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ORDINANCE -11,09915

AN ORDINANCE relating to land use and zoning; amending
Secti6.n 24.64.130 of the Seattle Municlpax~code
(Secti,,on 23.31, Zoning Ordinance (8630 relating
to off:t-street parking requirements anff limitations
in thel, downtown area.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. That Section 24.64.130 of the Seattle

Municipal Code (Section 23.31, Zoning Ordinance (86300)), as

last amended by Ordinance 109126 is further amended by

repealing t
i

he entire section and substituting therefor the

following:

24.64.A30 DOWNTOWN PARKING AREA SPACES PERMITTED

A., T~e "Downtown Area" as shown on Plate IV is estab-

lighed as c-in area where unlimited off-street parking is

1!

discouraged and a maximum number of parking spaces is specified

to minimize traffic generation and congestion. Individual

parking developments within an urban renewal area shall be,

exempted f~,om the requirements of this section provided:

1. ~,.he urban renewal area has a plan adopted by

Ordinance including a parking element designed to

rdeet the intent of the City's Downtown Parking

Policies.

2. Said individual parking developments are iden-
I

#ified in the adopted plan.

B. Off-street parking spaces may be established in
i

Area "A" of the Downtown Area as follows:

1. Principal use parking facilities will be permitted

~s a conditional use in accordance with 24.74.010
I

I

and the following additional conditions:

a) The use shall be located and operated in such

a manner as to serve a demonstrated need for

short-term parking.
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Cb)
I

4n

The use shall be located in a multi-level

garage structure where street level frontage

is devoted to retail uses or similar pedestrian

oriented activity.

Adequate screening and landscaping shall be

provided.

analysis shall

~hall include an

accompany such proposal and

evaluation of impacts of the use

on the transportation system, specificallv surface
I

street capacity, transit operation, pedestrian

spaces, and impacts on air quality.

2. Accessory parking shall be permitted outright as

an accessory use to uses in buildings which are

6rected, enlarged or expanded after October 1,

1976, or as accessory to a rehabilitated building

existing prior to October 1, 1976 and where at

l,east fifty percent of the building is rehabilitated

Ifter October 1, 1976, if the Director determines

that the parking spaces are in fact accessory to

~the rehabilitated building and the rehabilitation

is evidenced by an expenditure in any twelve month

period of at least twenty dollars per square foot

!

of gross floor area being rehabilitated. In all

:

other cases, accessory parking will be permitted

nly as an accessory conditional use.

3. ~Accessory parking spaces not located on the same

;site as the principal use shall be authorized only

~as an accessory conditional use in accordance with

~!24.74.010.

4. ~Vew open parking lots are prohibited except as

~accessory uses for rehabilitated buildings meeting
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the requirements set forth for such in 24.64.130(B)(2)

C. Within the "Retail Core" of Area "A" of the "Downtown

Area" as shown on Plate IV, bounded by University Street,

First Avenue, Stewart Street and Seventh Avenue, accessory

parking spaces shall be authorized in excess of the maximum

number pro*ided in 24.64.130(E) if the Director determines that

the ratio ~f all parking spaces to gross floor area devoted

to retail tses in the Retail Core is less than the ratio of

such spaceo to such area as of October 1, 1976, and that the

proposed spaces do not cause said ratio to exceed the total

as of October 1, 1976; and that such proposed spaces will be

located in~a multi-level garage structure, the ground or

street lev6l frontage of which is devoted to retail uses or

smilar pedestrian oriented activity. New retail uses,

restaurants and places of assembly may aggregate their

maximum nuinber of permitted accessory parking spaces in the

same parking facility provided the facility is located not

more than 1200 feet from each of the participating uses.

0 f-street parking may be established in Area "B"

of the Downtown Area as follows:

1. Principal use parking on open lots or in structures

0hall be permitted as a conditional use in accord-

ance with 24.74.010 if the proposed use does not

h,ave a significant adverse effect upon traffic

flow or surface street capacity, particularly at
i

peak hours.

