIONAND SEDIMENTCONTROLMEASURES(SILT FENCES,ETC.) TO
PREVENT EROSION, AND POLLUTANT DISCHARGE.

SEDIMENT CONTROL NOTES
1. ADJACENTPROPERTY- PROTECTADJACENTPROPERTYFROMSEDIMENTDEPOSITIONBY PRESERVING
A VEGETATEDBUFFERSTRIP OR BY SEDIMENTBARRIERSOR FILTERSAT THE LOWERPERIMETEROF
THE LOT.
2. SEDIMENTATION CONTROL SHALL BE PROVIDED IN ALL AREAS AROUND THE STOCKPILE AREAS.

12. STOCKPILESSHALL NOT EXCEED2:1 SLOPES.STOCKPILESREMAININGIN PLACELONGERTHAN 14 DAYS
SHALLBE REQUIREDTO HAVEI.D.O.T.#7 SEEDMIX INSTALLED.ALL STOCKPILESSHALLBE EQUIPPEDWITHSILT
FENCE PRIOR TO PILING OF EARTHWORKSPOILS. A TEMPORARYSILTATIONDITCH SHALL BE INSTALLED
AROUND PERIMETER OF STOCKPILE WITH SILT FENCE LOCATED ON BOTH SIDES OF DITCH.
13. ALL ADJACENTSTREETSAND ROADWAYSSHALL BE KEPT CLEAR OF DEBRIS. DAILY INSPECTIONSAND
CLEANING ARE REQUIRED AS NECESSARY.CLEANING SHALL BE DONE WHEN DEEMED NECESSARYBY
AUTHORITIESTO PREVENTHAZARDSTO HEALTH OR DRAINAGEUTILITIESINCLUDINGCURB AND GUTTERS
INLETS, DITCHES ETC

5. SOIL EROSIONAND SEDIMENTATIONCONTROLMEASURESTO BE CHECKEDWEEKLYAND AFTEREACH
RAIN. CLEAN AND RESTORE AS REQUIRED.
6. ALL MATERIALSSPILLED,DROPPED,WASHED,OR TRACKEDFROMVEHICLESONTOROADWAYSOR INTO
STORM DRAINS MUST BE REMOVED IMMEDIATELY.

7. DUST ON THE SITE SHALLBE CONTROLLED.THE USE OF MOTOROILS AND OTHERPETROLEUMBASED
OR TOXIC LIQUIDS FOR DUST SUPPRESSION OPERATIONS IS PROHIBITED.
8. REMOVALOF CONTROLMEASURES-DISPOSEOF ALL TEMPORARYEROSIONAND SEDIMENTCONTROL
MEASURES WITH 30 DAYS AFTER FINAL SITE STABILIZATION IS ACHIEVED.

14. STABILIZATIONOF DISTURBEDAREASMUSTBE INITIATEDWITHIN1 WORKINGDAY OF PERMANENTOR
TEMPORARYCESSATIONOF EARTH DISTURBINGACTIVITIESAND SHALL BE COMPLETEDAS SOON AS
POSSIBLE BUT NOT LATER THAN 14 DAYS FROM THE INITIATION OF THE STABILIZATION WORK IN
. AN AREA

9. ALL WASH WATER (CONCRETETRUCKS,VEHICLECLEANING,EQUIPMENTCLEANING,ETC.) SHALL BE
DETAINED AND PROPERLY TREATED OR DISPOSED.

15. DURING DEWATERINGOPERATIONS,WATER WILL BE PUMPEDINTO SEDIMENTBASINS OR SILT TRAPS.
DEWATERING DIRECTLY INTO FIELD TILES OR STORM WATER STRUCTURES IS PROHIBITED.

10.UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED, ALL VEGETATIVE AND STRUCTURAL EROSION AND SEDIMENT
CONTROL PRACTICES WILL BE CONSTRUCTED ACCORDING TO MINIMUM STANDARDS AND
SPECIFICATIONS IN THE
ILLINOIS URBAN MANUAL
LATEST EDITION.

16. THE CONDITIONOF THE CONSTRUCTIONSITE FOR WINTERSHUTDOWNSHALL BE ADDRESSEDEARLY IN
THE FALL GROWINGSEASONSO THAT SLOPESAND OTHER BARE EARTH AREAS MAY BE STABILIZEDWITH
TEMPORARYAND/ORPERMANENTVEGETATIONCOVERFOR PROPEREROSIONAND SEDIMENTCONTROL.ALL
OPEN AREASTHAT ARE TO REMAINIDLE THROUGHOUTTHE WINTERSHALL RECEIVETEMPORARYEROSION
CONTROLMEASURESINCLUDINGTEMPORARYSEEDING,MULCHINGAND/OR EROSION CONTROLBLANKET
PRIORTO THE END OF THE FALL GROWINGSEASON.THE AREASTO BE WORKEDBEYONDTHE END OF THE
GROWING SEASON MUST INCORPORATETHE SOIL STABILIZATIONMEASURES THAT DO NOT RELY ON
VEGETATIVE COVER SUCH AS EROSION CONTROL BLANKET AND HEAVY MULCHING.
17. STOCKPILESOF SOIL AND OTHERBUILDINGMATERIALSTO REMAININ PLACEMORETHANTHREE(3) DAYS
SHALL BE FURNISHEDWITH EROSIONAND SEDIMENTCONTROLMEASURES(I.E., PERIMETERSILT FENCE).
STOCKPILES TO REMAIN IN PLACE FOR 14 DAYS OR MORE SHALL RECEIVE TEMPORARY SEEDING.
18. COMPLETEDSLOPES SHALL BE SEEDED AND MULCHED (OR BLANKETED,IF APPLICABLE)AS THE
EXCAVATIONPROCEEDSTO THE EXTENTCONSIDEREDDESIRABLEAND PRACTICAL. PERMANENTSEEDING
SHALLBE USEDWHENEVERPOSSIBLE.UNDERNO CIRCUMSTANCES
SHALLTHE CONTRACTORPROLONGFINAL
GRADING AND SHAPING SO THAT THE ENTIRE PROJECT CAN BE PERMANENTLY SEEDED AT ONE TIME.
19. THE CONTRACTORIS RESPONSIBLEFOR INSTALLATIONOF ANY ADDITIONALEROSIONCONTROLMEASURES
NECESSARY TO PREVENT EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION AS DETERMINED BY THE CONTROLLING
JURISDICTION.

11.A COPY OF THE APPROVEDEROSIONAND SEDIMENTCONTROLPLAN SHALL BE MAINTAINEDON THE
SITE AT ALL TIMES.
12.PRIOR TO COMMENCINGLAND-DISTURBINGACTIVITIESIN AREAS OTHER THAN INDICATEDON THESE
PLANS, (INCLUDINGBUT NOT LIMITED TO, ADDITIONALPHASES OF DEVELOPMENTAND OFF-SITE
BORROWOR WASTEAREAS)A SUPPLEMENTARY
EROSIONCONTROLPLANSHALLBE SUBMITTEDTO THE
OWNER FOR REVIEW BY THE SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICT.
13.THE CONTRACTORIS RESPONSIBLEFOR INSTALLATIONOF ANY ADDITIONALEROSION CONTROL
MEASURES NECESSARY TO PREVENT EROSION AND SEDIMENTATIONAS DETERMINED BY THE
GOVERNING SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT.

14.DURINGDEWATERINGOPERATIONS,WATERWILL BE PUMPEDINTO SEDIMENTBASINSOR SILT TRAPS.
DEWATERING DIRECTLY INTO FIELD TILES OR STORMWATER STRUCTURES IS PROHIBITED.
15.CONTRACTORSOR SUBCONTRACTORSWILL BE RESPONSIBLEFOR REMOVING SEDIMENT IN THE
DETENTIONPOND AND ANY SEDIMENTTHAT MAY HAVE COLLECTEDIN THE STORMSEWERDRAINAGE
SYSTEMS IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE STABILIZATION OF THE SITE.
16.THE PRIMARYPURPOSEOF ALL SOIL EROSIONAND SEDIMENTCONTROLBMP'S (BEST MANAGEMENT
PRACTICES)IS TO PREVENT SEDIMENT FROM LEAVING THE SITE. ALL STORMWATERDISCHARGE
LOCATIONSWITHA DIRECTCONNECTIONTO THE SITE SHOULDBE MONITOREDCLOSELYFOR EVIDENCE
OF SEDIMENT.THE VILLAGEMAY REQUESTTHAT ADDITIONALBMP'S BE INSTALLEDIN THE EVENT OF
OFF-SITE SEDIMENT DISCHARGE OR HIGH POTENTIAL FOR DISCHARGE.

21. ALL CONTRACTORSAND SUBCONTRACTORSINVOLVEDWITH STORM WATER POLLUTIONPREVENTION
SHALLOBTAINA COPY OF THE STORMWATERPOLLUTIONPREVENTIONPLAN AND THE STATEOR NATIONAL
POLLUTANTDISCHARGEELIMINATIONSYSTEMGENERALPERMIT(NPDESPERMIT)AND BECOMEFAMILIARWITH
THEIR CONTENTS
22. CONTRACTORSHALL IMPLEMENT BEST MANAGEMENTPRACTICES AS REQUIRED BY THE SWPPP.
ADDITIONALBEST MANAGEMENTPRACTICESSHALL BE IMPLEMENTEDAS DICTATEDBY CONDITIONSAT NO
ADDITIONAL COST OF OWNER THROUGHOUT ALL PHASES OR CONSTRUCTION.

Date
Designed
Drawn
Checked
Approved

SCHEDULE
1. (1 WEEK) MOBILIZATION, INSTALL EROSION CONTROL, STRIP ANY VEGETATION

23. BEST MANAGEMENTPRACTICES(BMP'S)AND CONTROLSSHALLCONFORMTO FEDERAL,STATE,OR LOCAL
REQUIREMENTSOR MANUALOF PRACTICE,AS APPLICABLE. CONTRACTORSHALL IMPLEMENTADDITIONAL
CONTROLS AS DIRECTED BY PERMITTING AGENCY OR OWNER.

2. (2 WEEKS) TOP SOIL STRIPING AND MASS GRADING

24. SWPPPLAN MUST CLEARLYDELINEATEALL STATEWATERSAS WELL AS ANY ACTIVITYIMPACTINGSTATE
WATERS OR REGULATED WETLANDS. ALL AREAS MUST BE MAINTAINED ON SITE AT ALL TIMES.

4. (2 WEEKS) INSTALL SANITARY, WATER, GAS, ELECTRIC AND TELEPHONE UTILITIES.

3. (2 WEEKS) INSTALL REMAINING UNDERGROUND STORM UTILITIES AND INLET PROTECTORS.

5. (1 WEEK) PREPARE AND FINE GRADE SITE.

25. GENERALCONTRACTORSHALLDENOTEON PLAN THE TEMPORARYPARKINGAND STORAGEAREA WHICH
SHALL ALSO BE USED AS THE EQUIPMENTMAINTENANCEAND CLEANINGAREA, EMPLOYEEPARKINGAREA,
AND AREA FOR LOCATING PORTABLE FACILITIES, OFFICE TRAILERS, AND TOILET FACILITIES.

File No.

17.PRIOR TO FILING FOR NOTICE OF TERMINATION,THE SITE SHOULD BE PROPERLYSTABILIZED.ALL
VEGETATEDAREASSHOULDHAVEESTABLISHEDPERENNIALVEGETATIONWITHUNIFORMCOVERAGEOF
70% OR GREATER

Drawing No.

20. IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITYOF THE GENERALCONTRACTORTO INFORMANY SUBCONTRACTOR(S)
WHO MAY
PERFORMWORK ON THIS PROJECT OF THE REQUIREMENTSIN IMPLEMENTINGAND MAINTAININGTHESE
EROSIONCONTROLPLANS AND THE NATIONALPOLLUTANTDISCHARGEDISCHARGEELIMINATIONSYSTEM
(NPDES) PERMIT REQUIREMENTS SET FORTH BY THE ILLINOIS EPA.

Drawing No.

Checked

11. REFER TO LANDSCAPE PLAN FOR LOCATIONS AND SPECIFICATIONS OF SODDING AND SEEDING.

File No.

Drawn

10. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOTIFYING THE OWNER, ENGINEER AND THE
COUNTY/MUNICAPILITY,
IN WRITING,OF ANY ADDITIONALSOURCESOF STORMWATERPOLLUTIONOBSERVED
DURING CONSTRUCTION AND THE ADDITIONAL COSTS REQUIRED TO PREVENT ADDITIONAL POLLUTION.

4. PROVISIONSSHALLBE MADETO MINIMIZETHE TRANSPORTOF SEDIMENT(MUD)BY RUNOFFOR VEHICLE
TRACKINGONTOSTATE,COUNTY,OR TOWNSHIPHIGHWAYSOR LOCALSTREETS.IF NECESSARY,STATE
COUNTYOR TOWNSHIPHIGHWAYSOR LOCALSTREETSSHALLBE CLEANEDDAILYAT THE END OF EACH
WORK DAY OR AS REQUIRED TO KEEP MUD AND OR OTHER DEBRIS OFF ANY HIGHWAY OR STREET.
a. IF THE ACTIONOF VEHICLESTRAVELINGOVER THE GRAVELCONSTRUCTIONENTRANCESIS NOT
SUFFICIENTTO REMOVETHE MAJORITYOF DIRT OR MUD, THEN THE TIRES MUST BE WASHED
BEFORETHE VEHICLESENTERA PUBLICROAD. IF WASHINGIS USED,PROVISIONSMUSTBE MADE
TO INTERCEPTTHE WASHWATERAND TRAPTHE SEDIMENTBEFOREIT IS CARRIEDOFF THE SITE.
ONLY USE CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE/STAGING AREAS AS PROVIDED.

Date

9. ANY AND ALL INCIDENTSOF NON-COMPLIANCEMUST BE SUBMITTEDTO KANE COUNTY,THE OWNERAND
IEPA.

3. STORM SEWER INLET PROTECTION- "FLEX STORM"OR APPROVEDEQUAL INLET BASKETSSHALL BE
PLACED IN ALL INLETS AND SILT FENCE SHALL BE INSTALLED AROUND EACH INLET.

Designed

8. IF ADDITIONALEROSIONCONTROLMEASURESNOT SHOWNON THESEDRAWINGSARE REQUIREDTO STOP
OR PREVENTEROSION OR ARE REQUIREDBY ANY AUTHORITYHAVING JURISDICTION,IT SHALL BE THE
CONTRACTOR'SRESPONSIBILITYTO INSTALLSUCHDEVICES.THE OWNERAND ENGINEERSHALLBE NOTIFIED
OF THE ADDITIONAL WORK AND COST PRIOR TO INSTALLATION.

Approved

Checked

Drawn

4. SLOPEPROTECTION- PROTECTSEEDINGON STEEPSLOPESWITHMULCH,EXCELSIORBLANKET,OR EQUAL.
EROSION BLANKET SHALL BE REQUIRED ON ALL SLOPES GREATER THAN 4(H):1(V).

Approved

4. PRIORTO COMMENCINGLAND-DISTURBING
ACTIVITIESIN AREASOTHERTHANINDICATEDON THESEPLANS
(INCLUDINGBUT NOT LIMITEDTO ADDITIONALPHASESOF DEVELOPMENTAND OFF-SITEBORROWOR WASTE
AREAS), A SUPPLEMENTARYSTORM WATER POLLUTIONPREVENTIONPLAN SHALL BE SUBMITTEDBY THE
OWNER FOR REVIEW BY THE COUNTY/MUNICIPALITY AND IEPA.

3. PAVEDAREAS- INSTALLTHE AGGREGATEBASEAS SOONAS THE CONSTRUCTIONSEQUENCETO PROVIDE
REQUIRED STABILIZATION.

Natural Resources Conservation Service
United States Department of Agriculture

3. A COPY OF THE APPROVEDSTORMWATERPOLLUTIONPREVENTIONPLAN SHALLBE MAINTAINEDON THE
SITE AT ALL TIMES.

2. PERMANENTSEEDING - IMMEDIATELYFOLLOWINGFINISH GRADINGAND TOPSOIL PLACEMENTINSTALL
SEEDING OR SOD IN AREAS AS DESIGNATED ON PLANS.
Designed

2. THE COUNTY/MUNICIPALITY
MUST BE NOTIFIEDAT LEAST ONE WEEK PRIOR TO THE PRE-CONSTRUCTION
MEETING, THE COMMENCEMENT OF LAND DISTURBING ACTIVITIES AND FINAL INSPECTION.

Date

EROSION CONTROL NOTES

6. (2 WEEKS) INSTALL CURBS AND STONE BASE FOR PAVING.
7. (2 WEEKS) CONCRETE AND ASPHALT PAVING

26. ALL WASH WATER (CONCRETETRUCKS, VEHICLE CLEANING,EQUIPMENTCLEANING,ETC.) SHALL BE
DETAINED AND PROPERLY TREATED OR DISPOSED.

8. (2 WEEKS) INSTALL LANDSCAPING AND REMOVE TEMPORARY EROSION CONTROL MEASURES.

27. SUFFICIENTOIL AND GREASEABSORBINGMATERIALSAND FLOTATIONBOOMSSHALLBE MAINTAINEDON
SITE OR READILY AVAILABLE TO CONTAIN AND CLEANUP FUEL OR CHEMICAL SPILLS AND LEAKS.
28. RUBBISH,TRASH, GARBAGELITTER, OR OTHER SUCH MATERIALSHALL BE DEPOSITEDINTO SEALED
CONTAINERS,MATERIALSHALLBE PREVENTEDFROMLEAVINGTHE PREMISESTHROUGHTHE ACTIONOR WIND
OR STORM WATER DISCHARGE INTO DRAINAGE DITCHES OR WATERS OF THE STATE.

31. STABILIZATIONOF DISTURBEDAREAS MUST, AT A MINIMUM,BE INITIATEDIMMEDIATELYWHENEVER
ANY CLEARING,GRADING,EXCAVATING,OR OTHEREARTHDISTURBINGACTIVITIESHAVE PERMANENTLY
CEASEDON ANY PORTIONOF THE SITE, OR TEMPORARILYCEASEDON ANY PORTIONOF THE SITE AND
WILL NOT RESUMEFOR A PERIODEXCEEDING14 CALENDARDAYS.STABILIZATIONOF DISTURBEDAREAS
MUST BE INITIATEDWITHIN 1 WORKINGDAY OF PERMANENTOR TEMPORARYCESSATIONOF EARTH
DISTURBINGACTIVITIESANDSHALLBE COMPLETEDAS SOONAS POSSIBLEBUT NOT LATERTHAN14 DAYS
FROM THE INITIATION OF THE STABILIZATION WORK IN AN AREA.

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

30. THE LIMITATIONON SITE DISTURBANCEIS IN RECOGNITIONOF THE NEED TO PREVENTEROSIONIN
PREFERENCETO CONTROLLINGSEDIMENT.SITE DISTURBANCESSHALL NOT EXCEED20 ACRESAT ANY
ONE TIME UNLESS IT IS TO BALANCECUT AND FILL, FOR WHICH A MAXIMUMOF 40 ACRES MAY BE
DISTURBEDAT ANY ONE TIME. THE ADMINISTRATORHAS CONSIDERABLEFLEXIBILITYTO VARY THE
MAXIMUMAREAOF DISTURBANCEBASEDONSITEOR PROJECTSPECIFICCONDITIONS,OR IN RECOGNITION
OF A PARTICULARLYEFFECTIVEPLANWITHAGGRESSIVEAND EFFECTIVEIMPLEMENTATION.
THE AMOUNT
OF AREAOPENTO EROSIONAT ANY ONE TIME POSESA RISKFOR DELIVERYOF SEDIMENTDOWNSTREAM
ANDTHERISKNEEDSTO BE MINIMIZEDCONSISTENTWITHTHE REQUIREMENTSOF GETTINGTHE PROJECT
CONSTRUCTED.

United States
Department of
Agriculture

29. STORM WATER POLLUTIONPREVENTIONMEASURESAS SHOWN ON THIS PLAN ARE TO BE INITIATED
IMMEDIATELY AT THE START OF CONSTRUCTION.

File No.
Drawing No.
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90'-12" HDPE @ 3.50%

LEGEND

STIN A2 (2'Ø)
RIM 711.25
INV 708.10 (12" S,NW)
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77'-12" HDPE @ 3.50%

STORM MANHOLE
FLARED END SECTION

'

TELEPHONE
RISER

SANITARY MANHOLE

STIN A3 (2'Ø)
RIM 708.80
INV 705.40 (12" N,SW)
INV 705.40 (10" E)

FDC

WATER MANHOLE
T/PIPE = 708.25
RIM=712.95

VALVE VAULT / B-BOX
FIRE HYDRANT
LIGHT POLES
TRANSFORMER
TRENCH BACKFILL

60'-12" HDPE @ 1.50%
CATCH BASIN
RIM=711.82
INV=708.42 (NE) 12" RCP
INV=706.52 (SW) 12" RCP

YARD DRAIN A3A (1'Ø)
RIM 708.50
INV 705.51 (10" W)

STCB A5 (4'Ø)
(INSTALL SNOUT ON DS
STORM PIPE)
STIN A4 (2'Ø)
RIM 710.30
RIM 707.30
INV 704.76 (12" W)
INV
704.50
(12" NE,W)
INV 703.76 (12" E, SW)

24'-12" HDPE @ 4.00%
CONNECT TO BUILDING
DOWNSPOUTS AT STUB INV. 705.72

3'-10" HDPE
@ 3.50%

UTILITY NOTES

8" DIWM SERVICE
24'-8" C-900 PVC @
RETAIL 1
4.00%
BLDG INV. 706.68
ADJUST RIM TO
ELEV. 710.60
WATER MANHOLE
RIM=708.71
T/PIPE = 704.05

CATCH BASIN
RIM=708.93
INV=703.60 (NE) 12" RCP
INV=703.60 (S) 12" RCP

WATER MANHOLE
RIM=710.37
T/PIPE = 706.17

U

CORE INV. 703.54
RUBBER BOOT SHALL BE
INSTALLED AT POINT OF
NEW CONNECTION TO
EXISTING MANHOLE.

FIRE

GARBAGE

3. PRECASTCONCRETESECTIONSFOR MANHOLES,CATCH BASINS, INLETS AND
VAULTS SHALL MEET ASTM C478.
WATER MANHOLE
RIM=705.60
T/PIPE = 700.24

4. EXISTING UTILITES SHOWN ARE FOR INFORMATION ONLY AND ARE NOT
NECESSARILYEXCLUSIVE. CONTRACTORSHALLVERIFYUTILITIESWHERE POSSIBLE
AND NOTIFYENGINEEROF DESCREPANCIES,EXCEPTIONS,OR OMISSIONSAS SOON
AS POSSIBLE.

T/WM 704.05
B/STM 706.2

CATCH BASIN
RIM=708.78
INV=706.03 (S) 12" RCP
INV=707.63 (NE) 6" VCP

CATCH BASIN
RIM=708.42
INV=702.72 (N) 12" RCP
INV=702.12 (S) 12" RCP

SANITARY SEWER SERVICE SHALL
BE DIRECTIONALLY BORED INTO
EXISTING SANITARY MANHOLE

2. ALL STORM SEWER PIPE SHALL MEET IDOT SPECIFICATIONS(ART. 550.03) FOR
SELECTING THE PIPE CLASS. STORM PIPE MUST MEET ASTM C76 STANDARDS.

CONTRACTOR SHALL SHUT DOWN SECTION
OF WM TO LOWER EX. MAIN AND TO CUT IN
NEW SERVICE CONNECTION TO BLDG.
VV RIM ELEV. 709.85

104'-12" C-900 PVC @ 1.00%
SANITARY MH
RIM = 709.95
INV = 701.75 (W) 8" PVC

1. ALL WATERMAINSHALL BE CLASS 52 DUCTILEIRON PIPE UNLESS OTHERWISE
SPECIFIED. FITTINGSSHALLMEET AWWAC110 OR C153. VALVE SHALLMEET AWWA
C509-87.

74'-12" RCP @ 1.00%

WATER

208'-8" PVC @ 1.00%
T/STM 704.13
B/SAN 704.26

EXISTING

STORM SEWER
SANITARY SEWER
WATERMAIN
ELECTRIC
TELEPHONE
GAS

15.3

CATCH BASIN
RIM=712.81
INV=708.89 (SW) 12" RCP

SOUTH

FIRE HYDRANT
SITE BENCHMARK
NORTHEAST
BONNET BOLT
EL.=715.53

3RD S
TREET

3'-10" HDPE
@ 3.50%

CONTRACTOR SHALL POTHOLE EX. UTILITIES
PRIOR TO START OF CONSTRUCTION AND
REVIEW DEPTHS OF EX. UTILITIES WITH THE
CITY TO MITIGATE ANY POTENTIAL CONFLICTS
STORM MANHOLE
RIM=705.99
INV=701.10 (SW) 12" RCP

CORE INV 702.72

SANMH 101
RIM 709.00
INV 705.62 (8" W)
INV 705.72 (8" N)

T/WM 701.8
B/STM 703.3
LOWER EX. WM TO MAINTAIN
18" VERT. CLEARANCE

CONTRACTOR SHALL REMOVE
EXISTING STONE WALL FOR STORM
INSTALL AND REPLACE TO MATCH
EX. CONDITION

SO

T

H
T
U

REMOVE PORTION OF EX.
SIDEWALK FOR STORM
INSTALLATION AND REPLACE
TO MATCH EX. CONDITIONS

6. GENERALCONTRACTORSHALLVERIFYSPECIFICSIZE AND LOCATIONOF CONDUIT
FOR GAS, ELECTRIC AND TELEPHONE PRIOR TO INSTALLATION.

ET
E
R

1ST

ST

7. ALL EXISTING DRAIN TILE LOCATED WITHIN THE SITE BOUNDARY SHALL BE
REMOVEDOR ABANDONEDAS NECESSARY.ALL DRAINTILE ENTERINGSITE SHALLBE
TIED INTO PROPOSEDSTORMLINE OR REROUTEDTO MAINTAINEXISTINGDRAINAGE
PATTERNS. IN PLACESWHEREBYTHE PROPOSEDWATERMAINAND EXISTINGACTIVE
DRAINTILECROSS,THE WATERMAINSHALL BE INSTALLEDWITH CASING10 FEET ON
EITHER SIDE OF CROSSING.
8. SANITARYPLUGS WILL BE REQUIREDDURING CONSTRUCTIONAT ALL EXISTING
MANHOLESWHEREPROPOSEDCONNECTIONSARE MADEAND AT THE FIRSTMANHOLE
OF EACH PROPOSED SANITARY LINE.
9. CONTRACTOR TO SEE LANDSCAPE AND IRRIGATION SPECIFICATIONS IN
ARCHITECTURAL PLANS AND CONTRACT DOCUMENTS FOR ADDITIONAL
REQUIREMENTS.
10. ALL STORMSTRUCTURESLOCATEDIN AND ALONGALL B6.12 CURB AND GUTTER
SHALL HAVE CURB FRAME AND GRATES.
11. ALL ROOF DOWNSPOUTSMUST TIE DIRECTLYINTO THE STORMSEWERSYSTEM.
NO OVERLAND DRAINAGE WILL BE PERMITTED FOR THE ROOF DRAINS.

STORM MANHOLE
RIM=705.80
INV=693.93 (E,W) 24" RCP

12. FRAME AND GRATE REQUIREMENTS:
STORM STRUCTURE (PAVEMENT) - NEENAH R-1557 FRAME, R-2557 TYPE G GRATE
STORM STRUCTURE (CURB) - NEENAH R-3281-A TYPE C GRATE
STORM STRUCTURE (GRASS) - NEENAH R-4341-A
SANITARY STRUCTURE - NEENAH R-1713 WITH SOLID LID
EXCEPTIONS TO ABOVE ARE NOTED ON PLANS.
13. THE WATER AND SANITARYSERVICECONNECTION/DISCONNECTIONS
MUST BE
INSPECTED BY BOTH THE PUBLIC WORKS DEPT. AND THE CITY PLUMBING INSPECTOR.
14. EXISTINGSANITARYMANHOLEAT POINT OF PROPOSEDCONNECTIONSHALL BE
VACUUM TESTED.

PROPOSED
GRADE

EXISTING
GRADE

EX. SAN MH
RIM 709.95

SANMH 101
RIM 709.00

B/SAN
704.26

B/SAN
706.20
208'-8" PVC SDR 26 @ 1.00%
INV 703.54 (EX. SAN MH)
INV 705.62 (SANMH 101)

8" PVC (W)
INV 701.95

T/ EX. 12" STM
704.13

T/EX. WM
704.05

24'-8" PVC C900 @ 4.00%
INV 705.72 (SANMH 101)
INV 706.68 (BLDG)

VERTICAL SCALE: 1" = 2'
HORIZONTAL SCALE: 1" = 20'
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0.1

0.1

0.1

SITE LIGHTING PHOTOMETRIC PLAN

Avg/Min

Max/Min

Covered Parking

4.73

7.8

1.5

3.15

5.20

Uncovered Parking

2.10

6.3

0.7

3.00

9.00

30'-0

Luminaire Schedule
Qty

Label

Arranged

TLL

LLF

Description

BUG Rating

CONCRETE POLE
BASE

2

LB-1

SINGLE

N.A.

0.90

New Base, Pole & Fixt 57W LED T4 CLS 30'-0 Mtg Ht (3000K/4974 Lumens) Visionaire VSX-II-T4-32LC-5-3K-CLS

B1-U0-G2

FINISHED GRADE

12

M

SINGLE

N.A.

0.90

New Location Fixt 52W LED T5W 14'-0 Mtg Ht (3000K/6231 Lumens) Visionaire PGA-1-T5W-32LC-5-3K

B3-U0-G1

BASED ON THE INFORMATION PROVIDED, ALL DIMENSIONS AND LUMINAIRE
LOCATIONS SHOWN REPRESENT RECOMMENDED POSITIONS. THE ENGINEER AND/OR
ARCHITECT MUST DETERMINE APPLICABILITY OF THE LAYOUT TO EXISTING OR
FUTURE FIELD CONDITIONS.

THE LIGHTING PATTERN REPRESENTS ILLUMINATION LEVELS CALCULATED FROM
LABORATORY DATA TAKEN UNDER THE CONTROLLED CONDITIONS UTILIZING
CURRENT INDUSTRY STANDARD LAMP RATINGS IN ACCORDANCE WITH ILLUMINATING
ENGINEERING SOCIETY APPROVED METHODS. ACTUAL PERFORMANCE OF ANY
MANUFACTURER'S LUMINAIRE MAY VARY DUE TO VARIATION IN ELECTRICAL
VOLTAGE, TOLERANCE IN LAMPS, AND OTHER VARIABLE FIELD CONDITIONS.

KE609

DATE

06.24.2020

1

ISSUE DATE

Min

06.24.2020

DESIGN LEVEL

Max

3

AGI

Avg

SITE LIGHTING
PHOTOMETRIC
PLAN

Z.NORDIN

CAD

Label

PROJECT #

REFERENCE SPECIFICATION SHEETS
FOR POLE CONFIGURATION

Calculation Summary

Symbol

SHEET DESCRIPTION

LIGHT FIXTURE

#

INIT

N

SCALE: 1"= 20'-0"

Z.NORDIN

SHEET#:

1

REVISIONS

S
T
S
1
H
T
U
O
S

DESCRIPTION

T
E
E
R
T

SL200

FOR ADDITIONAL LIGHTING INFORMATION CONTACT:

4

N

SINGLE

N.A.

0.90

New Location Fixt 52W LED T5W 11'-0 Mtg Ht (3000K/6231 Lumens) Visionaire PGA-1-T5W-32LC-5-3K

B3-U0-G1

2

WP

SINGLE

N.A.

0.90

New Location Wall Pack 105W LED T4 24'-0 Mtg Ht (3000K/11715 Lumens) Visionaire VSC-1-T4-48LC-7-3K

B2-U0-G2

2

POLE DETAIL LB-2
SCALE: NTS

PH: 763.684.1548

6

50

51

2.2

5

4.0

93.0
M

2.2

4

2.2

3

52

2.8

2

3.2

5.9

55

609 SOUTH THIRD STREET
GENEVA. IL

46

4.6

RETAIL 1

0.2

9

29

4.2
45

43

42

1.6
30

4

53

54

31

CHANGE LOCATION OF POLE AND ADDED WALLPACKS

5.0

41

2.0

ZPN

40

32

33

34

MULTI-USE
DEVELOPMENT

ENGINEER INFO

6.6

3.4

21
0.2
LB-1

4.2

4.4

WATER

11

28

5.5

38

FIRE PUMP

1.1

5.9

7.2

2.9

1.0

5
7.4
5.7
N

4.3
39

1.0

36
5.9

2
6.6
N

4.2

1.8

27

1.0

4.0

3.8

4.8
35

3.0

26

1.2

ENGINEER SEAL

SOUTH

37

4.5

1.5

PROJECT INFO

3.6

ENGINEER INFO

3.5

ELECTRICAL
ROOM

CURB NOTES :

1
C7.2

CONCRETE PAVEMENT
NOT TO SCALE

7

DETAIL - COMMERCIAL DRIVEWAY

C7.2

13
C7.2

NOT TO SCALE

DETAIL-ACCESSIBLE PAVEMENT SYMBOL
NOT TO SCALE

2
C7.2

DETAIL - PAVEMENT SECTION
NOT TO SCALE

8
C7.2

BOLLARD
NOT TO SCALE

3
C7.2

9
C7.2

DETAIL - CURB AND GUTTER SECTION
NOT TO SCALE

DETAIL - ACCESSIBLE PARKING SIGN
NOT TO SCALE

4
C7.2

TYPICAL SIDEWALK SECTION
NOT TO SCALE

10
C7.2

ACCESSIBLE SIGN
NOT TO SCALE

5
C7.2

DETAIL - SIDEWALK RAMP
NOT TO SCALE

11
C7.2

STOP SIGN DETAIL
NOT TO SCALE

6
C7.2

AISLE DIRECTION PAVEMENT ARROW
NOT TO SCALE

12
C7.2

TYP. 90° PARKING
NOT TO SCALE

NOTES:

NOTES:

NOTES:

TYPICAL INSTALLATION
CONFIGURATION DETAIL

1. ALL HOODS AND TRAPS FOR CATCH BASINS AND WATER QUALITY STRUCTURES SHALL BE AS MANUFACTURED BY:
BEST MANAGEMENT PRODUCTS, INC.
53 MT. ARCHER RD.
LYME, CT 06371
(860) 434-0277, (860) 434-3195 FAX
TOLL FREE: (800) 504-8008 OR (888) 354-7585
WEB SITE: www.bmpinc.com
OR PRE-APPROVED EQUAL

1" PVC ANTI-SIPHON
PIPE ADAPTER

REMOVABLE WATERTIGHT
ACCESS PORT, 6" OPENING

2. ALL HOODS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED OF A GLASS REINFORCED RESIN COMPOSITE WITH ISO GEL COAT EXTERIOR FINISH WITH A MINIMUM 0.125"
LAMINATE THICKNESS.

ANTI-SIPHON DEVICE
SNOUT
OIL-DEBRIS
HOOD

3. ALL HOODS SHALL BE EQUIPPED WITH A WATERTIGHT ACCESS PORT, A MOUNTING FLANGE, AND AN ANTI-SIPHON VENT AS DRAWN. (SEE
CONFIGURATION DETAIL)

VERTICAL BEND

OIL AND DEBRIS
OUTLET
PIPE

4. THE SIZE AND POSITION OF THE HOOD SHALL BE DETERMINED BY OUTLET PIPE SIZE AS PER MANUFACTURER'S RECOMMENDATION.
5. THE BOTTOM OF THE HOOD SHALL EXTEND DOWNWARD A DISTANCE EQUAL TO 1/2 THE OUTLET PIPE DIAMETER WITH A MINIMUM DISTANCE OF 6"
FOR PIPES <12" I.D.
6. THE ANTI-SIPHON VENT SHALL EXTEND ABOVE HOOD BY MINIMUM OF 3" AND A MAXIMUM OF 24" ACCORDING TO STRUCTURE CONFIGURATION.

MOUNTING FLANGE

7. THE SURFACE OF THE STRUCTURE WHERE THE HOOD IS MOUNTED SHALL BE FINISHED SMOOTH AND FREE OF LOOSE MATERIAL.
8. THE HOOD SHALL BE SECURELY ATTACHED TO STRUCTURE WALL WITH 3/8' STAINLESS STEEL BOLTS AND OIL-RESISTANT GASKET AS SUPPLIED BY
MANUFACTURER. (SEE INSTALLATION DETAIL)
9. INSTALLATION INSTRUCTIONS SHALL BE FURNISHED WITH MANUFACTURER SUPPLIED INSTALLATION KIT.
INSTALLATION KIT SHALL INCLUDE:
A. INSTALLATION INSTRUCTIONS
B. PVC ANTI-SIPHON VENT PIPE AND ADAPTER
C. OIL-RESISTANT CRUSHED CELL FOAM GASKET WITH PSA BACKING
D. 3/8" STAINLESS STEEL BOLTS
E. ANCHOR SHIELDS

SEE NOTE*

OUTLET PIPE (HIDDEN)

FRONT VIEW

SOLIDS SETTLE ON
BOTTOM

SIDE VIEW

SNOUT OIL-WATER-DEBRIS SEPARATOR
*NOTE- SUMP DEPTH OF 36" MIN. FOR < OR= 12" DIAM.
OUTLET. FOR OUTLETS >OR= 15", DEPTH = 2.5-3X DIAM.

10) AT AN ABSOLUTE MINIMUM, STRUCTURE INTERNAL DIMENSIONS MUST BE AT LEAST LARGE ENOUGH TO ACCOMMODATE EXTERNAL DIMENSIONS OF THE SNOUT, AND
ALLOW FOR A PERSON TO INSTALL IT.
11) USE ONLY "F" SERIES SNOUTS FOR RECTANGULAR OR SQUARE STRUCTURES, AVAILABLE IN 12", 18", 24", 30",
48", AND 96" SIZES. USE ONLY "R" SERIES SNOUTS FOR ROUND STRUCTURES, AVAILABLE IN 12", 18", 24", AND,
30" SIZES.

INSTALLATION DETAIL

12) SUMP DEPTH (Ds)- SUMP DEPTH SHALL BE A MINIMUM OF 36" FOR ANY NEW CONSTRUCTION FOR PIPES 2"
AND LESS. FOR 12" AND GREATER PIPE MIN. DEPTH SHALL BE 48".

ANTI-SIPHON VENT STACK
SIZED ACCORDING TO TOP
OF STRUCTURE OR GRATE.
3" MIN. HEIGHT.
Dp OUTLET PIPE
DIAMETER (I.D.)

13) STRUCTURE DIMENSIONS- PLAN DIMENSIONS FOR A STRUCTURE SHALL BE APPROX. 7X AREA OF OUTLET PIPE.
14) IMPORTANT NOTICE: DO NOT CONFUSE PIPE O.D WITH PIPE I.D. A SNOUT FITS OVER A PIPE, NOT IN IT.
THUS, SNOUT MUST BE SIZED TO FIT OVER PIPE OPENING IN STRUCTURE. SNOUTS ARE AVAILABLE FOR ROUND
STRUCTURES TO ACCOMODATE PIPES OF 30" O.D. MAX. FOR PIPES 30" O.D. AND ABOVE, USE SQUARE OR
RECTANGULAR STRUCTURES.

"SNOUT" OIL/DEBRIS
STOP BY BMP, INC.
INSTALLED PER MFG.
SPECIFICATION

1
C7.3

DETAIL - AUX. VALVE AND BOX
NOT TO SCALE

2
C7.3

3
C7.3

WATERMAIN THRUST BLOCK
NOT TO SCALE

DETAIL - VALVE VAULT
NOT TO SCALE

STRUCTURE HOLE SIZE
11.9" O.D. OR LESS
12.0"-17.9" O.D.
18.0"-23.9" O.D.
24.0"-29.9" O.D.
30.0"-47.9" O.D.
48.0"-95.9" O.D.

Ds 36.00" MIN.

BOTTOM OF HOOD
1/2 PIPE I.D. BELOW
INVERT OF PIPE (6" MIN.)

MOUNTING
FLANGE

ANCHOR W/ BOLT
(SEE DETAIL A)

INSTALLATION NOTE:

D

POSITION HOOD SUCH THAT
BOTTOM FLANGE IS A
DISTANCE OF 1/2 OUTLET
PIPE DIAMETER (MIN.)
BELOW THE PIPE INVERT.
MINUMUM DISTANCE FOR
PIPES < 12" I.D. IS 6".

1/2 D
GASKET
COMPRESSED
BETWEEN HOOD
AND STRUCTURE
(SEE DETAIL B)

DETAIL A

NOTES :

A

A

SECTIONAL PLAN

DETAIL - TYPICAL INLET
NOT TO SCALE

6
C7.3

DETAIL - CATCH BASIN
NOT TO SCALE

SANITARY MANHOLE NOTES :

A

A
SECTIONAL PLAN
SECTION A-A

8
C7.3

DETAIL - TYPICAL SANITARY MANHOLE
NOT TO SCALE

7
C7.3

SECTION A-A

DETAIL - TYPICAL STORM MANHOLE
NOT TO SCALE

SNOUT SPECIFICATION FOR
CATCH BASINS AND
WATER QUALITY STRUCTURES

Ws
WIDTH OF
STRUCTURE

DRILLED
HOLE

ANCHOR
SHIELD

EXPANSION CONE
(NARROW END OUT)

NOTES :

5
C7.3

SNOUTSIZE
12 F or R
18 F or R
24 F or R
30 F or R
48 F
96 F

DETAIL B
FOAM GASKET W/
PSA BACKING
(TRIM TO LENGTH)

STAINLESS
BOLT

DESCRIPTION

DATE

SCALE

SNOUT
SPECIFICATION AND
INSTALLATION
(TYPICAL)

09/08/00

NONE

DRAWING NUMBER

SP-SN

8"

CAZ

6935 NW 50th Street
Miami, Florida 33166
+1.305.814.8805
www.sumacinc.com

U

EXISTING CURB TO
BE REMOVED, TYP

"E (M)
07' 17
N76°
' (M)
147.22

Consultants

'
36.30

EXISTING
STRUCTURE

'
24.20

CAZ

CAZ

24.20

'

CAZ

N87° 49' 17"E (M)
22.50' (R=M)

EXISTING CURB TO
BE REMOVED, TYP

'
36.30

Stree
t

EXISTING
CHAINLINK
FENCE TO BE
REMOVED

LOT 7

S

28.00'

CAZ

60.05'

S00° 43' 56"E (M)
206.41' (M)

N10° 13
'1
172.66' (R 6"E (M)
) 172.62'
(M)

EXISTING
STRUCTURE

EM
568
709.42
44.65'

EXISTING
CONCRETE TO BE
REMOVED, TYP.

P2

CAZ

(2) EXISTING PYRUS
LOT 6
CALLERYANA TO BE
ROOT PRUNED AND
CROWN PRUNED TO
MINIMIZED DAMAGE
DURING CONSTRUCTION

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THESE PLANS WERE
PREPARED UNDER MY SUPERVISION AND THAT
THEY COMPLY, TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE,
WITH ALL THE BUILDING CODES AND ORDINANCES
OF THE CITY OF CHICAGO, IL.

LOT 5
EXISTING CURB TO
BE REMOVED, TYP

CAZ

10"

P1

16.70'

TPZ

TPZ

12"

EXISTING CURB TO
BE REMOVED, TYP

28.00'

3rd.

31.99'

MATERIALS STORAGE

LOT 4

Owne

EXISTING CURB TO
BE REMOVED, TYP

NOTE:
OVERGROWN TREES AND SHRUBS
TO BE HORTICULTURALLY
PRUNED. SITE TO BE CLEANED OF
WEEDS AND DEAD PLANT
MATERIAL.

EXISTING 20" ACER
TO BE REMOVED
TREE PROTECTION
FENCE, TYP.

N79° 36' 39"W (M)
15.07' (R) 15.03 (M)

20"

S89° 15' 48"W (M)
183.89' (R) 183.92' (M)

CAZ

CAZ

609 S 3rd Street

LEGEND
8"
8"

P3

P4

TPZ

8"

P5

TPZ

TPZ

TPZ

635
709.78
WALL

637
708.46
WALL PT PC

8"

P7

P

TPZ
(5) EXISTING TILIA
CORDATA TO BE
MAINTAINED

636
709.75
WALL

3rd

EXISTING LANDSCAPE
TO REMAIN

642
707.37
WALL

EXISTING TREE
TO REMAIN

EXISTING TREE
TO BE REMOVED

t

.
Str

643
706.77
WALL PT E

Geneva, Illinois

P6
8"

.
1st

ee
Str

TRZ

t
ee

CAZ

T
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LANDSCAPE CALCULATIONS
TOTAL AREA OF SITE:
33,391 SF
0.73 ACRES
AREA FOR OFF-STREET PARKING
10,070 SF
AREA OF IMPERVIOUS SURFACES
30,390 SF
AREA OF INTERIOR LANDSCAPING REQUIRED
1,007 SF
1/17/2020 11:22:45 AM

8' 4' 0'

AREA OF INTERNAL LANDSCAPING PROVIDED
2,420 SF
NO IRRIGATION PROPOSED.

