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Meagan Tuttle

From: Amy Gonyaw <amygonyaw@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2019 10:55 AM
To: Brian Pine; Meagan Tuttle
Subject: Re: Automatic reply: 11/12 Joint Committee Discussion Minimum Parking 

Requirements

[WARNING]: External Message 

 
Hello Meagan and Brian, 
 
I have to say I am becoming deeply concerned about how and why decisions are made by the various city councils, 
including the current joint council.  I am reading through the notes of recent previous council meetings.  Apparently the 
council wants to distinguish parking requirements for ADUs and STRs in order to discourage STRs and encourage 
ADUs.  What is enormously concerning to me is that the discussion around parking is not about WHERE IS PARKING 
NEEDED but rather how to use parking as a tool to control certain types of housing, independent of any discussion 
around if an STR needs more parking than an ADU.  FOR THE RECORD: an ADU can house 2 or more adults which usually 
equates to 2 or more cars.  Conversely, people coming to stay in an STR usually bring one car whether there are 2 or 5 
people coming.  I understand that Burlington has long used parking for policies that have nothing to do with 
parking.  Maybe this is the time to stop?  This kind of twisted policy making is what makes the public disenchanted with 
the city councils and the resulting ordinances.  Meagan‐ I am not sure if my emails are getting to the decision 
makers.  Please direct me as to how to share these thoughts if you are not already passing them on.  
 
From the recent council notes:  
Distinctions were made between the proposed parking requirements of ADUs and STRs within the policy reforms, and 
Councilor Bushor was concerned about ADU property owners not permitting their ADUs as STRs, and therefore not 
complying with parking requirement of STRs. 
 
On Nov 12, 2019, at 10:18 AM, Amy Gonyaw <amygonyaw@gmail.com> wrote: 

Is the joint committee meeting happening tonight?  
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Meagan Tuttle <mtuttle@burlingtonvt.gov> 
Date: November 12, 2019 at 9:39:48 AM EST 
To: Amy Gonyaw <amygonyaw@gmail.com> 
Subject: Automatic reply: 11/12 Joint Committee Discussion Minimum Parking 
Requirements 

  
Thanks for your message. I am out of the office until November 18 with limited access to 
email.  
  
Please note that Monday, November 11, City Offices will be closed in observance of Labor 
Day. I will be working on Tuesday, Nov 12, but may be slow to respond. I will return your 
message as soon as possible next week. 
  
Thank you! 
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Meagan Tuttle

From: Amy Gonyaw <amygonyaw@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2019 12:50 PM
To: Meagan Tuttle
Cc: Brian Pine
Subject: Re: Automatic reply: 11/12 Joint Committee Discussion Minimum Parking 

Requirements

[WARNING]: External Message 

 
Thank you for your quick response to me emails.  Yes, I would like my email about parking below passed to whichever 
group is charged with thinking about this.   
 
Thank you for the clarification around the purview of the joint committee.  Could the joint committee make a 
recommendation to whichever committee determines building code to urgently figure out how to allow tiny 
homes?  The housing crisis in Burlington is urgent, right?  I understand that changing the building code is a large task, 
but the benefit of significantly increasing housing in Burlington while also achieving sustainability goals of many 
members of the public would truly be a step forward for Burlington.  Challenging bureaucratic hurtles shouldn’t be the 
excuse.  
 
Tiny homes could benefit both home owner and tenant because they are inexpensive compared to traditional on site 
building construction.  A very nice solar, well insulated and aesthetically lovely tiny home can be purchased already 
made and delivered for less than $100,000.  The average single family home owners could imagine purchasing one of 
these.  And it can be easily moved if home owner no longer wants it.   The average home owner is NOT going to want to 
get involved in on site, new construction with a cost of at least $200,000.   
 
I am enthusiastic about this idea because it is a win for all.  These are the big steps forward the city councils should focus 
on.  The council should spend their time looking for the good ideas and not get overly involved in regulating the 
minutia.  Unlike the STR proposal which adds more complications to the ordinance, hurts people who want to use their 
investment as a STR but do not fit the live in requirement and will not result to affordable housing. I repeat, regulating 
STRs as it has been proposed is not the big idea that will lead to affordable housing.  More housing that is inexpensive to 
build will.  
 
On Nov 12, 2019, at 11:48 AM, Meagan Tuttle <mtuttle@burlingtonvt.gov> wrote: 

Amy‐ 
  
Following up on both of your emails from this morning.  
  
Yes, the Joint Committee meeting tonight is still on. The item on the agenda is to discuss general parking 
requirements. The discussion tonight will review the merits of this regulatory tool in certain geographic 
locations of the city—which considers the where question you’re raising. 
  
We discussed the parking requirement related to ADU’s when the committee discussed that draft policy, 
and they did agree to eliminate the requirement for ADUs. There was some spillover discussion about 
parking for STR’s, but we tabled that discussion until we get to the STR draft policy‐‐ so no decisions 
have been made on that issue. 
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Meagan Tuttle

From: Adam Frowine <adamfrowine@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2019 3:51 PM
To: Meagan Tuttle
Subject: Public comment for tonights meeting

[WARNING]: External Message 

 
Hey Meagan,  
 
I'm not able to attend the meeting tonight, but I wanted to send along my public comment with the hope it can 
be shared with Planning Commission and City Council Joint Committee. 
 
I'm very excited about the opportunities to focus on sustainable transportation in the Burlington community.  
 
My comments are below. 
 
Thanks, 
Adam Frowine - Staniford Rd resident 
 
 
I’m not able to make the Joint Committee meeting tonight on parking minimums for Burlington.  However, I would like 

to share some of my thoughts regarding parking minimums, and more specifically sustainable transportation.  As our 

community, state, nation and world are aware, our climate is under siege by the fossil fuel industry and carbon 

emissions.  We must act now to ensure we have a safe place to call home in our future, and our children’s future.  As a 