2. Accessory parking shall be permitted outright as

;

an accessory use for uses in building3which are

lerected, enlarged or expanded after October 1,

11976, or as accessory to a rehabilitated building

t

~existing prior to October 1, 1976 and where at
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least fifty percent of the building is rehabilitated

after October 1, 1976, and the Director determines

that the parking spaces are in fact accessory to

the rehabilitated building and the rehabilitation

is evidenced by an expenditure in any twelve month

period of at least twenty dollars per square foot

6f gross floor area being rehabilitated.

3. Aequired accessory parking shall be permitted

outright in a building or on an open lot when the

I~rincipal use is located in a zone where parking
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is required by this article. All such parking

9hall be located in the same zone as the principal

Lise.

4. in all other cases accessory parking, whether

located on the same or on a lot other than the

principal use, shall be permitted in a building or

6n an open lot only as an accessory conditional

use in accordance with 24.74.010.

E. Maximum permitted spaces:

1. the maximum number of parking spaces permitted as

accessory to principal uses in the Downtown Area

Ohall be the same as the minimum number of parking

i

spaces specified for such uses in 24.64.120, each

space being calculated as having a maximum area of

three hundred fifty square feet, subject to the

following exceptions in Area "A":
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Maximum Parking Spaces

3

4

5

6

I

Pse Permitted

Banks, businesses or professional One for each 1000 square
offices inbuildings where such feet of gross floor area
uses occupy',,, at least 80% of the of the entire building in
gross floor area exclusive of the the CM Zone; one for each
floor area~devoted to lobby, park- 1500 square feet of gross
ing and mechanical equipment. floor area of the entire

building in the BM and M
Zones.

7 Banks, businesses or professional One for each 1200 square
offices where mixed with other feet of gross floor area

8 uses and cdnstituting less than of such uses in the CM Zone;

9

80% of the~gross floor area of the one for each 2000 square
building exclusive of floor area feet of gross floor area
devoted tolobby, parking and of such uses in the BM and
mechanical~~equipment. M Zones, in addition to

spaces permitted for other
uses in the building.

Transient accommodations such as
t

hotels, motels, and motor hotels.

Restaurants

one for each two units.

one for each 200 square
feet of gross floor area.

one for each 300 square
feet of gross floor area.

one for each helistop pad.

One for each 1000 square
feet of gross floor area.

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Two for each dwelling unit.Residential dwellings

2.

3.

in those parts of the Downtown Area where both

minimum and maximum parking requirements result

from application of zoning regulations, the maximum

Oarking limit shall be not less than one-hundred-

ten percent of the minimum parking requirement.

Parking spaces in excess of the maximum number

Allowed in this section may be authorized by the

Pirector only as a variance as provided in 24.74.030.
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(To be used for all Ordinances except Emergency.)

Section..Z.... This oidinance shall take effect and be in force thirty days from and after its passage and

approval, if approved by':the Mayor; otherwise it sball take effect at the time it shall become a law under the

provisions of the city charter.

Passed by the City Council the .... Ckb. ............ day of .................. .............................

...... abxL, ...,;~...Aay
ofand signed by me in open session in authentication of its passUige this.,ZZ ....

;';I

................... ;- .................... I

rn
...............

I

Ir ca

Approved by me this ...
-3

.

............. day of
.........

TU

Filed by me this ...... ............ day of
.........

7Q.np. ................................
19SI

$4yor."'

Attest:
.......

0,~~

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

!~
:.

.... ....................

City Comptroller and City Clerk.

(SEAL)

tPublished ... - ............... ............ ......
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Deputy Clerk.
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a-,arie5 Rny~_,. Mayor

January 22, 1§81

Mr. Douglas Jewett
City Attorney';

City of Seattle Law Department
10th Floor Municipal Building
Seattle, Washington 98104

Attention: Mr. Gordon Crandall

Dear Mr. Jewett:

The Council has informed us that they desire draft legislation

in conjunction with our various reports and studies which make

recommendatio ~is for ordinance Amendments. We recently sent to

the Council the attached report, "Parking Regulations in the

Downtown Area."