PLANTING LIST
BOTANICAL NAME

COMMON NAME
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SIZE

COMMENTS
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AF
ACER FREEMANII 'AUTUMN BLAZE'
GB
GINGKO BILOBA 'AUTUMN GOLD'
QR
QUERCUS WAREI 'KINDRED SPIRIT'
UMG ULMUS ‘MORTON GLOSSY’

AUTUMN BLAZE MAPLE
AUTUMN GOLD GINGKO
KINDRED SPIRIT OAK
TRIUMPH ELM

3
4
4
1

3"
3"
3"
3"

7' CLEAR
7' CLEAR
BRANCHED TO GROUND
7' CLEAR

SHRUBS
CP
COMPTONIA PEREGRINA
JV
JUNIPERUS VIRGINIANA 'CANEARTII'
MP
MYRICA PENSYLVANICA
TM
TAXUS MEDIA 'TAUNTON'

SWEET FERN
CANEART JUNIPER
BAYBERRY
TAUNTON YEW

16
26
22
15

3 GAL
48"
5 GAL
24"

WELL-FORMED
WELL-FORMED
WELL-FORMED
WELL-FORMED

PERENNIALS
AH
AMSONIA HUBRICHTII
GT
GEUM TRIFOLIUM
SP
SPOROBOLUS HETEROLEPSIS
VL
VERNONIA LETTERMANII 'IRON BUTTERFLY'

THREAD LEAFED BLUESTAR
PRAIRIE SMOKE
PRAIRIE DROPSEED
IRON BUTTERFLY VERNONIA
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116
116
116

1 GAL
1 GAL
1 GAL
1 GAL
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WELL-FORMED

Sheet Title

Landscape Plan
Project Number
Author
Checker

Project Number
Drawn By
Checked By
Copyright SUMAC Inc. 2019

L-100

SHADE TREE WITH STRONG
CENTRAL LEADER (DO NOT
PRUNE, STAKE, OR WRAP
TREES UNLESS DIRECTED TO
DO SO BY LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECT)

CROWN OF ROOTBALL FLUSH
WITH EXISTING GRADE LEAVING
TRUNK FLARE VISIBLE AT THE
TOP OF THE ROOT BALL
REMOVE ALL TWINE, ROPE, WIRE,
AND BURLAP FROM TOP HALF OF
ROOT BALL (IF PLANT IS SHIPPED
WITH WIRE BASKET AROUND THE
ROOT BALL, CUT WIRE IN FOUR (4)
PLACES AND FOLD DOWN 8" INTO
PLANTING HOLE)

TREE WATERING BAG (SEE
SPECIFICATIONS) INSTALL
SAME DAY TREE IS
PLANTED, BAG TO REMAIN
ON TREE AND KEPT FULL
THROUGHOUT THE
GROWING SEASON DURING
FULL WARRANTY PERIOD

GENERAL NOTES:
SHRUB (DO NOT PRUNE,
STAKE, OR
WRAP SHRUBS UNLESS
DIRECTED TO DO SO BY
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT)
CROWN OF ROOT BALL
FLUSH WITH FINISH
GRADE LEAVING TRUNK
FLARE VISIBLE AT THE
TOP OF THE ROOT BALL

2.

ROOT BALL WITH BURLAP
HALF-REMOVED
3" DEPTH MULCH LAYER,
AFTER SETTLEMENT, TO
EDGE OF PLANTING BED.
DO NOT PLACE MULCH IN
CONTACT WITH SHRUB

FINISH GRADE

ROUGHEN WALLS OF
SHRUB PLANTING PIT
UNEXCAVATED
SUBGRADE OR
TAMPED SOIL

PLANTING SOIL BACKFILL

ROOT BALL ON UNEXCAVATED
OR TAMPED SOIL

3x

1

2

TYPICAL TREE PLANTING DETAIL
SCALE : NTS

6.

For Tree and Shrub beds:
70% clean silt loam topsoil
15% coarse sand
15% pine bark fines
For Perennial and Groundcover beds:
50% clean silt loam topsoil
25% coarse sand
25% pine bark fines

TYPICAL SHRUB PLANTING DETAIL
SCALE : NTS

AS NOTED ON PLANT LIST

AS NOTED ON PLANT LIST

EXISTING TREE TO
PROTECT
DRIP LINE

NOTE: PERENNIALS TO BE PLANTED IN
RANDOM DRIFTS OF 5 OR 7 PLANTS.

All planting areas shall be thoroughly tilled to a minimum of 12-15" depth.
Topsoil shall be free of debris, stones, and other material not more than one inch (1") diameter in size.
All excess materials and spoils resulting from the landscape work shall be legally disposed of off-site by the Landscape
Contractor.

Planting Standards
15. All plants shall be protected against heat, sun, wind, and frost during transportation to the site and while being held at
the site. Do not store plants in total darkness more than one day.
16. Plant root balls shall not be damaged during transportation or planting.
17. Contractor shall notify the AOR at the time of delivery of any plant material that is damaged or in poor condition to
determine acceptability.
18. All trees shall be single trunk standards unless otherwise noted.
19. Landscape Architect shall approve all plant materials for quality, condition and specified sizes. Trees and shrubs shall
be approved at nursery location or photos can be emailed to the Landscape Architect for approval, during tagging or
before removal and transport to job site. Notify Landscape Architect 1 week prior to tentative date of tagging. Tagging
should occur at least 1 week prior to the tentative date of transporting the plant material.
20. Perennials and groundcovers shall be approved at job site prior to installation. At least one plant of each species
delivered to the site will have an identification tag from the supplying nursery showing common and botanical plant
names.
21. Landscape Architect shall field verify and approve all final staked tree, shrub, and perennial bed locations and all
perennial layouts prior to installation. Notify Landscape Architect 1 week prior to the tentative date of staking.
22. Landscape Architect reserves the right to inspect all plant materials before planting. Material may be rejected at any
time due to condition, form or damage before or after planting.
23. All temporary plant tying material and marking tapes shall be removed at the time of planting.
Mulching
24. For tree and shrub install organic double shredded hardwood bark mulch at a depth of 3”.
25. For perennial and groundcover beds: install organic composted leaf mulch at a depth of 3”.

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THESE PLANS WERE
PREPARED UNDER MY SUPERVISION AND THAT
THEY COMPLY, TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE,
WITH ALL THE BUILDING CODES AND ORDINANCES
OF THE CITY OF CHICAGO, IL.

Owne

609 S 3rd Street
Geneva, Illinois

Maintenance & Warranties
26. All plants shall be thoroughly watered in at time of planting and watered and maintained throughout construction until
final acceptance by owner or certificate of occupancy is required. Contractor shall water all plants immediately after
planting. Flood plants twice during the first twenty-four (24) hours after planting.
27. Landscape Contractor shall warranty all trees, shrubs, perennials, and ornamental grasses under this contract against
death and defects including unsatisfactory growth, except for effects resulting from neglect by owner, abuse or
damage by others or unusual phenomenon or incidents which are beyond the contractor's control.
28. Contractor shall repair to its original condition any area or item damaged as a result of their work.

PERENNIALS OR GROUNDCOVER

3"

3" COMPOSTED LEAVES

1'-4"

Contractors shall familiarize themselves with all landscape specifications prior to commencement of work. Any
questions or concerns shall be directed to AOR or Landscape Architect in writing prior to landscape work
commencement.
Plant quantities shown on drawings are for contractor's convenience in estimating only. Contractors are responsible for
providing plant materials sufficient to cover areas shown on plans at the spacings indicated.

Site grading
8.
All surface drainage shall be diverted away from building. Where poor subsurface drainage conditions occur in the
field, contractor shall notify Landscape Architect immediately and make recommendations for solutions to drainage
issues before proceeding with work.
9.
Slope all planting areas away from building at 2” min. grade.
10. All grading, drainage, and utilities shall be evaluated in the field for conflict points with designed grading.

12.
13.
14.

AS NOTED ON PLANT LIST

Consultants

Soil & planting mix
11. All soil planting mix for backfill or beds, whether from on-site stockpile or new imported soil, shall be amended to meet
the following requirements:

EXCAVATE SHRUB BED TO BE 3 TIMES
WIDER THAN ROOT BALL DIAMETER

TAMPED SOIL AROUND BASE

Every attempt has been made to show all utility lines where they exist. Contractor shall use every precaution in digging
since actual underground utilities may not be as shown. Contractor shall become thoroughly familiar with all
underground utility locations prior to any digging and verify locations and depths of all utilities. Contractor shall report
any conflicts to AOR prior to beginning work.
Contractor shall verify all dimensions and locations of existing and proposed features, including existing vegetation,
and familiarize themselves with any obstacles encumbering the installation of this project. Any concerns shall be
directed to AOR or Landscape Architect in writing prior to commencing work.
Contractors shall keep all areas clean and orderly at all times.
Contractors shall keep all roadways and walkways clear of mud and debris that result from landscape operations.
Contractor is responsible for protecting existing trees and vegetation to remain. Contractor shall replace any existing
trees or vegetation that are damaged during construction.

PLANTING NOTES:

7.

ROOT BALL

x

3.
4.
5.

TOPSOIL (TYP.)

3" MULCH LAYER IN 6' DIAMETER
RING (DO NOT PLACE MULCH IN
CONTACT WITH TREE TRUNK)

SLOPE = 1:1

1.

6935 NW 50th Street
Miami, Florida 33166
+1.305.814.8805
www.sumacinc.com

TOP SOIL :
50% CLEAN SILT LOAM SOIL
25% COARSE SAND
25% PINE BARK FINES

ORANGE 48" HT. MINIMUM.
PLASTIC SNOW FENCE
STEEL POSTS, 5' O.C.
MINIMUM
2" MULCH
EXISTING GRADE

VARIES

3

TYPICAL PERENNIAL PLANTING DETAIL
SCALE : NTS

4

TREE PROTECTION DETAIL
SCALE : NTS
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Opportunity Site 7
Metra Station Area Opportunity Concept
SOUTH

Retail Development/Southern
Gateway

An objective of this concept is to provide new retail
development integrated into the new parking
structure south of the tracks in the area bounded by
3rd Street, 1st Street (IL Route 31), and the railroad
tracks. The intention is to provide an extension of
the retail “streetwall” along 3rd Street and the corner
at 1st Street. This new retail development, together
with the potential for distinctive streetscape and
right-of-way improvements (possibly including a
roundabout) will create an attractive gateway,
welcoming visitors into Downtown Geneva as they
travel northbound on 1st Street.

Roundabout and Pedestrian Overpass

2

3

2ND

Because of the close proximity to the Geneva Metra
Station, several properties within this opportunity
concept area are recommended for parking decks to
accommodate the increasing demand for commuter
parking and the overall planned Metra ridership. In
addition to the already planned expansion of the
existing parking deck, three new deck locations are
illustrated in this concept – two south of the tracks
flanking both sides of 1st Street, and another deck
south of South Street, behind the retail/mixed-use
building fronting on the west side of 3rd Street.
Although the proposed structure north of the station
would be a parking structure only, the deck south of
the tracks would be integrated into a structure that
provided ground floor commercial fronting along 3rd
Street and wrapping around the corner to 1st Street.
Additionally, another deck location is indicated east
of 1st Street at the location of the existing
commuter lot. A pedestrian overpass could also
provide a new option for safe passage over 1st Street
for commuters. For the three new deck concepts
shown, the one north of the Metra station is
intended for employees, customers, and shoppers,
while the two decks south of the tracks are intended
to be designated for commuters.

4

1
CRESC

ENT

10

5
6
8
10

10

7
1ST

9

New Residential Development

New residential development opportunities are
provided along the south side of South Street
between 2nd Street and 1st Street, and along the
west side of 4th Street just north of the railroad
tracks. In both of these locations the concept
illustrates rowhouses, although higher densities
could be achieved through the development of
appropriately designed multi-family condominium or
apartment buildings, providing a wider range of
residential options within close proximity of the
Merta station and nearby shopping and amenities.
Finally, the existing one-story commercial building
along the east side of 3rd Street between Crescent
and South, and including the surface lot to the east,
are shown as potential for new 3-4 story mixed-use
development, including multi-family residential on
the upper floors.

1

6

Row houses in close
proximity to Metra
Station with back
alley
8 units

Pedestrian overpass

2

7

A new parking deck
behind the existing
multi-family mixeduse building for shoppers
2-3 stories
~ 80 parking spaces
per level
Multi-story mixed use
building with parking
deck for commuters
and retail
2-3 stories
~ 20,000 s.f. grnd flr
~ 150 parking spaces
per level

3

Potential multi-story
mixed use building
with office or residential above
2-3 stories
~ 35,000 to 50,000
s.f. grnd flr

4

Additional row houses
offer immediate
access to the Downtown and station area
11 units

5

Existing Metra Station.
Site has potential for
mixed-use redevelopment
incorporating the Metra
station and maintaining
the site as the “transit
hub” for Downtown

31

38

8

Potential overflow
parking deck
2-3 stories
~ 150 parking spaces
per level

9

New Roundabout

10

25

State St

Pace Bus Turn-Ins

38

UP Railroad
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Two new ideas represented in this concept are a
roundabout at the intersection of 3rd Street and I1st
Street and a pedestrian overpass crossing over 1st
Street providing safe pedestrian connectivity from
any future parking deck located east of 1st Street.
Both ideas will require further engineering study at a
later date, but both ideas could significantly improve
the circulation and mobility of the area as well as
provide opportunities for designs that would make
each a contributing component to the area’s unique
character and identity.

Structured Parking

3RD

The development concept for this opportunity site is
to provide additional parking for commuters,
additional commercial/retail along 3rd Street, and
new residential development opportunities along
South Street and 4th Street, all in a manner that
maintains the overall desired character of the area
while providing for the future increase in Metra
ridership and the better utilization of key sites near
the station.

4TH

Development Concept Overview

City of Geneva Downtown/Station Area Master Plan
prepared by Houseal Lavigne Associates

Section 2: Land Use and Development Framework 31

STAFF REPORT
TO:

Staci Springer, Community Development Director
Kelly Purvis, Planner

FROM:

Cole Jackson, Associate Planner

DATE:

October 29, 2019

RE:

Comprehensive Planning and Municipal Parking Strategies

BACKGROUND
Parking is necessary for suburban communities to thrive but parking regulation can be complicated
resulting in too much or too little parking, unnecessary impervious surface, excessive development
costs, and costly site design complications (especially for historic structures). In order to ensure that
the Village actively manages parking in an appropriate manner the following information outlines a
that may be considered to better manage parking while supporting an environment that is more
economically and environmentally sustainable. This staff report outlines research on the impacts of
the Village’s current parking management strategy that relies on parking minimums and proposes
several additional parking management strategies which can be considered to better manage parking.
RESEARCH

Recent Trends, Economic Impacts, & Affordable Housing

The Village currently requires a certain amount of parking spaces per land use. This is a common
parking management strategy throughout the region. There is a strong and growing consensus
within transportation planning that this approach demands reconsideration. Parking minimums are
generic and often arbitrary. They do not take into account the uniqueness of each community or the
context of a development. For these reasons it is difficult to justify our existing parking minimums
and makes comparisons to other communities difficult as this strategy results in municipalities
perpetuating mistakes and ignoring local contexts.
In February of 2019, Mr. Bruce Belmore P.Eng., PTOE, AVS international president of the Institute
of Transportation Engineers (ITE) which many communities use as their basis for parking
standards, came out against the use of parking minimums as a parking management strategy.
Adequate parking is necessary for the success of business and development in the Village but our
current methods have many negative impacts. Village staff would suggest updating the Village Code
and the Village’s parking management strategies to maintain access to parking while improving
urban design, sustainability, and development quality. Space saved by better parking management
can be maintained as green space to help with stormwater infiltration, used for additional building
1

space, and additional landscape screening or buffers between uses, or for amenities such as bike
parking, vehicle charging stations, and outdoor seating.
The National Parking Association (NPA) recently took a position on parking minimums and land
use as part of their eight “policy pillars”. NPA supports reducing or eliminating outdated and costly
minimum parking space requirements and allows free-market developers to set parking minimums
based on demand. Further, NPA supports efforts to gather fact-based data and encourage
public/private dialogue and partnerships, and planning and zoning that aids citizens and commuters.
NPA gave the following background for their position, “Excessive parking requirements cost
developers money and costs cities space that could otherwise be used for public, retail, or residential
use. These outdated measures often negatively effective the kind of local planning and zoning
needed to create and maintain vibrant communities. NPA believes that localities should seek to ease
zoning and land use restrictions to accommodate increased population and subsequent demand for
mixed-use properties in urban hubs. But they don’t often follow this formula.”
NPA also released the following talking points on the subject;
• Parking minimums must be reduced or eliminated. Government can allow market
demand to determine the appropriate supply of parking. This will reduce the cost of
development and result in a better balance of parking supply and expected demand for the
specific real estate application.
• Minimum parking requirements cost cities $1,000 per space in annual tax
revenues.1 Land used for parking often generates far less tax revenue than land used for
buildings. The difference in taxes may discourage developers from converting unused
surface lots into more productive uses.
• Parking minimums have already been eliminated in major cities such as Buffalo, NY,
Hartford, CT, Santa Monica, CA, Fargo, ND, and Mexico City, Mexico.
• Addressing antiquated minimum parking requirements will allow for more clarity in
market pricing resulting in more affordable real estate. Allowing the market to set the
right number of stalls will reduce excess supply in some areas and drive more affordable real
estate projects.2
• Model real data to plan for parking development. NPA, Urban Land Institute and
International Council of Shopping Centers release Shared Parking book & definitive model
for mixed use parking space planning.
• Set standards for automated & mechanical parking. ANSI standard development
underway with NPA support by Automotive Lift Institute.
• Shopping center construction costs increase by 93% to adhere to parking
requirements.3 This surge in construction costs hurts investors, developers and business
owners. The reduction or elimination of parking minimums will encourage smart retail.

2

•

Smart planning reduces congestion. The reduction or elimination of required on-street
parking reduces double-parking and frees up valuable curb infrastructure to be used for
other things, including delivery drop-off, loading zones, rideshare pickup, etc.4
1.
2.
3.
4.

Effects of Parking Provision on Automobile Use in Cities, State Smart Transportation Initiative & The
University of Connecticut
NPA-PwC: Reducing Congestion Through Shared Mobility
The High Cost of Free Parking, Donald Shoup
NPA-PwC: Reducing Congestion Through Shared Mobility

According to CMAP’s Parking Strategies to Support Livable Communities traditional parking
requirements, like Glen Ellyn’s, specify a minimum number of spaces to be provided for each land
use. Applying economic principles of supply and demand to parking would result in the elimination
of minimum parking requirements, allowing the market to determine appropriate levels of supply.
Given the high cost of providing parking, developers have an incentive to build what they consider
to be the minimum amount needed to satisfy customers. Eliminating minimum parking
requirements can also provide opportunities for small businesses who could not afford to build the
amount of parking that was previously required. The City of Elmhurst eliminated parking
requirements for commercial development their downtown twenty years ago and has pursued a
variety of strategies to manage the parking supply and create a pedestrian-friendly core. They noted
in a 2017 report that the trend in urban and suburban downtowns is to have no off-street parking
requirement or, in some cases, off-street parking maximums. Over the past two decades the parking
requirement for downtown residential uses was reduced from 2.5 spaces per unit to 2 spaces per unit
in response to the reduced demand for parking for dwelling units in Transportation Development
Areas. Indeed, the Applicants requesting parking relief over the past two decades have been able to
provide sufficient evidence to indicate that the actual parking need is somewhere in the range of 0.5
to 1.0 parking spaces per dwelling unit.
Existing parking minimums are often based on the idea that more parking is better. The assumption
is that without enough parking, motorists will “cruise for parking” in nearby neighborhoods, causing
unwanted congestion. Most local governments and developers want to avoid such outcomes.
Unfortunately, the data used to set minimum parking requirements is limited and often irrelevant.
To set requirements, most cities use the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Parking
Generation handbook to set requirements or look to see what their neighbors have done, often
without conducting a parking survey. The majority of the data in the first three editions of Parking
Generation is from the 1980s; the 1st and 2nd editions use data averaging the maximum observed
demand in “isolated, suburban sites,” and the 3rd edition only begins to factor in variables that
would affect parking such as time of day, access to transit, or walkability of a site. Therefore, a
parking survey provides a much more reliable measure of area-specific parking needs.
The 3rd and 4th editions have a broader base of data to draw from, but should still be used with
caution and mainly to supplement area-specific research. For example, the land use “billiard hall”
3

lists a parking supply ratio of 6.9 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA and 3.0 vehicles per billiard. This is
based upon a single hour of observation on a weekday in a suburban town in New Jersey in 1990.
This data would have little relevance to a billiard hall in a walkable, transit-friendly neighborhood.
Later editions of this document have added more data and some transit calculations but these are
broad and generic and still do not take into account the unique circumstances of each community or
business. CMAP notes that the quantity of parking provided is almost always determined by
municipal ordinance or zoning code and that most US developers surveyed reported that they would
reduce the amount of parking if they could get a higher return on investment via more development,
or if incentives or bonuses were offered. CMAP then notes that for most municipalities in
northeastern Illinois, reducing or eliminating parking minimums would help to bring parking levels
closer to the actual demand. In some cases, the use of parking maximums may be needed to avoid
over-saturation of parking supply.
The Chicago-based Center for Neighborhood Technology (CNT) notes that the cost of parking can
have a significant impact on the affordability of housing. In the Chicago region a parking space from
simple surface parking to more complicated underground space can cost between $4,200 and
$37,300. These costs are passed on to residents increasingly the costs of housing impacting residents.
Developers will often require larger taller developments to cover the cost of development, have
difficulty fitting the bulk in sites, and may have to reduce design quality to absorb the cost and size
of the parking. Small, spartan apartments cost much less to build than large, luxury apartments, but
their parking spaces cost the same. Exhibit C provides a visual example of how parking affects
housing affordable. Cost concerns also apply to local businesses. Parking minimums not take into
account uniqueness of a business meaning the Village could be requiring unnecessary parking (and
its associated costs) on local businesses without a clear justification. Strong Towns notes that
parking minimums put national corporations at a large competitive advantage over local businesses,
because those large companies are more able to swallow the expense of providing mandated
parking.
The authors of an RTA study, Opportunity Costs of Municipal Parking Requirements concluded
that municipalities would see short-term fiscal benefit only if reduced parking led developers to
construct more buildings. In the longer-term, reduced excess parking supply could help to raise land
values, which would be to the municipality’s benefit. When more space can be dedicated to nature,
commerce, and residences, rather than low-value and low-tax generating parking, everyone benefits.
Parking lots are non-income generating space and larger parking areas means less space for business
fewer tax dollars for the Village. The planning firm Kronberg Wall notes that the general result of
parking requirements and their associated costs is an urban form that is more parking lot than
building, and a low economic productivity of the land. In addition, excessive parking requirements
lower land value since less rent-generating uses can be built. Lower density, lower value
developments produce less property, retail sales, and hotel tax revenues, and fewer business license
fees. Strong Towns notes that a common claim in defense of parking minimums is that parking lots
may not produce much economic value, but they also come at little to no ongoing service cost
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because they require few services. This argument misses a key point about infrastructure costs.
Infrastructure—roads, sidewalks, water pipes, sewer pipes, gas and electric and internet lines—exists
to service productive land uses: that is, places where people are. Devoting a large amount of land to
parking spreads those productive uses farther apart from each other. The commensurate
infrastructure cost is real and quantifiable. And it's paid by the public at large, through local
government and utilities.
It is also noteworthy that the cost of building unnecessary parking is passed from business owners
and developers to residents as the cost of providing parking has to be made up in rents or prices.
The cost of parking can A 2018 study by the Mortgage Bankers Association found that parking in
Des Moines has a total replacement cost (i.e. what it would cost to rebuild all of it from scratch
today) of $77,165 per household, or 60 percent of the cost of the median-priced home in Des
Moines. Jackson, WY has over 100,000 parking spaces, whose eventual replacement cost is a
staggering $192,000 per household. While some of this parking is necessary and heavily utilized
other parking is unnecessary or could be better managed or shared thus reducing construction costs
and increasing affordability.
Staff also notes that there are strong market incentives for business owners and developers to supply
adequate parking as parking will likely be necessary for the success of their business or to attract
quality tenants. Additionally, developers are unlikely to find financing for projects that lack adequate
parking. Business owners and developers have a strong incentive to provide the correct amount of
parking for their business and will likely be better at determining the correct amount of parking for
their unique situation than what is dictated in outdated and inflexible parking minimum standards.

Demographic Shifts and Planning for the Future

US Department of Transportation document titled Preparing for the Future of Transportation “A
shared vehicle environment in which automated vehicles are used by a number of travelers over the
course of a day could result in a significant reduction in private vehicle ownership, leading to less
need for on- and off-street parking. At the same time, such an environment will require curb space
for pick-up and drop-off activities. There may be an opportunity to reallocate curb space from
longterm parking to other uses, including pick-up and drop-off. Furthermore, if vehicle ownership
declines, minimum parking requirements in zoning may need to be revisited, freeing up land for
other purposes. Finally, in such an environment, revenue from parking fees and fines may be
reduced.”
The National Association of Transportation Officials (NACTO) in their document titled Blueprint
for Autonomous Urbanism predict that improving vehicle technology will result in fewer necessary
parking spaces (and fewer personally owned vehicles). To prepare for this future NACTO
recommends that planning departments should adopt policies that encourage efficiency and density
to continue promoting the use of transit and active transportation. More specifically, they
recommend that municipalities increasing opportunities for mixed uses; increasing allowable
residential FAR, especially around transit; eliminating minimum parking requirements; and using
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mandates and incentives to address housing affordability. NACTO also recommends municipalities
eliminate parking minimum requirements.
According to AARP, approximately 45 million Americans are age 65 or older. By 2030, that number
will reach 73 million Americans. At that point, fully one in five Americans will be older than 65. By
2035, the United States will — for the first time ever — be a country comprised of more older
adults than of children. The vast majority of older adults, roughly 90 percent of adults age 65 or
older, want to "age in place" in their homes and their communities. Unfortunately, according to
AARP this can be difficult due to the land use decisions made by communities that have resulted in
large swaths of single-family auto-centric development that does not meet the needs or budgets of
older Americans. Older households are unlikely to need a vehicle for every member of the
household and may simple share a vehicle or may not have a vehicle at all. The Village’s parking
minimums burden these households with absorbing the cost of parking in their rents or housing
prices and increase sprawl which does not benefit limited mobility seniors. AARP notes that about
96 percent of the financial cost of parking is bundled into rents and housing costs, higher prices in
stores, and myriad other charges. If drivers paid for parking as they used it, the total expense of
operating a vehicle would roughly double. AARP suggests supporting mixed-use and transit-oriented
development and sees reduced parking minimums as a means of helping support those goals.

Environmental Impacts

Several studies on parking minimums have been completed by a number of credible organizations.
U.S. EPA – National Center for Environmental Innovation notes that nationwide, haphazard sprawl
development is consuming open space near metropolitan areas and increasing automobile
dependency. This trend is resulting in the destruction of natural habitat, air and water pollution,
excessive public and private expenditures on infrastructure expansion, increased transportation and
travel costs, and shifts in jobs out of cities. In practical terms, parking minimums increase the cost of
development and creates disincentives with respect to smart growth development and
redevelopment. In addition, generic parking requirements create excess parking spaces that consume
land and resources, encourage automobile use and associated pollution, and degrade water quality.
Construction of unnecessary impervious surfaces increases the impacts of stormwater runoff, either
on the storm sewer system or the surrounding land. Paved surfaces can also result in water pollution
and flooding, resulting in a decline in adjacent property values. Heat islands, or areas of artificially
raised temperatures, also are exacerbated by unnecessary pavement. Staff deals with a high number
of calls about stormwater related issues and any means of reducing stormwater run-off indicting that
it is a significant issue not only for Village employees but also for residents who are expressing
concern on the topic.
Consuming land for parking also reduces the land available for green space or other, more
productive development. Land preserved as part of the green infrastructure allows stormwater to
percolate into the soil, provides wildlife habitat, provides air quality and noise reduction benefits,
and is aesthetically desirable. Land developed for living, working, and shopping rather than just
parking provides more intensive use. This lowers the demand to develop other land nearby or
6

elsewhere in the region. Intensifying uses also creates a more supportive environment for transit and
walking, and potentially for bicycling as well.
Providing more parking than demanded, and at artificially low prices, contributes to several harmful
environmental impacts. First, this subsidy of automobile use leads directly to excess driving. This
results in increased auto dependency and air pollution, accidents, and congestion. Second, it
indirectly degrades the attractiveness of walking and biking, by increasing distances between
activities and creating uninteresting routes. Third, it indirectly undermines the potential for transit
service by decreasing the density of development possible.
All of these environmental costs tend to be greater for parking built in greenfield areas where there
is more inexpensive but ecologically-sensitive open space available and where development densities
are lower thus requiring more and longer automobile trips. Because these environmental costs are
not realized by developers, they do not influence development decisions which are driven primarily
by the direct financial costs that are typically lower in greenfield areas. Exhibits A and B shows the
size of required parking compared to that of a tax-generating building showing the implications of
parking on the Village’s landscape.
The environmental effects of parking minimums on the environment include their support for a car
dependent built environment. Strong Towns notes that the "spreading out" effect of devoting much
of our land to parking lots means that walking, bicycling, and even public transit become less viable
modes of transportation. Parking, especially mandated, ample, free parking, is a powerful inducer of
more automobile use. And this means some fraction of the host of real, financial costs associated
with driving, from tailpipe emissions to health impacts and 40,000 deaths per year, can be laid at the
foot of parking requirements.

Village Planning Documents to Date

The Village adopted the Streetscape Plan and Parking Study for downtown Glen Ellyn in May 2013.
While this study was solely for the downtown it does provide valuable input on the parking situation
in the Village. The Plan and Parking Study states that while the Village has thought parking
requirements should be applied rigidly a better paradigm is having parking requirements reflect each
particular situation and should be applied flexibly. The Village has made some progress on the goals
in the study including implementing parking lot wayfinding in the downtown area. Other
recommendations, like the construction of a downtown parking structure within a larger
development, are in progress. Some recommendations such as charging for street parking are not
included because they were not seen as feasible or necessary at this point. Several recommendations
from the study have already been addressed in this document including shared parking, unbundled
parking, and parking lot screening.
The study estimated that there were approximately 1,600 parking spaces within the determined
boundaries or downtown. Of those spaces 1,151 were off-street and 427 were on street parking
spaces. 599 were located on the north side of downtown while 979 were located on the south side.
The study found that there was adequate parking supply, at that time, within the downtown. The
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study stated that overall parking supply downtown is capable of meeting existing demand,
particularly if measures are taken to improve accessibility and visibility.
Parking information is an important part of a municipality’s larger transportation and land use
planning efforts. As the Village works on updating its comprehensive plan it must determine what
role parking plays in its future land use and transportation networks. By examining parking
minimums the Village can inform the comprehensive plan process and create a stronger more
cohesive document.

Data

Using 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-year estimates created by the Census it is clear
there is a disparity between the amount of Parking the Village requires an the number of parking
needed considering car ownership rates. In Glen Ellyn 6.8% of households have no vehicle, 29.8%
have one vehicles, 46.7% have two vehicles, and 16.7% have three or more vehicles. The disparity
between parking requirements actual use is clear for the Village’s rental units. In the Village 50% of
renter occupied housing units have just a single car while 24.3% have no car. Many of the no-car and
single-car households have significantly more parking than needed. In the Village 5.9% of renter
occupied housing as studios (required to provide 1 parking space), 46.4% as one bedroom (required
to provide one and a half parking spaces), 42.9% as two or three bedroom, and 4.8% as four or
more bedrooms (all of which are required to require two parking spaces). This data suggests that
many rental units in the Village are required to provide significantly more parking than what is
utilized. In owner occupied house units 23.5% have one vehicle while 1.4% have no vehicle. In the
Village 3.4% of owner occupied housing is 1 bedroom, 50.1% is two or three bedroom, and 46.5%
is four or more bedrooms. These numbers also indicate that there are many owner-occupied
housing units with more parking required than what residents will utilize. These numbers represent
the Village as a whole. It is expected that housing units closer to the Glen Ellyn Metra station are
likely to have lower rates of car ownership while homes further from the Village center will have
higher rates of vehicle ownership.
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PARKING MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES
If a municipality maintains parking minimums there are many parking management strategies that
can be utilized to give business owners and developers flexibility. These strategies include shared
parking, parking trade programs, payment in-lieu, historic adaptive re-use exemptions, bike parking
credits, car sharing credits, car sharing credits, carpooling credits, captive market credits, off-site
parking, parking maximums, public parking credits, unbundled parking, parking banking, parking
urban design guidelines, and modernizing parking standards. More information on each of these
strategies can be found below. If the Village chooses to maintain parking minimums maximizing the
number of parking strategies will reduce some of the effects of those minimums.

Shared Parking

CNT notes that Shared Parking is a highly efficient and well-utilized parking management strategy in
the region and was a recommended strategy in the 2013 Streetscape Plan and Parking Study. Shared
parking allows for better allocation of the parking supply. When two or more nearby buildings have
uses with different peak times – for example, an office that’s mostly used during the day and a movie
theater that’s mostly used at night – those uses can agree to a shared parking arrangement. One lot
can serve both of those needs, resulting in fewer parking spaces sitting empty at both times. This
strategy is used by Wheaton, Des Plaines, Evanston, Highland Park, Oak Park, Orland Park, River
Grove, Villa Park, Geneva, Wheeling, Wilmette, and Downers Grove among others and is
supported by AARP.
According to CMAP’s Parking Strategies to Support Livable Communities there are several calculators that
municipalities or developers can utilize to determine shared parking impacts. These include the
Urban Land Institute’s shared parking methodology (2005) and the Shared Parking Ordinance for
Portland Metro developed by Stein Engineering. These calculators examine the real demand of
parking for a land use at different times of the day. For example, office developments have very high
demand during working hours (when residential is largely empty) while offices have very low
demand in the evenings (when residential demand picks up).
Staff has reviewed many developments in which shared parking allowances would have been greatly
beneficial. In one case, a bar located in the C5B downtown zoning district wished to remove two
employee parking spaces to create outdoor seating. This bar did not open until the evening was
directly adjacent to commuter parking lot. The bar shared a building with a retail and office use open
during the day. When the bar was busiest the commuter parking lot and the neighborhood
business’s parking usage would be low. The bar could have easily shared parking with the
surrounding without creating a parking shortage. Unfortunately, staff was unable to accommodate
their request to build outdoor seating without a lengthy and expensive parking variation process
which the bar decided not to pursue. This strategy is already, to a degree, in use within the
downtown as the Civic Center allows patrons of nearby restaurants and retail to use the parking lot
after the Village employees have left.
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While the mixed-use nature of downtowns naturally lends itself to shared parking areas outside
downtowns can greatly benefit from this parking management strategy too. Roosevelt Road has
many develops that include land uses that operate at different times. Large strip-center
developments will likely contain a wide range of uses which will have different times of peak
demand. Shared parking is a recommended parking management principle in the Downtown Streetscape
Plan and Parking Study. Exhibit F shows an example of what a shared parking area may look like
while exhibits D and E show potential shared parking calculations.

Parking Trade Programs

Parking trade programs allow businesses to give access of existing unused parking spots to new
developments. The development will utilize those parking spaces reducing the amount of spaces
they are required to build. Typically, a formal arrangement will be made between to nearby property
owners for the use of the parking in perpetuity.

Payment In-Lieu

CNT notes that payments in lieu make smart development easier by allowing developers to pay a fee
to the local government instead of providing their own parking. The town or village can then use
that fee for nearby parking, traffic, or other transportation needs. Several communities in the region
utilize this strategy including Highland Park, Northbrook, Oak Park, Skokie, Westmont, Wilmette,
and Lake Forest. In Oak Park, developers may pay a one-time fee “commensurate with the cost of
providing off-street parking” instead of building the parking themselves. The fee is used to enhance
the parking supply.

Historic Adaptive Re-Use Exemptions

Reducing parking minimums can be a valuable tool for historic preservation. Many historic
properties were built when walking, biking, trains, and streetcars were the major forms of
transportation. As a result, many historic properties lack the space required to large parking lots. In
the current code, redeveloping these properties becomes difficult as a historic property would be
required to meet our parking minimums which may be impossible or require significant damage to
the historic integrity of the property (such as parking spaces squeezed in front of buildings and lots
that are almost entirely impervious surface, and the demolition of neighboring historic properties).
This is particularly important for Glen Ellyn’s C5B zoning district which surrounds the downtown
core. While the Village currently utilizes a crediting system for the parking if a new use is similar to
an old use there are many circumstances in which development of a new business is difficult or
impossible by this standard. Exemptions for historic structures or other parking reduction
accommodations would allow new kinds of businesses to more easily move-in to existing historic
structures within this district. Surface parking is difficult to locate in the already developed and
historic downtown area without demolishing existing and productive buildings. Because of the high
cost of parking garages only the largest developers can afford to build them. This limits smaller
developers from making improvements to downtown, requires large potentially out-of-scale
buildings in the downtown, and increases the likelihood that historic structures are demolished.
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CNT notes that adaptive reuse exemptions encourage the redevelopment of vacant, but viable,
historic structures. Under these exemptions, the conversion of a former industrial building to
residential lofts, for example, does not trigger typical residential parking minimums, which often
make such projects logistically or financially impossible. La Grange is a comparable community that
uses this strategy.

Bike Parking Credits

CNT notes that bicycle parking credits reward developers for promoting active transportation
options by allowing the replacement of some car parking spaces with bicycle parking. For example,
in Oak Park zoning officials can approve up to a 25% reduction in required parking spaces if a
development “provides bicycle parking or makes special provisions to accommodate bicyclists, such
as bicycle lockers.”

Car Sharing Credits

CNT notes that carsharing credits replace multiple general-use parking spaces with one or more carshare
spaces. That way, many residents who want occasional access to a car but don’t need to use it every day can
share a single vehicle. In Villa Park, each carshare parking space can replace up to four regular parking spaces.
CMAP notes that, car-sharing is shown to reduce vehicle trips, as members use cars only when necessary and
use alternative transportation for most other trips. On average, 20 percent of car-sharing members give up a
car (primary or secondary) and over 40 percent forego the purchase of a new vehicle. It also reduces the need
for households to have extra vehicles, and provides access to cars for people who cannot afford the costs of
vehicle ownership. There are two car-sharing organizations operating in Chicago and nearby municipalities,
I-Go Cars and Zipcar. Region-wide coverage is limited, but growing. Each car-sharing vehicle takes 14-15
personally owned vehicles off the road. Fewer vehicles means fewer parking spaces needed, allowing for more
compact development and walkable neighborhoods.

Carpooling Credits

CNT notes that carpooling credits reward employers that get their workers to participate in carpooling
programs, reducing the number of vehicles on the road and traffic congestion around workplaces. Employers
who run these programs are allowed to reduce their required parking allotment. In Highland Park, employers
with at least 100 employees and an approved carpooling program or shuttle service can reduce their parking
by 10%.

Captive Market Credits

CNT notes that captive market credits help create a vibrant and walkable downtown community by
encouraging local workers, residents, and shoppers to patronize more local businesses within walking
distance. When a retail shop or restaurant can expect some of their patrons to come from other nearby
establishments, they may reduce their parking. In Highland Park, retail or food businesses that receive “some
portion of [their] patronage” from other establishments located within 1,000 feet can reduce their parking by
15%. Offices and financial institutions can reduce their parking by 5%. A parking study can also be used to
suggest a different reduction.
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Off-Site Parking

CNT notes that off-site parking reduces development costs and encourages more context-friendly
development by providing flexibility to meet parking requirements within close walking distance of a new
building. In Westmont, non-residential developments can provide all parking at an off-site facility up to 600
feet away from the primary location.

Parking Maximums
CNT notes that parking maximums promote attractive, pedestrian-friendly streets by capping the total
number of parking spaces provided for a particular use. Several communities in the region utilize parking
maximums including Villa Park, Wheeling, and Wilmette. In Wheeling, maximum parking limits apply on a
sliding scale, depending on the size of the development. The lowest category, applying to projects where the
minimum parking requirement is up to 99 spaces, has a maximum of 120% of the minimum requirement.
The highest category, applying to projects where the minimum required parking is over 500 spaces, has a
maximum of 105%.

Public Parking Credits
CNT notes that public parking credits make the most of existing resources by allowing new developments to
take advantage of existing parking in the area, including on-street parking or public garage spaces. This is a
common parking strategy in the region unitized by communities such as Villa Park, Oak Park, River Grove,
and Wilmette. In Wilmette, every three public off-street parking spaces within 500 feet of a development’s
property line allow parking to be reduced by one space. Commuter parking does not count toward this credit.
Additionally, in the Village Center district, on-street parking spaces located adjacent to a commercial
development’s property line may be directly counted toward its parking requirement.

Unbundled Parking

CMAP notes that most residential parking is provided as an inseparable part of housing cost whether rented
or purchased, ultimately making housing more expensive, especially for those who own fewer cars and do not
use as much parking. Separating the cost of parking from the cost of the housing allows residents to choose if
they want the additional expense of parking meaning many families will choose to become single-car
households and save on their expenses. This not only provides more flexibility to families but encourages
them to reduce their car use reducing the need for parking. CNT notes that a developer can “unbundle”
parking from rent and lease it separately to a tenant. Depending on the kind of development, this may either
entitle the tenant to an assigned space in a lot or garage, or simply allow them to park in any available space.
Unbundled parking allows the developer to charge a market price for a space, and it can reduce the total
number of spaces needed for a building.
CMAP’s Parking Strategies to Support Livable Communities notes that when developers or landlords separate the
cost of parking, it gives a discount to households with fewer cars, and an economic incentive for people to
opt out of parking and make alternative travel decisions. It is a strategy that brings the cost of parking to light
without penalizing drivers. AARP suggests this strategy to reduce housing cost burdens on seniors.
The Downtown Streetscape Plan and Parking Study states that while in the past parking has been subsidized
through rents or taxes a new preferred paradigm would be to Parking should generally should be paid by the
users as much as possible.
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Parking Banking

In some cases a development may argue that parking requirements are too high and their particular
development does not necessitate meeting the parking requirements to function correctly. In these cases, they
may apply to have a certain amount of parking banked. Banked parking does not need to be built at the time
of development. If at any point in the future the development appears to have inadequate parking supply the
Village may require the developer to build the parking spaces that were banked or pay an in-lieu fee.

Parking Urban Design Guidelines

Parking lots break the flow of retail, create visual holes in an area, decrease “eyes on the street”,
break urban “street walls” and reduce the amount of available land. Higher amounts of parking
reduce the enjoyment of walking by reducing visual quality and increasing the distance between
buildings. Most communities, including Glen Ellyn, have design standards for parking that regulate
the size, orientation, and spacing requirements for parking. Well screened parking, by fencing,
decorative wall, or landscape, scored well in public outreach for the Glen Ellyn’s Streetscape and
Parking Study. Potential additions to the Village’s parking regulation could include urban design
requirements that place parking to the side or rear of buildings. Additionally, the Village can improve
its landscaping requirements for parking lots to create more sustainable parking lots and parking lots
that are visually more attractive. Parking lot screening is recommended in the Downtown Streetscape
Plan and Parking Study. Furthermore, short wall and landscape screening of parking lots scored well in
the visual preference survey that was part of that study. Exhibit G shows examples of parking lots
with quality urban design guidelines.

Transit Incentive Programs

Developments near transit may reduce their required parking by providing offer incentives to use
transit. This may include bundling transit passes to rent or proving transit to patrons.