Masters‐level social worker in the Burlington community, I’m aware of the many challenges individuals and families face 

regarding transportation throughout Vermont.  There are not many opportunities for people to both live and work 

within a short distance of each.  And when you add the transportation needs for childcare, school, after school 

programming, doctors’ appointments, grocery shopping, visiting with friends and family, entertainment, recreation, 

daily drug maintenance needs at the Chittenden Clinic, and the many other parts of one’s life it’s almost impossible to 

do all of this without a car in our community.  But owning a car is extremely expensive and not financially sustainable for 

so many families I work with that are hovering right around the poverty line.  But, in order to survive as a family they 

must have reliable transportation to meet all their daily needs as a parent.  Often this “reliable” transportation are cars 

that are not in the best shape and likely producing much higher carbon emissions comparatively with other cars on the 

road, and potentially not being safe to operate.  And, in today’s world, this is the best these families can afford given the 

realities of living in poverty.  WE NEED RADICAL CHANGE IN OUR TRANSPORTATION SECTOR.  It’s time to find creative 

solutions to meet the daily needs of transportation for all members of our community.   And given we are looking at 

creative ways to meet those needs, WE MUST FOCUS ON SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORTATION in order to continue to have a 

beautiful place to call home.  There are no shortage of ways to achieve sustainable transportation solutions, but there 

needs to be a full commitment to get there.  We must find sustainable transportation solutions that allow everyone in 

our community to benefit from them.  The solutions need to be focused on getting more and more of single‐occupancy 

vehicles off the road and replacing them with electric powered carpool and vanpools, busing (both electric and gas 

powered), bikers, walkers and any other creative sustainable method of transportation.  Moving forward we need to 

focus less on where to park the cars, and more on how do we get people to where they need go in an efficient, ethical, 

fair, reliable, sustainable and transformative way.  I’m aware changing from a car‐focused mindset to sustainable 

transportation mindset is a huge shift for many people.  But we need to start this shift to SUSTAINABLE 

TRANSPORTATION NOW, it’s much more than just a pro‐environment decision.  
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Meagan Tuttle

From: Jack Hanson
Sent: Saturday, November 09, 2019 12:13 AM
To: David E. White; Meagan Tuttle; Sharon Bushor; Adam Roof; Chip Mason; 

jwallacebrodeaur@burlingtonvt.gov; Harris Roen; Andrew Montroll; Emily Annick Lee; 
Alexander Friend; Yves Bradley; Bruce D. Baker

Cc: Gene Bergman
Subject: Re: Minimum Parking Requirement Changes

Dear Burlington Planning Commission and City Council Ordinance Joint Committee, 
 
I am submitting these comments to you all for consideration in advance of your November 12th meeting, and 
any subsequent meetings in which you are amending the minimum parking requirements and related policy. 
 
The City Council directive on this item is as follows: 
 
To revise the city’s approach to minimum parking requirements, in order to reduce the cost 
to construct, maintain, and lease housing units; allow more space for additional housing units; and 
support a robust system of transportation alternatives by: 
A) eliminating the requirement for a minimum number of parking spaces for new development that is 
within the Downtown, Neighborhood Activity Center, and Neighborhood Mixed Use zoning districts 
and is within the first 200 ft. of a property with frontage on a designated major thoroughfare, or for 
projects that involve permanently affordable housing or adaptive reuse of a listed historic building; 
B) releasing permitting requirements for existing parking to enable greater sharing of existing parking; 
C) revising dimensional requirements so that new parking spaces do not require as much space;  
D) revising parking maximums so as to prevent an overbuilding of parking that would undermine the 
goals of the policy change 
E) creating other possible regulatory mechanisms, including transportation demand management 
requirements, to ensure additional investment in alternative transportation; 
 
I implore you all to act on items D and E, not just items A, B, and C. 
 
E was added specifically because we did not feel that looking at the Transportation Impact Fee was 
sufficient in terms of achieving the policy aim of shifting away from a car-dominated transportation 
system to one that begins to encourage and support alternatives. 
 
Transportation demand management (TDM) requirements are critical. As developers are being 
allowed to build less parking -- as they should -- we should still require them to pay for the additional 
burden they are adding to our transportation system. Therefore, we should have them enact 
measures, whether physical or through policy, to ensure they are accounting for the travel needs 
imposed on our infrastructure by those using their building. Specifically, we should have them support 
sustainable forms of transportation. 
 
If we do not radically reshape our transportation system over the next several years, we will fail to hit 
our climate goals and the climate crisis will become dramatically more destructive and deadly. These 
changes are a part of that necessary transition. 
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Gene Bergman will be sending you all examples of TDM requirements from other municipalities. In 
addition to that, I'd like to provide you with TDM measures laid out by VTrans in this 2017 
report: https://vtrans.vermont.gov/sites/aot/files/planning/documents/trafficresearch/VTrans%20TDM
%20Guidance%20Feb%202017.pdf  These are known and tested TDM measures, and their expected 
effectiveness --- specific to Vermont. This is a template we could use for TDM requirements. 
 
As directed by the Council, please create regulatory mechanisms including but not necessarily limited 
to TDM requirements, for new development, to ensure that we are actually shifting our transportation 
system, rather than simply adding more single occupancy vehicles into our complicated parking 
system and letting developers off the hook in terms of alleviating their transportation impact. 
 
As directed by the Council, I hope that you also will revise the current parking maximums to a 
meaningful level. World-renowned urban planner and author Jeff Speck, in a visit to Burlington last 
month, said: "there's fear...that if you get rid of the minimum [parking requirement], developers are 
going to come in and provide all these rooms with no parking. The challenge that we see in cities is 
that no, in fact, as you guys are thinking about it, you need to have maximums, because the 
development community and their financers insist on a certain amount of parking...developers 
actually need to be encouraged to provide less." 
 
While some developers will take advantage of the lack of minimum parking requirements and will 
choose to build a minimal amount of parking, others will continue to overbuild -- unless we have a 
maximum that prevents them from doing so. 
 
Both of these measures are key to moving our transportation towards one that is more sustainable 
and cost-effective. Without them, I fear that this policy would hardly move the needle. 
 
Thanks so much for your consideration and I'll see you on Tuesday night. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jack Hanson 
East District City Councilor  
 
 
 
Please note that this communication and any response to it will be maintained as a public record and may be 
subject to disclosure under the Vermont Public Records Act.  
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Meagan Tuttle

From: Adam Roof
Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2019 12:50 PM
To: Gene Bergman; Jack Hanson
Cc: David E. White; Meagan Tuttle; Sharon Bushor; Chip Mason; 

jwallacebrodeaur@burlingtonvt.gov; Harris Roen; Andrew Montroll; Emily Annick Lee; 
Alexander Friend; Yves Bradley; Bruce D. Baker

Subject: Re: Minimum Parking Requirement Changes

Thanks for sharing this useful information. My understanding is that we are slated for a discussion about 
impact fees at tonight's meeting.  
 
Just to share some initial thoughts, I'm certainly in favor of encouraging and/or 
requiring certain commercial and residential developments to incorporate TDM strategies. My 
understanding is that there are existing practices in place that create alternative transportation assets, but 
would welcome a review.  
 