Could you prepare a draft Council Bill for presentation to them,

as your organization has the expertise for this function and will

eventually prepare the final legislation. If you have any ques-

tions concerning this request, please call Paul Edgar at 5698.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

Wt S6hmeiser, birector
nd Use Management and Conservation



Your

Seattle

commum*

NOTICE OF A PUBLIC HEARING

0%, A

1NG TEXT -AM22ND.O~ENT

Or, Wednesday,

ev-10lopment

llth f loor, Seatt

Transportation will

dment to the'! tea -vzt

Code as follows-~~

A.M. in the City Council Chambers,
ing, the Council coirvittee on

i,', hear4ng to consider a proposed
of the Zoning Ordinance and Seattle 114.unici-oal

~~~~~rmitted Section 23,31.

je2al~ Code Se~c -,"o. 24.64.130),j~ion--%

wonld reorganize. regulations'the. p-resent

Parking and make several changes-
.

When;' there is art Urban Renewal Plan the area involved
'be exempted from these vrovisiOns.

becoine conditional uses with certain specifications.
Presp;ntly they are not permitted. .

Prinoipal us8 parking in garage facilities would

e 'in this circumsta

rk ~-ng requirement, the, maxinnum may be extended to 110%
the mini-m-um requirement. Now there is no. latitude for

j

hose areas where there is both a maximum and minimitm

Residential units will be allowed to 1have a maximum of two
space:s Per unit. There 2Ls no maximum specified now for
residential uses.

5. If a'~ person wishes to exceed the mia-xim.Lun nunt-'er of spaces
permItted, they will be required to have variance approval.
The present. ordinance provisions, while not explicit, suggest
a coliditional use is required,

Required accessory parking W4 1.1 be allowed outright. someJ-

zones in the downtown area require parking. this change
wou14 eliminate the need of a condi~ional us-- to provide,

tiis mandatory.

Persons interest6rd in obtaining copies of the proposed text changes summarized
above should contact Paul --daar 625-4511, Land Use Management and Conservation
Divislibn, Departirient of CommunitEl? Development, 400 Yesler 'Building, Seattle,
I~Iashlyjlgtror-i 98104~~

An equaiempbymeni opp,-wtr ative a-~Von P-mPlo."'er,

dg -_, W Vesler Vva!:~ seatlk-'. WaShirpton 981,014 (206~ 625,4537



Your

Seattle

Commurdty Development

January 17, 1981

The Honorable Michael Hildt, Chairman,
Urban Developmenti&amp; Housing Committe.e.-

seattle City Counc,il
Ilth Floor Municipal Building
Seattle, Washingtd n 98104

Dear Councilman Hx:ldt:

This report is in.response to-your request that the Department of Co=anity
Development (DCD):study and make recommendations that would incorporate the

zoning recommendations of the latest policy resolution for downtown parking
into the Zoning Ordinance. The zoning amendments were mandated by Council

Resolution 26103 which directed DCD to draft the necessary ordinance(s) to

carry out the revised downtown parking policy. A copy of this resolution is

attached as Appendix "A".

Upon review of thi s matter, DCD, with favorable response from other departments,
has expanded the scope of this report. Because the zoning regulations relating
to downtown parking (Sec. 23.31) are so obtuse and complicated, a restructuring
of the entire section was made as part of this study. However, we were careful

to change substance only where the revised policies called for such. The

reorganization of'rthe section was primarily for clarification.

Essentially, the revised policies called for four changes to the existing down-
town parking provj:,sions. These are-

1. Allow principal use parking in Area "A" with conditions.

2. Allow the regulation of projects in urban renewal areas to
be guided by the urban renewal plans and regulations.

Allow some fldxibility between the minimum and maximum require-
ments for uses where both limits are specified by the zoning
ordinance.

Establish a pa~rking maximum for residential uses in the table

shown in existing Sec. 23.31(b).

Since the Council,has already ordered most of these zoning changes, supporting

arguments for their adoption are not necessary. Morever, the rationale for these

changes are discussed in detail in the Discussion Paper, March, 1979, for the

Downtown Parking Policy. That document was prepared by the office of Policy &
am

p;

Evaluation.

An eq,.3al employmen'. cppor~un:"Y - affirmative action ernployer.

Yes~ar B~dig., 400 Yesw Way, Seattle, Washinown 98104 1,206) 625--4537