Changing Design Standards

Like most municipalities the Village sets design standards for parking the size of parking spaces. The
Village’s design requirements are larger than many other communities ultimately requiring more
square footage than other municipalities (increasing cost, impervious surface, and site limitations).
The Village could revise its parking design standards to either reduce the minimum standards or
allow variations in design standards.
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PLAN COMMISSION ACTION
No code will take into account all unique development scenarios so there are many circumstances in
which the Village may force unnecessary parking and development costs on the Village’s residents or
businesses. Business owners and real estate developers have a high market incentive to provide
adequate parking. Business owners and developers are in the best position to determine the amount
of parking they need rather than the Village. The Village has several options to address this issue
while still retaining the ability to require additional parking spots if a development for some reason
seems to lack adequate parking.
a. Eliminate Parking Minimums Completely – the Village could eliminate parking
requirements allowing the market alone to dictate a development’s parking
b. Eliminate Parking Minimums (with “must be adequate” statement) – the Village
could eliminate parking minimums but include a statement that parking “must be
adequate” to serve the development. This allows the business owner or developer to
provide as much parking they think is adequate for their particular circumstances but
allows the Village the opportunity to require more parking if necessary. In practice a
business can summit its site plan. If an assigned staff member feels it is inadequate
(differs widely from comparable uses or ITE standards) and may create a nuisance on
neighboring properties they may ask for justification from the business owner. If the
justification is inadequate the Village can require more parking.
Optional Steps if Keeping Parking Minimums
a. Require Parking Minimums (with an “unless otherwise justified” statement) –
The Village could maintain parking minimums but include a statement that if a developer
or business owner can justify a different amount of parking than what is required staff
can accept that number.
b. Reduce Parking Minimums – The Village could reduce its parking minimums to
better match what is actually necessary. This would require either using national data on
peak usage (such as parking suggestions from the Urban Land Institute) or performing a
local parking study.
c. Allow Administrative Variances – The Village could allow administrative variances for
a certain amount of parking differentiation from the Code. The Village would maintain
parking minimums but set a number of spaces or percentage of spaces that can be
removed with an administrative approval.
d. Use a Selection of the outlined parking management strategies – The Village could
utilize one, several, or all of the parking management strategies outlined in this staff
report to reduce unnecessary parking burdens.

14

GLEN ELLYN STUDY AND COMPARISONS TO OTHER CHICAGOLAND
COMMUNITIES
Staff researched the parking strategies of 17 municipalities in the region. The municipalities
represent a diverse set of communities though staff choose communities that have Metra stations
and identifiable downtowns like Glen Ellyn. Like each development within a community each
community is unique with its own set of transportation management strategies. Strategies that work
in one community may not work in another. Similarly, the minimum parking requirements in one
community or even the average of the whole may result in simply repeating mistakes and continuing
failed transportation strategies. Staff recommends using the comparison communities for ideas and
evaluating how different strategies can be implemented so that a unique parking strategy can be
developed for Glen Ellyn.
Parking Strategies
Municipality
Glen Ellyn

Shared
Parking

Arlington
Heights
Barrington
Downers
Grove
Elgin

Parking
Maximum

Car
Share

In-Lieu
Fees

X

Bike
Parking

X
X

X

X

X
X

Evanston

X

Geneva

X

X

Hinsdale

X
X

Lake Forest

X

Lombard
Oak Park

X
X

X

X

X

Park Ridge

X

Skokie

X

Western
Springs
Wheaton
Wilmette
Total

Urban Design
Standards

X

Elmhurst

La Grange

Banking

X

X
X
8

2

X
6

2

3

3

1

Of the communities surveyed, Glen Ellyn is the only community not to use any of the listed parking
management strategies. Shared parking is the most common strategy with eight of the seventeen
utilizing communities followed by in-lieu fees. Several of these parking strategies could easily be
implemented by Glen Ellyn to reduce development costs, improve sustainability, and provide a
more flexible development landscape.
15

Parking in and Near Downtowns
Staff reviewed parking strategies from 17 suburban communities with train stations and what could
be considered downtown “transit oriented development” areas.

Municipality
Glen Ellyn
Arlington
Heights
Barrington
Downers Grove
Elgin
Elmhurst
Evanston
Geneva
Hinsdale
La Grange
Lake Forest
Lombard
Oak Park
Park Ridge
Skokie
Western Springs
Wheaton
Wilmette
Average

Downtowns
Restaurant

Retail

Office

per 1000 sf

per 1000 sf

per 1000 sf

Studio

1 bedroom

Residential
2 bedroom

3 bedroom

4.0
2.0

4.0
1.7

*
5

1
1

1.5
1

2
1.25

2
1.5

2.7
0.0
4.0
4.0
2.3
4.0
5.0
4.0
4.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
3.3
0.0
1.1
2.0
3

3.0
0.0
4.0
4.0
1.6
4.0
4.0
2.9
4.0
2.0
2.0
4.0
3.3
0.0
1.8
3.0
3

10
0
17
4
3
15
5
15
4
8
2
*
3
0
7
5
6

1
1.4
1.5
1.25
0.55
1
1
1.5
1.83
1.5
1
1.5
1
1
*
1
1.2

1
1.4
2
1.25
0.55
1.5
2
1.5
1.83
1.5
1
1.5
1.5
1
*
1
1.4

1.5
1.4
2
1.25
1.1
1.8
2
1.5
1.83
1.5
1
2
1.5
1
*
1.5
1.5

2
1.4
2
1.25
1.65
2
3
1.5
2.33
2
1
2
1.5
1
*
1.5
1.7

Outside of Downtowns
Staff reviewed parking strategies from the same 17 suburban communities but focusing on car-oriented urban
sprawl areas outside of downtowns.
Outside of the Downtown
Retail
Office
Restaurant
Residential
per
1000
per
1000
sf
per
1000
sf
Studio
1
2
3 bedroom
Municipality
Glen Ellyn
Arlington Heights
Barrington
Downers Grove
Elgin
Elmhurst
Evanston

sf

4.0
3.3
2.7
3.5
4.0
3.0
2.9

4.0
3.3
3.0
3.0
4.0
3.0
2.0

*
*
10.0
12.5
16.7
10.0
4.0
16

1.5
2
1
2
2
2.5
1.5

bedroom

2
2
1
2
2
2.5
1.25

bedroom

2
2
1.5
2
2
2.5
1.5

2
2
2
2
2
2.5
2

Geneva
Hinsdale
La Grange
Lake Forest
Lombard
Oak Park
Park Ridge
Skokie
Western Springs
Wheaton
Wilmette

Attachments:

4.0
5.0
4.0
5.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
3.3
4.0
2.7
3.0
3.4

4.0
4.0
2.9
4.0
2.0
2.0
4.0
3.3
3.0
3.8
3.0
3.2

15.0
*
15.4
10.0
8.0
2.0
*
3.3
13.0
15.0
5.0
10.0

1
1
1.5
1.83
1.5
1
1.5
1
1.5
2.25
2
1.6

1.5
2
1.5
1.83
1.5
1
1.5
1.5
1.5
2.25
2
1.7

1.8
2
1.5
1.83
1.5
1
2
1.5
1.5
2.25
2
1.8

2
3
1.5
2.33
2
1
2
2
1.5
2.25
2
2.0

Glen Ellyn Zoning Code Parking Regulations
Community Comparisons Data

GLEN ELLYN CURRENT REGULATIONS

10-4-17-1. - C5A Central Retail Core Subdistrict.
(G)

Parking and loading requirements: For the purpose of minimizing disruptive curb cuts and
driveways, and to encourage the consolidation of parking spaces in appropriate locations,
accessory off street parking is not required within the C5A core retail area as reflected on the
zoning district map.

10-4-17-2. - C5B Central Service Subdistrict.
(G)

Parking and loading requirements: Each existing use within the C5B subdistrict shall be treated as
though it meets the parking regulations of this section. Each building or site shall be credited with
the number of parking spaces necessary to meet the applicable parking requirement for the
existing use of that building or site, regardless of whether or not the number of required parking
spaces actually exist. Any new use which is subject to the same parking requirement as the
previous use which occupied the building or site shall not be required to provide additional
parking spaces. Any new use which is subject to a different parking requirement shall provide
only the additional number of parking spaces above the number of spaces credited to that site
necessary to meet the applicable parking requirement. New buildings that involve the demolition
or reconstruction of 50 percent or more of the exterior surface of the existing building shall
include parking spaces as provided for below. Additional parking spaces shall also be required for
all building additions, but the number shall be based solely on the square footage of the addition.
1.

All buildings except those specified below: One space for each 250 square feet of gross floor area.

2.

Automobile sales: Three spaces for each 1,000 square feet of gross floor area, plus one space
for each 2,000 square feet of gross land area.

3.

Bowling alley: Four spaces for each bowling lane.
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4.

Car wash: One space for each two employees, plus reservoir space equal to five times the
maximum capacity of the washing unit.

5.

Church: One space for each four seats in the main auditorium.

6.

Club and lodge: One space for each 300 square feet of gross floor area.

7.

Congregate housing: One space for each two bedrooms.

8.

Dwelling unit: Efficiency - one space; one bedroom - one and one-half spaces; two bedrooms
and over - two spaces.

9.

Group home: One space for each 1,000 square feet of gross floor area.

10.

Hospital: Two spaces for each bed.

11.

Hotel: One space for each lodging unit.

12.

Indoor theater: One space for each three seats.

13.

Light manufacturing: Two spaces for each three employees.

14.

Medical and dental clinic: One space for each 200 square feet of the gross area used for clinic.

15.

Mortuary: One space for each 200 square feet of gross floor area.

16.

Other indoor recreation: One space for each 200 square feet of gross floor area.

17.

Private school: One space for each four students, based on design capacity.

18.

Public schools: For high schools - one space for each employee, plus one space for each five
students, based on design capacity; for elementary schools - one space for each employee
plus eight additional visitor spaces.

19.

Restaurant (sit down): One space for each three seats provided in eating or drinking areas.

20.

Restaurant (drive-in and/or carryout): One space for each 40 square feet of gross floor area.

21.

Additional off street parking and loading requirements are found in chapter 5,
"Supplementary Regulations", of this title.
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PEER COMMUNITIES STUDY:

Downtown and Downtown Adjacent Zoning
Arlington Heights Zoning Code
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Downtown studio and one bedroom – one space per unit
Downtown two bedroom – one and one fourth spaces per unit
Downtown three bedroom – one and one half spaces per unit
Mutli-family in R5 and R6 (downtown adjacent) two spaces per dwelling unit
Mutli-family in R-7 (downtown adjacent) one and a half spaces per dwelling unit
Office downtown – one space per 600 square feet on first floor, one space per 750 on second floor,
and one space for 1250 on additional floors
Restaurant (sit down) – one space for 200 square feet on first floor or basement, above the first floor
one per 250 square feet.
Retail – one space for every 500 square feet of floor area then one per 700 square feet if second story
or basement then one per 1000 square feet above the second floor
Any other use not listed is 50% of what is normally requirement.

*Has maximum parking spaces – No more than 50% more than what is required. Requires bike parking.

Barrington Zoning Code
•

Mutli-Family
o Studio/1 bedroom – 1 space per dwelling unit
o 2 bedroom – 1.5 spaces per dwelling unit
o 3 or 4 bedroom – 2 spaces per dwelling unit
o 5 or more bedroom – 2 space per dwelling unit
• Single Family – 2 spaces per dwelling unit
• Two-family – 2 spaces per dwelling unit
• Office: 3 spaces per 1000 sq. ft. of gross floor area. In B-4 & B-5 districts, first 1,000 sq. ft. above
first floor exempt
• Restaurant: 10 spaces per 1000 sq. ft. of net floor area, or 1 space for every 4 seats, whichever is
greater, plus 1 space for each employee during the peak shift.
• Retail: 2.67 spaces per 1000 sq. ft. of gross floor area. In B-R, B4 & B-5 Districts, first 1,000 sq. ft.
exempt
*Allows in-lieu fee (10k per space) and shared parking.

Downers Grove Zoning Code
Household Living (general) 2 spaces per dwelling unit
Apartment/condo in DB or DC zoning district 1.4 spaces per dwelling unit
Minimum off-street parking requirements do not apply in the DC or DB zoning districts or the Fairview
Concentrated Business District, except as follows:
a. All residential uses, medical offices, and dental or health practitioner offices are required to comply with
off-street parking requirements; and
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b. Any nonresidential uses requiring village council approval (e.g., special uses and uses in approved PUDs)
may be required to provide off-street parking as a condition of approval.
*allows shared parking and car share services

Elgin Zoning Code
Residences:
• Dwellings: 1 stall per 500 square feet of floor area with a minimum of 2 stalls per dwelling unit, but
need not exceed 4 stalls per dwelling unit
• Dwellings, efficiency: 1.5 stalls per dwelling unit
• Office: 1 stall per 250 square feet of floor area
• Retail: 1 stall per 250 square feet of floor area
• Restaurant: 1 stall per 60 square feet of floor area
*allows shared parking and requires bike parking

Elmhurst Zoning Code
CBC district, CBOC district and CBOCR district parking regulations. In the CBC district, CBOC district
and CBOCR district for the purpose of minimizing disruptive curb-cuts and driveways and to encourage
the consolidation of parking space in appropriate locations, accessory off-street parking is not required
except for residential uses. This policy of discouraging fragmented parking lots is also intended to promote
a more compact and viable central business district and foster the objectives of the comprehensive plan for
the central area.
Residential parking located in the areas identified in the Residential Parking Zones Map, as depicted on
Exhibit "C", shall be provided in accordance with the following requirements:
Tier
Tier
Tier
Office/retail generally:

1:1 parking spaces per dwelling unit.
2:1.25 parking spaces per dwelling unit.
3:1.5 parking spaces per dwelling unit.
4/1,000 sq. ft. of gross floor area

*allows banking of parking to reduce parking requirements. Seems to be no logical basis for the different
tiers. Doesn’t have different parking requirements per district but only by use.

Evanston Zoning Code
For all new buildings located in the D1, D2, D3, and D4 districts, there shall be available a parking reduction
allowance of twenty percent (20%). The reduction allowance shall be used to reduce the portion of a
building's nonresidential parking requirement so that buildings in the D1, D2, D3, and D4 districts shall be
required to provide only eighty percent (80%) of the nonresidential required parking spaces for a given use.
Parking spaces provided to satisfy a building's residential parking requirement in the D1, D2, D3, and D4
districts shall be provided in full.
Multifamily
•

Dwelling unit with 1 or fewer bedrooms: 1¼ spaces for each dwelling unit or .55 spaces for each
dwelling if within a designated Transit Oriented Development area.
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•
•
•

Dwelling unit with 2 bedrooms: 1½ spaces for each dwelling unit or 1.10 spaces for each dwelling if
within a designated Transit Oriented Development area.
Dwelling unit with 3 or more bedrooms: 2 spaces for each dwelling unit or 1.65 spaces for each
dwelling if within a designated Transit Oriented Development area.
Multiple-family dwellings which fall under Inclusionary Housing Ordinance requirements shall meet
parking standards as specified in the corresponding zoning district's Inclusionary Housing Bonus
section.

Other
Retail: 1 space per 350 square feet of gross floor area reduced to .80 per 350 square feet in D1, D2, D3,
and D4 districts
Offices: 2 spaces per 1,000 square feet reduced to 1.6 per 1000 square feet in D1, D2, D3, and D4
districts
Restaurant: 4 spaces per 1,000 square feet gross floor area reduced to 3.2 per 1,000 gfa in D1, D2, D3,
and D4 districts
*allows shared parking.

Geneva Zoning Code
Multi-family
Studio/efficiency
1 bedroom
2 bedroom
More than 2 bedrooms

1/dwelling unit
1.5/dwelling unit
1.8/dwelling unit
2/dwelling unit

Most retail or office:
Sit down restaurant

4/1,000 square feet of gross floor area
15/1,000 square feet

*allows both shared parking (for specific uses) and banking. Doesn’t have different parking requirements per
district but only by use.

Hinsdale Zoning Code
•
•
•
•
•

Mutli-family: 1 for each efficiency dwelling unit plus 2 for each 1 or 2 bedroom dwelling unit plus 3
for each 3 or more bedroom dwelling units plus 1 for each 20 spaces required by this subsection
Single-family: 3 for each dwelling unit
Retail: 1 for each 200 square feet of net floor area
Downtown restaurants: 1 for each 200 square feet of net floor area
Small office: 1 for each 250 square feet of net floor area

*Allows in-lieu fees (2.5k per spot) up to 7 - more than 7 allowed for in-lieu with village approval.

La Grange Zoning Code
•
•
•

Multiple Family Dwellings 1.5 for each dwelling
Single Family and 2 for each dwelling unit
Retail: 1 for 250 sf of gross floor area
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•
•

Restaurant: 1 for each 65 square feet of gross floor area
Office: 1 for 350 sf of net floor area

*Allows banking

Lake Forest Zoning Code
Multi-family
• Dwellings, two-family - 1.5/dwelling unit
• 1 or 2 bedrooms - 1.83/dwelling unit
• 3 or more bedrooms - 2.33/dwelling unit
Office: 4/1,000 sq. ft. of floor
Retail: 5/1,000 sq. ft. of floor area, except 4/1,000 sq. ft. of floor area in the B-2 District
Restaurant: 10/1,000 sq. ft. of floor area, except 4/1,000 sq. ft. of floor area in the B-2 District
*Allows Payment in lieu

Lombard Zoning Code
•
•
•

Single-Family Detached Dwellings: Two Spaces per dwelling unit
Attached Single-Family Dwellings: Two Spaces per dwelling unit
Multiple-Family Dwellings:
o One and two bedrooms: One and one-half spaces per dwelling unit
o Three or more bedrooms: Two parking spaces per dwelling unit

For the construction of new buildings, 50 percent of the number of off-street parking spaces indicated in
Table 6.3 below shall be provided for non-residential uses, and 100 percent of the number of off-street
parking spaces indicated in Table 6.3 below shall be provided for residential uses, with a minimum of three
parking spaces per lot-of-record. For multiple family dwellings that are utilizing assigned parking spaces for
dwelling residents, unassigned parking spaces must be provided based upon the following formula: 0.2 spaces
must be provided for each unit of the first 20 units plus 0.05 spaces for each unit above the first 20 units.
These requisite spaces are not required to be in addition to the parking requirements noted above.
•
•
•

New construction restaurant: 8 spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area
New construction office: 2 spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area
New construction freestanding store/neighborhood/community Center: 2 spaces per 1,000 square
feet gross floor area.

*Parking downtown shall be provided to the side or rear of the building and shall be a minimum of five
feet from the right-of-way.

Oak Park Zoning Code
Without downtown exemptions:
•
•
•
•

Dwelling – Above the Ground Floor 1 per du – bike parking 1 per 4 du
Multi-Family - 1 per du – bike parking 1 per 4 du
Single-Family (Detached) - 2 per du Dwelling
Townhouse - 2 per du Dwelling
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•
•
•
•

Two-Family - 2 per du
Office - 1 per 500sf GFA
Restaurant - 1 per 500sf GFA
Retail - 1 per 500sf GFA

In the DT-1 District, floor area equal to twice the area of the lot is subtracted from the gross floor area of a
building and such reduced gross floor area is used to determine the number of off-street parking spaces
required. Non-residential development located within one-half mile of a transit station (trains only) may
reduce parking requirements by 25% of the total required and townhouse, multi-family, and the residential
component of mixed-use development within one-half mile of a transit station (trains only) may reduce
parking requirements to 1 space per dwelling unit. In the commercial districts, on-street parking spaces
located along the front or side lot line may be counted toward required off-street parking spaces for
commercial uses
The Village may authorize up to a 25% reduction in the number of required off-street parking spaces under
one or more of the following circumstances:
•

•

•

The development or use institutes and commits to maintain a transportation management plan in
accordance with a study that clearly indicates the types of transportation management activities and
measures proposed.
An employer institutes off-peak work schedules, allowing employees to arrive at times other than the
peak morning commute period. Village of Oak Park 10-11 Zoning Ordinance Article 10. Off-Street
Parking & Loading
An employer provides cash or in-kind financial incentives for employees commuting by carpool, car
sharing, vanpool, and transit.

*Spaces reserved for car-share facilities may count toward minimum parking requirements of this Ordinance
and do not count toward any parking maximums. Allows shared parking. Allows in-lieu fees. Requires bike
parking. Within non-residential districts, multi-family dwellings and residential component of mixed-use
within one half mile of a transit station (trains only) are subject to a parking maximum of 1.5 spaces per
dwelling unit.

Park Ridge Zoning Code
Multi-family
Efficiency or 1-bedroom unit: 1.5 per dwelling unit
2-bedroom or more unit: 2 per dwelling unit (1.5 per unit above the ground floor)
Office: 4 per 1,000sf GFA3 per
Retail: 1,000sf GFA
Restaurant: 1 per 60sf of public seating area (exclude any outdoor dining area)
Restaurant: 3 per 1,000sf GFA
In the B-4 District, on-street parking spaces that are adjacent to the front or side property line may be
counted toward required off-street parking spaces. A fee-in-lieu of providing some or all of the required
number of off-street parking spaces for non-residential uses in the B-4 District may be granted by the City.
Allows land banking of parking.
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Skokie Zoning Code
Transit oriented B3, NX, and TX districts
•
•
•

Studio – 1 space per unit (.90 for resident and .10 for guests)
1 and 2 bedroom – 1.5 per unit (1.35 for residents and 0.15 per guest)
3 or more – 1.5 per unit (1.35 for residents and 0.15 for guests)
o Guest parking requirements can be waived or pay in-lieu fee.
• Restaurant: 1 parking space for each 300 ft 2 of net floor area
• Offices, nonmedical and nontreatment: 1 parking space for each 300 ft 2 of net floor area.
• All other retail, business offices and commercial establishments: 1 parking space for each 300 ft 2 of
net floor area.
CX Mixed Use district
• Studio – 1.25 per unit (1 for resident and 0.25 for guests)
• 1 and 2 bedroom – 1.25 per unit (1 for resident and 0.25 for guests)
• 3 or more - 1.25 per unit (1 for resident and 0.25 for guests)
In CX districts, 2.0 parking spaces for each 1,000 ft 2 of gross floor area for permitted and special uses
*in the CX In CX districts, for the following use categories listed in Appendix A: consumer goods, food
establishments, health and personal care, and food services: 1. No additional off-street parking shall be
required for new construction and building additions when the total gross floor area after the addition is less
than 8,000 ft 2 . The Village Manager or designee, may waive an additional 2,000 ft 2 (up to 10,000 ft 2 ) or
the conversion of the existing second floor to a maximum of 2 dwelling units if it can be demonstrated that
appropriate shared parking or Municipal Parking exists in the area. Allows in lieu fees

Western Springs Zoning Code
Parking Exemption for The C1 District and MXD - Mixed Use Commercial-Residential District: All uses in
the C1 - village center and MXD - mixed use commercial-residential districts shall be exempt from providing
required parking spaces as established in table 4-2 of this section. However, if parking spaces are provided,
they shall conform to all other applicable requirements of this ordinance. Newly constructed buildings (e.g.,
tear down developments) with dwelling units in the C1 - village center and MXD - mixed use commercialresidential districts shall provide a minimum of one on site parking stall per dwelling unit.

Wheaton Parking Requirements
Downtown Parking Overlay District. Except for properties in the C-2 Zoning District (where no off-street
parking is required), the following off-street parking requirements shall be utilized for the area bounded by
Seminary Street on the north, Illinois Street on the south, Washington Street on the east, and West Street on
the west, hereinafter, the “Downtown Parking Overlay District”:
Medical: 1.92 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of floor area
Office: 1.81 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of floor area
Residential: .78 parking spaces per 1000 square feet of floor area
Restaurant: 6.88 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of floor area
Retail: 1.05 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of floor area
Performing Arts Theatre: .32 parking spaces per seat.
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All Business and Commercial Establishments Except Those Heretofore Specified: 1.05 parking spaces per
1,000 square feet of floor area.
*nearby residential can create a shared parking agreement to reduce parking requirements

Wilmette Zoning Code
For multi-tenant commercial developments, parking requirements shall be calculated as three (3) required
spaces per one thousand (1,000) square feet of gross leasable area, and not by individual uses. In the VC and
NR-1 Districts, on-street parking spaces located along the front or side property line may be counted toward
required off-street parking spaces for commercial uses. In the VC District, in no case shall the provided offstreet vehicular parking exceed ten percent (10%) more than the required minimum, except in the case of
residential uses. For all non-residential uses, public off-street parking spaces located within five hundred (500)
feet of any property line may be credited against the parking requirement at a rate of one (1) credit for every
three (3) public parking spaces. Public commuter parking spaces are excluded from this credit. Wilmette
allows shared parking and Fee-In-Lieu of Parking.
Mutli-family
•
•
•

Dwelling, Townhouse/Stacked Flat - 2 per dwelling unit
Dwelling, Above the Ground Floor - 1 per unit, 1.5 per unit >2 bedrooms
Dwelling, Multi-Family - 1 per unit, 1.5 per unit >2 bedrooms

Office: 3 per 1,000 s.f. GFA
Restaurant (full service): 5 per 1,000 s.f. GFA
Retail: 2 per 1,000 s.f. GFA

Highland Park
•

Dwellings downtown - The greater of 1.4 parking spaces per dwelling unit or the amount calculated
using the following per dwelling unit parking rates. Dwelling units of:
• 0 to 999 sq. ft. = 1 space
• 1,000—1,699 sq. ft. = 1.5 spaces
• 1,700 sq. ft. or larger = 2 space
•

•

•

Downtown Retail
o For development sites less than 15,000 sq. ft.: 2.5 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA.
o For development sites equal to or greater than 15,000 sq. ft.: None for first 2,000 sq.
ft. GFA, then 2.5 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA
Downtown Restaurant
o For development sites less than 15,000 sq. ft.:2.5 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA.
o For development sites equal to or greater than 15,000 sq. ft. None for first 2,000 sq.
ft. GFA, then 2.5 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA.
Downtown Office
o For development sites less than 15,000 sq. ft.: 2.5 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA
o For development sites equal to or greater than 15,000 sq. ft.: None for first 2,000 sq.
ft. GFA, then 2.5 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA
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*allows in-lieu fees, and reductions in parking for shared parking, bike parking, transit bonuses, valet,
carpooling programs, car share, and complimentary uses.
*allows share parking - Shared Parking. Cumulative parking requirements for mixed-use occupancies may be
reduced where it can be determined that the peak requirement of the several occupancies occurs at different
times (either daily or seasonally). The Shared Parking report published by the Urban Land Institute may be
used as a guideline in the estimation of parking demand. Within the downtown, Captive Market. Parking
requirements for retail and restaurant uses may be reduced where it can be determined that some portion of
the patronage of these businesses comes from other uses (i.e. employees of area offices) located within a
maximum walking distance of one thousand (1,000) feet. However, in lieu of an independent parking study,
15% for food and beverage, 5% for offices, 5% for financial institutions.
A reduction of up to 15 percent of the required parking, based on substantiated projections of reduction in
parking demand, may be granted for any use, building or complex located within 1,320 feet of any regularly
scheduled bus route or commuter train station.
A reduction of up to ten percent of the required parking, based on substantiated projections of reduction in
parking demand, may be granted for any building or complex exceeding 50,000 square feet of gross floor area
or has a minimum of 100 employees on site at one time and that also institutes and maintains a
carpooling/vanpooling program in association with a Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning (CMAP)
approved program.
A reduction of up to 15 percent of required parking, based on substantiated projections of reduction in
parking demand, may be granted for any building or complex that institutes and maintains a continuous,
personalized shuttle service, or contracts with a local agency to provide said service.
A reduction of up to one space or ten percent of the overall number of required parking spaces, whichever is
greater, may be granted for any development that provides reserved parking for use by car-share vehicles.
Parking for car-share vehicles may be provided in any required or non-required off-street parking space.
A reduction of up to ten percent of the overall number of required parking spaces may be granted for any
development that provides valet parking, but only when an attendant is provided to park vehicles during all
business hours of the subject use.
A reduction of up to one nonresidential parking space may be granted for every 10 long-term bicycle parking
spaces provided on-site. In order to qualify for this reduction, the long-term bicycle parking must meet
certain criteria.
Complementary Uses. Up to ten percent of the gross floor area (calculated as required by the standard for the
principal use) in the same building or attached buildings may be occupied by other complementary uses
without providing parking in addition to that imposed by the application of the ratio for the principal use.
Examples of complementary uses include a pharmacy in a hospital or medical office building, food courts or
restaurants within a principal shopping center building, and retail or restaurant tenants in an office building so
long as the total space occupied by complementary tenancies does not exceed ten percent of the gross floor
area.

Parking Requirements outside of Downtowns
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Glen Ellyn
C3 Zoning District (R4 residential)
Retail: 1 space for each 250 square feet of gross floor area.
Office: 1 space for each 250 square feet of gross floor area.
Restaurant: 1 space for each three seats provided in eating or drinking areas.
Multifamily – 2 spaces per unit. Studio requires 1.5 spaces per unit.

Arlington Heights
Multifamily – 2 spaces per dwelling unit
Office - 1 per 300sf
Restaurant (sit down) – one space per 45 sf of seating area
Retail: - on space per 300 square feet

Barrington
•

•
•
•
•
•

Mutli-Family
o Studio/1 bedroom – 1 space per dwelling unit
o 2 bedroom – 1.5 spaces per dwelling unit
o 3 or 4 bedroom – 2 spaces per dwelling unit
o 5 or more bedroom – 2 space per dwelling unit
Single Family – 2 spaces per dwelling unit
Two-family – 2 spaces per dwelling unit
Office: 3 spaces per 1000 sq. ft. of gross floor area. In B-4 & B-5 districts, first 1,000 sq. ft. above
first floor exempt
Restaurant: 10 spaces per 1000 sq. ft. of net floor area, or 1 space for every 4 seats, whichever is
greater, plus 1 space for each employee during the peak shift.
Retail: 2.67 spaces per 1000 sq. ft. of gross floor area. In B-R, B4 & B-5 Districts, first 1,000 sq. ft.
exempt

Downers Grove Zoning Code
Apartment/condo of any size: 2 spaces
Office: 3 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft.
Restaurant: 12.5 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. or 1 space per 4 seats, whichever is greater
Retail: 3.50 spaces per 1,000 square feet

Elgin Zoning Code
Residences:
• Dwellings: 1 stall per 500 square feet of floor area with a minimum of 2 stalls per dwelling unit,
but need not exceed 4 stalls per dwelling unit
• Dwellings, efficiency: 1.5 stalls per dwelling unit
• Office: 1 stall per 250 square feet of floor area
• Retail: 1 stall per 250 square feet of floor area
• Restaurant: 1 stall per 60 square feet of floor area
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Elmhurst Zoning Code
Any Mutli-family: 2.5/Dwelling unit
Retail 3/1000 sf
Office: 3/1000 sf
Restaurant: 10/1,000 sq. ft.

Evanston Zoning Code
Studio: 1.25
1 Bedroom: 1.25
2 bedroom 1.5
3 bedroom 2 spaces
Office: 2 spaces per 1,000 square feet
Retail: 1 space per 350 square feet of gross floor area
Restaurant: 4 spaces per 1,000 square feet gross floor area

Geneva Zoning Code
Multi-family
Studio/efficiency
1 bedroom
2 bedroom
More than 2 bedrooms

1/dwelling unit
1.5/dwelling unit
1.8/dwelling unit
2/dwelling unit

Most retail or office:
Sit down restaurant

4/1,000 square feet of gross floor area
15/1,000 square feet

*allows both shared parking (for specific uses) and banking. Doesn’t have different parking requirements per
district but only by use.

Hinsdale Zoning Code
•
•
•
•
•
•

Mutli-family: 1 for each efficiency dwelling unit plus 2 for each 1 or 2 bedroom dwelling unit plus 3
for each 3 or more bedroom dwelling units plus 1 for each 20 spaces required by this subsection
Single-family: 3 for each dwelling unit
Retail: 1 for each 200 square feet of net floor area
Downtown restaurants: 1 for each 200 square feet of net floor area
Restaurants outside of downtown: 1 for each 2 employees plus 1 for each 3 persons of design
capacity
Small office: 1 for each 250 square feet of net floor area

*Allows in-lieu fees (2.5k per spot) up to 7 - more than 7 allowed for in-lieu with village approval.

La Grange Zoning Code
•
•
•
•

Multiple Family Dwellings 1.5 for each dwelling
Single Family and 2 for each dwelling unit
Retail: 1 for 250 sf of gross floor area
Restaurant: 1 for each 65 square feet of gross floor area
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•

Office: 1 for 350 sf of net floor area

*Allows Landbanking

Lake Forest Zoning Code
Multi-family
• Dwellings, two-family - 1.5/dwelling unit
• 1 or 2 bedrooms - 1.83/dwelling unit
• 3 or more bedrooms - 2.33/dwelling unit
Office: 4/1,000 sq. ft. of floor
Retail: 5/1,000 sq. ft. of floor area, except 4/1,000 sq. ft. of floor area in the B-2 District
Restaurant: 10/1,000 sq. ft. of floor area, except 4/1,000 sq. ft. of floor area in the B-2 District
*Allows Payment in lieu

Lombard Zoning Code
•
•
•

Single-Family Detached Dwellings: Two Spaces per dwelling unit
Attached Single-Family Dwellings: Two Spaces per dwelling unit
Multiple-Family Dwellings:
o One and two bedrooms: One and one-half spaces per dwelling unit
o Three or more bedrooms: Two parking spaces per dwelling unit

For the construction of new buildings, 50 percent of the number of off-street parking spaces indicated in
Table 6.3 below shall be provided for non-residential uses, and 100 percent of the number of off-street
parking spaces indicated in Table 6.3 below shall be provided for residential uses, with a minimum of three
parking spaces per lot-of-record. For multiple family dwellings that are utilizing assigned parking spaces for
dwelling residents, unassigned parking spaces must be provided based upon the following formula: 0.2 spaces
must be provided for each unit of the first 20 units plus 0.05 spaces for each unit above the first 20 units.
These requisite spaces are not required to be in addition to the parking requirements noted above.
•
•
•

New construction restaurant: 8 spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area
New construction office: 2 spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area
New construction freestanding store/neighborhood/community Center: 2 spaces per 1,000 square
feet gross floor area.

Oak Park Zoning Code
Without downtown exemptions:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Dwelling – Above the Ground Floor 1 per du – bike parking 1 per 4 du
Multi-Family - 1 per du – bike parking 1 per 4 du
Single-Family (Detached) - 2 per du Dwelling
Townhouse - 2 per du Dwelling
Two-Family - 2 per du
Office - 1 per 500sf GFA
Restaurant - 1 per 500sf GFA
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•

Retail - 1 per 500sf GFA

Park Ridge Zoning Code
Multi-family
Efficiency or 1-bedroom unit: 1.5 per dwelling unit
2-bedroom or more unit: 2 per dwelling unit
Office: 4 per 1,000sf GFA
Retail: 3 per 1,000sf GFA
In the B-4 District, on-street parking spaces that are adjacent to the front or side property line
may be counted toward required off-street parking spaces. A fee-in-lieu of providing some or all of the
required number of off-street parking spaces for non-residential uses in the B-4 District may be granted by
the City. Allows land banking of parking.

Skokie Zoning Code
•
•
•
•
•
•

Studio – 1 space per unit (.90 for resident and .10 for guests)
1 and 2 bedroom – 1.5 per unit (1.35 for residents and 0.15 per guest)
3 or more – 2 per unit (1.80 for residents and 0.20 for guests)
o Guest parking requirements can be waived or pay in-lieu fee.
Restaurant: 1 parking space for each 300 ft. of net floor area
Offices, nonmedical and nontreatment: 1 parking space for each 300 ft 2 of net floor area.
All other retail, business offices and commercial establishments: 1 parking space for each 300 ft 2 of
net floor area.

Western Springs Zoning Code
•
•
•
•

Multi-family: 1.5 spaces per dwelling unit
Sit-down restaurant: 13 spaces per 1,000 square feet gross floor area
Freestanding store: 4 spaces per 1,000 square feet gross floor area
Office: 3 spaces per 1,000 square feet gross floor area

Wheaton Parking Requirements
Multifamily: Two (2) parking spaces per dwelling unit plus .25 spaces per dwelling unit for guest parking
Offices: 3.8 parking spaces per 1000 square feet of floor area
Restaurant: 15 spaces per 1000 sf GFA
Retail: 2.7 per 1000 square feet

Wilmette Zoning Code
For multi-tenant commercial developments, parking requirements shall be calculated as three (3) required
spaces per one thousand (1,000) square feet of gross leasable area, and not by individual uses. In the VC and
NR-1 Districts, on-street parking spaces located along the front or side property line may be counted toward
required off-street parking spaces for commercial uses. In the VC District, in no case shall the provided offstreet vehicular parking exceed ten percent (10%) more than the required minimum, except in the case of
residential uses. For all non-residential uses, public off-street parking spaces located within five hundred (500)
feet of any property line may be credited against the parking requirement at a rate of one (1) credit for every
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three (3) public parking spaces. Public commuter parking spaces are excluded from this credit. Wilmette
allows shared parking and Fee-In-Lieu of Parking.
Mutli-family
•
•
•

Dwelling, Townhouse/Stacked Flat - 2 per dwelling unit
Dwelling, Above the Ground Floor - 1 per unit
Dwelling, Multi-Family – 2 per unit

Office: 3 per 1,000 s.f. GFA
Restaurant (full service): 5 per 1,000 s.f. GFA
Retail: 3 per 1,000 s.f. GFA

Highland Park
•
•
•
•
•

Studio: 1.25 spaces per dwelling unit; One bedroom: 1.5 spaces per dwelling unit; Two or more
bedrooms:2 spaces per dwelling unit.
Dwellings above first floor - 1 parking space per unit
In addition, Guest Parking shall be required as specified in the Table of Guest Parking Requirements
Retail: 3.3 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA
Office: spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA for GFA up to 30,000 sq. ft., 3.3 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA
for buildings with GFA over 30,000 sq.

Restaurant: 10.80 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA
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Exhibits

Exhibit A

Source: Seth Goodman, graphicparking.com
Note: The Village’s parking stall design requirements are actually higher than example shown here
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Exhibit B

Source: Visualizing Urban Parking Supply Ratios Congress for the New Urbanism 22nd Annual Meeting
Buffalo, New York June 4-7, 2014

Exhibit C
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Exhibit D
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Source: CMAP, Parking Strategies to Support Livable Communities

Exhibit E

Village of Downers Grove Methodology

Exhibit F
35

Source: CMAP, Parking Strategies to Support Livable Communities
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Exhibit G

Parking lot screening – Better Town Toolkit

Parking lot screening – Better Town Toolkit
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Parking Ratio Survey
1. What is your community’s current required parking space ratio for multiple family dwellings?
a. Studio apartments
b. 1 bedroom
c. 2 bedroom
d. 2+ bedrooms
2. Does your community have a Central Business District, or Transit-Oriented Development Zone?
If yes, proceed to 2a, if no, skip to 3.
a. Are the required parking space ratio’s different in your CBD or TOD? If yes, what are
they?
i. Studio
ii. 1 bedroom
iii. 2 bedroom
iv. 2+ bedrooms
b. What standards did your community use to determine that ratio?
3. Has your community approved different parking space ratios for a specific multiple family
development/PUD?
a. If yes, what ratios were approved?
i. Studio
ii. 1 bedroom
iii. 2 bedroom
iv. 2+bedrooms
b. What standards did your community use in determining what ratio would be allowable?

Parking Ratio Survey Results
Batavia
Studio: 1
1 bedroom: 1.5
2 bedroom: 2.25
2+ bedroom: 2.25
•

Uniform requirements

Variances granted for specific development
•
•

One Washington Place Project
o Parking Study was prepared as part of the zoning review
Windmill Manor
o Allowed 115 spaces vs required 137 (61 1 Bedroom, 20 2 Bedroom)

Carol Stream
Studio: 2
1 bedroom: 2
2 bedroom: 3
2+ bedrooms: 3
•

Uniform requirements

Variances granted for specific development
•

Unified Development Ordianance
o Studio/Efficiency: 1.25
o 1 bedroom: 1.5
o 2/2+ bedroom: 2

Darien
Studio: 2
1 bedroom: 2
2 bedroom: 2
2+ bedroom: 2
•
•

Uniform requirements
No variances granted for a specific development

Deerfield
Studio: 1.5
1 bedroom: 1.5
2 bedroom: 2
2+ bedrooms: 2
•
•

Uniform requirements
No variances granted for a specific development

Elmhurst
•
•
•
•
•

Code refers to number of units and not number of bedrooms. Requires 2.5 spaces for
multiple-family buildings
Has not required on-site parking for commercial business downtown since 1992
Reduced parking requirements for residential in the downtown based on proximity to the
Metra Station (see map)
Downtown Plan recommended increased density and lower parking requirements
Has approved occasional parking variations for specific sites, based on site and standards
of variation, not number of bedrooms

Glen Ellyn
Studio: 1.5
1 bedroom: 2
2 bedroom: 2
2+ bedrooms: 2
•

Depends upon the district in which the building is located

CBD/TOD
•
•

•

Made up of two districts, in C5A, no parking required
In C5B
o Studio: 1
o 1 bedroom: 1.5
o 2 bedroom: 2
o 2+ bedroom: 2
Village is currently in the process of reevaluating parking requirements, staff believes
that they are too high

Site Specific Requirements
•

•

1.23 spaces for a mixed use development a couple blocks from the train station
o Only 15 of the 107 units were 2 bedroom units
o The rest consisted of studios, convertibles and 1 bedroom units
Prior to this development, village had approved ratios as low as 1.5
o More comfortable granting lower requirements where the units are smaller

Hanover Park
Studio: 3
1 bedroom: 3
2 bedroom: 3
2+ bedrooms: 3
•
•

Uniform requirements
No variances granted for a specific development

Libertyville
Studio: 1.5
1 bedroom: 1.5
2 bedroom: 2

2+ bedrooms: 2
•
•

Uniform requirements
No variances granted for a specific development

Lisle
Studio: 2
1 bedroom: 2
2 bedroom: 2
2+ bedrooms: 2
CBD/TOD
Studio: 1
1 bedroom: 1
2 bedroom: 1.5
2+ bedrooms: 2
•
•
•

Likely based on an inventory of surrounding communities
No variances granted for a specific development
Village is currently undergoing a comprehensive zoning code rewrite, a component of
which will be looking at parking ratios.

Mundelein
Studio: 1.5
1 bedroom: 1.5
2 bedroom: 2 + .33 per dwelling unit for visitor spaces
2+ bedrooms: 2.5 + .33 per dwelling unit for visitor spaces
CBD/TOD
Studio: 1
1 bedroom: 1
2 bedroom: 1
2+ bedrooms: 1
•
•

Suggestion by planning consultant, Camiros, has worked with minimal issues in the
downtown
No variances granted for a specific development

Woodridge
Studio: 1.5
1 bedroom: 1.5
2 bedroom: 1.5
2+ bedrooms: 1.5
•
•

Not less than one required parking space in a completely enclosed building
Uniform requirements

Site Specific Requirements
•

•

Independent Senior Living development
o Relief was granted to eliminate the garage parking, and reduce total ratio to 1.08/
dwelling unit
Most developments have provided more parking than required per code

Municipality Studio
Batavia
1
Darien
2
Deerfield
1.5
Elmhurst
2.5
Glen Ellyn
1.5
Hanover
Park
3
Libertyville
1.5
Lisle
2
Mundelein
1.5
Woodridge
1.5
Geneva
1
Average
1.73

Outside of the Downtown
Multi-Family Dwellings
1
2
2+
Bedroom Bedroom Bedrooms
1.5
2.25
2.25
2
2
2
1.5
2
2
2.5
2.5
2.5
2
2
2
3
1.5
2
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.86

1
Municipality Studio Bedroom
Batavia
1
1.5
Darien
2
2
Deerfield
1.5
1.5
Elmhurst
1.25
1.25
Glen Ellyn
1
1.5
Hanover
Park
3
3
Libertyville
1.5
1.5
Lisle
1
1
Mundelein
1
1
Woodridge
1.5
1.5
Geneva
1
1.5
Average
1.0625
1.1875

3
2
2
2
1.5
1.8
2.10

3
2
2
2.5
1.5
2
2.16

Downtown/TOD
Multi-Family Dwellings
2
2+
Uniform
Bedroom Bedrooms
Requirements
2.25
2.25
X
2
2
X
2
2
X
1.25
1.25
2
2
3
2
1.5
1
1.5
1.8
1.4375

3
2
2
1
1.5
2
1.5625

X
X

X
X

*Average only includes municipalities that have different requirements in a CBD or TOD
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Late at night, when Chicago sleeps, apartment parking lots are at
their peak usage. When CNT visited those lots and garages at 4:00
a.m., though, we found one third of the parking spaces sitting empty.
This may not seem like a huge problem, but each indoor,
underground parking space – one individual space – costs $37,300
to build. Multiply that by all of the spaces in the lot, and the price
tag is huge. We think that wasted money and space should be
allocated to housing instead.
As we began to dig into this issue, some important questions
emerged. How does that unused parking impact communities?
How much of it exists? And how can rethinking how much parking
cities mandate promote neighborhoods that are more compact and
affordable with access to frequent transit?
To find out, CNT interviewed multifamily developers in Chicago
and found that when communities ask developers to build too
much parking, those spaces add time and money to projects.
They drive up construction costs and rents for market-rate units.
And parking requirements hinder the development of affordable
housing near transit because subsidy programs cannot account for
the dual price premiums on parking and land.