I am also open to considering an alternative transportation impact fee. I think that before we determine 
anything, however, we would want to know what the true cost of building parking spaces are across 
different parts of town and infrastructure type. I assume that creating multilevel parking in the downtown is 
much more costly than surface parking in the NNE. Further, I would also want to more fully understand how 
the City is able to accurately articulate a project's impact to our transportation system ‐ ideally through an 
equation and not a subjective case‐by‐case review.  
 
tldr; I'm open to a tiered impact fee system to support alternative transportation that accounts for the true 
cost of building parking spots and is based on a reasonably objective method of determining impact.  
 
Thank you, 
 
Adam Roof 
City Councilor, Ward 8 
802.777.3255 
 
Please note that this communication and any response to it will be maintained as a public record and may be 
subject to disclosure under the Vermont Public Records Act. 

From: Gene Bergman <genebergman26@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, November 11, 2019 5:01 PM 
To: Jack Hanson <jhanson@burlingtonvt.gov> 
Cc: David E. White <DEWhite@burlingtonvt.gov>; Meagan Tuttle <mtuttle@burlingtonvt.gov>; Sharon Bushor 
<sbushor@burlingtonvt.gov>; Adam Roof <ARoof@burlingtonvt.gov>; Chip Mason <cmason@burlingtonvt.gov>; 
jwallacebrodeaur@burlingtonvt.gov <jwallacebrodeaur@burlingtonvt.gov>; Harris Roen <hroen@burlingtonvt.gov>; 
Andrew Montroll <amontroll@burlingtonvt.gov>; Emily Annick Lee <elee@burlingtonvt.gov>; Alexander Friend 
<afriend@burlingtonvt.gov>; Yves Bradley <ybradley@burlingtonvt.gov>; Bruce D. Baker <Bdbaker@burlingtonvt.gov> 
Subject: Re: Minimum Parking Requirement Changes  
  
[WARNING]: External Message 
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Meagan Tuttle

From: Gene Bergman <genebergman26@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 11, 2019 5:01 PM
To: Jack Hanson
Cc: David E. White; Meagan Tuttle; Sharon Bushor; Adam Roof; Chip Mason; 

jwallacebrodeaur@burlingtonvt.gov; Harris Roen; Andrew Montroll; Emily Annick Lee; 
Alexander Friend; Yves Bradley; Bruce D. Baker

Subject: Re: Minimum Parking Requirement Changes
Attachments: Sunnyvale CA Multi-family-Transportation-Demand-Program.pdf

[WARNING]: External Message 

 
Ps.  Attached is a PDF from Sunnyvale CA laying out their TDM requirements for residential projects of 10 
units or more.  I believe we should lower the threshold to 3 units but consider different requirements for smaller 
projects.  A 10 unit project is large by our standards but not for California. 
 
On Mon, Nov 11, 2019 at 4:08 PM Gene Bergman <genebergman26@gmail.com> wrote: 
Thank you, Jack and I hope all are having a good Veterans Day.  Attached are 3 documents which I am 
submitting for the record and your consideration on TDM.  One is a word doc which summarizes several 
ordinances reviewed in the report to the Washington DC transportation department; the full report is also 
attached. The third is a study titled "Smart growth alternatives to minimum parking requirements."  
 
As I said in my letter to the committee's last meeting, this is a great opportunity to make important changes to 
our housing and transportation policies.  The climate emergency makes it imperative that we do more to build 
the transportation system we need.  A TDM and alternative transportation fee component combined with the 
elimination of parking minimums is necessary to building that system.   
 
Thank you. 
 
Gene 
 
On Sat, Nov 9, 2019 at 12:13 AM Jack Hanson <jhanson@burlingtonvt.gov> wrote: 
Dear Burlington Planning Commission and City Council Ordinance Joint Committee, 
 
I am submitting these comments to you all for consideration in advance of your November 12th meeting, 
and any subsequent meetings in which you are amending the minimum parking requirements and related 
policy. 
 
The City Council directive on this item is as follows: 
 
To revise the city’s approach to minimum parking requirements, in order to reduce the cost 
to construct, maintain, and lease housing units; allow more space for additional housing units; and 
support a robust system of transportation alternatives by: 
A) eliminating the requirement for a minimum number of parking spaces for new development that 
is within the Downtown, Neighborhood Activity Center, and Neighborhood Mixed Use zoning 
districts and is within the first 200 ft. of a property with frontage on a designated major thoroughfare, 
or for projects that involve permanently affordable housing or adaptive reuse of a listed historic 



Summary of TDM ordinances 

1. Cambridge, MA:  Bike & pedestrian measures have been frequently implemented — 
racks, sidewalks, paths, bigger elevators, etc. Other TDM toolbox measures that have 
been used include car-sharing, electric charging stations, posting transit information in 
lobbies and on websites, and on-site transportation coordinators (provided by the 
management office). 

 
The most effective measures among commercial developments caused much debate and 
resistance among residential developers — contributions to the transit shuttles, 
subsidized transit passes, and ongoing, annual monitoring. These measures required on-
going financial commitments, which were deemed to be unsustainable by some 
homeowners’ associations.  

 
2. Alexandria, VA: The Transportation Management Plan (TMP) Ordinance requires 

developers to reduce Single Occupant Vehicle (SOV) traffic associated with their projects 
of the following sizes:  Office -50kSF usable space, Retail-40kSF usable space, 
Residential-250 dwelling units, Mixed use-look to the listed thresholds and if one is 
made then the ordinance applies. 
 
The goal is that through the operation, and management of an approved Transportation 

Management Plan (TMP) program, peak period trips generated by a development will be 

reduced by 10% to 30% over the AM peak period trips generated by a development 

without a TMP program. 

 

The TMP includes a reasonable and effective combination of some or all of the following 
elements which demonstrate that actions will be taken over the life of the use which will 
produce a significant reduction in the traffic and related impact of the use: 
 

 Designate a TMP Coordinator to market and promote SOV alternatives and 
implement and manage the approved TMP.  

 

 Offer ridesharing incentive programs which may include activities to encourage and 
assist in the formation of carpools, vanpools and bus pools. This includes cash 
payments or subsidies; preferential parking spaces and discounted parking charges.  