Councilman Michael Hildt

Page 2

January 17, 1981

However, there has been one other particular aspect of the downtown parking

regulations that has been burdensome to certain people. Presently, the

regulations requiie property developers, or users, in CG

&
am

p; M Zones within the

downtown parking areas (A and B) to provide parking. (Other downtown zones,

BM, CM, CMT and RM-MD are not required to provide parking.) Yet, other pro-
visions compel them to obtain a conditional use permit to establish what is

required. While it is appropriate to establish a maximum in the downtown area,
the requirement for a conditional use should not be applied to some Person who

must provide required off-street parking. This combination of rules appears
to us to be unfair. We are proposing lanquaqe to eliminate the conditional use

requirement in th6se instances. This will relieve an inequity and reduce the

number of conditi6nal uses required to be processed by the City.

At the present time, the Department of Construction and Land Use (CLU) has

required a condit~Lonal use for any person attempting to obtain more parking
than the maximum allowed in the downtown area. The basis for this is found in

the Parking Section 23.31 (a) and (f). This method of using the conditional

use process to obtain a deviation from specified requirements or limits in the

downtown area is contrary to the present philosophy of the Zoning ordinance

which prescribes the variance procedure for such actions. it is obvious that

those sections 23,;3 (a) and (f) indicate a conditional use is necessary, under

certain circumstances, to establish a parking facility in the "A" and "B" areas

of downtown. Similarly, it requires a conditional use to establish an apartment
house in a CG zone. If a person wanted to add more units than are allowed then

a variance would be required in addition to the conditional use to establish

flextra" units. Applying the same reasoning to the downtown parking facility, the

conditional use w6uld establish the use and if more spaces were desired than were

specified as a maximum, a variance should he sought. Since the process runs

concurrently, no time delay would result. The established criteria required for

variances is appropriate in the downtown area as well. People desiring to

exceed the maximum number of parking spaces should be able to demonstrate hard-

ship to justify the authorization of their application. To clarify this situation

we are recommending that the variance process be clearly spelled out as the

appropriate method for exceeding the maximum parking spaces allowed in the

recommended re-structuring of Section 32.21.

To implement the recently revised downtown parking policies, and to reorder and

clarify the downtown parking regulations, we recommend the deletion of the

entire Section 23 631 and the substitution of it with the following provisions:

23.31 Downtown Parking Area Spaces Permitted

(a) The "Downtown Area" as shown on Plate IV is established as an area

where parking has certain restrictions and a maximum number of

parking spaces are specified to minimize traffic generation and

congestion~

Individual~parking developments within an urban renewal area

shall be ex~empted trom the requirements of Sec. 23.31 provided:



Councilman Michael Hildt
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(1) The urban renewal area has an adopted plan including a parking

element designed to meet the intent of the Downtown Parking
Policies.

(2) Said,individual parking developments are identified in the

adopted plan.

(b) Off-street parking spaces may be established in Area "A" as follows:

(1) Principal use parking will be permitted as an administrative

conditional use in accordance with the following conditions:

(a) tocated and operated in such a manner as to serve a

demonstrated need for short-term parking.

(b) Located in a multi-level garage structure where street

level frontage is devoted to retail uses or similar

pedestrian oriented activity.

(c) Such parking facility will provide adequate screening

and landscaping.

(d) An analysis shall accompany such proposal and will

include an evaluation of:

Impacts on the transportation system, specifically
surface street capacity, transit operation,

pedestrian spaces, and impacts on air quality.

(2) Accessory parking will be permitted as an outright accessory use

for uses in buildings which are erected, enlarged or expanded after