Photo: miyagisan, Flickr/Creative Commons

We then applied CNT’s pioneering approach to determining
parking demand. When we built parking calculators for
King County, Washington; the San Francisco Bay Area; and
Washington, D.C., we visited parking lots and garages at 4:00
a.m., when most renters have parked their cars and are asleep in
bed. Across all three cities, we consistently found one third of
those residential parking spots sitting empty. So we decided to take
the same approach at 40 affordable and market-rate apartment
buildings across Chicago.

Consistent with our research elsewhere, we discovered that:
• THE SUPPLY OF PARKING EXCEEDS DEMAND. Buildings
offered two spots for every three units. In reality, they only
needed one for every three.
• AS PARKING SUPPLY GOES UP, MUCH OF IT SITS EMPTY.
Apartments with fewer spaces saw a greater percentage of their
parking used.
• APARTMENT BUILDINGS NEAR FREQUENT TRANSIT NEED
LESS PARKING. Buildings within ten minutes of a Chicago
Transit Authority (CTA) train stop had one spot for every two
units. Even then, one third of their spots sat empty.
• THE OPPORTUNITY COSTS ADD UP. If we applied these
numbers to a 100-unit building near the CTA system, the
empty parking spaces would add up to $825,000 in wasted
construction costs.
Municipalities often mandate at least one parking space per new
housing unit, even for buildings near transit stops. But with so
many costly parking spaces already sitting empty, communities
should rethink parking as a resource to be managed so that
supply and demand can be more in sync. If that happens, parking
costs decrease and the supply of market-rate units can expand.
Affordable housing developers can stretch subsidies further.
And land could be used more efficiently for retail, services, and
amenities, making it easier to get to them without driving. This
would reduce parking demand even more.
This report shows how it can be done:
1. Municipalities must right size their parking requirements to
reflect the real demand for off-street parking near transit and
create incentives to pass on the savings through affordable rents.
2. Developments only need a handful of spots when they include
access to amenities like transit, car sharing, and bicycle sharing.
3. Good data can support more productive conversations when
low-parked buildings are proposed at neighborhood meetings.
Chicago and its northern neighbor Evanston recently reduced
parking requirements around transit for developers that include
affordable housing. Regionally, however, high minimum parking
requirements are still the norm. The data and recommendations in
this report lay the framework for transit-oriented development that
puts people before cars and passes on the value savings through
more affordable rents.
Together, we can build communities with room for parking,
amenities, and housing available to everybody. This report shows
the way.
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INTRODUCTION
A century ago, Chicago was a great walking city. Like
America’s other great walking cities, it came of age on an
urban grid. In those days, land development wasn’t as tightly
regulated as it is today, and there were no zoning codes to
keep homes and retail apart. Neighborhood development
made efficient use of the city’s grid by lining main
transportation thoroughfares with shops and multifamily
homes. The rest of the grid was filled in with smaller
residential buildings on quiet side streets a short walk away.
As a result, compact neighborhoods grew, many of which
provided a mix of housing types at different price points with
access to jobs, amenities, and public transportation. Then
the car arrived, transforming urban transportation. An
open question emerged: how do cars fit into communities
designed for people?
For decades, planners answered this question through singleuse zoning with parking minimums. Zoning laws divide
properties by use – residential, commercial, industrial – and
often require a minimum number of parking spaces on each
property. Instead of coordinating land-use plans to maximize
the community’s overall accessibility, interconnectedness,
and affordability, neighborhood development became
focused on the end use of each individual parcel.
Naturally, requiring developers to carve out land for
parking restricts what could be done with a property. In
Chicago, developers could no longer build in the style of

the vintage apartment buildings that provided decent and
affordable housing. Only developments with parking spaces
were legal, leaving less space for housing units and more
space for cars. In the suburbs, developers built multifamily
rental in isolated locations where cheap land and favorable
zoning made it easier to surround their buildings with a
sea of desolate surface parking. In both city and suburbs,
travel became less efficient and communities became more
disconnected. It became difficult to do even basic daily
errands without a car, further escalating the perceived need
for parking and the cost of transportation.
After decades of developing for cars, the market has flipped.
Parking became more expensive as walkable, transit-friendly
neighborhoods grew increasingly popular. Today, developers
interviewed in surveys like the ULI/PWC Emerging Trends of
Real Estate report talk about repurposing and better utilizing
existing parking lots and garages, reducing the construction
costs of parking, and developing in line with the public’s
demand for compact communities with easy access to jobs
and amenities. Communities with a high quality of life
will always need some parking, but it is critical to “right
size” parking at a level below current public standards.
This report is about achieving that right size for parking to
increase neighborhood accessibility and affordability.
By treating parking as a resource to be managed, and not
a mandate to be met, communities can apply the savings

Photo that shows how parking disconnects a community
(don’t forget to update photo credit)

1.

Urban Land Institute and PriceWaterhouseCoopers. Emerging Trends in Real Estate 2016.
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from reduced parking spaces to building communities with
a better mix of housing, transportation, and amenities.
The tight housing supply could be expanded by applying
the savings to new market-rate units. Additional affordable
units could be developed from existing sources of subsidy.
Buildings could preserve spaces for shared-use mobility or
offer transit passes bundled into the rent to give people a
broader range of mobility options. More land could be used
for retail, services, amenities, and institutions in convenient
locations, making it easier for neighborhood residents to
reach them without driving.
Better understanding of parking demand and adopting
policies to right-size parking can repurpose underutilized
space to meet broader development and affordability goals.
CNT has found that:
• THE COST OF AN INDIVIDUAL PARKING SPOT
IN CHICAGO CAN BE AS MUCH AS $37,300, and
this bears significant opportunity costs in increased
housing prices, constraints on affordable housing
development, and the efficient use of land.
• PARKING MINIMUMS ADD TIME AND COST
TO CHICAGO-AREA TRANSIT-ORIENTED
DEVELOPMENTS. In particular, this discourages
developing affordable housing near transit, where the
cost of land comes at a premium.
• ON AVERAGE, ONE THIRD OF OFF-STREET
RESIDENTIAL PARKING SITS EMPTY AT NIGHT.
This is a large and unnecessary gap between supply
and demand. We collected this data at more than 41
buildings based on methods CNT developed in the San
Francisco Bay Area, Seattle, and Washington, D.C.
• ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES EXIST. Recognizing the
burden of unused residential parking on project cost and
community accessibility, communities and developers
are beginning to develop creative, alternative approaches
that better align parking supply with demand.
2 			

CNT has been working with planners and researchers
across the United States to find solutions to these problems.
In King County, Washington, for example, CNT worked
to develop an empirically based model for parking
requirements. Local researchers went into buildings at 3
a.m. to measure the number of parking spaces that were
actually used, and then CNT developed a model that related
the number of occupied parking spaces to population,
job density, the size of units and distance from transit.
CNT found that the number of spaces required through
zoning exceeded the demand for spots by 35%. CNT also
brought this approach to the San Francisco Bay Area and
to Washington D.C. CNT co-authored a paper on parking
utilization in Washington, D.C., that was selected by the
Transportation Research Board as the best transportation
and land use paper of 2016.2

PARKING IS A RESOURCE.
SO IS LAND FOR
DEVELOPMENT.
EVERY COMMUNITY NEEDS SOME
PARKING, BUT WITH THE RIGHT SIZE OF
SUPPLY, NEIGHBORHOODS CAN TILT
THE SCALES TO DEDICATE MORE SPACE
TO PEOPLE THAN TO CARS. THIS IN TURN
WILL ALLOW US TO CREATE BETTER
CONNECTED, MORE SPATIALLY EFFICIENT,
AND MORE AFFORDABLE COMMUNITIES.

THIS REPORT SHOWS THE WAY.
2. Jonathan Rogers, Dan Emerine, Peter Haas, David Jackson, Peter Kauffmann, Rick Rybeck, and Ryan Westrom.
“Estimating Parking Utilization in Multi-Family Residential Buildings in Washington, DC”. Transportation Research
Board 95th Annual Meeting, January 2016.
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THE PROBLEM WITH
PARKING MINIMUMS
As research across the country has discovered, parking
minimums can take a significant toll on communities
and regions. They can decrease the affordability of a unit
or a neighborhood, reduce living space to make room
for automobile storage, and encourage driving. Overall,
parking minimums can:
MAKE MARKET-RATE HOUSING MORE EXPENSIVE.
In the Chicago region, the cost of constructing a single
parking space can vary between $4,200 in a surface lot to
$37,300 in an indoor, underground parking garage.3 As
studies in other regions have demonstrated, “free” parking
is not actually free, because developers pass these costs
on to owners and renters. In San Francisco, for example,
parking requirements have increased housing costs by
10%.4 In Los Angeles, a parking spot included with a unit
adds roughly $200 to its monthly rent, or $40,000 to its
selling price.5 And even when parking is not included with
rent, property managers lose money when it sits empty.
Unused parking was equivalent to a loss of 15% of rents in
Seattle in 2013.6

REDUCE THE NUMBER OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING
UNITS. In a subsidized housing development, every dollar
spent on parking for cars is a dollar not spent on housing
for people. A 2014 report found that a non-profit developer
would need a $4,000 subsidy to provide housing without
parking at an $80,000 purchase price aimed at a family
earning $30,000 a year.7 Requiring two parking spaces
increases this funding gap to $26,251.8 Keeping the cost of
construction constant, those limited subsidy dollars could
fund 6.5 times as many units if allocated entirely toward
housing with no parking. Costly parking requirements can
also prevent the preservation and development of Single
Room Occupancy (SRO) units, which are critical for
transitional residents who are unlikely to own automobiles.
In San Diego in the 1980s, affordable housing opponents
derailed an SRO preservation strategy by requiring one
parking space per room, making construction costs for new
SROs prohibitively expensive.9

Graphic: Images of structured and surface lots with prices on them

3. Donald Shoup, High Cost of Minimum Parking Requirements – numbers have been inflation adjusted for the Chicago
market, 2012-5 –(Original Source: Rider Levett Bucknall, Quarterly Construction Cost Report, Third Quarter (2012)
4. Weynu Jia and Martin Wachs. “Parking and Affordable Housing.” Access Magazine, Number 13, Fall 1998.
5. Michael Manville, “Parking Requirements and Housing Development: Regulation and Reform in Los Angeles.” Access
Magazine, Number 44, Spring 2014.
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6. Jesse London and Clark Williams-Derry, Sightline. “Who Pays for Parking? How the oversupply of parking
undermines housing affordability.”
7. Todd Litman, Victoria Transport Policy Institute. “Parking Requirements on Housing Affordability.” June 11, 2014.
8. Todd Litman, 2014.
9. Michael Manville and Donald Shoup. “Parking requirements as a barrier to housing development: regulation and
reform in Los Angeles.” University of California Transportation Center, UCTC-FR-2010-03.

3

REGRESSIVELY CHARGE THE POOR, OLD, YOUNG, AND
DISABLED, WHO SUBSIDIZE TRANSPORTATION FOR
THE RELATIVELY MORE AFFLUENT. Parking minimums
typically require that a development provide the same
number of spaces for every type of building, even those
that attract tenants less likely to own a car, such as people
who are poor, old, young, and/or disabled. When the price
of parking is bundled into rents, tenants who do not own
cars effectively subsidize spaces for those who do. In Cook
County, Illinois, one third of renters do not own a car.10
Among renters older than 65, more than half (55%) do not
own a vehicle.11
ENCOURAGE PEOPLE TO OWN MORE CARS AND DRIVE
MORE. When parking is provided, residents are more likely
to drive than use alternatives like public transit. Vehicle trip
generation rates increase when the supply of parking spaces
increases.12 Residents of neighborhoods with standard
parking minimums are 28% more likely to drive to work
than residents of similar neighborhoods without them.13 In
New York City, residents of new developments that provide
parking are 45% more likely to own cars than the typical
New Yorker. And a recent national study found that as a
city increases the number of available spaces from 0.2 to
0.5 per person, the share of commutes by car rises from
60% to 83%.14 For a typical moderate-income household in
Cook County, the cost of an automobile costs $6,818, and
this pushes out both discretionary spending and funds for
needs like education, health care, and retirement.15

4 			

Graphics used with permission from GraphingParking.com
CROWD OUT DEVELOPMENT. Parking requires a lot of
space. When the stall, turning radii, lanes, and ramps
are factored in, each parking space requires about 350
square feet.16 That square footage adds up and competes
with other uses within the building. For example, a tenunit building with 20 parking spaces would require 7,000
square feet for parking that could instead house five new
units at 1,000 square feet apiece, twenty bicycle spaces at
12.5 square feet apiece, and three parking spaces dedicated
to shared vehicles, with 700 square feet to spare. When an
infill development provides one parking space per unit, it
may see a 25% decrease in the number of units provided on
site when compared to a development without any parking
at all.17 For projects running on affordability subsidies,
this reduction of units greatly impacts whether a project’s
development costs pencil out and can proceed toward
construction.
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10. ACS, 2000-2014
11. ACS, 2000-2014, Tenure by Vehicles Available by Age of Householder
12. Robert Cervero and G.B. Arrington, “Vehicle Trip Reduction Impacts of Transit-Oriented Housing.” Journal of Public
Transportation, Vol 11, No 3, 2008.
13. Todd Litman and Rowan Steele, Victoria Transport Policy Institute. “Land Use Impacts on Transport: How Land Use
Factors Affect Travel Behavior,” 27 January 2015.
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14. http://www.citylab.com/commute/2016/01/the-strongest-case-yet-that-excessive-parking-causes-moredriving/423663/?utm_source=nl__link3_011216
15. CNT, “Housing + Transportation Affordability Index.” http://htaindex.cnt.org/
16. US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). Parking Spaces / Community Places: Finding the Balance Between
Smart Growth Solutions. January 2006.
17. USEPA.
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PARKING IN THE
CHICAGO REGION
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Parking supply works when communities ask developers
to provide the right number of spaces. But when it comes
to transit-oriented development, too many communities
employ one-size-fits-all parking minimums that don’t often
align with the number of cars that households near transit
tend to own. Take downtown Evanston, for example.
Between Metra and CTA trains, eight CTA and Pace bus
lines, and seven car share vehicles, residents have many
options to reach jobs and amenities. Over half of residents
around the Davis Street stations take transit, walk, or bike
to work. With all of these options available, households
within a five-minute walk of Davis owned less than one
car on average in 2010. Renters within a five-minute
walk of Davis owned only 0.7 cars on average. Yet, until
recently, Evanston zoning standards typically require two
cars per housing unit regardless of transit accessibility,
forcing developers to build more parking than households
need. Evanston has acknowledged this mismatch and

has negotiated significantly lower parking levels in
several recent Planned Developments and given parking
reductions to buildings that provide some affordable
housing units.
Even when parking minimums have been reduced, a
lack of community education can make it difficult for
projects to proceed. The City of Chicago lowered parking
requirements on some parcels near transit in 2013.
The very first project proposed in response, a 48-unit
apartment building near the Paulina Brown Line stop in
Lakeview, proposed just nine parking spaces. With a CTA
train stop, four CTA bus lines, four car share vehicles,
a Divvy station, and 43% of the city’s jobs accessible
within a 30-minute transit ride, a wealth of transportation
alternatives were in place.18 As a result, 46% of commuters
who lived near the station walked, biked, or used transit to
get to work in 2011.19 Among renters around the station,
the share without vehicles increased by 32% between
2000 and 2011.20 And among renters under 35, the target
demographic for the project, the share without cars
increased by 54%. Yet many neighbors were skeptical that
this project could attract 39 tenants without cars. Similar
conversations unfolded as other developers proposed
projects with fewer parking spots across the city.
Interviews with market-rate and affordable developers
confirm that when zoning standards or community
processes result in excessive parking, significant project
costs are incurred.21 As noted above, the cost of providing
parking in Chicago can range from $4,200 to $37,000
per space or higher, which is similar to national costs.22
18. CNT, AllTransit. http://alltransit.cnt.org/
19. American Community Survey Five-Year Estimates, 2009-2013. Data has been aggregated to the half-mile buffer
around the Davis Street station.
20. ACS Five-Year Estimates, 2009-13.
21. CNT interviewed eight developers; individual perspectives are confidential but they are acknowledged at the end of
this document.
22. Shoup, 2014.

6 			

STALLED OUT: HOW EMPT Y PARKING SPACES DIMINISH NEIGHBORHOOD AFFORDABILIT Y

Photo: @gueamu, Flickr/Creative Commons

These costs may vary significantly depending on the
configuration of the parcel and timeline of the project.
For example, should a project need to dig more than 12
feet underground within the City of Chicago, it must work
through an additional city department, the Department
of the Underground, which can add two to three months
in increased permitting and insurance costs. On smaller
parcels, it can be difficult to incorporate all of these spaces
in a single floor of parking. The project would then require
a parking ramp, which can make a project prohibitive
unless rents will be high. This makes it particularly
difficult to redevelop smaller parcels, like the shuttered
gas stations or fast food restaurants that dot many
commercial corridors, without assembling additional land
to accommodate parking.
Finally, buildings with low levels of parking require
community support. In the city of Chicago, real or
perceived scarcity of on-street parking is exacerbated by
Chicago’s uneven permitting requirements, which require
paid permits for spots on some streets but not others.
Fearing increased competition for those on-street spaces,
residents may pressure a developer to include more offstreet spaces than originally proposed. In the absence of
good data on the right amount of parking in a particular
©2016 CENTER FOR NEIGHBORHOOD TECHNOLOGY

neighborhood, a low-parked building can become mired
in a lengthy negotiation process, which loses time and
increases carrying costs.
Moreover, when developments provide more than the
right size, the unneeded construction costs can kill deals
in some neighborhoods. Developers interviewed for this
report have noted that even when parking is bundled into
rents, or unbundled and offered at a fair market price,
a project never fully recoups the full cost of developing
and maintaining it. In moderately priced markets, or for
projects with lower rents, this can prevent projects from
proceeding. In some cases, inflexibility or uncertainty
around parking requirements can dissuade an investor
from proposing a project at all. And even when developers,
municipal planners, and neighbors all agree, a lender may
refuse to underwrite a project that departs from typical
parking practices. Fortunately, some lenders may now be
loosening their standards as the market for multifamily
rental, and in particular rental near transit, continues to
accelerate.
Parking minimums disproportionately affect affordable
housing projects and make it even harder to build units for
low-income households with good access to transportation
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options and jobs. Affordable housing developments
delicately balance expenses and subsidies and have little
room for added uncertainly or construction costs. Parking
can significantly burden an affordable project. Subsidized
buildings can typically only afford to add surface lots,
which are cheaper than structured parking by several
orders of magnitude. But the cost of land near transit often
carries a premium, which makes it hard for subsidized
projects to allocate land to an outdoor lot and still build
enough units to recoup the cost of the land acquisition.
Additionally, many affordable housing subsidies cap costs
per unit. These standard caps don’t take into account
the high costs of building parking and acquiring land
for parking lots, forcing developers to choose sites where
land costs less but job and transit connections are sparse.
Finally, Low Income Housing Tax Credits cannot be
allocated toward public amenities, including shared
parking, which means that projects must make parking
exclusive to residents even when it could be shared with
adjacent buildings.
Moreover, there is often even less need for parking at lowincome and assisted housing developments. For example,
while developers interviewed for this report find that their
low-income tenants in suburban projects typically need
and own just one vehicle, it is uncommon for them to own
two, even when local zoning asks developers to provide
two parking spaces. Projects built for senior citizens in
the city of Chicago only require one stall for three units
to serve residents, medical services, and visitors. Parking
requirements for accessibility or Single Room Occupancy
units can go even lower, as most residents lack a car, cannot
afford one, and/or have an impairment that restricts
driving. Spaces are needed for service providers and other
visitors, but at a level well below the parking minimums
that municipalities tend to require.

Without more certainty on parking, market rate investors
will gravitate toward neighborhoods and municipalities
where they can expect the highest return on rents and will
pass by moderate-income communities. For affordable
housing projects, the high cost of providing parking can
conflict with limited subsidy dollars and potentially steer
investment away from more expensive, transit-served sites
and toward parcels where land is cheaper but transit quality
is poorer. In both cases, the requirements steer investment
to just a few neighborhoods and prohibit a unit mix that
benefits everybody. This works against achieving regional
sustainability and equity goals.
Other research echoes the idea that the Chicago region
requires too much parking in areas well served by
transit. In 2014, the Regional Transportation Authority
surveyed residents that had moved into transit-oriented
developments (TODs) from other locations.23 This TOD
Resident Survey found that these residents owned 20%
fewer vehicles than the average regional household and
moved to a transit-served location in part because of transit
service and walkability. However, after these residents
moved into a TOD, the level of off-street parking dedicated
to them actually increased.
But while there is agreement among planners,
affordable housing professionals, and developers that
zoning standards tend to produce too much parking,
comparatively little data exists to evaluate what the proper
level of parking should be for a specific neighborhood and
use. How does it differ from one neighborhood to another?
For transit-served projects, how does it differ from CTA to
Metra stations, by proximity to downtown, and so on?

23. Regional Transportation Authority, “Living A Transit Lifestyle: Transit-Oriented Development Resident Survey Results Report.” December 2014.
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RESEARCH FINDINGS

Photo: Ken Lund, Flickr/Creative Commons

To better evaluate the current level of parking supply,
CNT surveyed 41 multifamily rental buildings with more
than 10 apartments. This sample included buildings
primarily in the city of Chicago as well as in suburban
Cook County. While most buildings in the sample had
some level of parking, the interview sample included a mix
of vintage apartment buildings with fewer spaces, many
of which predated parking ratios, and new buildings with
more spaces.24 It also included a mix of market rate and
affordable buildings near and away from the CTA rail
system. The 41 buildings sampled provide a snapshot of
parking demand at various locations across Chicago.
CNT asked property managers to report their mix of units,
rents, parking spaces, and availability of car sharing on site.
CNT then visited each building between midnight and
4:00 a.m. on Sunday through Thursday nights, when these
spaces were most likely to have parked cars, and counted
occupied and empty parking spaces. We then computed
the mismatch between parking supplied and parking used.
Our analysis does not consider whether increased supply
of parking actually induced additional car ownership or
driving at these buildings.25

TYPICALLY,
MUNICIPALITIES
REQUIRE ONE OR TWO
PARKING SPACES PER
HOUSING UNIT.

RIGHT SIZED PARKING
CALCULATOR IN KING
COUNTY, WASHINGTON
CNT based the data collection for this report on its approach
used to build the Right Size Parking Calculator in King County,
Washington. King County was interested in developing a tool that
could be used to achieve a more balanced approach to parking
for the region. As in the Chicago region, outdated parking
requirements in King County have led to parking supply that is
not reflective of actual demand, which can have a direct impact
on a jurisdiction’s ability to create compact, healthy communities.
The calculator’s estimates are based on a powerful model
developed from current local data of actual parking use collected
in the field on more than 200 developments in urban and
suburban localities in the county. These parking use data were
correlated with factors related to the building, its occupants, and its
surroundings—particularly transit, parking pricing, and population
and job concentrations—to build the model. The calculator can
help analysts, planners, developers, and community members
weigh factors like location, as well as the number, size, and rent of
units, that affect parking use at multi-family housing sites.

24. CNT did not ask property managers to report the year of construction.
25. CNT has contributed to research that confirms a relationship between supply of parking and induced demand. In “Estimating Parking Utilization in Multi-family Buildings in Washington, D.C.,” a team of researchers that included CNT sampled 115
multifamily buildings. The report found a strong relationship between parking supplied and induced demand with an elasticity of 0.59%.
©2016 CENTER FOR NEIGHBORHOOD TECHNOLOGY
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Overall, CNT found that:
RENTAL BUILDINGS SUPPLY MORE PARKING THAN
IS USED. On average, parking in apartment buildings is
supplied at 0.61 spaces per unit and utilized at 0.34 spaces
per unit. In other words, a typical multifamily building
offered tenants about two spaces for every three units, even
though it needed only needed one. This means that in the
middle of the night on a work week, when most tenants are
asleep, the typical parking lot or garage was only two thirds
full. Rental buildings oversupplied 0.27 spaces for every unit,
including vacant ones.

PARKING SUPPLY AND UTILIZATION
WITHIN REGIONAL SAMPLE
Parking Spaces Supplied Per Unit

Parking Spaces Utilized Per Unit

0.61 spaces

0.34 spaces

Table 1
In addition, as the supply of parking goes up, utilization
rates go down proportionally. Chart 2 displays the parking
spaces supplied in every sampled apartment building
against peak period use, as well as an average across all
buildings. Apartments with the fewest spaces per unit
saw average peak period utilization rates just under 80%.
Buildings with the most spaces per unit saw average peak
period utilization rates around 60%.

Percentage of
Utilized Parking

PARKING SUPPLY AGAINST
LEVEL OF UTILIZATION
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Parking Spaces Supplied Per Unit

Chart 2
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However, buildings with units for families oversupplied
the most parking too, as shown in Chart 4. On average,
buildings comprised entirely of studios and one bedrooms
supplied just 0.33 spaces per unit. At these buildings,
occupied units used 0.25 spaces per unit, for an oversupply
of .08 spaces per unit, or 24%. But buildings with two and
three bedrooms have a much bigger gap between supply
and usage. On average, parking in buildings comprised
entirely of two- and three-bedroom apartments supplied
0.85 parking spaces per unit. Among occupied units, these
were used at 0.54 spaces per unit, for an oversupply of
0.31 spaces, or nearly 37%. In other words, buildings with
studios and one bedrooms provided one excess parking
spot for every 11 units, while buildings with two and three
bedrooms provided one for every three.

1.2
Occupied Spaces per Occupied Unit

buildings with smaller units need fewer parking spaces
than buildings with multi-bedroom units that might serve
families. As Chart 3 demonstrates, as the average number
of bedrooms in a building goes up, the number of parking
spaces that tenants utilize also go up.

SPACES UTILIZED PER UNIT BY
AVERAGE NUMBER OF BEDROOMS

1
0.8
0.6
0.4
0.2
0
1

1.5
2
2.5
Average Number of Bedrooms

3

Chart 3

PERCENTAGE OF EMPTY SPACES BY
AVERAGE NUMBER OF BEDROOMS
Percentage of Empty Spaces

APARTMENT BUILDINGS WITH MULTI-BEDROOMS
UNITS OVERSUPPLIED PARKING MORE THAN THOSE
WITH ONE BEDROOMS AND STUDIOS. Many “parking
lite” buildings constructed during the current real estate
cycle offer fewer spots and studios and one bedrooms,
aimed at small households. Survey results confirm that

0.9
0.8
0.7
0.6
0.5
0.4
0.3
0.2
0.1
0.0
1

2
Average Number of Bedrooms

3

Chart 4
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PARKING SUPPLIED AND UTILIZED BY
NUMBER OF BEDROOMS
Parking Supplied Per Unit

Spaces Per Unit

2

Parking Used Per Unit

Typical requirements in suburban communities

1.5
1

Typical requirements in Chicago

0.5
0
Buildings with studios
and one-bedroom units

Photo: John Picken, Flickr/Creative Commons

Although zoning requirements vary across Chicagoland
and have recently been eased near transit in the city of
Chicago, the supply and use of parking at multifamily
residential buildings falls significantly below the typical
requirements of one parking space per unit within
Chicago and two per units required by many suburban
communities, as Chart 5 demonstrates:

RENTAL BUILDINGS NEAR FREQUENT TRANSIT
SERVICE NEEDED FEWER PARKING SPOTS YET
SUPPLIED TOO MANY. When households can use a wellconnected transit system to commute, run errands, and
access other needs, their reliance on cars goes down and
they use fewer parking spaces. Apartment buildings near
CTA rail stations offered fewer spaces, and usage rates were
lower than in than buildings farther away. On average,
buildings within one half mile, or a ten-minute walk, of a
CTA ‘L’ stop supplied just 0.51 spaces per unit and, among
occupied units, utilized just 0.29 of those spaces per unit.
Overall, just 62% of spaces near the CTA had parked cars
overnight.

Buildings with
two-bedroom and
three-bedroom units

Many apartment buildings we surveyed were located in
neighborhoods without a CTA station but with a frequent
bus. And, often, those buildings needed fewer parking spaces.
Chart 5
Buildings within a five-minute walk of high-quality rail or
The buildings sampled for this report already supply fewer
bus transit, defined as having average headways of 15 minutes
spaces per unit than the level now mandated by typical
or less, saw their parking used even less frequently than did
parking minimums. This may reflect the fact that many
buildings near any rail station. Those buildings supplied just
apartment buildings sampled were constructed before parking 0.51 spaces per unit. Occupied units utilized 0.21 spaces per
minimums existed. Even with less than the mandated levels
unit. Overall, 68% of spaces were occupied overnight.
of parking, most of these buildings still had parking spaces
Proximity to the Metra rail system, which runs less frequently
that sat empty in the middle of the night. If all multifamily
during off-peak periods, did not have as large of an impact
buildings offered parking at the level now mandated by
on parking use. Buildings within a half mile of the Metra
public policy, the gap between supply and demand would
rail system supplied 0.59 spaces per unit. But occupied units
be dramatically wider than it is today.
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only utilized 0.42 spaces per unit. Overall, 67% of all spaces
were occupied overnight. This is a similar rate to all buildings
surveyed. Chart 6 demonstrates the rate of utilization for both
systems and for frequent rail and bus transit:

PARKING SUPPLIED AND UTILIZED
BY NUMBER OF BEDROOMS
1

Parking Supplied Per Unit
Parking Used Per Unit

0.75

BUILDINGS WITH AN AFFORDABILITY SUBSIDY HAD
AN OVERSUPPLY SIMILAR TO OTHER BUILDINGS
STUDIED. Because excessive parking adds increased cost
to affordable housing projects, CNT surveyed 27 buildings
with an affordable housing subsidy, which comprised 71%
of the entire sample. These buildings supplied 0.66 spaces
per unit. Occupied units used 0.42 spaces per unit. Overall,
parking utilization at these buildings mirrored that of all
buildings studied.

OVERALL, THESE FINDINGS
SUGGEST THAT:

Spaces Per Unit

1.

0.5

0.25

0
Buildings within Buildings within Buildings within
a half mile of
a half mile of
a quarter mile
CTA rail
Metra
of high-quality
transit

Chart 6
Following these average supply and utilization findings, a
typical 100-unit transit-oriented development project near
the CTA that provided structured, underground parking at
the typical cost of development would have $85,000 worth
of parking spots that sit empty at midnight.

©2016 CENTER FOR NEIGHBORHOOD TECHNOLOGY

A “one size fits all” requirement of one or two
spaces per unit does not make sense for these
40 buildings. Market rate buildings, buildings with
both small and large units, buildings near transit,
subsidized buildings, and buildings constructed
before and after the imposition of parking standards
all included, on average, fewer than one space per unit
and did not see full utilization of those stalls.

2. When buildings provide more parking, it is used
proportionally less. As the number of parking spaces
per unit increased, the overall use of those spaces
decreased. This was particularly true in buildings with
multi-bedroom apartments, where residents used
more parking but where more spaces sat unoccupied
than in buildings with smaller units.
3. Buildings near CTA rail and high-frequency
buses need even less parking. These apartment
buildings had fewer dedicated spaces and saw less
use. Buildings near the Metra system, which runs less
frequently outside of rush hour, saw no reduction in
parking utilization.
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POLICY TOOLKIT

There is no “one size fits all” strategy for providing parking
for either market-rate or subsidized buildings. Policy
solutions for communities and for developments need to
consider the transportation options and walkability of the
neighborhoods, the potential response of the development
market, and the parking likely to be demanded by
different market segments. If the market doesn’t respond
to a parking reduction, then a change in the zoning
environment will have little impact on investment.

Similarly, developers need to adapt their projects, and the
alternatives they provide, to the tenants they expect to
house and the urban or suburban environment around the
site. No two communities are the same.
Nonetheless, a toolbox of policies exists to help
communities and developers provide alternatives to
parking.

MUNICIPAL STRATEGIES
Strategy

Description

Regional Examples

Case Study

Adaptive
Re-use
Exemptions

Adaptive reuse exemptions encourage the redevelopment of
vacant, but viable, historic structures. Under these exemptions,
the conversion of a former industrial building to residential
lofts, for example, does not trigger typical residential parking
minimums, which often make such projects logistically or
financially impossible.

Blue Island,
Evanston,
LaGrange

In Blue Island, adaptive reuse of buildings – including
remodeling and expansions of up to 20% – cannot
require additional parking, although any existing
parking must be preserved.

Bicycle
Parking
Credits

Bicycle parking credits reward developers for promoting active
transportation options by allowing the replacement of some car
parking spaces with bicycle parking.

Chicago,
Oak Park

In Oak Park, the Zoning Officer can approve up
to a 25% reduction in required parking spaces if a
development “provides bicycle parking or makes
special provisions to accommodate bicyclists, such as
bicycle lockers.”

Captive
Market
Credits

Captive market credits help create a vibrant and walkable
downtown community by encouraging local workers, residents,
and shoppers to patronize more local businesses within walking
distance. When a retail shop or restaurant can expect some of
their patrons to come from other nearby establishments, they
may reduce their parking.

Highland Park

In Highland Park, retail or food businesses that
receive “some portion of [their] patronage” from other
establishments located within 1,000 feet can reduce
their parking by 15%. Offices and financial institutions
can reduce their parking by 5%. A parking study can
also be used to suggest a different reduction.

Carsharing
Credits

Carsharing credits replace multiple general-use parking spaces Chicago,
Villa Park
with one or more carshare spaces. That way, many residents
who want occasional access to a car but don’t need to use it
every day can share a single vehicle.

Carpooling
Credits

Carpooling credits reward employers that get their workers
to participate in carpooling programs, reducing the number of
vehicles on the road and traffic congestion around workplaces.
Employers who run these programs are allowed to reduce their
required parking allotment.

Highland Park,
Oak Park

In Highland Park, employers with at least 100
employees and an approved carpooling program or
shuttle service can reduce their parking by 10%.

Elimination of
Requirements

Municipalities may eliminate requirements altogether and leave
it to developers to propose the appropriate scale of parking for
a project. They may elect to have a downtown district with no
parking requirements.

Chicago, Elmhurst,
LaGrange, Hinsdale,
Glen Ellyn

The City of Chicago recently eliminated parking
requirements for TOD sites with a commercial,
manufacturing, or retail designation within one quarter
mile of a train station (see below).
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In Villa Park, each carshare parking space can replace
up to four regular parking spaces, with a maximum
40% reduction in overall parking.

STALLED OUT: HOW EMPT Y PARKING SPACES DIMINISH NEIGHBORHOOD AFFORDABILIT Y

Strategy

Description

Regional Examples

Case Study

Inclusionary
Upzoning

Inclusionary upzoning requires that developers include a
set aside of affordable units in a project or pay a fee in lieu
of providing units on site. Reduced parking can incentivize
developers to provide units on site through reduced project
costs.

Chicago,
Evanston

The City of Chicago’s Affordable Requirements
Ordinance allowed increased parking reduction
for TODs with affordable units. In September 2015,
parking requirements were eliminated for all types of
developments near transit.

Off-Site
Parking

Off-site parking reduces development costs and encourages
more context-friendly development by providing flexibility to
meet parking requirements within close walking distance of a
new building.

Blue Island,
LaGrange, Orland
Park, Tinley Park,
Westmont

In Westmont, non-residential developments can
provide all parking at an off-site facility up to 600 feet
away from the primary location.

Parking
Maximums

Parking maximums promote attractive, pedestrian-friendly
streets by capping the total number of parking spaces provided
for a particular use.

Villa Park,
Wheeling,
Wilmette,
Downtown Plainfield

In Wheeling, maximum parking limits apply on a sliding
scale, depending on the size of the development.
The lowest category, applying to projects where the
minimum parking requirement is up to 99 spaces, has
a maximum of 120% of the minimum requirement.
The highest category, applying to projects where the
minimum required parking is over 500 spaces, has a
maximum of 105%.

Payment
In-Lieu

Payments in lieu make smart development easier by allowing
developers to pay a fee to the local government instead of
providing their own parking. The town or village can then use
that fee for nearby parking, traffic, or other transportation needs.

Highland Park,
Northbrook,
Oak Park, Skokie,
Westmont, Wilmette,
Lake Forest

In Oak Park, developers may pay a one-time fee
“commensurate with the cost of providing off-street
parking” instead of building the parking themselves. The
fee is used to enhance the parking supply.

Public
Parking
Credits

Public parking credits make the most of existing resources
by allowing new developments to take advantage of existing
parking in the area, including on-street parking or public garage
spaces.

Oak Park,
River Grove,
Villa Park,
Wilmette

In Wilmette, every three public off-street parking
spaces within 500 feet of a development’s property
line allow parking to be reduced by one space.
Commuter parking does not count toward this credit.
Additionally, in the Village Center district, on-street
parking spaces located adjacent to a commercial
development’s property line may be directly counted
toward its parking requirement.

Shared
Parking

Shared parking allows for better allocation of the parking
supply. When two or more nearby buildings have uses with
different peak times – for example, an office that’s mostly used
during the day and a movie theater that’s mostly used at night –
those uses can agree to a shared parking arrangement. One lot
can serve both of those needs, resulted in fewer parking spaces
sitting empty at both times.

Des Plaines,
Evanston, Highland
Park, Oak Park,
Orland Park, River
Grove, Villa Park,
Wheeling, Wilmette

In Des Plaines, two or more uses that demonstrate that
there is no “substantial conflict in the principal hours of
operation” and sign a legal agreement can reduce their
total parking requirement by up to 25%.

Sliding Scale
Requirements

“Sliding scale” requirements acknowledge that different kinds
of homes generate different amounts of parking demand and
make sure that the number of spaces is appropriate based on
the type of residential units.

Evanston,
LaGrange,
Villa Park,
Wilmette

In Wilmette’s Village Center, multifamily residential
developments must provide one parking space per unit
with one or two bedrooms, but 1.5 spaces for each unit
with more than two bedrooms.

TransitOriented
Development
Overlays

Transit-oriented development overlays foster compact,
sustainable, and healthy activity nodes by taking advantage of
existing transportation infrastructure. Developments near CTA
or Metra rail stations – or reliable bus service – are allowed to
provide fewer parking spaces in recognition of the other transit
options residents, shoppers, and workers have in the area.

Chicago,
Highland Park,
Oak Park,
Villa Park

Within the City of Chicago, eligible B-, C-, and
M-Zoned properties within a quarter mile of transit,
and a half mile of transit along designated Pedestrian
Streets, are not required to provide parking or can get a
parking requirement reduction.
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WILMETTE
Back in 2007, village leaders in Wilmette refocused their
mixed-use, transit-served downtown. Despite being
Wilmette’s commercial and civic heart, the village center
had not seen much development, going back to the 1990s.
Working with developers convened by the Urban Land
Institute, the Regional Transportation Authority, and other
planning consultants, they determined that their zoning code
discouraged the kind of walkable, attractive projects that would
bring more activity and businesses to the area. An important
part of that stumbling block was excessive and overly rigid
parking requirements.

VILLA PARK
The Village of Villa Park realized they needed to reform their parking
requirements, last updated in the 1970s, after a developer proposed
a multifamily project near the Villa Park Metra station. Compared to
the mixed-use town centers around Metra stations in neighboring
suburbs, the Villa Park station area was relatively underdeveloped, so
many residents were excited about the potential for such a development
to catalyze a more vibrant district. However, it quickly became clear
that the development would not pencil out financially with the village’s
existing parking requirements, which didn’t take into account that
people living near a well-used commuter rail station might not drive as
much as people elsewhere in the village.
To avoid having a new planned development process for every
new project by the station and an atmosphere of uncertainty for
developers, the Village decided to proactively create new standards for
development. The Regional Transportation Authority funded a zoning
ordinance update, which Villa Park passed in 2013. It includes:
• Reduced parking requirements: The old code called for two
spaces per unit in multifamily buildings, or one per bedroom,
whichever was greater. The new code requires just 1.25 spaces
per one-bedroom unit, and two spaces per unit with two or more
bedrooms.

So in 2014, after several years of work, Wilmette passed a
revised zoning ordinance that included:
• Reduced parking requirements: Two-bedroom
residential units require only one space, down from 1.5
spaces before the current ordinance.
• Encouragement for new developments to share public
parking: On-street parking along the property line, as well
as non-commuter public lots within 500 feet, can be counted
against a new development’s requirements.
• Allowance for multiple developments with different
peak demand times to share parking: The exact reduction
is determined by a table of uses and estimated parking needs
by time of day. For example, a development used as an office
and another used for housing can join lots to reduce their total
parking supply by nearly a third.
• A parking maximum: The maximum is pegged at 110%
of the minimum number of required spaces for any given
development.
The private market responded with a six-story, mixed-use
building with 75 market rate residential units, 6,500 feet of
ground floor retail, and just 129 parking spaces.

Photo: Keith Cooper, Flickr/Creative Commons

• Credits for carshare spaces:  Each carshare parking space can
replace up to four general parking spaces, resulting in a total reduction
of up to 40% of the original number of required spaces.
• Shared parking:  Multiple non-residential developments can pool
their parking spaces to reduce the total amount required. Reductions
range from 10% for two sites that share one lot to 25% for four.
• Transit credit:  Developments within a quarter mile of a Metra station
can reduce parking by 15%.
• Parking maximums:  A development may not exceed the required
amount of parking by more than 10%.
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CHICAGO TOD + ARO ORDINANCES
In its recent report TOD in the Chicago Region, CNT found that between 2000 and 2010, the Chicago region was the only one with a large
legacy transit system to grow its occupied housing units at a rate faster away from transit than around it. This underperformance occurred in
part because of the lack of net growth in the city of Chicago. The Chicago Housing Authority Plan for Transformation and ongoing community
distress led to the loss of units in some transit-served neighborhoods on the south and west sides. On the north and northwest sides, zoning
made it difficult for many neighborhoods to add a significant number of new multifamily units. Most new developments were required to offer
one parking space per unit, even on parcels steps from the CTA.
Chicago has taken action. Since 2013, the Chicago City Council has relaxed restrictions on density and minimums on parking to encourage
more multifamily development in transit-served neighborhoods and to incentivize affordability as part of that development. New policies include:
• The Original TOD Ordinance, passed in 2013, that allows multifamily residential development to reduce off-street parking by 50% for
properties within 600 feet of transit and 1,200 feet of transit along designated Pedestrian Streets.
• An expansion of the Affordable Requirements Ordinance, Chicago’s inclusionary zoning ordinance, that provides additional reduction up
to 25% for units meeting the affordability requirement and provided on site.

Photo: Steven Vance, Flickr/Creative Commons

• A 2015 expansion of the TOD Ordinance that eliminated parking minimums for parcels within 1,320 feet of transit – one half mile – along
designated Pedestrian Streets for parcels with a business, commercial, or manufacturing zoning designation.
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DEVELOPMENT STRATEGIES
Strategy

Description

Examples

Carshare

Vehicle sharing gives residents options, but can also help a development
cut down on the number of required parking spaces. Developments
can set aside spaces for carshare services, provide discounted or free
membership as part of rent, or purchase and operate a vehicle as a free
amenity to residents.

1611 W. Division in Chicago provides a discounted first year
membership as part of the rent.
In Minneapolis, Oaks Station Place offers complimentary
electric “community cars” for four-hour errands.

Unbundled Parking

A developer can “unbundle” parking from rent and lease it separately to a
tenant. Depending on the kind of development, this may either entitle the
tenant to an assigned space in a lot or garage, or simply allow them to park
in any available space. Unbundled parking allows the developer to charge
a market price for a space, and it can reduce the total number of spaces
needed for a building.

Cubix Yerba Buena, a microunit development in San Francscio,
provides only five parking spaces for 98 units. Residents have
the option of leasing a space at $200 per month. 10% of units
in this development are low income.

Transit Passes
Bundled In Rent

As with parking, a developer can choose to offer a transit pass as part of
the rent. This can encourage the use of transit and lower the demand for
parking within a building. Moreover, it is more equitable than bundled
parking, because residents with lower incomes or mobility challenges are
less likely to own a car.

LaSalle Apartments in Portland, OR offered transit passes
bundled with rent and reported a 79% increase in transit use.