 

 Offer public transit incentive programs which may include:  
 
o The provision of Para transit services to/from convenient public transit sites and to 
accommodate midday and evening excursions;  
o The construction of transit shelters and amenities;  
o The construction of bus/rail transit stations and related facilities;  
o Dedication of land and the provision of other subsidies for the construction and 
operation of public transit facilities;  
o The provision of transit fare media subsidies and marketing programs; and potentially  
o The provision of other analogous incentive programs.  
 



 Recommended improvements in public transit which services the site of the proposed 
use, such as changes in service routes, increases in the frequency of service, alterations 
in the location of facilities, the establishment of fare incentive programs and other 
measures designed to make the public transit more accessible to occupants of the 
proposed use.  

 

 Bicycle and pedestrian incentive measures which may include the provision of bicycle 
parking and storage facilities; the construction and extension of bicycle paths and 
pedestrian walkways; the provision of shower and locker facilities; and, similar 
incentive features.  

 In the case of office and industrial uses, variable work hour, or flex time, programs 
under which employees working at the proposed use will stagger their work hours in 
order to affect a reduction in the amount of peak period traffic to and/or from the use 
which would otherwise occur.  

 Measures to reduce the reliance on SOV by employees and others who will travel to 
and from the proposed use which may include parking fee structures tailored to 
discourage SOV vehicles. Proscription of tenant-employer subsidy of parking costs 
for SOV vehicles. Time and other access restrictions of parking spaces in on-site 
parking facilities. Programs to support and encourage the utilization of alternative 
transportation modes.  

 Use and accessory use design options which reduce reliance on SOV vehicles by 
employees and others who will travel to and from the proposed use, such as the 
provision of less parking area than that required under the provisions of the 
Ordinance. Shared parking arrangements. The incorporation of residential units (in 
the case of proposed commercial use).  

 Any other techniques, or combination of techniques, capable of reducing the traffic 
and related impacts of the proposed use, such as the following:  

 Set aside a minimum of 5% of the off-street parking to be reserved for carpool and 
vanpool vehicles until 10:30 AM on weekdays.  

 Sell transit fare media at a location on the approved TMP development site.  

 Create a TDM program, including all applicable and reasonable program initiatives, 
i.e. rideshare matching, preferential & discounted parking, teleworking, etc.  

 Provide incentives for commuters who use bicycles and walking as their commute 
mode, including the installation of bicycle lockers and provision of shower facilities.  

 Implement alternative work hour programs, i.e. staggered work hour, flextime and 
compressed work weeks.  

 Create a parking management program, whereby parking pricing policy is established 
that supports HOV travel.  

 Establish a TMP Account to fund TMP program activities. Commercial and retail 
developments are required to spend, at least, $0.10 per square foot of occupied floor 
space annually. Residential projects are required to spend $60.00 per dwelling unit. 
These rates typically increase by 4% annually or through the consumer price index. 
They may also be tied to parking fees, or other appropriate means stated within the 
specific SUP.  

 Install bus shelters and similar amenities to enhance transit usage.  

 Install transit information display and maintain the same.  



3. Montgomery County, MD:  The County has four broad goals for its TM Districts:  (a) 

reduce traffic congestion; (b) increase transportation capacity; (c) reduce air and noise 

pollution; and (d) promote bicycle and pedestrian access.  The law mandates that 

employers with 25 or more full- or part-time employees located within a TMD actively 

work with their TMD’s staff to reduce drive-alone commute trip rates. At a minimum, 

these employers are required to:  (a) designate a Transportation Benefits Coordinator to 

serve the company’s employees; (b) implement a Traffic Mitigation Plan (TMP) – 

developed in consultation with TMD staff; (c) submit an Annual Report of Activities; and 

(d) participate in the County’s Annual Commuter Survey.  

 

Common TMP Strategies  
Designate contact person for employee transportation information (TBC);  

Distribute information on transit/pooling/other commute alternatives to employees on a 
regular basis;  

Commute information/alternatives presentations to employees at worksite by TMD 
staff;  

Information on commuting alternatives provided to new employees (orientation 
materials and presentations available from TMD staff);  

Attendance at free TMD-sponsored meetings/workshops permitted for TBC to learn 
about new services;  

Ozone Action Days participation (regional program to alert people to dangerous air 
quality days);  

Guaranteed Ride Home Promotion (free regional program offering emergency rides);  

Permanent display area for TMD-provided bus schedules and other transportation 
information;  

Provide ADA transportation options information;  

Tax-free monthly transit subsidies provided to employees (County subsidies and State 
commuter tax credit may be available);  

Transit passes/tokens offered for purchase at worksite (at full or reduced price);  

Pre-tax payroll deduction for transit costs;  

Transit/pedestrian amenities at worksite, e.g. sidewalks, benches, etc.;  

Bike amenities at worksite - racks, lockers, and/ or showers (TMD may be able to 
supply);  

Employee carpool matching service;  

Free or reduced rate parking for car/vanpools offered to employees;  

Preferred location and/or reserved parking for car/vanpools offered to employees;  

Alternative work schedules: Flex Time, Compressed Work Week; and  

Telecommute, telework, and job-sharing.  
 

Participants must bear the cost of the specific strategies they implement as part of their 
TMP. However, MCCS and its contractors provide assistance to all County employers, 
including those mandated to participate in the TMD program. Free services provided 
include:  
Transportation Benefits Plans — How to design a suitable plan, while boosting 
productivity and morale;  



Transit Subsidies and Tax Credits — How commuter benefits can lower taxes for 
employers and employees;  

Public Transportation — Information on routes, fares, schedules, and where to buy 
transit passes, including pre-tax Metrochek and other discounts;  

Carpools/Vanpools — Free assistance in forming or joining a carpool;  

Parking — Information on free/discount parking for carpools/vanpools and park-and-
ride lots;  

Biking/Walking — Help with rental lockers, commuting routes, and other amenities;  

Guaranteed Ride Home — Free rides home in cases of emergency or unscheduled 
overtime;  

Teleworking/Alternative Work Schedules — How to design a program tailored to specific 
needs;  

Car Sharing — Programs that provide 24/7 access to a vehicle, available at Metro 
stations;  

Accessible Transportation — Freedom of mobility for those with special needs;  

HOV Lanes Information — Where, when, and how to access them;  

Customized Seminars and Presentations — For setting up a commuting benefits 
program that works for each business; and  

Commuter Information/ Marketing Materials — Fact sheets, posters, flyers, exhibits 
fairs. 
 

4. Alexandria, VA 
 
On May 16, 1987 the City of Alexandria Council passed the Transportation Management Plan 
(TMP) Ordinance (No. 3204) which requires developers to reduce Single Occupant Vehicle 
(SOV) traffic associated with their projects. The TMP Ordinance was the first in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia and only one of two in the Washington, DC region. The other 
being the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance required in Montgomery County, Maryland. 
 
The purpose was to limit the amount of traffic that development would create. This is 
accomplished by requiring the developer to provide certain incentives and apply selected 
transportation demand management (TDM) strategies to commuters who choose to use 
transit services and participate in transportation programs, and provide disincentives to 
those commuters who choose to drive alone to and from their place of employment in the 
City of Alexandria, each day. The Plan, that includes the use and implementation of transit 
services and transportation programs, is known as the TMP, or Transportation Management 
Plan.  All new developments meeting the following size (square footage [SF]) thresholds that 
are required to receive a SUP before construction can begin: Office 50k, Retail 40k, 
Residential 250 units, Mixed Use based on meeting above thresholds.  
 
The developer’s application must contain a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) to assess the peak 
period traffic impacts of the proposed project without the TMP in place, and a mitigation 
plan (TMP) with goals and strategies to reduce SOV traffic, particularly during AM and PM 
peak hour periods. 
 
An important impact of the TIS is that the minimum amount of parking the developer is 
allowed to build is adjusted downward to take into account the number of people that will be 
commuting by Single Occupant Vehicle (SOV) travel. Developers typically take advantage of 



being allowed to build less parking, therefore at full occupancy there is not enough parking 
for everyone to drive alone to the project. Consequently, developers are able to charge higher 
parking rates.  
 
The TMP includes a reasonable and effective combination of some or all of the following 
elements which shall be appropriate to the size, scale and location of the proposed use and 
shall demonstrate that reasonable and practicable actions will be taken in conjunction with 
and over the life of the use which will produce a significant reduction in the traffic and 
related impact of the use.  

Designate a TMP Coordinator to market and promote SOV alternatives and 
implement and manage the approved TMP.  

Offer ridesharing incentive programs which may include activities to encourage and 
assist in the formation of carpools, vanpools and bus pools. This includes cash payments or 
subsidies; preferential parking spaces and discounted parking charges.  

Offer public transit incentive programs which may include:  
o The provision of Para transit services to/from convenient public transit sites and to 
accommodate midday and evening excursions;  
o The construction of transit shelters and amenities;  
o The construction of bus/rail transit stations and related facilities;  
o Dedication of land and the provision of other subsidies for the construction and operation 
of public transit facilities;  
o The provision of transit fare media subsidies and marketing programs; and potentially  
o The provision of other analogous incentive programs.  
 

 Recommended improvements in public transit which services the site of the proposed 
use, such as changes in service routes, increases in the frequency of service, 
alterations in the location of facilities, the establishment of fare incentive programs 
and other measures designed to make the public transit more accessible to occupants 
of the proposed use  

 

 Bicycle and pedestrian incentive measures which may include the provision of bicycle 
parking and storage facilities; the construction and extension of bicycle paths and 
pedestrian walkways; the provision of shower and locker facilities; and, similar 
incentive features.  

 In the case of office and industrial uses, variable work hour, or flex time, programs 
under which employees working at the proposed use will stagger their work hours in 
order to affect a reduction in the amount of peak period traffic to and/or from the use 
which would otherwise occur.  

 Measures to reduce the reliance on SOV by employees and others who will travel to 
and from the proposed use which may include parking fee structures tailored to 
discourage SOV vehicles. Proscription of tenant-employer subsidy of parking costs 
for SOV vehicles. Time and other access restrictions of parking spaces in on-site 
parking facilities. Programs to support and encourage the utilization of alternative 
transportation modes.  

 Use and accessory use design options which reduce reliance on SOV vehicles by 
employees and others who will travel to and from the proposed use, such as the 
provision of less parking area than that required under the provisions of the 



Ordinance. Shared parking arrangements. The incorporation of residential units (in 
the case of proposed commercial use).  

 Any other techniques, or combination of techniques, capable of reducing the traffic 
and related impacts of the proposed use, such as the following:  
 

o Set aside a minimum of 5% of the off-street parking to be reserved for carpool and vanpool 
vehicles until 10:30 AM on weekdays.  
o Sell transit fare media at a location on the approved TMP development site.  
 
o Create a TDM program, including all applicable and reasonable program initiatives, i.e. 
rideshare matching, preferential & discounted parking, teleworking, etc.  
o Provide incentives for commuters who use bicycles and walking as their commute mode, 
including the installation of bicycle lockers and provision of shower facilities.  
o Implement alternative work hour programs, i.e. staggered work hour, flextime and 
compressed work weeks.  
o Create a parking management program, whereby parking pricing policy is established that 
supports HOV travel.  
o Establish a TMP Account to fund TMP program activities. Commercial and retail 
developments are required to spend, at least, $0.10 per square foot of occupied floor space 
annually. Residential projects are required to spend $60.00 per dwelling unit. These rates 
typically increase by 4% annually or through the consumer price index. They may also be tied 
to parking fees, or other appropriate means stated within the specific SUP.  
o Install bus shelters and similar amenities to enhance transit usage.  
 
o Install transit information display and maintain the same.  
 

5. Contra Costa, CA 
 

In 1992 Contra Costa County (CA) passed their first Transportation Demand Management 
Plan Ordinance and Guidelines with revisions in 1995 and 1997. The focus of the Ordinance 
is to require developers to use effective ways to reduce traffic trips, and their associated 
impacts, created by new development projects.  
 
County staff will review development projects with the Applicant (developer/owner) based 
on these guidelines and determine if a combination of acceptable options/measures will 
reduce the net number of trips that the project is anticipated to generate. This Ordinance 
provides recommended TDM measures and guidelines to achieve trip reduction. 
 
Under the County’s zoning ordinance or possibly under a project’s conditions of approval, 
County staff has the authority to require the submittal and approval of a TDM program prior 
to the issuance of a building permit for a project. TDM programs associated with 
development projects typically aim at achieving the following general outcomes:  

Reduce the frequency and distance of auto trips;  

Spread peak-hour trip making to off-peak time periods;  

Shift trips toward the use of environmentally friendly and non-motorized modes of 
transportation; and  

Provide technological solutions to reduce the environmental impacts of vehicular 
traffic, such as provision of charging stations to encourage the use of electric/hybrid vehicles, 
and provision of real-time or interactive information on bus services.  