Bicycle Sharing
Bundled In Rent

As with transit passes, a building may offer a complimentary or discounted 1237 N. Milwaukee in Chicago will provide complimentary
membership to a bike share program, such as Divvy.
yearly passes for Divvy to residents that do not own cars.

Bicycle Parking
Spaces

A development may offer indoor bicycle parking as an alternative or
complement to vehicle parking to reduce the number of spaces. For
every one indoor automobile parking space, a development could easily
accommodate twenty bicycle spaces.

Shared Parking

Residential, commercial, office, and institutional uses within a development 1571 Maple Avenue in Evanston will lease 88 parking spaces
may share parking because the spaces are utilized at different times.
from a nearby municipal garage, where spaces sit underutilized
Alternatively, a building may utilize a garage or parking in an off-site facility during the evening.
that is underutilized at night.

Peer-to-Peer
Sharing

Mobile apps allow tenants and building owners to directly rent out parking SpotHero allows users to rent unoccupied parking spots at
spaces by the hour.
an hourly rate. Building owners, garage owners, and owners
of dedicated parking spots can use the app to better utilize
parking stalls at times when they tend to sit underutilized.
Photo: Washington State House Republican, Flickr/Creative Commons

1611 W. Division in Chicago provides 100 bicycle parking
spaces and zero dedicated parking spaces for 99 units.
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Photo: Steven Vance, Flickr/Creative Commons

1611 W. DIVISION,
WICKER PARK, CHICAGO
The 1611 West Division building, located at the intersection of Division and Ashland
in Chicago’s Wicker Park neighborhood, has 99 rental units geared towards
smaller households, including 10 units available for low income tenants. The building
has no off-street parking spaces for residents nor any affordable housing units.
This market-rate development sits at the nexus of the CTA Blue Line and three
CTA bus lines. It is served by Divvy bike share; it offers roughly 100 bicycle parking
spaces, which are heavily utilized; and it offers an Enterprise carshare vehicle with
a discounted membership. The building owners report that tenants choose the
building because of its transit access to the Loop and to O’Hare for business trips,
and its mobility choices for other trips.
1611 West Division also has amenities specifically designed for car-free living. A
monitor in the lobby displays CTA Bus and Train Tracker times so residents can
linger indoors until their bus or train arrives. Each unit has a washer and dryer and
residents can use a laundry shoot for dry cleaning. The building has pet-friendly
services like professional dog walkers.

Approved in early 2015, 1571 Maple Avenue is
a 12-story building, about to break ground, that
will provide 101 units and nearly 4,000 feet
of commercial space. The building is located
100 feet from the Davis Street station shared
by CTA and Metra and is served by eight CTA
and Pace bus lines. Seven carshare vehicles
exist within a short walk of the site. Because of
these options, the development will only have
12 parking spaces on site, two of which will be
dedicated carsharing locations and one of
which will have an electric charging station.
Evanston required the development to utilize a
large parking garage a short walk from the site.
Although 1571 Maple Avenue offers a small
number of parking spaces on site, residents
can utilize an additional 101 spaces from a
nearby municipal garage on Maple Avenue.
Evanston constructed the garage to serve
transit commuters, workers, and a downtown
movie theater, but it mostly sits underutilized
in the evening. A second garage at Sherman
Plaza offers additional guest parking. A 2009
multimodal transportation study found that
utilization of the downtown parking supply,
including this garage, drops below 40%
after 7:00 p.m. By using this existing but
underutilized supply of parking, residents and
visitors at 1571 Maple Avenue use a resource
that has already been constructed.
Photo: La Sequencia, Flickr/Creative Commons

1611 West Division has not created parking spillover. Leases for residents include a
clause that make them ineligible for parking permits on neighboring streets. Most
residents choose the building because of its amenities anyway, so the effect on
neighborhood parking congestion has been minimal.

1571 MAPLE AVE,
DOWNTOWN
EVANSTON
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COMMUNITY EDUCATION
Sometimes, the biggest stumbling block to right-sized
parking may not be a downtown zoning code or building
amenities, but community skepticism about the impacts
of a building without parking. Residents may see a lack
of available parking on the street and fear that a building
with low parking will only add to the crunch. Attendees
at community meetings may be older, more affluent,
or homeowners, demographics that tend on average to
own more cars, who express skepticism at a low-parked
development aimed at younger or less affluent renter
households. These voices can influence public discussion
at meetings and online. Good data can help make the case
that off-street parking can be lowered below conventional

minimums and below community perceptions of what
is needed. Importantly, numbers help empower quieter
voices to speak in support during a community meeting and
demonstrate that there is a broader community consensus
than there might seem to be at the outset.
In April 2015, CNT and the Lakeview Chamber of
Commerce demonstrated this by partnering on a white
paper on recent TOD trends. That paper found transit
ridership on the rise, car ownership on the decline among
younger households and renters, and housing loss due to
deconversions within the housing stock. The Lakeview
Chamber utilized the paper to help secure the approval of
two TODs near the Southport and Paulina Brown Line stops
in May 2015.
Ultimately, real change must occur across the public and
private sectors, and among neighbors, to cut down on the
supply of empty parking and prioritize compact, affordable
communities instead:
• MUNICIPALITIES MUST SET BETTER PARKING
POLICIES IN LAND USE CODES that reduce minimum
mandates for parking when they don’t make sense,
encourage developers to provide shared parking and
transportation alternatives, and incentivize the creation
of affordable housing units using the money saved.
• TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENTS CAN REDUCE
THE DEMAND FOR PARKING by providing shared
alternatives like car sharing, bicycle parking stations,
and transit passes bundled within rents.
• COMMUNITY CONVERSATIONS MUST BE
GROUNDED BY DATA so when a building with fewer
spaces is proposed, residents can better evaluate its
impact on the supply of on-street parking and the
neighborhood as a whole.
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CONCLUSION

Communities across Chicago are demonstrating how to
build communities with the right size of parking. But more
work needs to be done. Market-rate developments are asked
to provide structured parking that costs tens of thousands
of dollars a space, pushing up rents and crowding out
development, only to see a third of those spaces sit empty

Today, many developers, urban planners, and housing
advocates understand the opportunity costs borne by empty
parking. With better data and policies, we can work together
to adopt a better approach. Developments can save money
wasted on empty spaces and pass it on through reduced rents
in market-rate projects and better allocated subsidy dollars

at night. Subsidized housing projects face limitations in
adding structured parking and opt for lower-cost locations
away from transit, despite transit’s accessibility benefits for
low-income households. “Parking lite” projects constructed
this real estate cycle have targeted small, single-person
households, but the largest oversupply of housing occurs in
apartment buildings better suited for families. And better
data, like the parking utilization data collected for this report,
is needed to help elected officials and residents understand
that parking bears significant opportunity costs when it is
not right sized to fit communities with different assets and
households of different incomes.

in affordable ones. The limited supply of land near our
transit system can be dedicated to housing people, not cars.
Rather than creating empty parking lots, developments can
add more vibrant uses that encourage walking and biking.
And municipalities can continue to shift away from policies
of exclusion made possible through local zoning and public
investment in highways. When that happens, Chicagoland
can become a region that puts people first.

Make this a stellar TOD photo.
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ABOUT CNT
Founded in 1978, the Center for Neighborhood Technology (CNT) is a national leader in delivering game-changing
research, tools, and solutions to create sustainable and equitable communities. We research, invent, and test urban
strategies that use resources more efficiently and more equitably.
We believe that cities, thanks to their dense populations and shared resources, are uniquely positioned to respond to the
growing concerns about sustainability, resource efficiency, greenhouse gas emissions, and climate resilience. By building on
what exists – infrastructure, natural resources, organizations, and institutions – our initiatives uncover important hidden
assets, enhancing urban communities and the lives of their residents.
Transportation and land use are central to a sustainable urban future. We promote an expansion of transit systems and
livable, walkable communities around transit hubs. As part of this, we have developed parking calculators for King
County, Washington; the San Francisco Bay Area; and Washington, D.C. that quantify the amount of parking that new
developments need based on their proximity to transit. The research paper Estimating Parking Utilization in Multi-Family
Residential Buildings in Washington, D.C. by CNT’s Chief Research Scientist Peter Haas and Jonathan Rogers, Dan
Emerine, David Jackson, Peter Kauffmann, Rick Rybeck, and Ryan Westrom won the best paper of the year award from
Transportation Research Board’s Transportation and Land Development Committee.
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The Regional Transportation
Authority (RTA) is the oversight, funding,
and regional planning agency for the transit
Service Boards including Chicago Transit Authority
(CTA) bus and rail, Metra commuter rail and Pace
suburban bus and paratransit. The agency was
created in 1974 upon the approval of a referendum
by the residents of Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake,
McHenry and Will counties in northeastern
Illinois. The RTA is a special purpose unit of local
government and a municipal corporation of the
State of Illinois. From the time of its creation,
the RTA’s mission has been to ensure financially
sound, comprehensive and coordinated public
transportation for northeastern Illinois. The CTA,
Metra and Pace handle their respective transit
operations and fare responsibilities. Each is led
by a Board of Directors that determines levels of
service, fares and operational policies. The RTA’s
oversight responsibility is guided by the RTA’s
Board of Directors, who approves an annual budget
and two-year financial plan that sets a strategic
plan to guide all the agencies in achieving their
common mission of providing the best transit
system possible for the region. The Board consists
of 16 members and a chairman appointed from the
six-county region. The RTA Board also is required
annually to review and approve a five-year capital
plan, which is a blueprint of the capital activities
to be funded by the RTA and executed by the CTA,
Metra and Pace. The RTA regional system is the
third largest in the country measured by unlinked
passenger trips with more than two million rides
daily. The combined assets of the RTA system are
valued at more than $43 billion and include 5,640
buses and rail cars, plus 650 vanpool vehicles.
The system covers 7,200 route miles and 381 rail
stations in the six-county region that currently has
a population of approximately eight million people.

2

The RTA and Transit-Oriented
Development (TOD)
Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) is defined by the
Regional Transportation Authority (RTA) as moderate to
high-density, mixed-use communities generally located
within a half-mile radius (ten-minute walk) of a rail
or bus station designed to maximize walkability and
transit access. TOD varies at each individual station
area based on location and market demand—whether
the station area is primarily an employment center,
residential center, mixed-use area or another special
use. TOD provides residents, workers and other transit
users with increased mobility options, a variety of retail
and commercial outlets within a short distance of their
homes or places of employment while the compact style
of development preserves open space. The ability to
walk to destinations and access transit is especially
important for the mobility-limited, young people, the
elderly, those who do not own cars and those who
choose not to drive.
The RTA believes that supporting TOD will maximize the
use of the existing transit system by improving access
to transit and increasing the number of jobs and housing
in the immediate station area, ultimately leading to
increases in ridership. The RTA has supported TOD
by investing over $3 million of its own funds during
the past 12 years to complete approximately 70 TOD
plans through the Community Planning and Subregional
Planning programs. Recently, the RTA has shifted its
focus on implementing the plans completed through
these programs. These efforts include a combination
of technical assistance programs and educational
materials on specific topics related to TOD. In 2008,
the RTA established the Regional TOD Working Group
which is comprised of representatives from public
and not-for-profit regional land use and transportation

agencies and the RTA Service Boards (Metra, Pace,
CTA). This group has been an invaluable resource to the
RTA, providing insight and feedback on several RTA-led
TOD initiatives. To help further guide the RTA’s TOD
planning and implementation efforts, the RTA Board
adopted a TOD Policy in 2010: http://rtachicago.com/
images/stories/Initiatives/landuse_tod/TOD%20Policy.
pdf

About This Guide
Through the RTA’s years of experience planning for
and implementing TOD plans, the topic of parking and
how to balance its dual role of providing access to
a transit station as well as a larger TOD community,
without having a negative impact on other land use
development, has been challenging. Implementing a
variety of multi-modal access improvements and parking
strategies can influence community development and
travel behavior. A lesser-known impact is that on the
economics of private development; excess parking
can drive up development costs lowering the return on
investment for developers and ultimately impacting the
affordability of housing and commercial space.
The guide is intended as a resource for municipal
officials looking for innovative strategies to support
multi-modal access to their transit station and TOD
area. While providing parking options in these areas
is important, this guide focuses first on assessing
multi-modal access strategies as a whole and placing
a priority on pedestrian, bicycle and transit access.
Ideally, a mixture of these strategies should be applied
to achieve an optimal balance of access modes and
available parking. Each station and TOD area is
unique and not all strategies will be applicable to all
communities—select those that are most applicable to
your community’s needs.

3

Transit Station Access Hierarchy
The RTA recognizes a hierarchy for accommodating
access to transit stations, focusing on providing priority
access to modes that are low-cost, have the fewest
negative impacts on the environment and surrounding
neighborhood and support the tenets of transitoriented development and sustainable communities.
This hierarchy applies to both the trip to the station
and the trip to the final destination from the station.
At the top of the hierarchy is access for pedestrians
and people with disabilities, followed by bicycle access,
connecting transit service access, kiss and ride access
and park and ride access. Accommodations for people
with disabilities should be included for every mode of
access, ultimately benefitting all users by following
accessible, universal design standards.

Pedestrians
P
• Pedestrians

• People with Disabilities

Bicycles
• Bicyclists

Transit

• Feeder Bus
• Bus Rapid Transit
• Connecting Rail
• Other Bus Service

Kiss & Ride

• Pick-up/Drop-off Lane
• Paratransit and Shuttle Bus
• Taxi Queue

Park & Ride

• Accessible Parking
• Reserve Parking for
Car Sharing, Vanpools
and Carpools
• Motorcycle Parking
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Access Mode Descriptions
Pedestrians

Metra: Avg. 21%

CTA: Avg. 60%
Providing a safe, pleasant walking environment not only reduces parking demand at
the transit station, but also benefits the surrounding community by providing access
to local businesses, schools, parks and residences. Accommodations should include well lit and landscaped
sidewalks, visible crosswalks and dedicated pedestrian paths through or alongside parking lots. Pedestrian
activity to access both the station and neighborhood amenities is best encouraged by supporting transitoriented development in the immediate station area. All other modes of access should be designed keeping in
mind that all commuters are a pedestrian at some point in their trip.

Bicycles

Metra: Avg. 1%

CTA: Avg. 0.5%
Bicycling to the station is a low-cost, efficient and environmentally friendly mode of
access to the station for those who are outside the typical half-mile walk zone as
bicyclists are generally willing to bike up to four miles to access the station. The most important element of
bicycle access that needs to be accommodated at the station is secure, sheltered and plentiful bicycle parking.
Municipalities may also want to consider implementing bikesharing programs near the transit station, allowing
users to rent a bike for a few hours or a full day as a means to access their final destination.

Transit

Metra: Avg. 5%

CTA: Avg. 28%
For riders arriving from outside of the half-mile walkshed or the 4-mile bikeshed,
connecting bus routes or feeder service is a good alternative to driving. Transit
connections are important for those who do not own or cannot drive a car and for the elderly and people with
disabilities. A bus loading and unloading area should be provided near the main station with short, direct access
to the platform. This area can either be on-street or integrated into the overall station design.

Kiss and Ride

Metra: Avg. 14%

Park and Ride

Metra: Avg. 60%

CTA: Avg. 4%
Drop-off/pick-up areas (kiss and ride) access is a low-cost alternative to providing
commuter parking, though not as efficient as providing transit connections.
Accommodating a kiss and ride area provides access to riders from a wide catchment area but does not require
the type of major capital investment that commuter parking does and has no operating costs to the transit
agencies. Adequate space should be provided, so that cars waiting to pick up passengers do not disrupt travel
flow on nearby streets or through commuter lots. Kiss and Ride areas can be shared with bus loading and
unloading areas, with priority access given to the bus.

CTA: Avg. 6%
While park and ride access is less efficient and more expensive to accommodate than
other modes, it is an important transit access mode with 60% of Metra users and 6%
of CTA users choosing to use park and ride facilities. Accommodating parking at stations can divert drivers from
the region’s congested roadway system and onto transit. Buses can also serve remote park and ride facilities,
potentially reducing the need for commuter parking directly at a transit station. Park and ride facilities can be
accommodated through on-street parking, surface lots or structured parking. Nearby roads can accommodate onstreet parking near the station with minimal capital costs and little to no additional land consumption. Structured
parking can free up land in the immediate station area for transit-oriented development; however, the high cost
of structured parking can be a deterrent to building. In station areas where land is available and costs are low,
surface lots may be the most economical option. In all facilities, priority areas should be reserved for handicap
accessible spaces, car-sharing services (such as I-Go or Zipcar) and those participating in carpools or vanpools.
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Strategies to Reduce and
Accommodate Parking Demand
Strategies to Reduce Parking Demand
Support transit-oriented development: This is the
ultimate strategy for reducing parking demand at and
around a transit station. By supporting and facilitating
compact, transit-supportive land uses and a walkable,
pedestrian-friendly
environment
within a halfmile of the
transit station,
preferred access
modes will be
accommodated
(walking,
bicycling,
transit). A
typical TOD will include a mix of uses, such as
residential, commercial and office that serve as both
generators for transit riders leaving the TOD and
destinations for those arriving.

Provide pedestrian, bicycle and connecting transit
access to transit facility: This strategy should be
accommodated at every
station, as appropriate.
The more riders that
can access the station
by walking, biking or
by connecting transit
services results in fewer
necessary park and ride
spots and more available
land for tax-generating
development.
Set maximum parking
requirements: TOD can
result in reduced vehicle
ownership and use and support a reduction in parking
requirements for residential and commercial uses as
well as at transit stations. This strategy sets maximum
parking requirements, or an upper limit for parking
spaces, for an individual development or an entire
area, as opposed to setting parking minimums, which
is widely applied in suburban settings. This strategy
can result in a more appropriate amount of parking in

Parking Requirements & Standards
Minimum vs. Maximum Parking Requirements
Most municipalities regulate parking for private developments by establishing minimum off-street parking
requirements for different types of development or uses in order to accommodate residents, businesses and their
customers. While minimum parking standards can alleviate parking concerns in many municipalities, including
spillover into residential areas, these regulations can also result in an over-supply of parking during non-peak
times as these requirements are calculated based on peak demand. This over-supply of parking can encourage
increased automobile use in TOD areas as well as occupy valuable land that could be developed into other uses.
To avoid an over-supply of parking in their TOD area, many municipalities have established maximum parking
requirements as opposed to minimum parking requirements. Maximum parking regulations take into account
other modes of access, such as walking, biking and transit as well as land use density and mix and limit the
number of parking spaces that need to be provided for a particular development.

Parking Standard Comparison (Typical vs. TOD Area)
The following table compares typical parking requirements with reduced requirements for TOD areas, with numbers
for minimum and maximum requirements. Please note that these requirements vary by municipality and can be
adjusted depending on the proposed development and location.
Land Use
Type

Per

Residential
Office, Professional
Restaurant
Retail

Dwelling
1000 sq.ft
1000 sq.ft
1000 sq.ft

Typical Neighborhood
Min
Max

1
4
16
3

2.5
5
17
5

TOD Area
Min

Max

.5
2.25
4
2.5

1.5
3.33
8
4

Source: Metropolitan Transportation Commission, June 2007
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a TOD, and is often a financial
incentive to private developers, as
providing parking can drive up the
costs of development. Maximum
parking requirements are most
effective when used in conjunction
with other strategies, such as
transit-supportive development and
providing pedestrian and bicycle
facilities.
Price parking appropriately: Pricing parking based
on peak hours of use and high-demand locations,
known as “variable pricing,” is a strategy that can
be used to encourage the use of alternative modes
of transportation and as a way to raise revenue to
maintain the parking facility. Fees for commuter
parking lots should be set low enough to encourage
transit use but just high enough to provide revenue to
operate and maintain the facility. Too high of a parking
fee can discourage transit use. For other public parking

Local Parking Case Study

Mixed-Use, Shared-Use Parking Deck
Grove Avenue Parking Deck
City of Berwyn

The City of Berwyn constructed a parking deck on Grove Avenue
in their Depot District utilizing a combination of local and federal
funds. The five-level parking deck opened in December of 2009
with 396 parking spaces total, of which 296 are reserved for Metra
commuters at a rate of $3/day. Non-commuters may park in these
spaces, but must pay
the commuter rate.
The 100 spaces on
the top floor serve
retail customers,
hospital visitors
and employees and
general parking
use at $.25/hour.
The structure also
includes 15,000SF retail space which has yet to be occupied. This
entire structure replaced 86 surface lot spaces.
Constructing and engineering was funded by a General Obligation
bond, CMAQ funding, Metra contributions and an FTA grant. The
parking deck sits within the Depot TIF District, and TIF funds pay the
debt service on the General Obligation bond.
Seventy percent of revenues from the parking deck are used to pay
for maintenance, while the remaining 30% helps pay down the debt
service.

facilities within a TOD, variable
pricing rates should be utilized
to encourage long-term parkers
to use remote or less-desirable
parking at a lower cost and charge
a higher cost for more convenient,
centrally-located spaces for highturnover parking.
Unbundle parking for private development:
This strategy is most often applied to residential
developments, where the price of parking is generally
wrapped into the unit purchase price or rent. By
unbundling the parking, buyers or renters can choose
whether they need parking spaces and how many they
need, and pay for them separately. This results in buyers
or renters only paying for the parking they need. In TODs,
this can reduce car ownership for residents, make the
cost of housing more affordable, and avoid “overparking”
the area, which frees up more land for other uses.
Provide commuter benefits: This strategy is most
relevant to employment-rich TODs that attract workers
from other areas. Commuter benefits may be provided
in the form of financial incentives to encourage
employees to use alternative modes of access.
Parking cash-out offers cash to employees if they agree
to give up their subsidized parking space. Employees
can also be provided with a travel allowance, which can

Local Parking Case Study
Phased Deck
Metra Commuter Parking Deck
City of Geneva

The City of Geneva opened a parking deck near their Metra Station in
September 2007. Constructed with 362 spaces, the two-story deck
was engineered to accept a third-story as funds became available
and extra spaces are warranted. The deck was designed with
stronger footings and columns able to handle the weight of the third
deck. In anticipation of the installation of a third track that requires
the removal of 100 parking spaces, the City and Metra secured
funding from the State of Illinois for the installation of the third level
of the deck. Building
a parking deck that
allows for future
expansion provides
an option to make a
smaller investment
upfront that may
result in monetary
and land savings in
the future.
7

be used to pay for a parking space, a transit pass, or
to cover the costs of walking or biking to work. Transit
benefit vouchers can encourage employees to take
transit by providing a subsidized transit pass. This
strategy is available in the Chicago region through
the RTA’s Transit Benefit Fare Program. Through this
program, employers can provide employees with up to
$230 a month, $2,760 a year, for transit or vanpool
commuting expenses as tax-free benefits. For more
information visit: www.lesstaxingcommute.com
Encourage carsharing: This
strategy, which also includes
carpooling or Pace vanpools,
can reduce the amount of
parking needed at a commuter
station as well as provide
an option to reach a final
destination if it
is not within the
immediate TOD
area. Commuter
spaces can be
dedicated for

Local Parking Case Study
Community Feeder Routes
City of Naperville

In communities where parking space is limited, bus feeder routes
that are in operation only during rush hours have become viable tools
for supplementing parking while increasing access to rail stations.
Naperville has several feeder routes operated by Pace to provide
access from local neighborhoods to the Naperville and Route 59
Metra Stations. The
feeder routes travel
up to 10 miles from
the station and
coordinate with
the train schedule.
The feeder buses
travel through
neighborhoods on
fixed routes and stop
at major employers
and destinations. Thirteen feeder routes serve the downtown
Naperville station; bus transportation accounts for 18% (740) of all
commuters accessing the station. Discounted Pace “10 Ride Plus”
passes are available for purchase at the Metra ticket window at the
Naperville and Route 59 Metra Stations. These discounted passes
are sponsored by the City of Naperville and Metra and provide 11
rides for $14 (regular price is $17.50).
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carsharing services (provided locally through I-GO,
www.igocars.org and Zipcar, www.zipcar.com). Priority
commuter spaces may also be reserved for traditional
carpools or Metra Feeder Vanpools (provided by Pace
Suburban Bus), and could be further incentivized
through reduced parking fees. Communities should
consider allowing overnight parking for carpool or
vanpool uses (as well as other park and ride users) to
accommodate reverse commuters who may need use
of a vehicle to reach their final destination. For more
information on Pace’s Metra Feeder Vanpool program
visit: www.pacebus.com/sub/vanpool/metra_feeders.
asp

Strategies to Accommodate Parking Demand
Implement shared parking: This strategy maximizes
the utilization of parking facilities by either sharing
one parking facility among multiple destinations, so
users can park once and walk to multiple destinations,
or capitalizing on varied peak parking hours. In the
latter example, parking may be open only to commuter
parking during peak commuting times (generally early
morning to early evening on weekdays) and available
for local restaurants and shops in the evening and on
weekends. This strategy, which applies to both offstreet and on-street parking facilities, must be wellmanaged by the municipality and well communicated
to users through posted parking regulations (such as
types of users and time restrictions) and signage.

Local Parking Case Study
Mixed-Use Parking Structure
Gateway Center Parking Deck
Village of Palatine

The Gateway Center in Palatine is a four-story mixed-use parking
deck with street level retail and office space on the upper floors
adjacent to the Palatine Metra
Station. The parking deck
provides approximately 1,000
spaces for commuters as well
as an additional 300 spaces
for the office building and area
commercial / retail amenities
adjacent to the parking deck.
Direct access to the Metra
platforms is provided from the
exit of the garage.
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Maximize on-street parking:
Providing on-street parking
for a variety of uses is an
economic way to increase
parking supply in a TOD
area. Since parking spaces
are designated within
existing street right-of-way,
there is minimal cost to
implement and leaves
valuable land available for
other development. On-street parking
is convenient to users and also creates a buffer
between moving traffic and pedestrians on the adjacent
sidewalk, providing for a more pedestrian-friendly
environment. Parking spaces within a ¼ mile of the
transit station can be designated for commuter use
during peak commuting times, and be shared with
other users on evenings and weekends. On-street
parking alone likely will not be an adequate amount
of parking for both transit users and visitors to a TOD
area, and should be implemented in conjunction with
other parking strategies. As on-street parking can
impact bus operations on arterial streets, communities
should work to maintain a balance between on-street
parking in TOD areas and the need for bus services to
operate efficiently on arterial streets.
Provide structured parking: Land costs and availability
often drive the decision between structured and surface
parking. In TODs, land costs are generally higher and
land may be best used for residential or commercial
development, leading
to the desire for
structured parking.
New structured
parking facilities can
also incorporate
first floor retail or
be “wrapped” by
residential uses,
improving the
streetscape. While structured parking is generally
more suitable to TODs than surface parking, the
cost of structured parking must also be taken into
consideration: an above-ground parking structure can
cost up to six times the cost of an equivalent surface
parking lot built on the same land.
Establish remote parking: These parking facilities are
located outside of the main station or TOD area where
more and often less expensive land is available, freeing
land in the direct station area for more appropriate
10

transit-supportive development. Remote parking can
be used either for overflow commuter parking or for
special events. Drivers who park in a remote lot are
provided with a shuttle or other transit service to take
them to the station or TOD area. Many drivers may
view this option
as inconvenient
and undesirable,
so should be
implemented only
if other identified
strategies have
been implemented
or are determined
to be infeasible.
Reserve parking for future expansion: This strategy
applies to both surface lots and structured parking
depending on the land constraints and costs in your
community. Structured parking garages can be designed
to add levels when the need is warranted and additional
funds are available. Land slated for future surface lot
use can either remain vacant or used for non-permanent
uses until the demand for more parking is warranted.

Local Parking Case Study
Shared Surface Lot
Oak Park Avenue Commuter Lot
Village of Tinley Park

Tinley Park’s Oak Park Avenue Station has surface parking for 738
vehicles. The Village charges commuters to purchase permits to
park in the lots if arriving before 11:30am during the weekdays; after
11:30am any available spaces are free to use. On weekends, the
lots are free of charge. The parking lot is a shared use lot, meaning
it is used for a variety of uses in addition to commuter parking. There
is a farmers market in the lot on Saturday mornings during nice
weather. All year round during the evenings and on weekends local
restaurants are allowed to use the lot for their patrons. Allowing for
parking during off-peak time for commuter parking helps reduce the
need for additional parking for other uses, freeing up more land for
development.

Commuter Parking Guidelines
Metra Future Parking Needs
While one of the main goals of transit-oriented
development is to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
by improving multi-modal access to a transit station and
putting jobs and housing within walking distance of the
station, many riders will continue to access the station
by driving for a variety of reasons. In order to allow time
to plan for and find funding for additional parking needs
at a station, Metra prepares 30-year ridership projections
for existing stations based on existing ridership and
household population projections in specific geographic
marketsheds that are then translated into potential
parking needs. This helps to prevent situations in
the future where ridership has increased and there is
demand for additional parking but the existing parking is
full and there are few opportunities for expansion.
Not all stations will need additional parking based on
the projections. For those that do, Metra will provide
a range: the low end assumes the ridership increase
will be met by 50% of riders accessing the station by
driving and the high end assumes 100% will drive. The
expanded parking does not need to be built immediately
or all at the same time. Municipalities are encouraged
to look at all opportunities for increasing parking,
including on-street or shared parking at existing lots in
the TOD area, and phase in when funding is available or
opportunities for expansion are identified. Metra looks
for opportunities to partner with municipalities or other

Local Parking Case Study

Leased Lot
St. John the Baptist Church Parking Lot
Village of Winfield

The Village of Winfield leases parking spots from St. John the Baptist
Church for Metra commuter uses. Commuters are able to use the
107-space lot, about a block south of the station, between 5 a.m. and
6 p.m. Monday through Friday. The Church and Village split revenues
generated from parking fees. Winfield charges commuters $65 for
three-month parking permits or $1.50 a day. The Village made the
agreement with the Church as a response to a waiting list of more
than 50 people.

entities to provide funding to support parking pending
funding availability and demand.

Lot Ownership / Maintenance
The CTA owns the majority of their 16 park and
ride lots and contracts out maintenance to private
companies. Detailed information on the CTA’s park
and rides can be found here: www.transitchicago.com/
parkandride/default.aspx
Pace owns and operates 11 park and ride lots
throughout the region; 10 other park and ride lots
served by Pace are under private or municipal
ownership. Details and locations of Pace’s park and
rides can be found here: www.pacebus.com/sub/
bus_system/park_n_ride.asp
Metra does not own or operate the majority of park
and ride lots in their system (with the exception of
the lots at stations within the City of Chicago). The
lots are generally owned by the municipality, mass
transit district, or by the Railroad if the station is
along the BNSF line or one of the Union Pacific (UP)
lines. In most cases, the municipality is responsible
for maintaining the lot. If you are unsure of the
lot ownership or maintenance responsibility of
your station, contact Metra’s Community Affairs
Department.

Location of Metra Commuter Park and Ride Lots
Metra prefers that park and rides are located within
line of sight of the station and/or platforms, no further
than a quarter-mile (1300’) from the platform. This
allows riders, primarily new or infrequent riders, who
are accessing the station by driving to easily see where
the parking is located and determine if parking is
available. Lots that may have the line of sight blocked
by nearby buildings or other obstructions must be
supplemented with clear wayfinding signage.

In 2005, the State of Illinois passed a law making leases with
religious institutions for the purpose of commuter parking more
feasible. State Property Tax Law 35 ILCS 200/15‑125 makes parking
areas owned by any religious institution exempt from property tax if
the lot is used for commuter parking and the parking is provided for
free. Leasing parking from a religious institution allows for mutual
benefits: the institutions capture a profit off an underutilized parking
lot while commuters have more opportunities to park near the station.
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ADA Accessible Parking Spaces
Accessible parking spaces must be provided at all park
and ride lots, following the requirements of the Illinois
Administrative Code (chart below). According to this
code, “Accessible parking spaces serving a particular
building [station] shall be located on the shortest
accessible route of travel from adjacent parking to an
accessible entrance.”
Total off-street parking
spaces provided

Required minimum number
of accessible spaces

1 to 25
26 to 50
51 to 75
76 to 100
101 to 150
151 to 200
201 to 300
301 to 400
401 to 500
501 to 1000
Over 1000

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
2% of total number
20 plus 1 for each 100 over 1000
Source: Illinois Administrative Code

Process to Redevelop a Commuter Parking Lot /
Joint Development
Many communities, through the planning and
redevelopment of their TOD areas, may determine that
a park and ride lot may not be the highest and best
use for a particular parcel. Because the majority of
these lots were built using federal funds, the process to
redevelop the lot into a use other than parking includes
working with various agencies.
Joint development is the term used to describe transitoriented developments (commercial, residential,
industrial or mixed-use) with a direct connection to
transit service or facility that include the use of Federal
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Transit Administration (FTA) funds or federally-funded
real estate. Most instances of joint development in
the Chicago region are public or private development
on existing commuter park and ride lots that were built
with FTA funds. For these types of transit-oriented
joint development, the FTA states that the project must
generate either a one-time payment or a revenue stream
equal to the current market value or the appraised value
of the property, taking the highest and best transit use
into account. Also keep in mind that Metra requires
a one-for-one replacement of the existing parking at
all park and rides serving their stations. Please note
that communities need to find funding for replacement
spaces as Metra and other grant sources do not fund
replacement spaces.
The following link provides the Final Agency Guidance
on the Eligibility of Joint Development Improvements
under Federal Transit Law: http://edocket.access.gpo.
gov/2007/pdf/E7-1977.pdf

Major Steps to Redevelop
a Commuter Parking Lot
1. Identify who owns the lot:
a. If Pace or CTA, lot is likely owned by that
Service Board.
b. If Metra, lot may be owned by one of the following:
Railroad (BNSF or UP), Mass Transit District, municipality,
Metra, private entity.
2. Once ownership is verified, determine how the lot was
paid for:
a. If local funds, work directly with the owner of the lot on
any proposals for redevelopment.
b. If federal funds (Joint Development), contact IDOTDepartment of Intermodal Transportation to discuss the
specific steps that need to be taken. These steps may
include:
i. Getting current fair market value for the site, based
on the highest and best use, or highest and best
transit use, taking into account local transportation,
land use, and economic development plans. Highest
and best transit use is the combination of residential,
commercial, retail, public, and/or parking space and
amenities to be included in the joint development
project that produces the most social, economic, and
financial benefit to the transit system and the local
community.
ii. Repayment of the FTA grant used to build the lot to
remove the federal interest on the site.
iii. Issuance of a waiver to change the use of the lot, if
necessary.
iv. NEPA regulations may apply; determined on a caseby-case basis.

Green Parking Design Strategies
In recent years, an increasing number of municipalities
have expressed interest in environmentally-friendly or
“green” strategies and solutions for infrastructure and
development projects, often referencing them in TOD
plans. Stormwater management in TODs and other
urban areas is an important issue because of the
amount of impervious pavements, primarily in the form
of parking facilities and streets, causing an increase in
surface runoff and pollution of local waterways. This
section describes some of the most common green
strategies that can be used for streets, sidewalks and
parking facilities in TOD areas to manage stormwater
and promote sustainability and livability.

Permeable Pavements
Stormwater runoff can be mitigated through the use
of permeable pavements, which allow water to soak
through the surface and
infiltrate directly into
the ground. Types of
permeable pavements
include porous
asphalt and concrete,
permeable joint pavers
and reinforced gravel or
grass paving. Due to
a reduced load bearing
capacity, permeable
pavements are most
appropriate for use in
parking lots, alleys,
sidewalks, crosswalks or on-street parking stalls. The
use of light colored permeable pavements can also
help decrease the urban heat island, by reflecting more
and absorbing less sunlight. To maximize stormwater
benefits and provide increased landscaping, permeable
pavements should be implemented in conjunction with
bioswales.

Bioswales
Bioswales, also known
as vegetated swales, are
long, shallow landscape
elements designed to
capture and convey
surface runoff water
while filtering out silt
and other pollutants.
They consist of an open
linear drainage way with
gently sloped sides

filled with a combination or grass, trees, groundcover or
shrubs. The use of native vegetation is preferred, as it
is adapted to local soil and weather conditions, resulting
in less maintenance or replacement. Bioswales are
appropriate for use in parking lots, within street medians
or along arterial streets.

Infiltration and Flow-Through Planters
Infiltration planters and flow-through planters (also
known as filter boxes) are two types of planters
that can aid in stormwater management in spaceconstricted TOD areas.
Infiltration planters allow for
water to soak directly into the
soil while flow-through planters
have impervious bottoms and
instead allow for water to
slowly infiltrate through the
planting bed before being
directed to an underground
drainage system or catch
basin. Both types of planters
can be filled with native
trees or other vegetation,
which are irrigated by the same water that
filters through. These types of planters are especially
effective in parking lots or between sidewalks and onstreet parking where space is often limited.

Energy Efficiency Lighting
Energy consumption and light pollution can be reduced
by maximizing the use of natural light inside a parking
structure or installing energy efficient lighting for both
surface lots and structures. Consider using LED
lighting, which is more energy efficient and provides
brighter lighting. According to GOOD online magazine,
a municipal parking garage in Raleigh, North Carolina,
switched from stale orange fluorescents to LEDs.
The benefits include a 40% reduction in the garage’s
electric bill, and the number of drivers who felt “very
safe” in the parking lot increased 76 percent.

(GOOD online magazine, 2007)
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Parking Financing
Various types of Federal and local-level funding sources
are available to help finance the planning, design and
construction of parking facilities:

Federal Funding Opportunities
CMAQ
One program that can potentially fund the construction
of transit-related parking structures is the Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) improvement
program, funded jointly by the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA), which is administered locally by
the Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning (CMAP).
FTA: Urbanized Area Formula Program
This program makes Federal resources available to
urbanized areas and to state governors for transit
capital, operating assistance, and transportationrelated planning. Various projects are eligible including
the planning, engineering design and evaluation of
transit projects and construction of maintenance and
passenger facilities (including parking facilities).

FTA: Metropolitan & Statewide Planning
This program provides funding to support planning
for making transportation investment decisions in
metropolitan areas and statewide. State DOTs first
receive the funding, then can allocate funding to MPOs,
who in-turn can appropriate funding throughout their
specific region(s).

Local/Regional Funding Opportunities
Local and/or Regional Tax Measures
Regional tax measures, including Tax Increment
Financing at the local level, are a potential source
of funding for transit-related projects. Tax levies, if
approved, can be allocated for specific infrastructure
needs including the construction and maintenance of
parking facilities.
General Obligation Bonds
Bonds are a primary source of funds for the
construction of parking facilities. These bonds can be
supported through the municipality’s property tax base,
the tax base of a designated transit district, or revenue
streams from parking meters and permits.

Structured and Surface Parking
Construction, Operating and Maintenance Costs
While parking structures are significantly more expensive to construct than a surface parking lot, the long-term
value of freeing up land for other uses can help justify the associated construction costs. Parking structures can
enhance auto access to TOD areas by offering a high volume of parking in one centralized location, as opposed to
smaller, dispersed lots. Municipalities should consider completing a cost-benefit analysis to determine if a parking
structure is economically feasible before design and engineering begins.
The cost of a parking structure depends on various
Estimated Construction Costs (per space)
factors including land cost, number of levels, size,
Type
Low
High
angle and number of parking spaces, soil conditions
Surface
$3,000
$10,000
and design elements. Construction costs also include
Structure
$15,000
$30,000
architecture, engineering, design, project and construction
Underground Structure
$20,000
$50,000
management costs. Land cost is a major factor in the
Sources:
Victoria
Transport
Policy
Institute
(Parking Costs, 2007),
cost of parking, and is not included in either the hard or
Carl Walker, Inc. (Parking Construction Costs Outlook, 2011)
soft costs. Underground parking is extremely costly to
construct due to the high costs of digging, grading and complex structural engineering design.
Municipalities will also want to consider costs associated with operating and maintaining the parking facility, such
as snow-removal, lighting and fee collection. Surface lots need to be sealed and restriped every 2-5 years and
repaved every 5-10 years. Structured parking facilities may require major reconstruction or replacement every
20-40 years. Parking structures should be seal-coated every 2-3 years. Commuter parking fees collected at Metra
stations must be kept in a separate account and used only for maintenance and operation expenses associated
with that parking facility, including restriping and repaving. Municipalities also need to fund a complete 20-year
rebuild of commuter surface lots.
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Tax Increment Financing
Tax Increment Financing (TIF) is a development tool
that local governments can use if they lack financial
resources to improve infrastructure or provide
incentives to attract private development. The use of
TIF does not raise local taxes, reduce services or utilize
existing general municipal revenues, but encourages
joint development and public-private partnerships.
When a TIF District is created, the value of the property
in the designated area is established as the “base
value”. Any incremental value increase collected
during this time can be reinvested in the area for TOD
related projects.
Other Funding Sources
Public-private partnerships may also be created to
include private financing parking facilities, especially
when integrated into a mixed-use development.
Developers may agree to construct all or a portion of a
parking facility with the ability to collect any revenues
generated from the structure.

Local Parking Case Study
Shared-Use Parking Deck
Larch Avenue Parking Garage
City of Elmhurst

The Larch Avenue Parking Garage, located at Larch Avenue and First
Street), is a five-story, 253-space facility that opened in September
2010 to serve downtown Elmhurst businesses and the Metra station.
The City recently reached an agreement with Metra to lease out 125
parking spaces within this garage for Metra commuters on a first
come, first served basis, with the City responsible for setting parking
rates with Metra approval. Snow removal, payment of utilities, and
routine maintenance are the City’s responsibility.
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Additional Resources
The resources below provide additional details on many of the parking and access strategies addressed in this
document, and were useful resources in creating this report.
Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) Station Access Guidelines:
http://www.bart.gov/docs/planning/access_guidelines.pdf
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) Station Site and Access Planning Manual:
http://www.wmata.com/pdfs/planning/Station%20Access/SSAPM.pdf
Municipal Implementation Tool: Parking Management Strategies (Delaware Regional Commission):
http://www.dvrpc.org/reports/MIT006.pdf
Parking Management Strategies (Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning):
http://www.cmap.illinois.gov/strategy-papers/parking
Parking Management Strategies, Evaluation and Planning (Victoria Transport Policy Institute):
http://www.vtpi.org/park_man.pdf
Maryland Department of Transportation Office of Real Estate:
http://www.mdot-realestate.org/tod.asp
San Mateo County Sustainable Green Streets and Parking Lots Design Guidebook:
http://www.flowstobay.org/documents/municipalities/sustainable%20streets/San%20Mateo%20Guidebook.pdf
City of Seattle Green Parking Lots:
http://www.seattle.gov/DPD/cms/groups/pan/@pan/@sustainableblding/documents/web_informational/
dpds_007572.pdf
Mixed-Income Transit-Oriented Development Guide (Center for Transit-Oriented Development):
http://www.mitod.org/todtargetedparkingregulations.php
Transportation Cost and Benefit Analysis II—Parking Costs (Victoria Transport Policy Institute):
http://www.vtpi.org/tca/tca0504.pdf
Parking Ratios White Paper (Town of Chapel Hill, NC):
http://townhall.townofchapelhill.org/archives/agendas/ca020918/Attachment%204%20-%20Final%20Parking%20
Paper%208-12-02.htm#_Toc16933071
Reforming Parking Policies to Support Smart Growth (Metropolitan Transportation Commission):
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart_growth/parking/parking_seminar/Toolbox-Handbook.pdf
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Parking Strategies to Support Livable Communities

This report is the result of a collaborative effort with municipal
representatives from seven communities in the Chicago region, each of
which is facing some type of parking management challenge. The longrange GO TO 2040 plan specifically recommends parking management
strategies and pricing to encourage the development of livable
communities, and this guide will help municipal governments determine
the appropriate steps for addressing their challenges. Understanding the
costs and benefits of various parking strategies can help municipalities
make informed decisions to create a more livable region.
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PARKING STRATEGIES TO SUPPORT LIVABLE COMMUNITIES

INTRODUCTION

Introduction
Livable Communities
This report is provided to help communities address their
parking concerns with the end goal of making our communities
more livable. Though opinions differ on what exactly makes a
community “livable,” attractive and appealing communities
tend to share some common traits. They are healthy, safe,
and walkable. They offer choices for timely transportation to
schools, jobs, services, and basic needs. As outlined in the GO
TO 2040 regional plan, livable communities are created through
effective planning and decisions by local officials, developers,
and individual residents. In addition to their quality-of-life
benefits, livability and compact growth make good economic
sense for our region and its residents. Developing our existing
communities and improving their livability is more cost-effective
and resource-efficient than rapidly developing in areas without
adequate infrastructure. Decisions made about parking directly
affect the livability of our communities.
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Envisioning the Future
One of the central goals of GO TO 2040 is to make our region a better
place to live, by directing investment toward policies that strengthen
existing communities. While CMAP can help local governments address
the issues of livability in their communities, development decisions will
continue to be made locally. As such, each community should develop
its own goals for future growth and envision how they would like their
downtown to look, feel, and function. With that in place, it will be easier
to determine the best approach to take toward parking.