 
The TDM Ordinance defines important terms to clarify the type of projects subject to its 
requirements:  
(a) "Residential Project" means any residential development application containing 
thirteen or more dwelling units that must be approved through a public hearing process 
and has not received final approval.  
(b) "Non-Residential Project" means any non-residential or mixed-use development 
application that must be approved through a public hearing process and has not received 
final approval. Non-residential projects also include an application to expand an existing 
office or industrial structure that has at least five thousand square feet of gross floor area, by 
twenty-five percent or more of the structure’s gross floor area. 
 
1. Conceptual TDM Program  
The conceptual TDM program must identify TDM measures that can be demonstrated to 
attain the trip reduction necessary to qualify for the requested parking reductions. The 
department must review the project’s conceptual TDM program and make a 
recommendation to the division of the planning agency hearing the project application.  
All Conceptual TDM Programs must contain a monitoring, evaluation and enforcement 
component.  
 
To ensure the success of the TDM program, it is important that the project Applicant 
establish mechanisms that guarantee the perpetuity of the program. Examples of such 
mechanisms are described below:  

Incorporate the TDM program requirements into the Covenants, Conditions & 
Restrictions (CC&Rs) of the property to ensure that the TDM program runs with the land.  
 

Incorporate the TDM program requirements into the tenant lease agreement to 
ensure that occupants of the project site cooperate with the property owner/Applicant, 
property manager and/or the County in meeting all requirements.  
 
2. Proposed Improvements  
The Applicant must include in the tentative map, land use permit, or development plan 
application, any improvements that will provide access to public transit, ridesharing 
opportunities and non-motorized forms of travel.  
 
If the project lies within a transit service area identified in the circulation element of the 
General Plan, the Applicant must consult with the transit service provider on the need to 
provide infrastructure to connect the project with the transit services. Evidence of 
compliance with this requirement may include correspondence from the local transit 
provider(s) regarding the potential need for installing bus turnouts, shelters or bus stops at 
the site. 
 
3. Final TDM Program  
The design and implementation of the final TDM program must be a condition of a project’s 
approval. The Applicant and all subsequent owners of the project must provide deed 
notification of mandatory participation in the final TDM program to all subsequent 
purchasers and owners of the project.  
 
The County’s approval of a TDM program for a reduction in off-street parking is 
discretionary. County staff will review the Conceptual TDM Program, in consultation with 



the Applicant, and determine its potential to achieve the off-street parking reduction 
requested in the development application. A recommendation for a Final TDM Program will 
be made to the approving body. Approval may be conditional and include performance 
standards which, if not met, would require reconsideration of the Final TDM Program. If the 
TDM Program is not approved, there will be no reduction in off-street parking requirements.  
Following the County’s review and approval process, the Final TDM program will be set as a 
condition of approval on the project. The project Applicant and all subsequent owners of the 
project must provide deed notification of mandatory participation in the Final TDM program 
to all subsequent purchasers, owners and tenants of the project. 
 
4. TDM Requirement for Residential Projects  
1. Residential TDM Program Content  
The Applicant of a residential project containing thirteen or more dwelling units must 
prepare and implement a TDM program that includes at least the following:  
(1) Owner-Occupied Units. Upon a residential dwelling being sold or offered for sale, the 
Applicant must notify and offer to the buyer or prospective buyer, as soon as it may be done, 
materials describing public transit, ridesharing, and non-motorized commuting 
opportunities available in the vicinity of the project. Such information must be transmitted 
no later than the close of escrow;  
(2) Rental Units. Upon a residential dwelling being rented or offered for rent, the Applicant 
must notify and offer to the tenant or prospective tenant, materials describing public transit, 
ridesharing, and non-motorized commuting opportunities in the vicinity of the development. 
The materials must be approved by the Department of Conservation and Development. The 
materials must be provided no later than the time the rental agreement is executed. 
 
The Applicant and all subsequent owners of the project must provide deed notification of 
mandatory participation in the TDM program to all subsequent purchasers and owners of 
the project. 
 
The Applicant must include in the tentative map or development plan application, all 
improvements that will provide access to public transit, ridesharing opportunities and non-
motorized forms of travel.  
The Applicant whose project lies within a local transit service area identified in the 
circulation element of the general plan must consult with the local transit service provider on 
the need to provide infrastructure to connect the project with transit services. Evidence of 
compliance with this requirement may include correspondence from the local transit 
provider(s) regarding the potential need for installing bus turnouts, shelters or bus stops at 
the site.  
 
Proposed improvements are a primary feature of a TDM Program for residential projects. 
The Program will incorporate a copy of the project’s site plan showing the internal paths, 
bicycle parking, pedestrian/cyclist connections to off-site facilities pedestrian signage and 
lighting, etc. It will also require a plan/map showing bicycle lanes/routes, sidewalks/paths in 
the area around the project site. If the project lies within a transit service area identified in 
the Circulation Element of the General Plan, a map showing the transit services and the 
stops closest to the project site is also required. 
 
5. TDM Requirement for Non-Residential Projects  



The Applicant must include in the tentative map or development plan application, all 
improvements that will provide access to public transit, ridesharing opportunities and non-
motorized forms of travel.  
The Applicant whose project lies within a local transit service area identified in the 
circulation element of the general plan must consult with the local transit service provider on 
the need to provide infrastructure to connect the project with transit services. Evidence of 
compliance with this requirement may include correspondence from the local transit 
provider(s) regarding the potential need for installing bus turnouts, shelters or bus stops at 
the site. 
 
6.  Transportation Strategies Options  
The four general categories of strategies recognized by Contra Costa are outlined in Figure 5. 
For each initiative, the Effectiveness, Cost and Implementor are defined as follows:  
Effectiveness – is a measurement tool to determine the value of the effort in reducing 
single occupant vehicle trips at the site. Effectiveness is on a scale of 1-10, with 10 being the 
most effective and 1 being the least effective.  
Cost – indicates the cost relative to the other options listed.  
X = no cost  
$ = low cost (less than $10/year per employee, or offered by 511 Contra Costa  
$$ = medium cost ($10-$30/year per employee)  
$$$ = high cost (more than $30/year per employee, or higher infrastructure cost)  
Implementor – identifies who will likely implement this strategy. This may be the 
developer, (property owner) or employer; however in some cases, the rideshare agency called 
511 Contra Costa (511 CC) provides these services free of charge, or for a nominal charge. 
 

6. Seattle, WA 
 

The trip reduction ordinance in King County, Seattle, Washington, as well the following 
Washington State jurisdictions, are tied to the Washington State, Commute Reduction 
(known as CTR) State law 70.94.  The objective of the ordinance, the first established in 
Bellevue, Washington, is to provide a framework for all state jurisdictions to be consistent 
state-wide and help to meet air quality standards through the implementation of trip 
reduction strategies required of employers who have 100 or more employees.  
 