Complete Streets
Addressing any parking problems should be part of a comprehensive
multi-modal transportation system plan. Driving and parking make
up just one facet of a community’s transportation infrastructure.
While cars will continue to be the primary mode of transportation
for many of us, GO TO 2040 recommends that other modes — like
walking, bicycling, and transit — make up a greater share of trips in
the future. The design of our streets and how we manage parking
can encourage multi-modal use and improve safety; one popular
method of accomplishing this is called “Complete Streets.” While a
complete street can differ somewhat from one community to the next,
the common idea is that they are designed with all potential users in
mind – old and young; people using wheelchairs, walkers, or canes;
pedestrians, bicyclists, bus riders, and drivers.
Complete Streets make it easier to walk from one destination to the
next, to cross the street, and to ride a bike; they can reduce accidents at
dangerous intersections. Providing transportation options improves
the health of a community and the health of residents. The Alliance for
Bicycling and Walking found that states with the lowest levels of biking
and walking have, on average, the highest rates of obesity, diabetes, and
high blood pressure.1 Complete Streets can help older residents stay
active and involved in their communities. As indicated by the photos to
the right, accommodating multiple modes of transportation can move
more people within the same amount of road space.
Common elements of a complete street include sidewalks, bike lanes,
dedicated bus lanes, comfortable and accessible transit stops, frequent
and safe crossing opportunities, median islands, curb extensions,
limited curb cuts, narrowed travel lanes, etc.2 Sustainable prosperity
depends on our region’s success in reducing congestion by promoting
transportation options other than driving. While not the only solution
to the need for more parking, improving the walkability of an area and
the quality of the environment expands the range of parking facilities
that serve a destination, and encourages walking and bicycling to
substitute for some automobile trips.

1 “Bicycling and Walking in the United States: 2010 Benchmarking Report,” Alliance for Biking and
Walking. http://www.completestreets.org/complete-streets-fundamentals/
2 National Complete Streets Coalition: http://www.completestreets.org/complete-streetsfundamentals/complete-streets-faq/

The same number of people, showing amount of road space
occupied when traveling: in cars, while walking and bicycling, and
on a bus. Investing in alternative transportation is the best way to
make efficient use of our roads. Photos: Thomas Jefferson Planning
District Commission. www.tjpdc.org
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A healthy community provides
safe options for all forms of travel
-- whether it is on foot, bicycle,
by bus, or by car. Proper parking
management can reduce the need
for more spaces by using the
existing ones more efficiently and
targeting different types of parkers
(short term / long term), sharing
parking between uses with different
peak demands, and by shifting
the cost of providing parking from
the general public and municipal
governments onto the users. While
we have long-focused on improving
the driving experience, there is a
need for a balanced approach to
accessibility.

Photo: Dan Burden, www.completestreets.org

The Role of Parking
As one of the largest single land uses in our municipal “footprints,”
parking deserves more attention than is typically bestowed upon
it. Besides encouraging auto use, having such a large supply of
parking influences the character, form, function and flow of our
communities. For example:
• Providing a supply of parking to meet peak demand for every
use keeps buildings widely spaced apart, rendering walking and
bicycling unpleasant and unsafe.
• Paving over what were once grassland and wetlands increases
runoff and therefore the burden on our stormwater systems and
leads to flooding and pollution problems.
• Requiring large amounts of parking in housing developments
makes the housing more expensive, irrespective of resident
demand, as the cost of parking is built into the cost of each unit.

Parking strategies should be aligned with the municipality’s vision
for the future. This paper outlines five steps to reforming parking
policy:

1) Evaluation,
2) Education / outreach,
3) Strategy development,
4) Implementation,
5) Monitoring and improvement.
A community should first evaluate the existing conditions for
supply and usage rates, conduct a public education and outreach
campaign, implement the appropriate changes, monitor results,
and adapt as needed. It is important to have flexible policies so that
adjustments can easily be made. Additionally, communities should
consider how their zoning policy is affecting parking and make
revisions to increase economic vitality and livability. They can also
provide incentives for alternative transportation and work with local
employers to encourage car-pooling, bicycling, and walking.
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The Evolution of Parking Management

Eventually, if parking demand outpaces supply, and construction
costs for new parking remain prohibitive, cities turn to pricing to
shift demand and influence mode choice. Parking pricing, in turn,
can lead to residential “spillover,” as neighborhoods close to high
demand areas are targeted by long-term parkers looking to avoid
paying for parking. Local governments solve this with residential
parking schemes designed to give priority to residents who can
purchase parking permits. Continued growth in car ownership and
driving habits, combined with limited land in city centers has led
to the use of Park & Ride lots, often with shuttles to move people
between the lot and the town center. This can work for commuters
and also for visitors and shoppers.

The amount of parking supplied influences the demand for parking,
and it is impossible to determine the optimal parking supply without
consideration of the costs and benefits of providing the supply. In
the United States, we have more cars than licensed drivers, and
the gap has been widening since the 1980s. For every car in the US,
there may be as many as 8 parking spaces,3 and 99 percent of trips
end in free parking.4 Our communities and our habits have adapted
to the idea of ubiquitous, free parking. As communities grow, their
parking needs and demands also undergo transformations, requiring
different types of parking management – especially if we hope to
reduce congestion and encourage livable communities.
In the Chicago region, most suburban downtown communities
provide free parking with an assortment of restrictions, mainly on
time. Several communities have added capacity, using a variety of
funding measures to construct parking garages. There are some
policy changes that can help alleviate stresses of parking, but as
demand for parking continues to grow, and municipalities examine
the costs to construct additional supply, many more communities
will need to make the unpopular decision to charge for parking in
high-demand areas.
Parking pricing has been done successfully in places like Oak Park
and Evanston, as well as smaller communities who are testing
pricing mechanisms. Many commuter stations already have paid
parking, but prices do not reflect actual costs, and the spaces remain
in high demand. This imbalance of supply and demand has kept
many lots full, and created parking spillover problems. If done
right, parking pricing can be helpful to businesses and painless to
shoppers and visitors. If there are no parking spaces available, a
shopper may give up on his or her trip entirely. The goal of pricing is
to free up just one or two spaces per block, and shift the long-term
parkers from high-demand spaces.
A similar pattern of parking problems is found in villages and
towns across the globe, and certain strategies consistently emerge
to deal with them – this has been called the Evolution of Parking
Management, as shown to the right. Most communities will start
without parking management strategies until free and abundant
parking becomes congested and negatively impacts the area’s ability
to attract shoppers or other pedestrians. When this happens, local
governments put parking regulations and controls in place, such
as prohibiting parking in some locations and marking spaces more
clearly. If parking availability continues to decline, governments
introduce time restrictions on the free parking, attracting longterm parkers to spaces farther from the town center, where space
turnover is encouraged. As parking congestion increases, some
parkers may resort to the “two-hour shuffle” in which long-term
parkers occupy high-demand spaces but move their cars every few
hours to avoid citations.
3 David Biello, “No Such Thing as Free Parking,” Scientific American, 9 January 2011.
http://bit.ly/vATtAw
4 Donald Shoup, “The High Cost of Free Parking.” American Planning Association Press, Chicago,
IL: 2005.

More recently, the concept of “Mobility Management” has found
a place in cities trying to reduce congestion and promote a variety
of travel modes. This tactic aims to enhance the accessibility of
towns and cities for all people, regardless of their mode of transport.
Providing connections between modes becomes very important
when trying to create a “seamless journey,” where driving or
taking a taxi is not necessary. Some large cities are also looking at
“Performance – based Parking Pricing,” a strategy popularized by an
urban planning professor from UCLA, Donald Shoup, and currently
being tested in San Francisco. This tactic takes a market-based
approach, varying the price of parking based on supply and demand.
The Evolution of Parking Management*

No Parking Measures Taken
Introduce Regulations
Free with time limits
Shared Parking
Paid Parking
Residential Permits
Park & Ride

Mobility Management
Performance-based
Parking Pricing
*Adapted from: “Parking Policies and the Effects on Economy and Mobility, “ COST Action
342. Online: http://bit.ly/rYHuDy. Performance-based Parking Pricing added.

STEP ONE: EVALUATION

Step One
Evaluation
Determining If You Have a Parking Problem
Most communities have a central downtown where businesses and attractions
are clustered. Juggling the needs of local businesses, restaurants, rail commuters,
residents, and visitors is no small feat. In addition to the customers, there are also
employees arriving by car. When everyone is trying to go to the same part of town,
it can become a challenge to find a parking spot for each automobile; people often
are forced to drive in circles searching for a convenient space. Parking congestion
indicates that people want to visit your downtown. The process of determining the
degree of the parking problem primarily involves interviewing stakeholders and
counting available spaces. With training and volunteer help, the counting can be done
at very little cost.

Assessing Your Parking Problem
Whether you are planning for future growth or addressing current parking congestion
issues, it is important to have a strong understanding of local stakeholders’ perception
of the problem, as well as thorough on-the-ground knowledge of the existing supply
and parking occupancy rates. Municipalities often retain consultants to conduct
parking inventories, but with some basic training, staff or volunteers can also be
effective. A parking inventory is essentially a count of spaces and how they are used.

Photo: Capital Painting, Inc., www.capitalpaintinginc.com
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Conducting a Parking Survey

Turnover Survey

Goal

A more thorough evaluation of the parking supply can include
information about the turnover rate. In this process, you need to
include the license plates of all the cars parking in the areas you are
surveying. The process is repeated every hour in order to identify
cars doing the “two-hour shuffle” to avoid tickets, cars parking for
longer than the allowed time (where applicable), and to get a better
understanding of turnover. If budgets allow, this process can be
simplified with the use of Automated License Plate Recognition
(ALPR) systems. ALPR systems are typically used by enforcement
agents, as they can scan thousands of license plates each hour,
recording the GPS location and alert officers if a car exceeds the time
limit or “shuffles” to avoid tickets. If funding allows, enforcement
agents (police) and planners may also want to consider sharing an
ALPR system, as an efficient means of monitoring turnover. If your
budget is limited, a turnover survey can be done manually on streets
identified as problematic.

Determine how much parking exists (both public & private) and
how it is used. This can help to identify underutilized parking, high
demand areas, opportunities for shared parking, and future parking
needs in your community.
Materials needed
Municipal staff or volunteers with basic survey training, welldefined methodologies, map of area to be surveyed, survey forms,
clipboards, writing utensils.
About surveys
Surveys are typically conducted in response to a perceived lack of
parking, but if a municipality has the resources, a parking survey
can be very valuable to have at any point, and should be done on a
seasonal basis. Surveys typically focus only on the number of cars
at certain parking spaces throughout the day, but can also include
resident input on satisfaction and ease of parking. Naperville does
annual parking surveys to measure parking use and business
satisfaction; a sample of their survey is available in the appendix.
More in-depth surveys can include the amount of turnover in an
area.

A sample parking inventory, available for download: http://1.usa.gov/zklWQX

Metra has utilization rates and total number of parking spaces for
each commuter parking lot, available on the RTAMS website:
http://www.rtams.org/rtams/home.jsp.

STEP ONE: EVALUATION

Occupancy Survey
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4. Conduct the survey

Any survey of parking supply should begin with conversations on
the street and inside local businesses.

• Count the number of occupied parking spaces for each block,
noting any restrictions / handicapped spaces / meters / etc.

1. Listen to stakeholders to determine their perceived
parking needs and problems (business owners, employees,
downtown residents, realtors, shoppers, city officials, chamber of
commerce or downtown business association). Potential forums
for input include public meetings, focus groups, and personal
interviews. Questions to ask include:

• Are the spaces private parking spaces, restricted to employees
and customers (who)? Loading zones? Is there a fee? What are
the rates? Include this information in the notes.

• Is there a parking problem? Are certain blocks worse than
others? What is the biggest problem?
• What times of the day are the worst; is it only weekdays /
weekends?
• How is the enforcement? Does it work well? Is it fair?
• Are there obvious offenders? Certain groups or businesses that
contribute more significantly to the problem?

• Include bicycle racks, rings, and other bicycle facilities in the
inventory
• Note the location of any illegally parked vehicles
• The survey should include at least 3 or 4 different time periods
during the day, including all times with peak demand, possibly
a Saturday or Sunday as well, depending on the results of your
stakeholder interviews
• The survey should not take place on a major event day, but
should be focused to capture typical, everyday usage
• Note the weather, and if there is snow blocking any spaces

• What is your ideal vision of parking downtown?
• What are ideas for solutions? How should they be paid for?

2. Design your survey, informed by the stakeholder input
received.
• Is the study focused only on the Central Business District (CBD)?
Does it extend into the residential neighborhoods next to the
CBD (“spillover”)?
• Alternatively, the study area can be determined by the largest
distance someone would be willing to walk to local attractions
(usually about half a mile)

Distance as
Measured Along
Curb (ft)

# of Parking
Spaces

Using 20’
spaces

<15

0

0

15-35

1

1

35-60

2

3

60-85

3

4

85-110

4

5

3. Create a map of the study area and an Excel table to input

110-135

5

6

data (see Appendix).

135-160

6

8

160-185

7

9

185-210

8

10

• Define the study area (depending on stakeholder input and time /
budget allowances)
• Number the blocks, with cardinal references to different sides of
the street (“block face”)
• Number the private and public parking lots, and identify the
owners of the property or the entity leasing the spaces for use
• Create a table that corresponds to the mapped block numbers
and lot numbers
• Count the number of existing spaces, on-street and off, for each
numbered area; this can be done ahead of time if you will be
covering a large area, by:Measuring the block lengths in GIS or
Google Earth, and using the information in the chart to the right,
or using aerial photographs to count parked cars or parking
spaces
• If the study area is small, this can be done during the survey, by
walking the blocks and counting as you go

210-235

9

11

235-260

10

13

260-285

11

14

285-310

12

15

Average spaces will vary if motorcycle / scooter parking is considered; Smart Cars can fit
two to a space. An on-street bike corral may be preferable to a parking space, for example,
near intersections where low visibility is a safety concern. Left two columns from “Parking
Management Made Easy: A Guide to Taming the Downtown Parking Beast.” Oregon
Department of Transportation: http://1.usa.gov/ODOT_ParkingMgt
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Compile the Survey Results
The results of the survey should be compiled in a report, with a
stand-alone executive summary mostly consisting of maps and
tables. The amount of descriptive writing at this point should be
limited to the methodology because you are not interpreting the
survey, just reporting the results. Ideally, the data would be stored
in database tables and a Geographic Information System (GIS) to
allow for future analysis. In the absence of GIS software, the results
can be mapped using free services such as Google Maps or Google
Earth; it will involve staff time to compile the information.

The report could include the following elements:
• A map of the study area
• A description of stakeholders and specific groups that provided
input
• Common themes heard from stakeholders
• Methodology used to reach out to stakeholders and to collect
data
• Maps showing rates of occupancy by block face (unless the study
area is very small, this section will be a series of maps)
• Data tables (with turnover information, if available)

Public meeting in Berwyn. Photo: CMAP Library.

STEP TWO: EDUCATION & OUTREACH
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Step Two
Education & Outreach
The results of the survey should highlight “problematic” blocks (or highdemand areas) and areas with excess capacity. Considering the community’s
long-range goals for livability, an assortment of strategies is available to target
different users. The education and outreach stage of parking management will
help determine the priorities of stakeholders, which will help to devise which
approaches to use.

Getting Started

Working With Consultants

From the report of survey results, the municipality should develop
a series of maps of the downtown area, showing the average parking
demand at different times of day (if available). These maps will be
helpful when working with stakeholders and residents to develop
potential solutions. With stakeholder input and local expertise of
the area, different zones for parking demand should be identified.
Larger communities may have a “Downtown Arts Center,” a “Retail
Corridor,” or “Commuter Parking” areas. Smaller communities may
only need to identify the busiest streets and the busiest times of day.

Many municipalities turn to parking professionals to assist with
parking surveys and to determine the best strategies to address their
problems. A knowledgeable consultant can be helpful in selecting
the best strategies for the unique challenges in your community,
and the best ways to communicate those ideas with the public. The
process can be more cost-effective if the municipality has done some
work before hiring a consultant. For example, the basic parking
occupancy survey can help a consultant determine where to focus
their efforts. Most importantly, when approaching a consultant or
releasing a Request for Proposals (RFP), the community should be
prepared with their goals for parking already formulated. The goals
for parking should be part of a broader strategic vision for parking,
livability, and transportation. Consultants may be better equipped to
conduct a turnover survey, help with outreach, choose appropriate
strategies to achieve the community’s strategic planning goals,
and help with implementation. After processing the results of the
survey, the municipality should consider whether or not to seek
professional guidance.
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Effective Public Participation
Effectively engaging the community will help to prioritize values,
understand the trade-offs that various groups are willing to make,
and develop a solution to your municipality’s parking problems.
The public engagement should also consider future growth and
long-term goals. Before deciding which strategies to pursue, it is
important to engage the community in as many ways as possible. If
you are using a consultant, they can help determine the best ways to
reach stakeholders. If you are conducting outreach in-house, there
are some important things to consider. Referencing the stakeholders
that you surveyed in Step 1, you can identify various groups of
stakeholders (business owners, employees, downtown residents,
realtors, shoppers, city officials, etc.) that you will target, and you
may want to limit your focus to certain areas, such as the most
congested downtown streets.

Municipalities are encouraged to host meetings, talk with
stakeholders, and make their constituents aware of the issue.
Creating a publicly-accessible, easy-to-understand report
highlighting the results of the parking evaluation is a good way
to begin the engagement process. The document should explain
the parking problems to stakeholders with graphics as well as
text. Graphics should include maps with occupancy rates by time
of day and tables with turnover information (if available). Make
these maps available at City Hall, local libraries and available for
download online. Encourage businesses to provide them to their
customers and employees as well. Use the data and charts to
convey the costs of parking congestion, and what could happen in a
“do-nothing” approach.

If the most congested areas for parking are highly concentrated
with businesses (as is often the case), you may want to begin by
engaging the local Chamber of Commerce. Identify the values of
the business owners, residents, as well as the municipality. By
understanding the values of various stakeholders, you can identify
where there is overlap; the overlap becomes the foundation for
collaborative problem-solving. In 2007, CMAP adopted a Public
Participation Plan (PPP) that discusses how engagement efforts
should be incorporated into regional planning work. The guiding
principles of CMAP’s public engagement efforts, strongly influenced
by the International Association for Public Participation (IAP2)’s
core values, are helpful to consider when undertaking any public
engagement effort:
1. The public should have input in decisions about actions
that affect their lives.
2. Public participation includes the promise that the
public’s contribution will be considered in the decisionmaking process.
3. The public participation process communicates the
interests and considers the needs and interests of all
participants.
4. Public participation process seeks out and facilitates
the involvement of those potentially affected by local and
regional plans.
5. The public participation process provides participants
with the information they need to participate in a
meaningful way.
6. The public participation process communicates to
participants how their input influenced the decision.

Real-time interactive keypad polling at a public meeting. Photo: CMAP Library.
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In addition to explaining the current conditions, explain the costs
of constructing parking infrastructure. Develop a dialogue around
parking infrastructure to determine if it is feasible, desired, and
who will pay for it. If considering parking pricing for very congested
areas, keep in mind that parking is a very sensitive topic; work to
create safe discussion environments. Use social media outlets like
Facebook and Twitter to develop more interest in the conversation.
Create goals and objectives for the public outreach process; identify
real problems, pushing for specifics about when and where parking
is an issue. Allow at least two months for public engagement before
developing solutions. A sample public outreach strategy could
involve the following steps: (1) Present your report to relevant
councils, committees, Chamber of Commerce, and make it publicly
available at City Hall, libraries, and online, (2) hold several area- or
topic-specific focus group meetings, (3) provide a telephone number
or email address where constituents can give comments, (4) host
two public meetings, and (5) write a report describing the results
of your focus groups, meetings, and comments received on the
topic. The public engagement process should continue throughout
the development of strategies and implementation, to build
relationships with the interested parties, to monitor satisfaction,
and identify early hurdles.

15

The most important goal is to involve
people in the decision-making
process from the beginning, so that
they better understand the benefits
and costs of parking, and differing
viewpoints can discuss potential
solutions and strategies.

Hearing from constituents at a public meeting. Photo: CMAP Library.

In addition to traditional public meetings, consider the following public participation strategies for potentially contentious topics:
• Keypad polling technology: an electronic, real-time anonymous
survey tool that allows the municipality to gauge what the public’s
main concerns are, and can collect their preferences about what
goals are most important. This also allows for collection of basic
demographic and lifestyle preference information, which can be
useful when compiling the baseline data.
• Mapping and other creative “report back” methods: Mapping
exercises are frequently used for public meetings so that residents
can identify land use challenges and opportunities. The map will
allow the public to see where problem areas are concentrated.
• “Citizens’ Juries”: This public participation method consists
of a small panel of non-specialists, modeled on the structure of a
criminal jury. They should consist of about 12 – 16 members, with a
demographic sample that represents the community. They review
“evidence” from opposed viewpoints and try to reach a consensus
about recommendations for policy direction.

• Small Group Discussions or “World Cafes”: This enables
participants to delve into the topic areas in a concentrated period
of time, giving people a chance to share their thoughts and goals in
a more comfortable setting than in front of the whole group. This
allows everyone to get a taste of the complexities surrounding
parking planning. Talking with peers will allow people’s ideas
to grow and creates a sense of team ownership of some of the
proposed goals.
• The “Samoan Circle”: some participants are seated in a small
circle and others remain in an outer circle. The inner circle should
represent all the different viewpoints present and there should be a
couple of open chairs. Those outside of this inner circle must remain
silent; if they wish to join the discussion or react to a position, they
must sit in the open inner circle chairs or stand behind one until it is
available. This technique is used on controversial and divisive topics.
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The Glen Town Center. Photo : CMAP Library.

Downtown Woodstock. Photo : CMAP Library.

On-street bike corral parking in Oak Park. Photo : Steven Vance , www.stevevance.net

Palatine’s Gateway Center parking structure, adjacent to the Metra commuter station.
Photo : Jim Watkins, www.flickr.com/photos/jim_watkins/

Pedestrian-friendly walkway to Downers Grove Parking Garage.
Photo : Jim Watkins, www.flickr.com/photos/jim_watkins/

STEP THREE: STRATEGY DEVELOPMENT

Step Three
Strategy Development
Parking is a local issue and there is no prescribed solution that will work
for all of our 284 municipalities in the CMAP region. Each community
will need to develop their own set of strategies targeted to their unique
characteristics and needs. The results of the public outreach efforts should
help guide a municipality to the most appropriate solutions for their
community.

Envisioning vibrant public spaces. Photo : CMAP’s GO TO 2040 Plan, www.goto2040.org
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How To Handle Parking Demand Without Building
More Parking

Building Consensus For Action

Without understanding the complexities of parking and its role
in the transportation system, people often say, “Just build more
parking!” Parking structures are expensive, often upwards of
$25,000 per space, and rarely pay for themselves. The design and
management of parking supply affects the livability and walkability
of any downtown. Building additional parking without managing
the existing supply can induce driving and increase the demand for
even more parking. Conversely, managing the existing supply can be
a cost-effective way to reduce demand or increase attractiveness of
underutilized spaces.
Once you have an understanding of your parking supply and highdemand areas, you can start to identify appropriate strategies to
better manage the supply. A desirable occupancy rate is 85 percent,
where one or two spaces are open on each block at all times. When
parking occupancy rates approach 90 percent, drivers spend extra
time searching for parking and add to congestion on the roadways.
Most parking survey results will find higher occupancy rates in
certain zones at certain times of day, and under-utilized parking in
other areas.
The most effective way to shift demand from one area to another
is through the using of pricing mechanisms, but additional
policies and practices can also be effective, and strategies will
vary depending on the community. Factors affecting the impact of
parking management policies include density levels, transit access,
median income, bicycling and pedestrian infrastructure, as well
as access to businesses and services in the local downtown area.
Communities with a variety of amenities and transit options will
have more possibilities for innovative policy. In smaller, less dense
communities with no transit, strategies will be somewhat limited.
See chart on page 31 for more details.

While everyone may agree that there is a parking problem, they may
not agree on the appropriate measures to solve it. It is important to
inform stakeholders of the costs and benefits of various courses of
action. Drawing from the early workshops and focus groups, try to
pull themes upon which to act. For example, long-term employee
parking may be a source of frustration for employees, business
owners, as well as customers. Work with local employers to help find
parking solutions for employees, to encourage alternative modes of
transportation and carpooling, and to hear their ideas for solutions.
Reach out to stakeholders and the public; listen to their ideas and
opinions before any changes are implemented. These activities
should improve the outcome and the satisfaction of those who are
impacted. Parking is a controversial subject and can elicit passionate
responses from the public; while pricing strategies are far more
effective at reducing demand, it may be more appropriate for smaller
communities to begin managing parking before introducing pricing.
A clear set of goals for the community can help guide the discussion.
Some sample goals include: better integrating land use and
housing, encourage alternatives to solo-driving, support economic
development, encourage infill development, optimize the use of
prime real estate.

Communities with limited or unsafe alternatives to driving should
develop their pedestrian and bicycling infrastructure while
implementing parking management strategies before attempting
to implement parking pricing. If certain areas or blocks will be
converted to metered parking, there should be options for drivers
who do not want to pay. This may include free remote parking lots,
safe bicycling networks, improved pedestrian streetscapes and
paths, or public transit. Some municipalities subsidize a parking
garage while charging for more convenient on-street parking, using
the meter revenue to help pay for the garage.

Photo : Dan Burden, www.completestreets.org
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Non-Pricing Strategies
Parking management strategies can promote efficient use of
existing parking. Parking management techniques are utilized in
reforming municipal ordinances to reduce parking requirements
for new development, which are typically designed to accommodate
rare peak demand occurring perhaps once a year, (i.e. major
sporting event, “Black Friday” holiday shopping) in an auto-only
environment. Most parking management projects utilize a variety of
strategies, employingw each as needed to best address the unique
context of the municipality. Flexible policies allow for parking
strategies to adjust to the changing needs of a community.

REDUCE / ELIMINATE MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS
Traditional parking requirements specify a minimum number
of spaces to be provided for each land use. Applying economic
principles of supply and demand to parking would result in the
elimination of minimum parking requirements, allowing the market
to determine appropriate levels of supply. Given the high cost of
providing parking, developers have an incentive to build what they
consider to be the minimum amount needed to satisfy customers.
Eliminating minimum parking requirements can also provide
opportunities for small businesses who could not afford to build
the amount of parking that was previously required. The City of
Elmhurst eliminated parking requirements for their downtown
twenty years ago and has pursued a variety of strategies to manage
the parking supply and create a pedestrian-friendly core.
Existing parking minimums are often based on the idea that more
parking is better. The assumption is that without enough parking,
motorists will “cruise for parking” in nearby neighborhoods, causing
unwanted congestion. Most local governments and developers
want to avoid such outcomes. Unfortunately, the data used to set
minimum parking requirements is limited and often irrelevant.
To set requirements, most cities use the Institute of Transportation
Engineers’ (ITE) Parking Generation handbook to set requirements
or look to see what their neighbors have done, often without
conducting a parking survey. The majority of the data in the first
three editions of Parking Generation is from the 1980s; the 1st and
2nd editions use data averaging the maximum observed demand in
“isolated, suburban sites,”5 and the 3rd edition only begins to factor
in variables that would affect parking such as time of day, access to
transit, or walkability of a site. Therefore, a parking survey provides
a much more reliable measure of area-specific parking needs.
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“If your community is not ready
to drop minimum parking
requirements altogether, other
options include establishing
flexible parking requirements,
allowing shared parking,
setting parking maximums in
addition to minimums, and
allowing spaces to be held in
landscaped reserves.”
– Boston Metropolitan Area
Planning Council

The 3rd and 4th editions have a broader base of data to draw from,
but should still be used with caution and mainly to supplement
area-specific research. For example, the land use “billiard hall”
lists a parking supply ratio of 6.9 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA and
3.0 vehicles per billiard table.6 This is based upon a single hour of
observation on a weekday in a suburban town in New Jersey in 1990.
This data would have little relevance to a billiard hall in a walkable,
transit-friendly neighborhood.
The quantity of parking provided is almost always determined by
municipal ordinance or zoning code. Most US developers surveyed
by Kuzmyak et al. (2003) reported that they would reduce the
amount of parking if they could get a higher return on investment
via more development, or if incentives or bonuses were offered.7 For
most municipalities in northeastern Illinois, reducing or eliminating
parking minimums would help to bring parking levels closer to the
actual demand. In some cases, the use of parking maximums may be
needed to avoid over-saturation of parking supply.

The existence of transit and/or provision of biking and walking
infrastructure can greatly reduce parking needs, and the ITE
handbook does not yet consider such variation between communities,
although they are reportedly working to address this problem.

In San Francisco and other large cities, the municipal code limits
the amount of parking that a developer can provide, so as to prevent
induced demand for driving in congested areas with extensive
public transportation. Where parking maximums are considered,

5
6

7 Kuzmyak, Richard J., Rachel Weinberger, Richard H. Pratt and Herbert Levinson. 2003.Parking
Management and Supply: TCRP Report 95, Chapter 18. Washington, DC: Transportation Research
Board. http://onlinepubs.trb.org/Onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_95c18.pdf

Parking Generation, 3rd edition.
Parking Generation, 4th edition.
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INSTITUTIONAL PARKING

New parking garage at the University of Chicago. Photo : Steven Vance , www.stevenvance.net

some developers worry about the “marketability” of a building if its
parking supply is restricted. The authors of an RTA study concluded
that municipalities would see short-term fiscal benefit only if
reduced parking led developers to construct more buildings. In the
longer-term, reduced excess parking supply could help to raise land
values, which would be to the municipality’s benefit.8 In the Village
of Plainfield, they have established a “Downtown Parking Zone”
(DPZ) to support a pedestrian-friendly environment “and ensure
robust economic activity for commercial establishments in the
area;” the parking requirements for commercial establishments in
the DPZ are converted into maximum parking limits.

High schools and colleges with parking problems may charge for
student parking while providing bicycle amenities and ensuring safe
connections to the school for biking and walking. Elmhurst College
has a program to reduce parking demand and encourage cycling;
they give a free bicycle, helmet, and lock to any student or faculty
member who pledges not to bring a motorized vehicle to campus for
a year (with temporary winter permits offered). Many schools have
created Safe Routes to Schools (SRTS) programs. In Blue Island,
the SRTS program started with a local resident who wanted to walk
her kids to school, and grew to include a “Walking School Bus” and
a Friday Night Bike Club. The popularity of the programs helped
the municipality secure funding for bicycle infrastructure and an
education program.
Parking “spillover” problems from high school drivers are also
common. A municipality can allow residents to rent out their
driveways, offer residential permit programs, and / or create a
residential parking benefit district. In a residential parking benefit
district, non-residents pay to park in resident permit parking areas
during school hours, and the money is used for street improvements
at the discretion of residents. Opening their street to non-residents
would be unpopular with residents who would see an increase in
traffic and a reduction in on-street parking availability, but would be
viewed more positively if the funds collected are used specifically
for the neighborhood where the permits are used. The revenue
generated can be used for increased services for the area in the form
of street cleaning, graffiti removal, tree planting, traffic calming
measures, sidewalk repair, etc.

Elmhurst College reduces parking demand by giving away bicycles to those who pledge not to bring a motor vehicle to campus. Photo : Elmhurst College, http://public.elmhurst.edu/bicycleprogram

8

Regional Transportation Authority (Chicago). 1998. Opportunity Costs of Municipal Parking Requirements, Prepared by Fish & Associates, K.T. Analytics, and Vlecides-Schroeder Associates,
Final Report, April. http://rtachicago.com/index.php?Itemid=325
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EMPLOYER INCENTIVES
Within the framework of livability, the goal of employer parking
strategies is to reward people who carpool or take alternative modes
of transportation and discourage or penalize single-occupant
drivers, with the use of incentives and disincentives. Employers who
promote alternative transportation reduce the overall demand for
parking, yet many employers may not be aware of commuter benefit
options available to them.
Since the largest peak-period demand for parking comes from hometo-work trips, and a majority of commuters drive to work alone,
employer parking management strategies can be very successful
at reducing overall vehicle miles traveled (VMT). To reduce the
amount of employees that add to congestion on roadways during
peak hours, some employers may allow employees to arrive at
flexible hours, telecommute, or work alternative schedules. Similar
to other strategies discussed in this paper, these employer programs
are most successful when they are multi-faceted. Employers who
are committed to reducing the number of employees arriving in
single-occupant vehicles can provide transit benefits, park-and-ride
passes, shuttle services, and/or preferential carpool spots, while
increasing the costs of parking. For more on this subject, please refer
to the CMAP Transportation Demand Management strategy paper.
In some communities, the municipality may be one of the largest
local employers. A municipality can manage its own parking, and
reward workers who use alternative modes. Municipal assistance to
employers in their mode-shift goals can also include the provision
of bicycle maps, explanation of commuter benefits, safety training,
bike-to-work challenges, etc. Wilson and Shoup (1990) show that
the greatest reduction in single-occupant drivers is seen when
employers stop subsidizing “free” parking for employees while
implementing other incentives. If employers offer incentives to
use other modes and continue to subsidize parking, it is difficult
or impossible to reduce the number of single-occupant drivers;9
if employers continue to provide free parking, there will always
be a high demand for it. This has an influence on the development
of municipal zoning laws and codes, which will in turn require
excessive parking spaces. Making changes to local zoning
requirements should be coordinated with an effort to reduce
employer-subsidized parking. Studies have found that with the way
parking is subsidized and the “effects of tax law,” parking subsidies
tend to benefit higher income groups.10 Reducing subsidies for
parking while increasing subsides to alternative modes provides a
more equitable balance.

9 Wilson, Richard and Donald C. Shoup. 1990. “Parking Subsidies and Travel Choices: Assessing the
Evidence.” Transportation, 17: 141-157. Kluwer Academic Publishers, Netherlands.
10 Ibid, 1990.
11 Kuzmyak, Richard J., Rachel Weinberger, Richard H. Pratt and Herbert Levinson. 2003. Parking
Management and Supply: TCRP Report 95, Chapter 18. Washington, DC: Transportation Research
Board. http://onlinepubs.trb.org/Onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_95c18.pdf

There are various programs that offer financial incentives to
commuters for reducing their automobile trips. Examples of
programs include:
• Parking cash-out where commuters using subsidized parking
can choose cash instead; in places with nearby parking options,
employers may need to do some “policing” of employees to
ensure that they do not take money offered in cash-out programs
and continue to drive, finding on-street parking and/or other
available commercial parking.11
• Transit benefits provide commuters with a subsidized transit
pass
• Universal transit passes give bulk discounts for transit passes
• Discounted or preferential parking for rideshare vehicles.12
With “parking cash-out,” there is an incentive not to drive – cash –
but no punishment for those who continue to drive. California law
requires many employers to offer this option and in before-and-after
studies, parking cash out reduced driving to work by 11 percent.13
In an analysis of eight parking cash-out programs in California, the
programs were shown to help reduce commuter parking demand,
solo driving, and vehicle miles traveled by 11, 17 and 12 percent,
respectively.14 Federal tax law allows for parking cash out (the cash
is a taxable benefit, while the parking space remains tax exempt), so
employers nationwide can take advantage of it.15 Parking cash out
can also save employers money, particularly in the case of employers
who lease their parking. With fewer employees driving, there is less
need for parking spaces.
In addition to financial incentives to discourage solo-driving to
work, there is also a need to provide facilities for biking and walking.
Areas with safe and established bicycling infrastructure and
convenient bicycle racks have an easier time promoting bicycling as
an alternative transportation mode. There are additional steps that
employers can take to further encourage cycling. In the northwest
community of Rosemont, Christopher B. Burke Engineering pays
bicyclists per mile ridden to work and provides shower facilities,
among other incentives. The Village of Arlington Heights runs
a Bicycle to Work program and encourages local businesses to
consider adopting similar programs.

12 Litman, Todd. 2006. Parking Management: Strategies, Evaluation and Planning. Summary of
Parking Management Best Practices. Chicago: APA Planners Press. http://www.vtpi.org/park_man.pdf
13 Shoup, Donald. “The High Cost of Free Parking.” American Planning Association Press, Chicago,
IL: 2005.
14 Shoup, Donald. “Evaluating the Effects of Cashing Out Employer-Paid Parking: Eight Case
Studies.” Transport Policy, Vol. 4, No. 4, October 1997, pp. 201-216.
15 USEPA - Office of Air and Radiation. 2005. Parking Cash Out: Implementing Commuter Benefits
as One of the Nation’s Best Workplaces for Commuters. Washington, DC: US Environmental
Protection Agency.
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SHARED PARKING
Shared parking is defined as “the use of a parking space to serve two
or more individual land uses without conflict or encroachment.”16
This practice is often found where parking (usually in garages) is
not necessarily tied to a particular building and its uses, but can be
used by anyone visiting any of the nearby buildings. Most commonly,
it is found in downtowns and larger activity centers, but it can
also be a vital component in good mixed-use or transit-oriented
developments, or anywhere that livability is a goal. The pedestrian
environment of a site often benefits greatly from shared parking.
The key to shared parking is a mix of uses that require parking at
different times of the day, or different days of the week. For example,
an office building in the same development as a movie theater or
other entertainment venue would be a good candidate for shared
parking. The peak parking demand for office workers will be from
8 to 5, Monday through Friday. Movie goers, on the other hand, will
be looking for parking in the evening and on the weekends, when
the office workers are not there. Instead of building one parking
lot for the office building and another one for the movie theater,
the two uses can share a lot. Fewer parking spaces can free up land
for other development or for more landscaping and pedestrian
amenities. Metra has had great success in developing agreements
with churches to share parking with commuters. Shared parking can
also encourage people to park once and walk between destinations
served by the same parking facility, instead of driving between uses
that would otherwise each have their own surface lot.

Real Demand

1,600

31% less

Not all municipal parking
requirements allow for
shared parking.
Communities hoping to encourage livable downtown centers should
develop more flexible parking standards. For communities and
developers alike who are interested in shared parking, the Urban Land
Institute’s Shared Parking methodology (2005) has been recognized
by the Institute of Transportation Engineers and is a valuable resource
for those considering this type of parking management. Additionally,
Stein Engineering developed a Shared Parking Ordinance for Portland
Metro in the late 1990s, which continues to be highly regarded and is
available online (See Appendix).

Unshared Supply

# of spaces

1,800

Shared parking works in any number of situations, and a
methodology has been developed for analyzing how many spaces
need to be built to fit the needs of a particular mix of uses. Shared
parking is often coupled with many of the other parking management
strategies discussed in this paper, such as pricing, overflow parking,
and reserved parking. The other strategies are often necessary to
ensure successful implementation of shared parking. For example,
Arlington Heights promotes and manages shared parking in public
garages and encourages developers to provide shared parking in
mixed-use developments.
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This graph shows the demand for parking by time of day, which varies for different uses. By sharing parking between uses with different peak demand periods, the
total parking necessary is significantly reduced. (Image courtesy of Nelson / Nygaard, 2011)
16 Smith, Mary. 2005. “Shared Parking, Second Edition.” Washington, D.C.: ULI-the Urban Land Institute and the International Council of Shopping Centers. Transportation Authority of Marin, TPLUS TOD/
PeD Toolkit. http://www.tam.ca.gov/index.aspx?page=293
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ON-STREET RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD PARKING

PERIPHERAL PARKING LOTS

Similar to neighborhoods adjacent to schools, residential
neighborhoods near downtown districts with high parking demand
may also experience “spillover” problems. This demand can be
managed with parking permits for residents. Overly restrictive
regulations in residential areas can, however, lead to increased
public and private parking development costs, which can prevent
transit-oriented and traditional neighborhood development. Local
authorities should evaluate neighborhoods on a block-by-block
basis, balancing the residential parking demand with employee and/
or customer access, while considering the development goals of
the municipality. Perhaps the most well-known residential parking
permit areas are adjacent to Wrigley Field in Chicago, but many
other communities in the region also have permit programs – like
Evanston, Wilmette, and Joliet.

Parking lots placed outside of the central business district are called
peripheral parking. When located within 1/2 mile of the activity
center, many users will walk to their final destination. The primary
goal of peripheral lots is to divert traffic from the central business
district (CBD) or major destinations where traffic bottlenecks
might occur, or where parking resources may be limited. Unlike
other parking management strategies, the use of peripheral parking
might change where people drive, but it is generally not an attempt
to influence the mode choice or travel behavior of the driver, and is
only relevant to larger communities, communities with a commuter
population arriving at the station by car, or to accommodate longterm employee parking.

In areas of high parking demand, exploring the possibilities for
shared on-street parking should be a goal. Neighborhoods with
residential permits often have many under-used spaces during
the day – a problem that Shoup considers to be the result of an
overreaction to parking spillover problems.17 Alternatively, he
suggests creating a market for curb parking, using residential
parking benefit districts, and allowing residents to continue to park
free but charge a fee to non-residents high enough to maintain 15
percent vacancy. The revenue would be returned directly to the
residents in the form of street improvements. While not a Parking
Benefit District, the Village of Oak Park does maintain a “parking
clearinghouse” and allows residents to list private spaces for rent
through the municipal Parking Services list.

UNBUNDLE PARKING
Most residential parking is provided as an inseparable part of
housing cost whether rented or purchased, ultimately making
housing more expensive, especially for those who own fewer cars
and do not use as much parking. Separating the cost of parking
from the cost of the housing “is an essential first step towards
getting people to understand the economic cost of parking.” 18
When developers or landlords separate the cost of parking, it gives a
discount to households with fewer cars, and an economic incentive
for people to opt out of parking and make alternative travel decisions.
It is a strategy that brings the cost of parking to light without
penalizing drivers.
This strategy is not common in northeastern Illinois, but would
work well in downtown areas with good pedestrian and bicycling
infrastructure, as well as car-sharing vehicles. With these
characteristics, a municipality could lower the minimum parking
requirements for developments that sell or lease parking separately
from rents.

17 Shoup, Donald. “The High Cost of Free Parking.” American Planning Association Press, Chicago,
IL: 2005.
18 Metropolitan Transportation Commission “Reforming Parking Policies to Support Smart Growth”
Toolbox. See Appendix for more information.

Critics argue that peripheral parking can convert transit commuters
to drivers or reduce usage of park-and-ride facilities further from
the destination. When given the choice, few developers will trade
peripheral parking for less on-site parking and so the peripheral
parking may not greatly reduce the amount of CBD parking. Some
communities have used peripheral lots with limited success;
the failure is usually attributed to “insufficient user cost savings
to justify the loss in time or convenience relative to core area
parking.”19 Peripheral lots can, however, foster carpooling if spaces
in the CBD are reserved for carpools while others are shifted to the
peripheral lots. Peripheral lots could also be provided free of charge
in conjunction with the implementation of metered parking in the
core downtown area.

NARROWED STREETS WITH BACK-IN ANGLED PARKING
On-street parking is the most convenient and desirable parking,
especially for customers, and creates a buffer between moving
traffic and pedestrians. Of the different types of parking, back-in
angled parking (also called head-out or reverse-angled parking)
is most preferable. It is easier than parallel parking, creates more
spaces along the curb, and it’s safer for all users. When returning to
the car and driving away, the driver can access the trunk from the
sidewalk, and has a better line of sight for oncoming traffic, which
especially improves safety for bicyclists. Additionally, back-in angled
parking calms traffic speeds, making the street safer for pedestrians.
Since back-in angled parking is unfamiliar to many drivers, a public
education campaign can help people figure out how to maneuver the
new system. Some residential neighborhoods in Chicago have backin angled parking, often near churches. Back-in angled parking is
recommended for lower-traffic streets with less than 9,000 vehicles
per day on one-way streets, and less than 5,000 vehicles per day
on two way streets. Using the extra street space for back-in angled
parking should be weighed against the benefits that could be gained
with the addition of bicycle facilities, like a bike lane or cycle track.