A TMP may include a number of programmatic and performance requirements to reduce 
drive-alone commutes, such as:  
Posting transit and rideshare information  

Distributing information  

Designating a Transportation Coordinator  

Providing Preferential Parking for carpools and vanpools  

Providing Financial Incentives for carpool, vanpool, and transit commuters  

Providing a Guaranteed Ride Home program for carpool, vanpool, and transit commuters  
 

7. Summary  
 
Through the research undertaken to identify best practices in TDM integration it became 
evident that the process tends to be addressed in three general ways:  
1. By directly specifying TDM requirements in the development approval process.  



2. Through the use of TDM ordinances that require long term commitment by developers 
and owners, knowledge of which, influences the development process early on and 
throughout the planning stages.  

3. A combination of the two options above.  
 
A difficulty noted in some locations was a poor record of enforcement and support for TDM 
programs. In situations where programs tended to wane over time, TDM is not given 
significant consideration and the result has been developments designed to be viable with or 
without a robust TDM program in place.  
 
TDM programs and policies are very unique and reflect the political landscapes of the 
regions concerned. Tying TDM requirements to other elements such as parking and transit 
ridership simply reflects the difficulties some areas have in promoting TDM as a stand-alone 
measure. By tying TDM to these other elements, the goals of trip reduction can be achieved 
within a development process that might not consider it otherwise. However, other regions 
have successfully promoted TDM independent of other factors. This is all simply a reflection 
of how TDM is perceived and how the local approval process works. The diversity of 
approaches is a reflection of regional differences which has resulted in solutions as unique as 
the regions involved. 
 
 
*********** 
 
General alternatives from Smart Growth Alternatives to Minimum Parking Requirements 
By Christopher V. Forinash, Adam Millard-Ball, Charlotte Dougherty and Jeffrey Tumlin 

 

 

In-Lieu Parking Fees and Centralized Parking 
Municipalities establish in-lieu parking fees as an alternative to requiring on-
site parking spaces. With in-lieu fees, developers are able to circumvent 
constructing parking on-site by paying the city a fee. The city, in return, 
provides centralized, off-site parking that is available for use by the 
development’s tenants and visitors.  
 
The fees are determined by the city and are generally based on the cost of 
providing parking. Cities set fees in one of two ways, either by calculating a flat 
fee for parking spaces not provided by a developer on-site or by establishing 
development-specific fees on a case-by-case basis. Shoup (10) reports that in-
lieu fees in the United States range from $5,850 to $20,180 per parking space. 
These fees can be imposed as a property tax surcharge.  
 
In-lieu parking fees provide advantages to both planners and developers. 
Allowing developers to pay fees in-lieu of constructing parking has the 
following benefits: 
· Overall construction costs may be reduced; 
· Construction of awkward, unattractive on-site parking is avoided; 



· Redevelopment projects involving historic buildings can avoid constructing 
parking that would compromise the character of the buildings; 
· Planners can ensure that existing parking facilities will be more fully utilized; 
and 
· Planners can encourage better urban design with continuous storefronts that 
are uninterrupted by parking lots. 
 
In establishing in-lieu parking fees, planners must be cognizant of potential 
developers’ concerns about the impact of a lack of on-site parking on the 
attractiveness of developments to tenants and visitors. This can be an issue if 
available public parking is insufficient, inconveniently located, or inefficiently 
operated. Planners must carefully consider the parking demand for each 
participating property and provide enough parking to meet this demand in 
order to avoid creating a perceived or real parking shortage. Planners must also 
work to ensure that public parking facilities are centrally located and operated 
efficiently. 
 
Centralized parking facilities can reduce the costs of parking because large 
facilities are less expensive on a per space basis to build and maintain than 
small facilities. Centralized parking, as an alternative to on-site parking, also 
improves urban design and preserves the historic nature of communities. Some 
cities mandate centralized parking facilities and finance them through 
development impact fees in lieu parking fees or negotiated contributions 
established during the environmental review process. 
 
Increasing Availability by Decreasing Demand 
Demand reduction can be achieved through a variety of programs and policies 
that attempt to reduce the automobile transportation demand, and thus reduce 
the needed supply of parking. While these programs are typically developed by 
local governments, their success often depends on the commitment of  
businesses to implement them effectively. 
 
Demand reduction programs include: car sharing, subsidies for transit, transit 
improvements, pedestrian and bicycle amenities, and vehicle trip reduction 
programs. When employers allow telecommuting and/or flexible work 
schedules that reduce commuting, demand is also reduced. 
 
Car sharing 
Car sharing is a neighborhood-based, short-term vehicle rental service that 
makes cars available to people on a pay per-use basis. Members have access to a 
common fleet of vehicles on an as-needed basis, gaining most of the benefits of 
a private car without the costs and responsibilities of ownership. In programs 



with the most advanced technology, members simply reserve a car via 
telephone or the Internet, walk to the nearest lot, access the car using an 
electronic card, and drive off. They are billed at the end of the month. 
 
Car-sharing dramatically reduces the need to own a vehicle, particularly a 
second or third car that is driven less than 10,000 miles per year. In San 
Francisco, nearly 60 percent of those who owned a vehicle before joining the 
car-sharing program have given up at least one of them within a year, and 
another 13 percent are considering it (11). Zipcar, which operates in Boston, 
New York and Washington, DC, reports that 15 percent of members sell their 
private car. In Europe, which has a far longer experience with car-sharing, each 
shared vehicle takes between four and ten private cars off the road (12). This 
means that parking provision can be significantly reduced at residential 
developments that incorporate car-sharing, although developers may need to 
contribute towards setup costs and/or provide parking spaces to secure 
car-sharing as part of a project. Car-sharing can be provided as part of a 
mitigation agreement with the local jurisdiction on a case-by-case basis, in 
return for a reduction in minimum parking requirements.  
 
Alternatively, the parking reduction can be codified through zoning ordinances, 
as is being considered in Portland, Oregon; San Francisco, California; and 
Seattle, Washington. 
 
In commercial developments, car-sharing can also be a useful tool to reduce 
parking demand. Employees can use a shared vehicle for errands and meetings 
during the day, allowing them to take transit, carpool, walk or bicycle to work. 
Car-sharing works best in compact, mixed-use neighborhoods, where firms 
with corporate memberships tend to use the vehicles during the day and 
residents use them in the evenings and on weekends. As well as reduced 
parking demand, car-sharing brings a broad range of other benefits, including 
fewer vehicle trips, and improved mobility for low-income households who may 
not be able to afford to own a car. Formal car-sharing programs have been 
established in many cities including Boston, Massachusetts; Washington, DC; 
San Francisco, California; Oakland, California; Portland, Oregon; Seattle, 
Washington; and Boulder, Colorado. Many others are in the process of 
establishing operations. Alternatively, developers can provide shared vehicles 
themselves, or facilitate informal car-sharing among residents. 
Improvements to Transit Service, Pricing, and Information 
Transit subsidies can be provided by employers, by cities, or by residential 
property managers. In the case of employer-paid transit pass schemes, the 
employer pays the cost of employees’ transit, converting the fixed cost for 
parking spaces into a variable cost for the public transportation subsidy. This 



fringe benefit for employees reduces the demand for parking at the workplace, 
which in turn reduces traffic, air pollution, and energy consumption. It also 
reduces the cost associated with providing parking, as transit subsidies are 
generally less expensive than providing parking.  
A transit pass in Los Angeles, California, for example, costs $42 per month, 
whereas the average cost for a parking space is $91 per month (13). To promote 
transit subsidies, the 1998 Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century 
eliminates the tax burden for both employers and employees; these subsidies 
are not taxed as payroll or as income. 
 
In some cases, city planners respond to employer paid transit subsidies by 
lowering minimum parking requirements. For example, included in 
Montgomery County, Maryland, office zoning requirements is a 15 percent 
reduction in minimum parking requirements if businesses offer reimbursed 
transit passes (8). By offering subsidies for public transportation use, 
employers enable the reduction of parking space requirements, thus decreasing 
total development costs and making urban development opportunities more 
inviting. 
 
Transit subsidies can also be useful for residential developments. Property 
managers in Boulder, Colorado and Santa Clara County, California, for 
example, can bulk-purchase transit passes for all their residents at deeply 
discounted rates. The principle is similar to that of insurance—transit agencies 
can offer lower rates on passes on the basis that not all residents will actually 
use them regularly. Residents can in effect take transit for free, meaning they 
are less likely to own a vehicle. Another benefit of pre-paid transit programs is 
that they encourage residents to take transit spontaneously. A person does not 
have to commit to transit full-time in order to be able to reduce their demand 
for vehicle travel and parking. Developers who agree to fund transit passes can 
thus be rewarded with lower parking requirements. 
 
Local government officials can also improve transit service quality to decrease 
auto dependence and associated parking needs. Improvements to consider 
include new transit modes, such as light rail, expanded transit service hours, 
increased bus lines, and revitalized transit stations. Portland, Oregon’s MAX 
light rail system exemplifies the widespread benefits of transit improvements. 
The light rail system encourages transit-oriented development, decreases 
automobile commuting, and eases demand for parking. In fact, the light rail 
improvements eliminated the need for six downtown parking towers (14). 
These improvements are also partially responsible for $1.3 billion in new 
development in Portland over the last 10 years. 
 



Improvements to Pedestrian and Bicycle Service 
Demand for parking can be reduced by providing pedestrian and bicycle 
amenities that make it easier and more pleasant for people to walk or bicycle 
rather than drive. These amenities and design changes can alleviate traffic 
congestion. In particular, improving the walkability and pedestrian orientation 
of employment centers can address the increasingly common “drive to lunch” 
syndrome. For example, the auto-orientation of Tyson’s Corner, Virginia has 
resulted in terrible traffic at lunch time because people cannot walk to eating 
establishments or to do errands. 
 
These low cost amenities can be as simple as providing bicycle racks and 
walkways. For example, officials in Schaumburg, Illinois, a suburb of Chicago, 
have incorporated provisions for bicycle use directly into their zoning 
ordinance to encourage balanced transportation choices. The ordinance 
requires all retail centers to have a minimum of 10 bicycle spaces located at 
each main building entrance. To increase awareness, the ordinance requires 
that bike racks be located in a place where they are highly visible; to promote 
safe bicycle use, the ordinance requires bicycle parking areas to be separated 
from automobile parking. Providing shower and locker facilities also 
encourages bicycling, rollerblading, and walking to work. 
 
Promoting bicycle and pedestrian transport modes can also be accomplished 
through simple design changes, some of which can be implemented at no 
additional cost. Instead of locating parking between the street and 
the buildings, requiring pedestrians and bicyclists to navigate through parking 
lots, parking should be set back behind buildings.  
 
The Downtown Master Plan for Kendall, Florida (Miami-Dade County), 
discusses several design concepts to improve pedestrian and bicycle access. 
Some of the key elements promoted, but not required, by this program include 
access via new sidewalks and paths, plantings facing streets and sidewalks, 
parking in garages or behind buildings, and minimal curb cuts (15). 
 
Vehicle Trip Reduction Programs 
Another direct form of demand reduction involves instituting vehicle trip 
reduction programs. Vehicle trip reduction programs combine several types of 
demand reduction components to meet explicit vehicle trip reduction goals. 
Thus, instead of capping the number of parking spaces, local officials limit the 
number of vehicle miles traveled in a particular region. These types of programs 
attempt to decrease the number of trips by single occupancy vehicles 
(SOVs) and increase the use of a variety of commuting alternatives, including 
transit, carpooling, walking, and bicycling. 



 
To increase the effectiveness of vehicle trip reduction programs, cities or 
employers can incorporate an assortment of complementary program elements 
to balance transportation choices. The following are some examples: 
· “Guaranteed ride home” services that allow employees who use public transit 
to get a free ride home (e.g., via taxi) if they miss their bus or if they need to 
stay at work late. 
· Company fleet cars that can be used for running errands during the workday 
(e.g., doctor appointments). 
· Preferential and/or reserved parking for vanpools/carpools. 
· Carpooling and/or vanpooling with ride matching service. Ride matching can 
facilitate the identification of people who live close to one another. This service 
can be accomplished by providing “ride boards” or by using an employee 
transportation coordinator. 
· Cellular phones for car and vanpooling to facilitate timing of pickups. 
 
There is little incentive for employers to implement vehicle trip reduction 
programs if they are not granted reductions in minimum parking requirements.  
They would not be able to realize the potential cost savings from providing less 
parking, but would simply be faced with a large number of empty spaces. 
Several cities, such as South San Francisco, have acknowledged this through 
ordinances that reduce parking requirements for projects that include vehicle 
trip reduction programs.
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