19 Kuzmyak, Richard J., Rachel Weinberger, Richard H. Pratt and Herbert Levinson. 2003.Parking
Management and Supply: TCRP Report 95, Chapter 18. Washington, DC: Transportation Research
Board. http://onlinepubs.trb.org/Onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_95c18.pdf
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These images compare conventional development with a park-once district, in which shared parking areas
reduce the total land area, amount of parking, and the associated traffic (Image courtesy of Nelson / Nygaard,
2011). Similarly, the president of the Congress for the New Urbanism and Milwaukee’s former mayor, John
Norquist, has argued for modeling our transit stations after ski resorts “designed for hotel patrons and parkers
to walk through a gauntlet of retail going to and returning from the ski slopes.”
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PARK-AND-RIDE
Park-and-ride facilities are parking lots near bus or rail stops that
allow travelers to transfer from automobile to transit. Providing
access to transit stations for drivers is more expensive than
accommodating other modes, but is still an important part of our
regional transportation system, currently used by 60 percent of
Metra riders.20 On one hand, they can increase the effectiveness of
transit systems and help reduce the need for parking in the Chicago
central business district, and on the other hand they provide storage
for vehicles when transit-oriented development around the station
could accomplish the same task while providing tax revenue for the
municipality.
With the increasing popularity of transit-oriented development
(TOD), the place of the park-and-ride in a transit system is
changing. In 2011, the Regional Transportation Authority published
a report called “Access & Parking Strategies for Transit-Oriented
Development,” which includes guidelines to redevelop Metra
commuter parking lots to accommodate alternative modes, create
a TOD, and manage parking demand. Park-and-ride facilities are
typically located with as much convenience as possible to the transit
station in order to make using the facilities more attractive. The land
close to a rail station is, however, the prime location for the higher
density, mixed-use buildings that characterize TOD. TODs help to
balance pedestrian and automobile needs. For example, instead of
surface lots, parking could be in garage structures that incorporate
other uses on the ground floor. Shared parking strategies (discussed
earlier) can be an important tool to make parking work in a TOD.
If a parking garage is built in a TOD, a portion of the spaces can be
allocated to, or shared with, transit commuters. The structure would
ideally contain a mix of uses, such as retail and office on lower levels.
Also, not every train station will have transit-oriented development,
and these locations may be more appropriate for park-and-ride lots.
In terms of the region’s parking supply, park-and-ride lots can be
considered a substitute for long-term parking in the Chicago central
business district (CBD). By allowing commuters to park their cars
further out and take transit in, there is less need for parking in the
CBD. Park-and-ride lots thus promote a more efficient use of land
in the region, because less of the valuable land in the CBD needs to
be devoted to parking, which is a relatively unproductive use. In
the Village of Plainfield, the park-and-ride lot adjacent to the Village
Hall provides commuters with easy access to two express Pace bus
routes that go to downtown Chicago and are able to bypass traffic
jams using the widened shoulder on I-55.
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Park-and-ride lots reduce highway demand at peak commute
periods and provide good opportunities for shared parking
because their demand is consistent; they are most heavily used by
commuters and can be shared with churches, dining venues, or other
evening entertainment.
The parking charges at park-and-ride lots are not meant to manage
the parking supply at these facilities. They typically cover some or
all of the operations and maintenance costs, but in order to make
park-and-rides effective, the cost to park and take transit must
be less (often substantially so) than the cost to drive and park
downtown. If a fee is charged, it is preferable to have a system that
charges the user for each time he or she uses it so that there is an
incentive to supplement travel with other modes, if possible. If a
driver knows that riding a bicycle will save her a few dollars and the
weather is nice, there is an incentive not to drive. Many communities
in the CMAP region have easy bicycle access to Metra stations; and
communities such as Schaumburg promote bicycling to the station
by providing bike lockers for rent. More recent safety concerns
around lockers have been addressed by permitting the lockers,
rather than allowing full public access.
Managing commuter parking is a complex endeavor and this
paper does not fully address the topic. Some municipalities have
commuter lots in the heart of their downtown, and when lots are
full, the commuter demand can spillover into neighboring areas and
compete with customer parking spaces. A community interested
in addressing current and future commuter parking needs should
consult with Metra and / or Pace. Metra prepares 30-year ridership
projections for existing stations based on current station ridership,
CMAP household forecasts, parking capacity and utilization, and
translates the data into future parking needs.
Metra also looks for opportunities to partner with municipalities
or other entities to provide funding to support parking, pending
availability of funds and demand. For example, in 2007, Metra
worked with the City of Geneva to provide some funding for a
parking deck near their station, and to help them to secure funding
from the State of Illinois for the installation of a third level in 2012.
Metra’s guidelines regarding replacement parking, lot ownership/
maintenance, and location of commuter lots are identified in RTA’s
Access & Parking Strategies for TOD (See Appendix).

Regional Transportation Authority (Chicago). 1998. Opportunity Costs of Municipal Parking Requirements, Prepared by Fish & Associates, K.T. Analytics, and Vlecides-Schroeder Associates, Final
Report, April. http://rtachicago.com/index.php?Itemid=325
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Pricing Strategies
Parking management without right-price parking will only take
a municipality so far, because the provision of free parking is an
incentive to drive and the number of drivers and cars continues to
increase. As parking demand increases, the municipality will need
to determine if it will increase parking supply at a high cost, address
illegal parking with increased enforcement measures and penalties,
or implement market-based parking pricing. Considering the costeffectiveness of pricing, the goal for parking management intended
to create livable communities should be a downtown parking
strategy that limits and centralizes the amount of off-street parking,
prices on-street parking appropriately, and incentivizes alternative
modes. Financial instruments can be used to modify the price of
parking to reflect its true market value, either by directly regulating
prices or by imposing taxes and fees.
When given the choice, drivers prefer free parking. But the parking is
not really free and is paid for by all consumers in the form of higher
taxes and retail prices, as well as reduced wages and benefits. The
idea behind market-based pricing is to have users pay much or all
of the cost of parking, resulting in reduced demand and congestion.
Providing safe, convenient alternatives to solo driving is important
when imposing pricing mechanisms.
An important lesson from San Francisco’s parking manager, Jay
Primus, is to focus on availability and not on turnover.21 If the
goal is to improve the economic vitality of an area with the help
of market-based pricing, the municipality should determine the
lowest possible price that leaves one or two spaces vacant per block.
Parking availability reduces traffic congestion associated with the
search for parking and improves access to the stores and businesses
where customers want to go. The goals for parking pricing should
never be tied to revenue collection, but to creating parking
availability.
Municipal planners should try to understand, through public
outreach, what frustrates different groups most about various
pricing mechanisms. Some people never carry enough coins or cash
and need machines that accept credit cards. Some people may not
want to walk half a block to pay and half a block back to put a ticket in
their car. Some people forget to track the time and often get tickets;
others find pay machines overly complicated. There are various
technologies coming online to address these concerns. For example,
if meters were equipped with Quick Response (QR) codes read by
smart phones, a user could access an app to pay, receive notices of
time expiration, and “feed the meter” remotely. These technologies
facilitate user acceptance of parking pricing by making it easier for
them to pay for parking and less likely that they will receive a ticket.

21 FHWA Parking Webinar, 2-23-12.
22 European Cooperation in Science and Technology (COST). 2006. Parking Policy Measures and
Their Effects on Mobility and the Economy. Technical Committee on Transport August, 2006. http://
www.transportlearning.net/docs/COST%20Action%20342%20final%20report%20veilig.pdf
23 Ibid, 2006.

If your community is investigating parking pricing for some or all
of your downtown parking, it may be easier to start small, focus
on the most congested block, and work outward from there as
people become adjusted to the changes. It is important to be
transparent about costs and revenues. Making the costs clear
and understandable to residents will help explain the need for
pricing. Often nervous about negative impacts, local businesses
will be concerned that paid parking will scare away potential
customers. Many businesses have come to see the positive impacts
that pricing can have on turnover, and changed their opinions. A
local business owner in Oak Park went from being one of the most
outspoken opponents to parking price increases in 2008, to saying
at a public meeting in 2011 that the parking price increase was “the
best thing the municipality had ever done.” Businesses can pay for
a validation program, or even better, they can have a say in how the
meter revenue is spent on the street in front of their store. They
can decide if the revenues from parking will be used to improve the
streetscape, to pay for a parking structure, or to develop “Complete
Streets.” Experimentations and pilot programs along one block at
a time can help ease the adjustment, but rate changes should not
be implemented or removed too quickly as there will be an initial
adjustment period.

As parking demand increases,
the municipality will need to
determine if they will increase
parking supply at a high cost,
increase enforcement measures
and penalties, or implement
market-based pricing.
The most important factors in attracting customers are quality of
the environment, the range of goods and services offered, and the
overall accessibility.22 Concerns about the economic impacts of
parking pricing are important to confront. Some areas offer “first 30
minutes free” or similar parking discounts, but with limited success.
It has been found that, instead of an increase in customers, this is
more likely to result in increased traffic movement and increased
municipal costs. 23 As far back as 1935, in Oklahoma City, businesses on
non-metered streets advertised free parking for a short time and then
abandoned that strategy when occupied spots prevented customers
from finding parking.24 In Boise, ID meters with a button that give a
customer 20 free minutes were installed. This was done to increase
public acceptance of the new meters. In that case, a driver that is just
stopping to pick up a coffee or dry cleaning pushes the button, does
the errand, and leaves without having to pay. The button can only be
pressed once, but there is obvious potential for abuse.
24 Oklahoma Historical Society. 2007. Oklahoma Journeys, April 7, 2007.
http://www.okhistory.org/okjourneys/parkingmeter.html
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At the same time, policies that restrict parking too severely can
adversely affect the economic vitality of a business district just
as lenient policies can. It is a matter of finding the right balance
between supply and demand, with price playing a crucial role.
When parking is free or underpriced and there is a high demand
for it, it becomes hard to find, and once you have it, you are
reluctant to give it up. Eighty-five percent occupancy ensures that
one or two spaces per block will be available, so drivers no longer
need to “cruise for parking.” If occupancy levels are lower, the
prices are too high and should be lowered or free; if occupancy
levels are higher, the prices are too low and should go up.
From an economic perspective, free parking is inefficient when
parking is scarce. The demand for parking is a downward sloping
curve, meaning that the driver with the most urgent need (red car)
is prepared to pay more to park, while the driver with the least
urgent need (green car) will only park for free.
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When it comes to the politics of parking, planners and local
elected officials typically “weigh the interests of voters (who
want free parking and no spillover) against the interests of
developers (who must pay for the required spaces),” yet both of
these considerations are short-term, and fail to consider how the
provision of parking will affect traffic, walkability, air pollution,
and costs of goods.26 To best address our parking problems, we
must trade in our engineer hats for economist hats. Increasing
the supply of parking without applying a price is very expensive
for everyone except the driver. Additionally, constructing more
parking does not reduce the perception of parking shortages
when on-street parking remains free. On-street parking is more
desirable because it provides closer access to the shops and
restaurants and is perceived as safer. If on-street parking is free,
there is an incentive to drive in circles until locating a space – and
once in a space, there is little incentive to move. When there are
time restrictions, a driver who needs to be downtown longer than
the time limit is forced to move the car, or “shuffle.” This adds to
congestion and the perception of a parking shortage.
Options for advanced technology must be used to make the
experience of paying for parking less painful, and can reduce the
need for additional physical infrastructure. Pre-paid parking cards,
in-car parking meters, mobile phone and GPS technology, barcode
scanners / QR codes on meters are all options. Public input and
funding will help determine the best choices for each community.
See discussion of enforcement in Step 4 for more on this topic.

The area under the demand curve (blue line above) represents
consumer surplus when parking is free. Drivers who would be willing
to pay for a prime parking spot are not able to do so where supply is
limited, and this results in maximum utilization of the spaces. When
parking spaces are scarce and there is high demand, the consumer
surplus is reduced and its distribution is insensitive to the differing
needs of drivers.25 Those with less urgent needs (employees) will
remain in spaces that drivers with urgent needs (customers) would
be willing to pay for. The time spent searching for parking becomes
a dead weight loss to the economy, and destinations in these areas
have less business activity than they would if they had parking
available on-street.

Photo : Dan Burden, www.completestreets.org
25 For more information: http://flashecon.org/lectures/parking/parking.asp
26 Shoup, Donald. “The High Cost of Free Parking.” American Planning Association Press, Chicago,
IL: 2005.
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VARIABLE RATES / DYNAMIC PRICING

PERFORMANCE-BASED PARKING PRICING & PROGRESSIVE
PARKING PRICING

Like other parking management strategies, municipalities can apply
variable rates to parking to influence traveler mode choice, time
and amount of travel, and shift drivers from a congested location.
It is important to carefully select the locations for variable pricing
to avoid negative impacts. A parking price that is set too high may
shift drivers to other locations, rather than to alternative modes.
The goal is typically to reduce parking congestion without reducing
the number of people who travel to a location. Balancing the
characteristics of the site with parking programs, incentives, and
pricing is crucial to achieving that goal.
Variable pricing seeks to apply a free market-inspired pricing system
to more efficiently allocate parking supply, with higher prices
charged at times and locations of peak demand. Variable pricing
promises both effective congestion mitigation and the ability to raise
considerable sums for local governments. Cities like Los Angeles
and San Diego are following San Francisco’s lead and are tracking
parking demand with in-ground sensors to determine parking price
adjustments needed to maintain appropriate levels of vacancy.
Keeping on-street parking spaces available for short-term use
should be a high priority, as they are the most convenient type of
parking for potential customers. If on-street commercial parking is
not managed or priced, commuters, employees and spillover parkers
avoiding fees will use the parking spaces and the desired patrons
will not have a place to park. A municipality should set the lowest
price so that there will always be some vacancy, but not so high as
to send business to other locations. Todd Litman, of the Victoria
Transport Policy Institute, recommends that prime spaces suitable
for short-term use be at least twice as expensive per unit of time as
less-convenient spaces suitable for longer-term uses.27 Prices and
restrictions could vary by block, time-of-day, and day-of-week.
The Albany Parking Authority removed time limits in high-demand
areas and implemented pricing that increases after two hours.
Rather than paying $1.25 per hour at meters with 2 hour limits, the
hourly price increases by $.25 per hour for the 3rd through 10th
hour for a total daily price of $21.50. Data shows that 15 to 20 percent
of the customers stay more than 2 hours, average length of stay is
slightly over 1 hour, and over 50 percent of the revenue comes from
“long-stay” customers. 28 Turnover is created by economic forces
based on individual choice in the marketplace, parking revenue is
increased, and customers appreciate the added flexibility to stay
longer. Payment by credit card is generally selected by customers
when parked for more than two hours.
Managing parking in commercial areas typically involves “setting
peak hour, daytime, or 24-hour parking restrictions; establishing
parking time limits, and installing parking meters.” The most
important factor influencing the behavior of single-occupant
drivers is parking cost to user, not supply; there is also a less intense
relationship for maximum time limits.29
27 Litman, Todd. 2008. Parking Pricing: Direct Charges for Using Parking Facilities. TDM
Encyclopedia, Victoria Transport Policy Institute. http://www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm26.htm

Pricing fees should be designed to create one or two available
spaces per block. Shoup compares underpriced on-street parking
to rent-controlled apartments: “they are hard to find, and once you
find a space you’d be crazy to give it up.” 30 Since these spaces are so
hard to find (and desirable), people end up spending excessive time
“cruising” for a spot. 31 This leads to congestion and pollution, as
well as increased travel times. It is estimated that almost 1/3 of traffic
in downtown New York consists of people searching for a parking
space. While traffic in our suburban downtowns is not as severe as
New York City, “cruising for parking” still contributes to congestion.
With occupancy rates and existing supply information, varying
zones of demand can be established. This would be a flexible
designation that could change with business openings and closings,
as well as any new construction. Typically, a downtown’s “main
street” will have the highest demand for parking. These zones of
demand will be used by the community to institute parking pricing
to reach the desired occupancy rates. In 2010, San Francisco
launched the federally –funded pilot program SFpark.org to test the
idea of flexible pricing. The video for the project explains how rates
are adjusted to achieve the 85 percent occupancy levels, and how
that reduces traffic congestion. 32
In high activity areas with strong parking demand, prices can be
set to encourage turnover with “progressive pricing.” The price
for a parking space would be progressively higher per hour in high
activity areas (for example, $1 for the first hour, $2 for the next
hour, $5 for each hour following). If parking is priced to encourage
short-term parking, some travelers would reduce the amount of
time spent at a location and many long-term parkers and commuters
would go directly to a garage or remote lot. This would encourage
turnover of spaces, but is less likely to affect congestion goals than
“performance-based pricing,” because it does not influence when
people park.
Sometimes, the most effective pricing strategy is simply to
coordinate the on-street and off-street parking prices, so that there
is an incentive to go directly to a parking garage or lot, rather than
cruise for an on-street space that may be underpriced. Evanston is
able to do this effectively, since they own more than 80 percent of
the parking supply in the downtown area. This also helps to provide
spaces for short-term customer parking.

28 Michael Klein, Executive Director, Albany Parking Authority. Email message to author, April 2012.
29 Kuzmyak, Richard J., Rachel Weinberger, Richard H. Pratt and Herbert Levinson. 2003.Parking
Management and Supply: TCRP Report 95, Chapter 18. Washington, DC: Transportation Research
Board. http://onlinepubs.trb.org/Onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_95c18.pdf
30 Donald Shoup, “Cruising for Parking,” Access, No. 30, Spring 2007, pp.16-22.
31 Ibid, 2007.
32 See SFpark video: http://vimeo.com/13867453
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Sometimes, the most effective pricing strategy is simply to coordinate
the on-street and off-street parking prices, so that there is an incentive
to go directly to a parking garage or lot, rather than cruise for
an on-street space that may be underpriced.

Downtown Woodstock. Photo by: Eric Rogers, http://flic.kr/p/6F7BXj
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PARKING BENEFIT DISTRICTS
An integrated parking management strategy can be used to increase
the attractiveness of a retail center by reinvesting the parking
revenue into street improvements. Many communities in the U.S.
have established Parking Management Authorities (PMAs) to help
set prices in Parking Benefit Districts and determine how parking
revenue is spent. The PMAs are usually comprised of local leaders,
business owners, and residents. A Parking Benefit District is a way
for a city or town to return all or some parking revenue (generated
through parking meters, fines, assessments, and/or taxes) to an
area for improvements and/or beautification projects in the district.
Returning parking money directly to the community often improves
the general public’s acceptance of the idea. “Key stakeholders such
as businesses, developers, land owners, residents and government
representatives need to work together to develop goals, objectives
and a plan to create a parking district.” 33 These stakeholders will
also decide where and how funds should be spent.

The city of Pasadena, CA also used parking management to revitalize
their downtown through a parking benefit district. With agreement
from local merchants, they added parking meters and used the
revenue to pay debt service on a major streetscape overhaul, called
the “Old Pasadena Streetscape and Alleyways Project.” 35 The meter
revenue went toward street furniture, trees, decorative grating for
trees, better lighting, improved policing, more street and sidewalk
cleaning, and marketing (maps, brochures, etc.). Local merchants
actually saw an increase in business as the location became a more
attractive place for customers to shop and spend time in “Old
Pasadena.” Their business increased compared to neighboring
Westwood Village with underpriced meters and no walkability
improvements. The graph below shows the sales tax revenue from
various districts of Pasadena, with the yellow line indicating the year
that meters were installed in Old Pasadena. 36

An improved street environment can attract pedestrians and
bicyclists who add to commercial “foot-traffic” without congesting
the roadways. In the early 1970s, Boulder, CO took the risk of pricing
parking with the idea that a more attractive environment would
entice shoppers regardless of parking pricing. 34 Through the
creation of a Parking Benefit District, parking meter revenues were
used to build centralized parking structures, improve the pedestrian
environment, and create the sense of place that attracts people.
Rather than compete with suburban shopping malls’ free parking,
they worked to enhance the aspects of a small downtown that make
it attractive and lively.

Parking meters by the Glen Ellyn Metra station. Photo: Lindsay Banks, http://flic.kr/p/bnxtMG

33 Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). 2007. Developing Parking Policies to Support
Smart Growth in Local Jurisdictions: Best Practices. Wilbur Smith Associates: http://www.tam.
ca.gov/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=239

34 Weinberger, Rachel, John Kaehny, and Matthew Rufo. 2010. U.S. Parking Policies: An Overview
of Management Strategies. Institute for Transportation and Development Policy, New York.
35 Douglas Kolozsvari and Donald Shoup, “Turning Small Change into Big Changes,” Access, No.
23, Fall 2003, pp. 2-7. Online: www.shoup.bol.ucla.edu/SmallChange.pdf
36 Ibid, 2003.
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Selecting the Right Set of Strategies
The most appropriate parking strategies for each municipality
will depend on their unique characteristics and their vision for the
future. Both the Parking Generation handbook and Metropolitan
Transportation Commission’s (MTC) parking toolbox use 5 “area
types,” ranging from extremely urban to rural, to determine
appropriate strategies. While downtown Chicago falls into the most
urban category, there are neighborhoods in Chicago that would not.
Some planners refer to the “Smart Code Transect,” which provides
a visual cue for the range of development intensity in our nation’s
villages and towns.

In northeastern Illinois, the most important factors affecting parking
include: the presence or absence of a Metra commuter station, the
presence or absence of bus service and the level of service offered for
each transit mode, population and employment density of the area,
as well as bicycling and walking amenities. If the parking policies
are intended to increase the walkability of an area or to support
increased retail and commerce, they should be designed around the
future vision of the community.
A strategy that might be appropriate for one street could fail
miserably on the next. Applying strategies to “focus areas” is best.
The table below, inspired by MTC’s parking toolbox table, can be
used to evaluate focus areas.

Parking strategies
MOST EFFECTIVE
SOMEWHAT EFFECTIVE

HIGH-DENSITY,
WALKABLE,
TRANSIT-RICH

NON-PRICING STRATEGIES
Reduced Parking Minimums
Parking Maximums
Employer Incentives
Shared Parking
Residential Permits
Peripheral Parking Lots
Improved Bicycling and
Walking Infrastructure
Real time parking information
Unbundled Parking
Narrow streets with back-in
angled parking
Park-and-ride
PRICING STRATEGIES
Variable Rates / Dynamic Pricing
Performance-based Pricing
Coordinated on-street
and off-street Pricing
Parking Benefit Districts
Source: Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning collected information

LOW-DENSITY,
NO “MAIN STREET,”
NO TRANSIT, PARKING RICH
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Palatine’s Gateway Center is a four-story mixed-use parking deck with street level retail and office space on the upper floors adjacent to the Palatine Metra Station.
Photo by Jim Watkins: http://www.flickr.com/photos/jim_watkins/
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Step Four
Implementation
A municipality undertaking the process of developing parking strategies to
support livable communities begins the process with an idea of community
issues and problems, and a vision for solving them. The vision is refined
with input received from stakeholders; existing conditions are documented
and focus areas are identified. The strategies to address the challenges
within focus areas are developed, and public engagement helps to shape
how they are designed. When a set of tools and strategies has been selected,
it is time to develop an implementation plan.

Parking signage at The Glen, in Glenview. Photo: CMAP Library.
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WRITING THE PLAN
The parking implementation plan should be founded on the results
of the initial parking survey and the community values and goals
for livability and long-term sustainability developed through the
engagement process. This plan will identify the public engagement
efforts, occupancy survey results, strategies identified, and
target zones for improvement. It will also outline a timeline for
implementing the strategies and monitoring results, which can
identify changes that will take effect immediately, within a year
or more, and others that will only be implemented if necessary,
based on success or failure of other strategies. It is important for
communities to develop contingency plans so that they can provide
the minimum spaces, monitor results, and have strategies to provide
more if necessary. The plan should also include measurements of
success that relate back to the original goals for livability, whether it
is reduced congestion, increased walkability, etc.
If parking pricing or strategies that restrict or reduce parking
availability are implemented, there may be an initial negative
result in business activity as people adjust to the changes, and
the municipality should not be quick to undo efforts without
waiting through this period. This may take a couple of months, but
business should return to normal. In the case of parking pricing,
the resulting increase in turnover should even help businesses
and improve customer satisfaction. To keep track of the user
satisfaction, host regular public meetings that can be used to gauge
impacts, understand initial frustrations, and work through any early
problems. Maintain open lines of communication with residents.
The implementation plan should also include ideas for branding
and marketing, identification of enforcement policies and goals, and
strategies for addressing future parking needs. Short-term actions
should have visible results and long-term actions should account for
funding and management of future parking.

the signage around the parking supply can help direct traffic from
more congested areas to the available parking. Consistent branding
and marketing can make it quick and easy to locate parking. A
coordinated, visible branding on municipal handouts, websites, and
maps to match the street signs is a must.

Enhancing crosswalks to promote pedestrian safety in Oak Park.

Improved user information at the parking location is also helpful for
ease of use and user satisfaction. New York City’s Mayor Bloomberg
has expressed a desire for “smart meters” that will work with
wireless PDAs or smart phones to help drivers locate vacant spots,
pay the meter, and to receive messages when the meter is about
to expire. 38 Effective signage can improve parking management
by making it easier for drivers to navigate both off-street and onstreet parking facilities. Effective signage for off-street facilities can
include:
• Directional signs at entrances from public streets
• Signs at exit to get back to the street network
• Internal signs to direct parkers to parking for various uses

PARKING SIGNAGE, BRANDING AND MARKETING

• Internal signs to direct parkers to available spaces

Parking operations are often criticized and rarely praised; this
can partly be blamed on inadequate user information and a lack
of understanding by the general public as to how parking systems
work. 37 The former issue can be mitigated by providing maps,
signs, brochures, websites, real-time information, etc. For the latter,
some communities have had success with the publication of an
Annual Parking Report. A report documenting parking inventory,
utilization (or “demand”), anticipated changes in demand or supply,
enforcement issues, and a financial overview of the costs of parking,
can be very informative and help to alleviate or prevent problems.

• Way-finding within the facility so parkers can get back to their
car

Oftentimes, it is not a lack of parking that is causing problems, but
the perception of a parking shortage. There may be a decent supply
of under-utilized parking that could be put to better use. Improving

37 Burns, Dennis L. and Melinda Anderson. 2004. “Developing an Annual Parking Report,” in Haahs,
Timothy H., ed. Parking Management – The Next Level, Parking 101 Vol. 2. Fredericksburg, VA:
International Parking Institute.

Instructional signs can also illustrate how to use innovative, safer
on-street parking, such as back-in angled parking. Other signage can
regulate which users can occupy on-street parking (i.e. residential
permits). Automated parking guidance systems (APGS) and
automated parking availability displays (APAD) can inform users of
the number of available spaces in a facility, by level.
The marketing aspect is very important when making changes to the
existing parking management system, and especially when creating
parking benefit districts. If parking revenues are improving the
neighborhood, signage can help show people, and encourage buyin and support for the policies. In Pasadena, CA, the meters have
stickers exclaiming, “Your meter money makes a difference!” and it
lists the improvement projects paid for by meter revenue.
38 Bloomberg, Michael. 2009. “My big parking promises: Mayor Bloomberg serves up a plan for
N.Y.C drivers” in NYDailyNews.com, 9/13/2009. http://bit.ly/5IOACj
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ENFORCEMENT

CONSIDERATIONS FOR PARKING STRUCTURES

Parking enforcement should be efficient, considerate, and fair; the
goal is to encourage compliance with existing regulations in order
to maximize the efficiency of public space usage. Consistency of
enforcement helps to maintain a high level of compliance. With
recent changes to their parking management, the City of Tempe,
AZ, decided to change the name of their “Parking Enforcement”
department to “Parking Compliance.” This was representative of the
shift to better customer service and education intended to increase
compliance with parking regulations.

If parking strategies to reduce demand are insufficient and a
municipality is considering construction of additional parking,
cost recovery should be an important decision-factor. The choice
between surface and structured parking is generally driven by land
costs. Where land costs are higher – usually in denser, more urban
environments – it becomes more economical to build up than to
build out. Excluding land costs, parking construction costs in 2012
were estimated to be: 39

If resources for enforcement are limited, only issue tickets two or
three days a week, but shift the days so that drivers do not know
when enforcement will happen. Design enforcement routes so
that a complete circuit coincides with the local time limits, where
applicable. Evening enforcement is a lower priority because traffic
volumes are typically lighter, but in areas with many restaurants and
two-hour time limits, the hours of enforcement should extend until
7 pm to prevent wait staff arriving at 4 pm from parking on-street all
night.
Investments in new technology can improve the efficiency of
collections, reduce challenges, and lead to fewer violations.
Automated license plate scanning machines, photos of violations,
hand-held ticket writers, are all available for enforcement officers.
The handheld devices should also contain police information
regarding stolen vehicles, warrants, “shuffling,” unpaid tickets, etc.
Many communities are using “courtesy tickets” for first-time
violators. These tickets do not have an associated fine; they alert
the driver of his or her violation, direct them to longer-term parking
or free parking, and thank them for visiting downtown. Progressive
fines for repeat offenders are also recommended. Another emerging
marketing strategy is the use of parking “ambassadors.” Typically
identified by bright t-shirts, parking ambassadors are on-hand to
make parking easy; they can direct drivers to off-street parking
or assist with pay machines. A combination of ambassadors and
enforcement can be very effective.

39 Wieners, William, “The Cost of Tomorrow’s Parking…Have you considered this?” Hybrid Parking
Blog, 5 February 2012. http://hybridparkinggarages.com/Hybrid-Parking-Blog/bid/122553/
40 Bier, Leonard, Gerard Giosa, Robert S. Goldsmith, Richard Johnson, and Darius Sollohub.
2006. Parking Matters: Designing, Operating and Financing Structured Parking in Smart Growth
Communities. Airmont, NJ: the Urban Land Institute-Northern New Jersey. http://bit.ly/748MxH
41 Josh Levin, “The Valet You Don’t Have to Tip,” Slate, 1 April 2004: http://www.slate.com/

35

• $4,000 - $8,000 /space for a surface lot,
• $12,000 - $24,000/space for a stand-alone parking structure,
• $40,000 - $70,000 /space for an automated parking garage, and
• $40,000 - $100,000 /space for an underground parking garage.
Similarly, in 2006, Bier et. al. estimated the following numbers:
$3,000 per space for a surface lot, $20,000 per space for an aboveground parking structure, and $35,000 per space for an underground
parking garage. 40
Automated parking garages can fit more spaces on the same area of
land, with ramps and driving lanes eliminated, and some estimate
their costs to be as low as $25,000 per space. 41 Automated garages
are not common in the United States, but are gaining popularity in
areas with high land costs. Evanston’s Northwestern University
found costs similar to Bier et al’s in 2006, with slightly higher
numbers for surface lots. 42
The annual cost to own and operate a parking space (assuming
a total capacity of 500 spaces) follows a similar hierarchy, and in
2004 ranged from less than $400 for a surface lot space to over
$3,500 for an underground structure space. Structured parking is
recommended for areas with higher land values and high demand
for parking. The construction costs of structured parking per space
diminish with scale, but consideration must be given to the ability
to recover costs through parking fees, as well as the impact to the
character and livability of the community. Factors affecting parking
construction costs are detailed on the International Parking Design
firm’s website. 43

articles/arts/gizmos/2004/04/the_valet_you_dont_have_to_tip.html
42 Northwestern University Newsletter. 2006. http://www.northwestern.edu/newscenter/
stories/2006/01/parking.html
43 International Parking Design: http://www.ipd-global.com/whats_it_cost/
44 Shoup, Donald. “The High Cost of Free Parking.” American Planning Association Press, Chicago,
IL: 2005.
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Few parking operators (public or private) recover the full costs of
owning and operating the garage because they set parking prices
lower than the full cost of a space or otherwise subsidize the spaces.
One result of these high costs coupled with inadequate revenue
from parking charges is that parking structures are “seldom built
as freestanding commercial ventures.”44 By incorporating other
uses into the parking garage, the rents for those uses will help to pay
for the structure. In a study of eight municipal parking agencies in
the Middle Atlantic and New England states, the annual operating
revenue per space ranged from 26 to 36 percent of the annual cost
per new space. 45 As stated before, it is important to consider the
expected lifetime of a parking garage when making investment
decisions, to estimate renovation costs and build the costs of longterm maintenance and renovations into user fees so that a multimillion dollar improvement does not come as a shock after 30 years.
There are benefits to parking structures over surface parking
lots, despite their higher costs. Contrary to the perception that
building structured parking will increase congestion, “it has been
shown that there is less congestion because people immediately
go to the deck to park, rather than cruise through town looking
for spaces.”46 Clear signage and way-finding are necessary to help
drivers quickly locate structures and park. Additionally, when
on-street parking is appropriately priced, the off-street garages
become more competitive; revenue from on-street parking can
be used to subsidize the garage. In more urban environments,
it may be desirable to have retail space on the ground floor. The
retail can wrap around the base of the garage and improve the local
streetscape. In active areas – such as downtown, near transit, or
in a shopping district – such retail space may be able to draw fairly
high rents. Those rents can then be used to subsidize the building or
maintenance costs of the entire facility. Minimizing interruptions in
the pedestrian network (curb cuts) should also be a goal.

A Union Pacific train passes Geneva’s municipal parking garage. Photo by Jim Watkins:
http://www.flickr.com/photos/jim_watkins/

45 Herbert Levinson, as cited in Shoup, 2005.
46 How to Handle Parking. 2007. Transit-Friendly Development Newsletter 3 (1). http://policy.
rutgers.edu/vtc/tod/newsletter/vol3-num1/TODParking.html
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PAYING FOR PARKING STRUCTURES
If a new parking structure is desired, it is important first to
determine the trade-offs that your community is willing to make in
order to pay for it, whether through meter revenues from a parking
benefit district, taxes, or a combination of taxes and user fees. As
stated previously, it is also important to consider the lifecycle of a
parking garage and anticipate major renovations and build a fund to
cover necessary repairs.
Constructing parking can be an expensive endeavor. Structured
parking in particular involves significant up-front expenditures.
Moreover, parking fees, where charged, may cover operating costs
and a portion of the capital costs but structured parking rarely pays
for itself in full. Public agencies who construct parking often need
to find sources of financing and revenue beyond their general fund.
Private entities looking to construct parking may partner with public
agencies to take advantage of financing mechanisms and lower
interest rates available only to public entities. 47

BONDING AND DEBT
Taking on some form of debt is a common way for public (and
private) entities to fund the construction of a parking facility. Bonds
often offer the lowest interest rates of any public financing method.
Bonds issued by public or non-profit organizations to construct
public facilities are usually tax-exempt, which helps lower their
interest rate. Two major considerations for bonds are the identity
of the issuer and how they will be paid back. Among public entities,
municipalities and other units of local government with taxing
authority (i.e. schools, park districts, and other authorities) have the
power to issue bonds.
The best rates are for general obligation bonds, which are issued by
municipalities and paid back through their general fund. Parking
facilities are one of many reasons to issue bonds; and other purposes
may take priority when issuing bonds. Revenue bonds are typically
backed by the anticipated revenue from the project, but could also
be backed by the proceeds from a special-purpose district such as
a Tax Increment Financing (TIF), Special Services Area (SSA), a
Business District (BD), or a specific revenue source such as a sales
tax. To use these bonds, however, one needs to show that there is a
stable source of revenue to pay back the bond; this may be demand
for priced parking, sales taxes, or property taxes, etc. Depending on
the project and the local parking system, there may be other sources
of parking revenues to cover the debt service. Other sources might
include parking meters or parking fine revenue from on-street
spaces or other lots; rent from ground-floor retail around the facility
(if built); and air right or ground leases.48 Using bonding and debt
can be complicated, and for joint development, municipalities or
transit agencies also have to own the land for this to work.
47 Baron, Philip J. and John W. Dorsett. 2004. “Parking Facility Economics and Approaches to
Financing,” in Haahs, Timothy H., ed. Parking Management – The Next Level, Parking 101 Vol. 2.
Fredericksburg, VA: International Parking Institute.
48 Bier, Leonard, Gerard Giosa, Robert S. Goldsmith, Richard Johnson, and Darius Sollohub.
2006. Parking Matters: Designing, Operating and Financing Structured Parking in Smart Growth
Communities. Airmont, NJ: the Urban Land Institute-Northern New Jersey. http://bit.ly/748MxH
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Wheaton Parking Garage. Photo: Lindsay Banks, http://flic.kr/p/bArwZv

FINANCIAL TOOLS ACRONYM SOUP: TIFs, SAs, SSAs, BIDs and BDs
TAX INCREMENT FINANCING (TIF)

SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS (SA)

Local communities can also turn to the surrounding properties
that stand to benefit from increased parking supply for financing
assistance. Tax Increment Financing (TIF) captures the increased
property value generated by development in an area to create a
pool of money that can be used for area improvements. When a TIF
district is established in Illinois, the area must have a demonstrated
condition of blight, and property values must be projected to
increase enough to fund improvements. The current property
taxes are defined as the “base” amount. In the succeeding years, a
maximum of 23 years in Illinois, any additional property tax (over
and above the base amount) generated within the district is set
aside in a special fund. That money can then be used to fund further
improvements within the district, including public parking facilities.
However, there are often concerns about money that is diverted
away from underlying taxing districts when TIFs are used.

In contrast to TIFs, where the property tax rate is not increased,
Special Assessments (SAs) levy fees on properties near an
improvement on top of the property taxes to capture the expected
increases in property value from an investment in public
infrastructure. This is commonly used when a public improvement
benefits a particular area to a greater degree than the community
as a whole. The assessment amount is typically calculated by
starting with the total cost of the improvement and allocated to
each property based on the degree of special benefit it is expected to
receive from the improvement. A public body cannot use SAs to fund
general improvements; it must be established that the money is for a
local improvement. Essentially, the concept is that if improvements
made by a government agency make a particular piece of property
more valuable, the property owners that benefit should contribute
to the cost of the improvement.

TIF money can be used as it is generated or the municipality can
issue bonds backed by the future revenues from the increment
collected in the district. More often, a municipality will issue a
general obligation bond and hope to be paid back by the TIF. TIFs
have been used in the Chicago region to fund parking garages; for
example, the 5-level municipal parking garage in Downers Grove was
funded through a TIF district. Depending on where a parking facility
is being built, this may be a desirable financing mechanism. TIFs
are more useful when they are part of a coordinated redevelopment
strategy that includes parking, and in new development in a larger
area.

Special assessments are commonly used to assist developers of
vacant land by financing the installation of public improvements
such as storm sewers, streets, sidewalks, and gutters; but it can
also be used to fund parking structures, police or fire protection,
street lighting, and other purposes. The special assessment district
for a parking structure would be limited to the area around the
structure that is accessible by walking. The taxes, however, may not
necessarily be applied to residential properties or properties that are
not expected to benefit from the parking structure. The developer
realizes a cost savings because of the lower tax exempt interest rate
on special assessment bonds compared to the interest rate charged
by commercial banks. As the properties are sold, the developer can
use the money from sales to pay the assessment relative to parcels
sold. The assessment is a lien against the real estate that, if not paid,
is handled through the county as if real estate taxes have not been
paid. Unlike SSAs, the SA is not an ad valorem property tax, meaning
that it is not based on the value of the property.
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SPECIAL SERVICE AREAS (SSAS) / BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT
DISTRICTS (BIDS)

PARKING ENTERPRISE FUND

Business Improvement Districts (BIDs), called Special Service
Areas (SSAs) in Illinois, levy an additional real estate tax (or other
taxes) on properties within a defined area, creating differential
taxing areas. The additional money is used to fund services and/
or infrastructure improvements in that area – which can include
construction of a parking facility or payment on the debt of the
construction, if the area businesses choose. Assessments are often
on a uniform per unit basis (square footage, receipts, assessed
value), but in Illinois it is more commonly done using Equalized
Assessed Value (EAV). The taxes are not limited to property taxes.
With regard to parking funded by a BID, there is “typically no
exemption or tax credit…provided to property owners who provide
all or a portion of their required parking.” 49 Naperville pushed
for changes to the state legislation to allow for a tax on food and
beverages that could be used for the purposes of constructing new
parking facilities. 50 Naperville’s parking garages are funded through
a Special Service Area that levies a tax on local businesses, and new
businesses are required to pay the taxes of the prior year in addition
to the current tax. In this model (and in SAs), the businesses are able
to offer their patrons free parking, but they are forced to charge more
for goods for everyone, regardless of whether they use the parking,
which encourages driving.

One approach used primarily by municipalities and universities
to help pay for parking is to create a parking enterprise fund. This
fund is self-sustaining and is separate from the general fund, but its
administration is still within the local government (or university).
The fund does not have the capacity to issue bonds on its own, but
can raise revenue in a number of ways. These revenue streams are
also available to public enterprises and include:
• Monthly leases or permit sales
• Parking meter revenues
• Parking violation revenues
• Short term (non-contract, non-monthly) parking fee revenues
The key to the fund’s success is that while no one facility may cover
all of its costs, multiple facilities together can. This is because the
lifespan of a parking structure can range from 40-50 years or more,
but development costs are typically capitalized over a 20-30 year
period. This means that most parking structures have useful lives
after their debt is retired, thus freeing up parking revenue to help
pay for newer facilities. 51 An enterprise fund may require outside
subsidy in the early years.

BUSINESS DISTRICTS (BDS)
A Business District is an area, deemed to be “blighted,” where a
municipality can impose an additional tax to spur development
or redevelopment. A BD must be contiguous, and all properties
involved must be directly and substantially benefited by the public
expenditures. A BD can fund tourism initiatives and infrastructure
with an increase in sales and / or hotel tax for all businesses in the
area by 1/4 percent increments, up to 1 percent, without referendum
by citizens, for a maximum term of 23 years. A BD does not have the
restrictions and requirements of TIFs, can be created by non-home
rule municipalities, and has no impact on taxing districts. They may
be more appropriate in areas with a significant amount of retail, and
they can harm certain businesses. At least two public hearings must
be held before a municipality can approve a BD.

49 Baron, Philip J. and John W. Dorsett. 2004. “Parking Facility Economics and Approaches to
Financing,” in Haahs, Timothy H., ed. Parking Management – The Next Level, Parking 101 Vol. 2.
Fredericksburg, VA: International Parking Institute.
50 “Continuous Improvement Model” 2008 ITE Midwestern Conference. Need to improve this

citation.
51 Baron and Dorsett, 2004.
52 Shoup, Donald. “The High Cost of Free Parking.” American Planning Association Press,
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PAYMENT IN LIEU OF PARKING OR FEE-IN-LIEU
As discussed above, most municipalities require that a minimum
amount of parking be provided as part of all new developments. As
an alternative, some municipalities allow developers to pay a fee in
lieu of constructing some or all of that parking. The fees collected are
used to construct a public parking facility that serves that particular
development, as well as surrounding uses.
Most cities set a uniform fee per space, with the number of spaces
per development still dictated by the parking code. The fee itself is
often less than the full cost per space for the public sector to provide
the parking. Unless updated regularly, the fee may be considerably
lower than the actual cost if the system has been around for a while.
Vancouver, British Columbia takes an interesting approach by
setting the fee per space equal to the cost to construct that space in a
public garage minus the expected revenue the city will get from that
space.52
In most cases, the developer can choose whether or not (and for how
many spaces) to pay the in-lieu fee. Some cities may offer payment
in lieu of parking only in certain districts, such as in Lake Forest or
Riverside where the option is available in downtown commercial
/ business districts. Other municipalities in northeastern Illinois
that offer payment in lieu of parking are Libertyville and Highland
Park, both of which charge $15,000 per space in the downtown areas.
Oak Park charges $28,000 per space, an estimate similar to the cost
of providing a garage space. Lake Forest has estimated the cost of
providing a space at $18,000, but charges only $9,000 per space.
Beyond the financial aspects of payment in lieu of parking, there are
a number of benefits to such programs. Donald Shoup identifies a
number of advantages to payment in lieu of parking, including:53
• Greater flexibility for developers, which can support historic
preservation given the challenge parking may pose for adaptive
reuse;
• More shared parking, thus potentially reducing the total number
of spaces needed in the area;
• Fewer surface lots, because lots have been consolidated into one
surface lot or possibly a structure;
• Fewer curb cuts, which increases pedestrian safety; and
• Fewer zoning variances that need to be issued, which expedites
the development process and levels the playing field for all
developers.

Chicago, IL: 2005.
53 Ibid, 2005.
54 Bier, Leonard, Gerard Giosa, Robert S. Goldsmith, Richard Johnson, and Darius Sollohub.
2006. Parking Matters: Designing, Operating and Financing Structured Parking in Smart Growth

Additionally, fewer surface parking lots lead to better access
management and improved traffic operations. Some developers
may be wary of fee-in-lieu programs if they think that the money will
not be used to provide parking. Programs demonstrated to reduce
demand, paired with fee-in-lieu policy, can alleviate this fear.

PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS
The financing mechanisms described above mostly involve the
public sector taking on debt to provide public parking facilities. In
some cases, investments made jointly by the public and private
sector can be used to help pay for parking. These public-private
partnerships (PPP) can reduce the public sector’s direct debt
burden while also providing needed infrastructure. One strategy to
minimize risks in PPPs to use a design-build contract, with a single
party responsible for both designing and building the project. Longterm leases, another form of PPP, are the current extent of PPPs in
Illinois. See CMAP’s PPP strategy paper for more details on publicprivate partnerships.
Another form of PPP that has been applied to parking in a couple
cases nationwide is the use of Design-Build-Operate-Manage
(DBOM) to construct new facilities. An example from Connecticut
can help to illustrate this innovative method. In 2000, the state
issued bonds to cover the costs of constructing a new parking
facility at Bradley Airport in Hartford, Conn. Due to the structure
of the agreement, the bonds are actually guaranteed by a private
entity. The state’s arrangement used the same entity to design and
build the facility and then after construction, to operate and manage
through a lease from the state. The lease payments cover the state’s
debt service and the facility revenues cover the lease payments.
Excess revenues are split between the state and the private operator.
Should the lease payments and revenue sharing prove insufficient to
cover the debt service, the private operator is responsible for making
up the difference.54
A similar strategy used to pay for parking facilities is called buildoperate-transfer (BOT). A private entity may cover the costs
associated with building public infrastructure, operate it and receive
all revenues for a pre-determined time, and then transfer ownership
to a public agency. Early parking meters were often installed in
this fashion with manufacturers of meters installing them and
recovering costs until they were paid for. 55

Communities. Airmont, NJ: the Urban Land Institute-Northern New Jersey. http://bit.ly/748MxH
55 Shoup, Donald. “The High Cost of Free Parking.” American Planning Association Press, Chicago,
IL: 2005.
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Recently Constructed Garages in the Region
The graph above and the data table on the following page both
contain data collected on parking garages in the Chicago region.
The cost per space is the total cost divided by the number of spaces,
while the cost per space added subtracts the number of spaces that
could be accommodated in the footprint of the site in a surface lot. If
there were no garage, the land could be used for surface parking, and
a structure allows for an additional number of spaces on the site.

Geneva’s municipal parking garage was engineered to accept a third level as additional funding became
available and extra spaces were warranted.
Photo by Jim Watkins: http://www.flickr.com/photos/jim_watkins/
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Parking garages
FACILITY LOCATION

YEAR BUILT

SPACES

TOTAL COST OF GARAGE

COST PER SPACE

COST PER SPACE ADDED

Naperville Central Parking Facility

1987

553

$2,600,000

$4,702

$8,176

Evanston Church St. garage

1990

600

$7,200,000

$12,000

$12,457

Elmhurst Schiller Parking Deck

1991

221

$3,516,245

$15,911

$29,302

Elmhurst Adelaide Parking Deck

1992

213

$1,908,709

$9,727

$12,710

Evanston Maple St. garage

2000

1,400

$27,200,000

$19,429

$24,028

Naperville Van Buren Deck

2001

530

$7,400,000

$13,962

$19,023

Elmhurst Adelaide Expansion

2001

98

$2,071,752

$19,477

$39,765

Palatine Gateway Center Parking Deck

2002

1,300

$17,000,000

$13,077

$18,974

Elmhurst Schiller Expansion

2003

90

$2,149,094

$23,879

$23,879

Downers Grove

2004

787

$21,500,000

$27,319

$35,304

Evanston Sherman Plaza garage

2006

1,614

$42,700,000

$26,456

$29,715

Geneva

2007

362

$3,500,000

$19,006

$37,802

Naperville Van Buren Addition

2008

317

$9,007,950

$28,416

$47,915

Berwyn

2009

396

$11,000,000

$27,778

$35,484

Elmhurst 1st St. Parking Deck

2011

253

$7,631,971

$29,644

$41,899

Source: Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning collected information

Downers Grove 5-level municipal parking deck, funded through a TIF district with help from Metra. Photo: Jim Watkins http://www.flickr.com/photos/jim_watkins/
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A pleasant streetscape can encourage walking and bicycling. Photo : Dan Burden, www.completestreets.org
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STEP FIVE: MONITORING AND EVALUATION

Step Five
Monitoring and
Evaluation
In order to determine the success or failure of new parking policies, a
municipality should refer back to the initial livability goals established
for the community and the indicators of success established in the
implementation plan. Well-documented public outreach and continued
engagement through the implementation stages will make for a smoother
experience.

Back-in angled parking in Chicago’s Bucktown neighborhood. Photo: CMAP Library, by Tom Murtha.
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Pedestrian-friendly walkway to Downers Grove Parking Garage. Photo : Jim Watkins, www.flickr.com/photos/jim_watkins/

Fine-tuning

Conclusion

Through public surveys, the municipality can continue to monitor
customer satisfaction, ease of use, and behavior adjustments. A
parking occupancy survey should be conducted after three months
to gauge effectiveness of policies, which can be compared with
results from public surveys. In the end, there may still be unsatisfied
customers but thorough documentation of the publicly-established
goals for the community, the strategies selected to achieve those
goals, as well as the indicators for success can all be used to help
explain why the policy changes were necessary and what they have
accomplished. Maintaining an open communication platform is
important; take time to respond to emails and answer phone calls
about the policy changes.

Driving will continue to be the primary mode of transportation for
many people in the region, but it must be evaluated as one part of a
comprehensive multi-modal transportation system that includes
walking, biking, and transit. With driving as the main form of
transportation in the region, parking is a very important part of our
municipal landscapes, but it is significantly undervalued because
users do not pay market costs for parking.

Some examples of evaluation measures include: average time
spent searching for a parking space (determined through public
surveys), 85 percent parking occupancy levels, number of people
bicycling or walking to work, adoption of commuter benefits to
promote alternatives to solo driving, and customer satisfaction. If
these indicators are showing little to no improvements, the parking
management strategies need to be re-evaluated, with new strategies
selected to reach target goals.

When parking is underpriced, it becomes costly to provide because
users are not willing to pay the associated costs. A municipality
can accept the burden of cost in the interest of supporting the local
economy, but by adopting smart parking management strategies,
the municipality can make the most out of existing resources before
incurring unnecessary debt. By understanding existing supply
and demand, effectively communicating the costs associated with
parking to the public, the municipality can implement appropriate
parking policies. When the demand for parking necessitates the
construction of parking structures, the municipality can use the
base knowledge of parking demand to provide the appropriate
amount of parking, prepare for future demand, and utilize available
financing tools. The way that we plan for and provide parking will
have a huge impact on the future livability of our communities.
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Appendix
DISABLED PARKING

CAR-SHARING

To better accommodate the needs of people who use wheelchairs,
the Americans with Disabilities Act created design guidelines for
handicapped spaces, which are often located close to building
entrances and access ramps. In the state of Illinois, any facility with
parking for employees or visitors must provide accessible parking
for people with disabilities. An accessible space must be 16-feet wide
with an eight- or five-foot wide striped access aisle, which must
be clear of obstructions including snow, ice, shopping carts, etc.
The specifications for size and markings, location, and signage are
available in an informational flyer distributed by the Illinois Attorney
General.

Car-sharing is a way for a group of people to share vehicle
ownership, thereby reducing costs of ownership. By joining a carsharing organization, members have access to a fleet of vehicles,
parked in a variety of locations. The cars can be reserved for short
periods of time, with members paying for their individual usage.
Car-sharing is most successful in walkable communities and higher
density communities.

Additionally, cars displaying handicapped plates or placards may
park free at meters in Illinois. In areas with metered parking, this
becomes a hurdle because there are many placard-abusers who
avoid paying for parking by using someone else’s placards. If ablebodied people are parking in the handicapped-designated spaces,
this can prevent people who really need a convenient space from
finding one. Chicago has recently introduced tougher penalties for
violators to curb this abuse.

BICYCLE PLANNING AND PARKING
Planning for bicycles as a mode of transportation is vital to the
development of livable communities. This paper does not address
the complexities of bicycle planning, but there are many local
resources available. Notably, the Active Transportation Alliance
and their suburban ambassadors work with community members,
sub-regional organizations, towns, and park districts to create biking
and walking plans, expand trails and infrastructure and implement
encouragement and safety programs.56

Car-sharing is shown to reduce vehicle trips, as members use cars
only when necessary and use alternative transportation for most
other trips. On average, 20 percent of car-sharing members give up a
car (primary or secondary) and over 40 percent forego the purchase
of a new vehicle.57 It also reduces the need for households to have
extra vehicles, and provides access to cars for people who cannot
afford the costs of vehicle ownership. There are two car-sharing
organizations operating in Chicago and nearby municipalities, I-Go
Cars and Zipcar. Region-wide coverage is limited, but growing.
Municipal governments can partner with a car-sharing organization
to bring vehicles to their community, or to convert their municipal
fleet of vehicles into car-sharing vehicles that could be used by
the public at night and on the weekends. Each car-sharing vehicle
takes 14-15 personally owned vehicles off the road. 58 Fewer vehicles
means fewer parking spaces needed, allowing for more compact
development and walkable neighborhoods. Locally, both Highland
Park and Oak Park are in talks with the Chicago-based non-profit
I-Go Cars to possibly convert some or all of their municipal fleets to
shared vehicles. For more on car-sharing, see CMAP’s Car-sharing
strategy paper.

Parking plans should consider bicycle parking and bicycle facilities
as a means to reduce the number of parking spaces necessary. Many
lots will use irregular or small spaces for bicycle and motorcycle
parking. When converting from parking meters to pay-box systems,
planners should consider the potential bicycle parking that is lost
with the removal of meters. Some cities have removed the top of
the meter and replaced it with an ornamental decoration, enabling
bicyclists to continue using the meter as a bike rack, and reducing
costs associated with meter removal and construction of bike racks.
In Chicago, where pay boxes have been installed, some meters have
a sticker informing people to pay for parking at the box, and that
the “meter remains as a courtesy to cyclists.” For more on bicycle
facilities and planning, see the CMAP Bicycling strategy paper.
In Schaumburg, zoning ordinances have been used to encourage
bicycle use. All retail centers are required to have a minimum of 10
bicycle spaces prominently displayed and located by every main
entrance.
56 For more information, visit http://www.activetrans.org/in-your-community
57 Millard-Ball, Adam, et al. 2005. TCRP Report 108 – Car-Sharing: Where and How it Succeeds.
Transit Cooperative Research Program, Transportation Research Board. Washington, DC.
58 Zipcar, Inc. 2005. Zipcar member behavior survey. Cambridge, MA.

Rental bicycle locker. Photo : John Luton, http://capitalbikeandwalk.org/
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Model Ordinances And Sample Code Amendments
CMAP’s Local Ordinances and Toolkits Program
http://www.cmap.illinois.gov/local-ordinances-toolkits
CMAP’s Local Ordinances and Toolkits Program is a response to municipal demand for resources to develop policies that support the goals
of GO TO 2040. Each year, CMAP staff will work with municipal officials and experts to deliver a series of guides that describe the process
of implementing a specific municipal policy, from study to approval. In conjunction with the Local Technical Assistance (LTA) program,
the agency also expects to provide staff support to several municipalities implementing these policies in the coming years. The Parking
Strategies to Support Livable Communities paper is available for download and more materials will be added as the project evolves.

Shared parking
Stein Engineering. January, 1997. Shared Parking Handbook, Portland Metro: Appendix A, Model Shared Parking Ordinance Provisions.
http://1.usa.gov/SharedParking
South Carolina Department of Health & Environmental Control Sample Shared Parking Agreement:
http://1.usa.gov/ModelAgreement
NW Connecticut Model Zoning Regulations for Parking: http://1.usa.gov/NW_CT (pages 21-22)

Car sharing
FAQ from I-Go: http://1.usa.gov/IGoMuni
Nelson-Nygaard Car-sharing Best Practices report:
http://nelsonnygaard.com/Documents/Reports/CITY-CARSHARE-best-practices.pdf

Reduced parking minimums & maximums
Massachusetts Smart Parking Model Bylaws: http://1.usa.gov/SmartParking

Valet parking
The Old Pasadena “Universal Valet” program – park your car at one spot and pick it up at another – has never been a complicated project
or process, and has been almost completely devised by the private operator. The valet space is permitted by the city to an operator,
with the buy-in of whatever business they are located in front of. The storefront must approve the meters in front of their business
being dedicated to a valet stand. Often the business is also underwriting part of the permit expense to have the valet there. The operator
secures their own parking inventory to utilize for storing the valeted cars. In this case, they utilize several private parking garages
and surface lots. The operation is completely in the hands of the permitee, who in this case happens to operate all of the locations
because they long ago secured the available space to park the vehicles. The Business Improvement District mediates in cases of conflict
resolution, and markets the services as an amenity for shoppers, diners, and visitors.
More information: http://www.oldpasadena.org/valet.asp

Parking reserves - Land set aside for excess parking, if needed
Ordinance text from Corte Madera, Marin County:
“…the planning commission may permit a property owner to designate a portion of his required off-street parking area as a “parking
reserve” and to place improvements such as landscaping, tennis courts, and the like in the area which are compatible with the future
use of the reserve as a parking lot. If the planning commission finds that the reserve is needed for off-street parking for users of the site,
the owner shall improve the reserve as a parking lot within one hundred twenty days from the date the finding is made by the planning
commission.”
More information from the Transportation Authority of Marin: http://www.tam.ca.gov/index.aspx?page=298
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Unbundled parking
Reduce parking requirements for developers who sell or lease the parking separately from the residential units in TODs
San Francisco Unbundled Parking for Below Market Rate Housing: http://sf-moh.org/index.aspx?page=909

Performance-based Parking Pricing
SFpark.org: http://sfpark.org/resources-overview/
“As a federally funded demonstration, SFpark publicly shares extensive information about the project. This information may be of
interest to customers, the press, academics and city administrators considering how to manage parking. Project documents, maps,
images and data are available for download here. “

Parking Benefit District
Redwood City Parking Benefit Ordinance: http://1.usa.gov/PBD_Ordinance
Austin, TX, description and link to ordinance: http://www.austintexas.gov/department/parking-benefit-district-pbd
MAPC Commercial and Residential examples:
http://www.mapc.org/resources/parking-toolkit/strategies-topic/parking-benefit-districts

Back-in/Head-out Angle Parking
Nelson/Nygaard Report: http://1.usa.gov/BackInAngledParking

Parking Design Guidelines
Ventura County Parking & Loading Design Guideline: http://bit.ly/VenturaParking
NW Connecticut Model Zoning Regulations for Parking: http://1.usa.gov/NW_CT
The City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County Sustainable Green Streets and Parking Lots Design Guidebook
provides information on creating low-impact development (LID) roadways and parking lots within San Mateo County:
http://www.mitod.org/pdf/ParkingRequirementsGuideSCANPH.pdf
Kimley-Horn Sustainable Parking Deck Design: http://1.usa.gov/KHA_Design

Fees-In-Lieu of Parking
Libertyville Ordinance with Fee-In-Lieu: http://1.usa.gov/FeesInLieu
NW Connecticut Model Zoning Regulations for Parking: http://1.usa.gov/NW_CT (page 20)

Accommodation of Alternate Modes
Complete Streets information http://www.completestreets.org/
Policy Brochure http://www.completestreets.org/webdocs/cs-brochure-policy.pdf
NW Connecticut Model Zoning Regulations for Parking: http://1.usa.gov/NW_CT (pages 23-26)

TOD overlay / Overlay Zone
Village of Plainfield Downtown Parking Zone: http://1.usa.gov/PlainfieldDPZ
From Sustainable Cities Institute: http://bit.ly/TODoverlay
Model Mixed-Use Zoning District Ordinance (APA): http://1.usa.gov/ModelMixedUse

APPENDIX

Additional Resources
Definitions related to parking
NW Connecticut Model Zoning Regulations for Parking: http://1.usa.gov/NW_CT (pages 8-10)
Smart Parking Model Bylaws (pages 2-3): http://1.usa.gov/SmartParking

Parking Surveys
ITE Parking Demand Survey Form (used to help improve data for Parking Generation Handbook):
http://www.ite.org/parkinggeneration/parking_basicform.xls
Naperville Parking Satisfaction Survey: http://1.usa.gov/NapervilleSurvey
Oak Park’s July 2009 Parking Counts (.xls): http://1.usa.gov/OakParkSurvey
Sample Parking Survey Template (.xls): http://1.usa.gov/SampleSurvey

CMAP Strategy Papers
Transportation Demand Management: http://www.cmap.illinois.gov/strategy-papers/transportation-demand-management
Public -Private Partnerships: http://www.cmap.illinois.gov/strategy-papers/public-private-partnerships
Bicycling: http://www.cmap.illinois.gov/strategy-papers/bicycling
Car Sharing: http://www.cmap.illinois.gov/strategy-papers/car-sharing

Boston Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC)’s Parking Toolkit
http://www.mapc.org/resources/parking-toolkit/
“This toolkit is designed to help local officials, developers, citizen board members, and advocates understand the sources of parking
issues in their communities and identify potential solutions. The strategies outlined in the toolkit address a variety of situations and
concerns in ways that save money, protect the environment, support local businesses, and encourage alternatives to driving. The toolkit
includes information on how to do a parking study, regulatory tools to tailor parking supply, strategies to reduce parking demand, parking
management tools to make more efficient use of existing parking, information on financing parking, and many local examples.”

Metropolitan Transportation Commission “Reforming Parking Policies to Support Smart Growth”
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart_growth/parking/parking_seminar/Toolbox-Handbook.pdf
“This report is intended to serve as a guide or a handbook for communities interested in planning and implementing parking policies and
programs that are supportive of Smart Growth and Transit Oriented Development (TOD). The focus is on downtowns, neighborhoods, and
transit station areas in which a major investment has been made to provide regional and local transit accessibility. In order to maximize the
value of that investment and to discourage the solo use of the automobile for travel, this report will assist communities in identifying the
TOD supportive parking policies and improvements that are best suited to their individual characteristics.”

Donald Shoup, The High Cost of Free Parking, Chicago: Planners Press, 2005 and 2011.
Also known as the parking professional’s bible, this book should be on the shelves of every urban planner, to help them see parking as an
economist would.
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Oregon Department of Transportation’s “Parking Management Made Easy: A Guide to Taming the Downtown Parking Beast”
http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/docs/publications/parkingguide.pdf?ga=t
This guide explains how to analyze downtown parking to see if you have a parking problem; how to analyze what, where, and when the
problem(s) occur; how you can add to your parking supply through better management of the total space that you currently have (not always
the individual number of spaces).

RTA’s “Access & Parking Strategies for Transit-Oriented Development”
http://bit.ly/sQqYXf
The guide is intended as a resource for municipal officials looking for innovative strategies to support multi-modal access to their transit
station and TOD area. While providing parking options in these areas is important, this guide focuses first on assessing multi-modal access
strategies as a whole and placing a priority on pedestrian, bicycle and transit access. Ideally, a mixture of these strategies should be applied
to achieve an optimal balance of access modes and available parking. Each station and TOD area is unique and not all strategies will be
applicable to all communities.

The Parking Handbook for Small Communities:
http://www.downtowndevelopment.com/parking_handbook.php
This document was written in 1994, but is unique in the focus on small communities, providing parking solutions for cities with populations
under 50,000. It is a step-by-step review of how to plan, develop, and manage parking in a small downtown.

Victoria Transport Policy Institute’s Online TDM Encyclopedia:
http://www.vtpi.org/tdm/index.php
This website has a vast amount of literature on Transportation Demand Management strategies that “result in more efficient use of
transportation resources.” In addition to the TDM Encyclopedia, there are many important documents on transportation and livability.

Active Transportation Alliance
http://www.activetrans.org/
The Active Transportation Alliance is a local non-profit advocacy organization that encourages and promotes safety, physical activity, health,
recreation, social interaction, equity, environmental stewardship and resource conservation. They have assisted many municipalities in the
Chicago region with the development of bicycle and pedestrian plans.

EPA’s Parking Spaces / Community Places: Finding the Balance through Smart Growth Solutions
www.epa.gov/smartgrowth/pdf/EPAParkingSpaces06.pdf
The approaches described in this report can help communities explore new, flexible parking policies that can encourage growth and balance
parking needs with their other goals. The EPA developed this guide for local government officials, planners, and developers in order to:
• demonstrate the significance of parking decisions in development patterns;
• illustrate the environmental, financial, and social impact of parking policies;
• describe strategies for balancing parking with other community goals; and
• provide case studies of places that are successfully using these strategies

APPENDIX

NW Connecticut Parking Study – Phase 2: Model Zoning Regulations for Parking:
http://bit.ly/w8RupA
The focus of this study is on reducing the impervious surface area to improve stormwater drainage systems, but it includes a thorough
background on zoning and design. It covers flexible parking guidelines, and has model ordinance language that may be useful to
municipalities looking to update their code. There is model language for fee-in-lieu parking, shared parking, accommodation of alternate
modes, and design standards for stormwater management.

TOD-Targeted Parking Regulations
http://www.mitod.org/todtargetedparkingregulations.php
The Center for Transit-Oriented Development and the Center for Community Innovation, and the Non-Profit Housing Association of
Northern California partnered to create a report of Mixed-Income Transit-Oriented Communities. From this report, they developed an
Action Guide, which includes these TOD-specific parking strategies, with case studies and links to resources.

International Parking Institute’s Knowledge Center
http://www.parking.org/knowledge-center.aspx
The International Parking Institute has a number of different resources for parking professionals, including the growing “Knowledge
Center” with publications, FAQs, case studies, and more.

National Complete Streets Coalition
http://www.completestreets.org/
This webpage offers clear descriptions of the basics of complete streets, sample policy documents, advocacy materials, and fact sheets.

Documents on financing mechanisms
• SB Friedman’s “What is an SSA?” document (PDF): http://bit.ly/wskjOo
• SB Friedman’s “What is a TIF?” document (PDF): http://bit.ly/AwaU5V
• Lake County Partners -TIF: http://bit.ly/LakeCountyTIF
• Lake County Partners - Business Districts: http://bit.ly/BusinessDistricts
• CMAP’s “Use of Special Assessments, Special Service Areas” (PDF): http://1.usa.gov/AE9Dry
• St. Louis Regional Chamber “State of Illinois Business District Program Detail” (PDF): http://bit.ly/xhpTnG
• CMAP’s Transportation Value Capture Analysis (PDF): http://bit.ly/ugHYsA
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Executive summary
The land near transit stations is a valuable commodity. Hundreds or thousands of people travel to
and through these places each day, and decisions about what to do with this land have
implications for local economies, transit ridership, residents’ access to opportunity, and overall
quality of life for everyone in a community.
Many communities choose to dedicate at least some of that land for parking. The question is, how
much? Too little parking could discourage people from coming to the station, but too much
parking is unnecessarily expensive and gets in the way of other uses like homes, shops, or offices.
How much parking should transportation engineers build?
To answer that question, many engineers and planners consult the Institute of Transportation
Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation and Parking Generation guides. These publications represent data
collected from mostly isolated suburban land uses—not walkable, urban places served by transit.
There are few alternative guidelines for engineers building this other type of development, however,
so despite these shortcomings many planners continue to use ITE’s publications.
The goal of this study was to determine how much less parking is required at transitoriented developments (TODs) and how many fewer vehicle trips are generated than
standard industry estimates. It is clear that TODs require less parking than development without
transit, or transit without development. This study sought to gather information about how much
parking is used at TOD to help developers and engineers make more-informed decisions in the
future.
To do that, Professor Reid Ewing and his research team at the University of Utah College of
Architecture + Planning selected five TODs across the country, each with a slightly different
approach to development and parking: Englewood, CO in the Denver region; Wilshire/Vermont
station in Los Angeles, CA; Fruitvale Transit Village in Oakland, CA; the Redmond, WA station in
the Seattle region; and Rhode Island Row in Washington, DC. The research team together with
two transportation consulting firms, Fehr & Peers Associates and Nelson\Nygaard Consulting
Associates, counted all persons entering and exiting the TOD buildings, and conducted brief
intercept surveys of a sample of them. Researchers also conducted parking inventory and
occupancy counts.
Consistent with other research, this study found that the five TODs generated fewer vehicle trips
than ITE publications estimate, and used less parking than many regulations require for similar land
uses. And in one case, actual vehicle trips were just one third of what ITE guidelines estimate.
The TODs included in this study also built less parking than recommended by ITE. Yet even this
reduced amount of parking was not used to capacity: the ratio of demand to actual supply was
between 58 and 84 percent. Fewer vehicle trips is one likely reason why parking occupancy rates
were lower than expected. Another possible reason is that ITE’s data do not fully account for other
travel modes that are available and actively encouraged at TODs. In each of the five TODs studied,
at least 33 percent of trips were taken by modes other than driving. Additional reasons for low
parking rates is that parking is shared between commercial and residential uses at two TODs, is
shared between transit and park-and-ride uses at one TOD, is unbundled with apartment rents at
two TODs, and is priced at market rates for commercial users at three TODs.
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These findings underscore the obvious need for developers, regulators, and practitioners to rethink
how they use parking guidelines intended for suburban development not served by transit. Current
engineering standards are not designed to accommodate this type of development but in time we
hope studies like this can help change that. Better aligning industry standards with current needs
can reduce the cost of development near transit, and make it easier to build more homes, shops,
and offices in these high-demand locations. More detailed results are available in the full academic
version of this study and two peer-reviewed articles, all referenced in the Acknowledgments on
page 10.
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Introduction
The land near transit stations is a valuable commodity. Hundreds or thousands of people travel to
and through these places each day, and decisions about what to do with this land have
implications for local economies, transit ridership, residents’ access to opportunity, and overall
quality of life for everyone in a community.
Some communities chose to use the land near transit stations for parking lots, usually with the
intent of making it as easy as possible for people to drive to the station and then ride transit. This
approach certainly makes parking convenient, but it misses an opportunity to maximize this
valuable land.
Transit-oriented development (TOD) is an approach that makes the most of the land near transit
stations. TOD means building homes, offices, public services, shops, and restaurants within a
short and easy walk of transit. This type of development is in high demand among both
homebuyers and businesses, as Smart Growth America’s Core Values and Foot Traffic Ahead
research have detailed,1 and forward-thinking transit agencies across the country are capitalizing
on that demand by building or encouraging TOD at their stations.
Many communities still choose to dedicate at least some of the land at TOD for parking. The
question is, how much? Too little parking could discourage people from coming to the station, but
too much parking is unnecessarily expensive and gets in the way of other uses like homes, shops,
or offices. How much parking should transportation engineers build?
Local codes and zoning guidelines often govern the amount of parking required at TODs. In other
places with some flexibility for parking requirements, many engineers and planners consult the
Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation and Parking Generation guides. These
publications represent data collected from mostly isolated suburban land uses—not walkable,
urban places served by transit. There are few alternative guidelines for engineers building this other
type of development, however, so despite these shortcomings many planners continue to use
ITE’s publications for assessing proposed TOD projects.
The goal of this study was to determine how much less parking is required at TODs and how many
fewer vehicle trips are generated than standard industry estimates. With so many people riding
transit, walking, or biking to get to these stations, it is clear that TODs require less parking than
development without transit, or transit without development. This study sought to gather
information about how much parking is used at TODs, and to help developers and engineers make
more-informed decisions when building parking at TODs in the future.

1

Smart Growth America. (2015, June.) Core Values: Why American Companies are Moving Downtown. Available at
https://smartgrowthamerica.org/resources/core-values-why-american-companies-are-moving-downtown/. And
Leinberger, C. and Rodriguez, M. (2016, June). Foot Traffic Ahead: 2016. Available at
https://smartgrowthamerica.org/resources/foot-traffic-ahead-2016/.
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An in-depth look at five TODs
TOD is widely defined as compact, mixed-use development with high-quality walking environments
near transit facilities. It could be an organic neighborhood built over a long period of time near
transit by many small developers, a large master-developed project built by one developer around
a new station, or a clustering of several different development projects near transit facilities
according to a master development plan.
In order to keep survey results comparable to one another, Professor Reid Ewing and his research
team at the University of Utah College of Architecture + Planning limited this analysis to locations
developed by a single entity under a master development plan. The researchers used a total of
seven criteria to select TOD projects to include in this survey. The first three criteria are consistent
with the definition above. TODs must be:
1. Relatively dense, with multi-story development;
2. Mixed use, with residential, retail, entertainment, and sometime office uses in the same
development; and
3. Pedestrian-friendly, with streets built for pedestrians as well as autos and transit.
The researchers included four additional criteria to maximize the utility of the sample and data. To
be included in this survey, TODs must also be:
4. Directly abutting a transit station;
5. Built after the transit line was constructed or proposed (and hence with a parking supply
that reflects the availability of high quality transit);
6. Fully developed or nearly so; and
7. With self-contained parking.
With these criteria in mind, the research team selected five TODs across the country, each with a
slightly different approach to development and parking.
Englewood, CO’s TOD was among the first projects in the U.S. to replace an enclosed regional
shopping mall with an open air, mixed-use development, and created “hybrid-TOD” that divides
the development into zones of TOD and of big box retail. The TOD portion is 38 acres on the
western portion of the site, abutting the rail line. The remainder of the site is occupied by big-box
retailers, including a Wal-Mart. At 41 units per net acre and 15 units per gross acre, Englewood
TOD is the least dense of the TODs studied.
The Wilshire/Vermont TOD is located in Los Angeles, CA’s Koreatown neighborhood on one of
the city’s premier transit corners, served by a two subway lines and a number of bus lines. Above
the station are 449 apartments and 36,500 square feet of retail space, with parking underground in
a two-floor garage. Twenty percent of the residential units are set aside for low-income residents.
At 140 units per acre, this TOD is the densest of those studied. There is no official transit parking
located on-site.
Oakland, CA’s Fruitvale Transit Village centers around a pedestrian plaza adjacent to the BART
station. Retail businesses line the plaza along with street trees, benches, planters, and fountains.
On the southeast side sits the last remnants of the site’s original park-and-ride lot, a large empty
2

space in an otherwise dense urban area. It serves as a land bank for the Phase II of the
development.
The Redmond, WA TOD in the Seattle region was the researchers’ pilot study. Built on the site of
a former park-and-ride lot and bus transfer facility, it is now home to a mixed-use, multi-story
apartment and retail development—the first of several residential projects of similar size in
downtown. King County Metro replaced the park-and-ride lot with a park-and-ride garage, which
now occupies the eastern portion of the site.
And in Washington, DC, Rhode Island Row was the first project in the city that sold itself as a
TOD, built on the site of a former surface parking lot for the Rhode Island Avenue Metro station.
Two big-box retailers and a large amount of surface parking make the development an isolated
island in a sea of parking lots. However, beyond the immediately adjacent land uses, Rhode Island
Avenue is a main street in the midst of revitalization with restaurants, coffee shops, a small local
grocer, and residential and office space above the retail spaces.
These five TODs varied greatly in terms of land use mixes. All are mixed-use, but with varying
amounts of residential in particular and one, Englewood, essentially divided the residential into a
separate part of the project for its residential parking component. All of the sites studied except
Englewood also provide less parking than would be indicated using ITE guidelines, yet still have
more than enough parking to meet the peak demand. Englewood essentially doubled residential
parking by not allowing the sharing of residential and commercial parking areas, despite the wellunderstood sharing of these types of land uses due to peak demand for each happening at
different times of day.
This is the first study to estimate parking generation for mixed-use TODs. It should be noted that
budgetary constraints limited the study areas to smaller TODs. This limitation may underestimate
the potential trip and parking reductions associated with TODs because smaller developments
have more limited potential for internal capture of trips, meaning the results of this study are likely
conservative. The University of Utah team is in the process of expanding their data by studying trip
and parking generation at two larger TODs: City Creek Center in Salt Lake City, UT, and Orenco
Station outside Portland, OR.

Counting trip generation and parking rates
After selecting the projects to examine, the researchers aimed to develop an accurate measure of
total trip generation associated with the commercial and residential uses at each of the TODs. To
do this, the researchers counted all persons entering and exiting the TOD buildings, and
conducted brief intercept surveys of a sample of them. Those surveyed were asked about their
mode of transit, purpose of the trip, and where they parked if driving. Researchers also counted all
cars entering and exiting parking garages and (in the case of Englewood) parking lots and
conducted parking inventory and occupancy counts. The researchers also counted all cars at
transit park-and-ride lots, though results are only presented in the study’s final report, not in this
report or summary articles.
The travel survey and parking utilization data provide a picture of the mode of travel, origin and
destination, parking location—if applicable—and purpose for all trips to and from the building
throughout the course of the day.
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This information along with data collected by Fehr & Peers Associates and Nelson\Nygaard
Consulting Associates allowed the researchers to estimate peak parking usage rates for each
TOD, as well as vehicle trip generation rates at each TOD.
While researchers acknowledge that an analysis of five TOD projects is far from comprehensive,
the comparison to the ITE publications is noteworthy for practitioners, and the study aims to inspire
further analysis.

Key findings
Consistent with other research, the TODs included in this study generated many fewer vehicle trips
than ITE publications estimate, and used less parking than many regulations require for similar land
uses.
All five TODs generated fewer vehicle trips than ITE guidelines would expect (see Table 1, below).
In one case, actual vehicle trips were just one third of what ITE guidelines estimate.
TABLE 1

Estimated vehicle trips versus actual vehicle trips
TOD

ITE vehicle trip
estimates

Actual vehicle trips

Actual trips as percentage
of ITE estimates

Englewood, CO

13,544

9,460

69.8%

Wilshire/Vermont

5,180

2,228

43.0%

Fruitvale Village

5,899

3,056

51.8%

Redmond, WA

1,767

661

37.4%

Rhode Island Row

5,808

2,017

34.7%

With so many other ways to get to these stations, it is not surprising that fewer people drove to
these TODs than ITE’s guidelines expect. The developers of these TODs recognized this, and built
parking accordingly. All TODs included in this study built less parking than recommended by ITE—
between 23 to 61 percent of ITE’s guidelines.
Yet even this reduced amount of parking was not used to capacity: peak occupancy fell below
actual capacity supplied. The ratio of demand to actual supply was between 58 and 84 percent.
The actual parking supply was less than recommended supply according to ITE, and the actual
peak occupancy was much less than the ITE supply guidelines, in a range between only 19 to 46
percent (see Table 2, on page 5).
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TABLE 2

Peak parking occupancy as percentage of supply and ITE guidelines2
TOD

Peak parking occupancy as
percentage of supply

Peak parking occupancy as
percentage of ITE guidelines

Englewood, CO3

58.3%

45.8%

Fruitvale Village

84.0%

19.0%

Redmond, WA

73.5%

41.6%

Rhode Island Row

63.6%

32.7%

Wilshire/Vermont

66.8%

33.0%

Fewer vehicle trips is one likely reason why parking occupancy rates were lower than ITE’s
recommendations. Another reason is that parking is shared between commercial and residential
uses at two TODs, is shared between transit and park-and-ride uses at one TOD, is unbundled
with apartment rents at two TODs, and is priced at market rates for commercial users at three
TODs.
One other possible reason is that ITE’s data do not fully account for other travel modes that are
available and actively encouraged at TODs. In each of the five TODs studied, at least 33 percent of
trips were taken by modes other than driving (see Table 3 below). At the Fruitvale Village TOD, 74
percent of trips were taking by modes other than driving.
TABLE 3

Average mode shares for TODs studies
Share of all trips
TOD

Observed
trip count

Walk

Bike

Bus

Rail

Auto

Other

Englewood, CO

14,073

19.2%

3.8%

3.3%

13.6%

59.7%

0.2%

Wilshire/Vermont

11,043

27.4%

2.2%

21.1%

20.1%

25.9%

3.4%

Fruitvale Village

16,558

28.3%

4.3%

15.2%

26.1%

23.0%

3.1%

Redmond, WA

1,981

18.9%

1.7%

13.0%

N/A

64.9%

1.5%

Rhode Island Row

8,451

16.6%

0.3%

9.3%

27.2%

42.5%

4.0%

N/A

22.1%

2.5%

12.4%

21.8%

43.2%

2.4%

Simple averages

2
3

Measures are aggregate.
The Denver region’s Englewood station remains the one exception or outlier in these findings. In an effort to
generate tax revenue from big box retailers, the City of Englewood made the decision to build a “hybrid-TOD” that
divides the development into zones of TOD and of big box retail. The resulting parking supply and vehicular trip
generation exceed the other TODs in this study. Even so, the study found the peak demand for parking at the
hybrid-TOD still to be much lower than suggested in ITE’s guidelines.
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Going forward, additional data will need to be collected and formulas refined to account for the
varying amounts of residential uses in combination with the commercial uses. However, it is clear
that parking utilization and vehicle trip generation rates are both far below identical land uses
assembled in a less walkable and more suburban manner.
These findings underscore the obvious need for developers, regulators, and practitioners to rethink
how they use parking guidelines intended for suburban development not served by transit.

Lessons from the five TODs
Each of the TODs included in this study used a slightly different model for its parking and
development. What can city leaders, developers, and engineers learn from each of them? Here are
some ideas that can inform future project decisions.

Redmond, WA: Land use regulations make a difference
Many of the codes and regulations that dictate parking at TOD come not from transit agencies
(which might own the land) but from local jurisdictions that have authority over land use planning.
The Redmond, WA TOD worked proactively with the City of Redmond and set a new precedent for
lower parking requirements in the region.
In 1993, the City of Redmond amended its downtown zoning ordinance and raised the allowable
density from 36 to 72 dwelling units per acre and reduced the required parking ratio from an
average of two spaces per unit to a total of 1.25. In 2006 the City removed constraints on
residential density to encourage a greater mix of unit sizes within the existing bulk and height limits.
This meant developers could build as many units as they could provide parking for so long as they
complied with building height and setback rules. In 2013, the City of Redmond then went a step
further by providing design flexibility to its planning staff, approving residential development at 0.94
spaces per unit.
The residential portion of the Redmond TOD was a near-instant success and filled up quickly. The
multifamily units were almost fully leased at the time this study was conducted in mid-2015. There
is some evidence that the project has since catalyzed residential development downtown, as there
are now several similar sized mixed-use buildings within a few blocks.

Fruitvale Village: Partner with community organizations
Today the Fruitvale Transit Village is a bustling mixed-use development on the Bay Area Rapid
Transit (BART) heavy rail system—but that wasn’t always the plan for the neighborhood.
In 1991, BART proposed building a new parking structure at Fruitvale to accommodate suburban
commuters. Local residents, frustrated with the decline of the neighborhood, voiced strong
opposition to the proposal. BART withdrew its proposal as a result of the outcry, and a more
collaborative process ensued that brought together a nonprofit community development
corporation, local business owners, community leaders, local officials, and BART staff. Community
groups were invited to take part in the planning and design of the new transit village, producing
different site plans with input from workshop participants, especially community members. The
Spanish Speaking Unity Council, a nonprofit community development corporation often referred to
simply as The Unity Council, acted as the project developer. BART eschewed the typical
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competitive bidding process and granted The Unity Council development rights because of their
ability to raise funds and facilitate an inclusive design process, and their stature within the
community.
The Unity Council decided early on that local businesses were to come first when it came to
renting retail space. In fact, an explicit policy states that only 20 percent of retail space may be
rented to chain businesses and restaurants. This restriction made it a challenge to fill retail space at
first. However, more than a decade after the village was created, occupancy rates of all categories
are much improved: where other case studies in this report show less than full occupancy rates for
retail spaces, all the residential and commercial spaces at Fruitvale were fully occupied at the time
of this study in 2015.

Washington, DC: Think flexibly
Rhode Island Row is located in DC’s Brentwood neighborhood, an area with median household
incomes $16,000 lower than the rest of the city, higher crime rates, and roughly half the population
density as the city as a whole.
Prior to redevelopment, the Rhode Island Row site was home to a surface parking lot for a
Metrorail station operated by the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA). The
City initially agreed to reduce Metro parking by 50 percent, but the new plans generated opposition
from neighborhood residents, who were concerned that removing the parking lot would lead to
commuters taking up limited on-street parking spaces. Ultimately federal regulators pushed back
and called for a 1-to-1 replacement in the new development.
The final compromise was an innovative one: shared parking spaces that are available for Metro
commuters during the day and residents overnight. That approach and the development as a
whole set a new precedent in DC. Thanks to Rhode Island Row, TOD is now considered a
standard development typology in the DC area rather than an anomaly. And new development
currently being built on several sites adjacent to the Rhode Island Avenue Metrorail station will
continue to improve the area. The willingness of private enterprise to invest in land directly adjacent
to Rhode Island Row also speaks to its continued success.

Los Angeles, CA: Consider the opportunities in diversity
The Wilshire/Vermont TOD is located in Los Angeles’ Koreatown neighborhood, one of the most
densely populated and ethnically diverse neighborhoods in the city and the densest of the TODs
included in this study. More than two-thirds of Koreatown residents were born outside the U.S.,
one of the highest proportions in the city. The median income is among the lowest in the city, while
the proportion of single residents is higher than average.
Metro’s Joint Development Program, which redevelops Metro-owned real estate by leasing it out
for commercial uses, recognized from the beginning that the block had a lot going for it from both
residential and retail perspectives. The station’s location in a dense, diverse neighborhood with a
high demand for housing meant that the developer could draw prospective residents and retail
customers from multiple populations. In addition, tax-increment financing (TIF) was available in the
area. While the project did not use TIF directly, it made the area more attractive in general for
development.
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Both residential and retail portions of the TOD leased out quickly when it opened. Today, the
residential portion of the development is at 97 percent occupancy, and retail spaces have
commanded strong rents since the development opened in 2007. A new middle school opened in
2009, and new palm trees, plantings, and a hand-painted 8,200 square foot mural have made the
pedestrian plaza a vibrant landmark in the city.
Englewood, CO: Accommodating cars can come at a cost
The Englewood TOD is unique among to the other TODs studied. City staff use the term “hybrid”
to describe the development, with part of it walkable from the transit station and part of it
dedicated to big-box retail.
Englewood is the most auto-oriented of the TODs included in this study. Almost 60 percent of trips
to the area were done by car, and it had the lowest rail mode share despite being located on the
RTD rail line. It also had the lowest peak parking occupancy rate—58.3 percent.
Part of this oversupply is a result of negotiations with Wal-Mart, which insisted as a condition of
locating there that the residential development be parked at 1.5 spaces per dwelling unit (rather
than the 1 space per dwelling unit that the city favored) to prevent residential parking from spilling
into the retail lots. Another part of the oversupply can be attributed to the fact that the parking
garage at northwestern edge of the project is not shared, but rather is restricted to residential
users. Failure to create shared parking across the development is a lost opportunity. This is in
contrast to Rhode Island Row and Fruitvale, for example, where commercial patrons can park in
the same garage with residential users.
The success of the development itself is similarly bifurcated. The civic center on the southwestern
side of the site is a lively place with a library, courts, museum, and city offices, but does not
generate much street activity because the parking garage is located behind the buildings. The
ground floor retail on the western most portion of the site has remained mostly vacant, perhaps
because there is not enough transit traffic to make these spaces viable commercially. The better
performance of commercial uses on the eastern side of the TOD may, ironically, be due to greater
auto-orientation. TODs may not achieve their full potential if designed for the automobile in a hybrid
configuration like Englewood’s.

Conclusion
All the projects included in this study had fewer vehicle trips than expected by ITE guidelines. Most
used less parking than many regulations require for similar land uses.
Vehicle trip generation rates for the five TODs included here were, on average, less than half of
what ITE estimates. Englewood, with its hybrid design including extra parking and auto-oriented
land use, still had 30 percent fewer vehicle trips than ITE’s guidelines. The denser, more walkable
TODs included in this study had 50 to 65 percent fewer vehicle trips than ITE’s estimates.
With so many other ways to get to these stations, it is not surprising that fewer people drove there.
Even reduced amounts of parking were not used to capacity, and actual peak occupancy was
much less than the ITE supply guidelines, in a range between only 19 to 46 percent. On average,
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residential peak occupancy reached only 70.2 percent of the available supply. Fewer vehicle trips,
innovative parking strategies, and more diverse travel modes are all likely reasons why parking
occupancy rates were so low at these TODs.
Analysis of five TOD projects is far from comprehensive, but engineers and municipal leaders can
use these findings to make more educated decisions about future TOD projects. Lower vehicle trip
generation and parking occupancy rates have implications for how to best use the land near transit
stations. Similarly, where impact fees and mitigations are often calculated based on vehicle trip
generation, TOD projects must be given the credit they are due for generating far fewer vehicle
trips, thereby reducing any related impact fee assessments or off-site mitigations in proportion with
these lower rates of actual impact.
Well-designed TOD projects can create convenient homes and offices accessible by a variety of
transportation options. Current engineering standards are not designed to accommodate this type
of development but in time we hope studies like this can help change that. Better aligning industry
standards with current needs can reduce the cost of development near transit, and make it easier
to build more homes, shops, and offices in these high-demand locations.
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