October 1, 1976, or as accessory to a rehabilitated building

existing prior to October 1, 1976, and where at least fifty percent
(50%) of which is rehabilitated after October 1, 1976, if the

Director determines that the parking spaces are in fact accessory
to the rehabilitated building and the rehabilitation is evidenced

by an expenditure in any twelve (12) month period of at least

twenty (20) dollars per square foot of gross floor area being

rehabilitated.

(3) Accessory parking will be permitted for any other situation not

covered in (2) above as an administrative conditional use.

(4) Accessory parking spaces not located on the same site as the

principal use shall be authorized only as an accessory conditional

use in accordance with Article 26.

(5) New open parking lots are prohibited except as accessory lots for

rehabilitated buildings meeting the requirements set forth for

such:' in Section 23.31(b) (2).



Councilman Michael Hildt

Page
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(c) Within the~"Retail Core" of Area "A" of the "Downtown Area" as

shown on Plate IV, bounded by University Street, First Avenue,
Stewart Street and Seventh Avenue, accessory parking spaces
shall be authorized in excess of the maximum number provided in

(e) if the:Director determines that the ratio of all parking
spaces to gross floor area devoted to retail uses in the Retail

Core is less than the ratio of such spaces to such area as of
October 1,:'1976, and that the proposed spaces do not cause said

ratio to exceed the total as of October 1, 19761 and that such

proposed spaces will be located in a multi-level garage structure,
the ground~or street level frontage of which is devoted to
retail uses or similar pedestrian oriented activity.

(1) New retail uses, restaurants and places of assembly may

aggregate their maximum number of permitted accessory
parking spaces in the same parking facility provided the

facility is located not more than 1200 feet from each of

the participating uses.

(d) Off street:parking may be established in Area "B" in accordance with

the following regulations:

(1) Principal use parking on open lots or in structures will

be permitted as an administrative conditional use if the

proposed use does not have a significant adverse effect upon
traffic flow or surface street capacity, particularly at

peak hours.

(2) Accessory parking will be permitted as an outright accessory use
for uses in buildings which are erected, enlarged or expanded
after,October 1, 1976; or as accessory to a rehabilitated building

existing prior to October 1, 1976, and where at least fifty per-
cent (50%) of which is rehabilitated after October 1, 1976, and

the Director determines that the parking spaces are in fact

accessory to the rehabilitated building and the rehabilitation

is evidenced by an expenditure in any twelve (12) month period
of at'least twenty (20) dollars per square foot of gross floor

area being rehabilitated.

(3) Reduoe-d accessory parking shall be permitted outright in a

building or on an open lot when the principal use is located in a

zone where parking is required by this article. All such parking
shall~:be located in the same zone as the principal use.

(4) Accessory parking, including location on separate lots, will be

permitted as an administrative conditional use for any situation

not covered in (d) (2) or (d) (3) .

(5) open parking lots shall be permitted outright as accessory uses

when they meet conditions specified in (d)(2) or (d)(3). Other-

wise,:,such use shall be permitted as an administrative conditional

use.
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_(e) maximum permitted spaces:

(1) The maximum number of parking spaces permitted as accessory to

principal uses shall be the same as the minimum number of parking

spaces specified for such uses in Section 23.3, each space being

calculated as having a maximum area of three hundred fifty (350)

square feet., subject to the following exceptions in Area "A":

Use

Banks, businesses or professional

offices~in buildings where such

uses oc&amp;upy at least 80% of the

gross floor area exclusive of the

floor area devoted to lobby, park-

ing andImechanical equipment.

Banks, businesses or professional
offices.where mixed with other

uses and constituting less than

80% of ~,the gross floor area of the

building exclusive of floor area

devoted.to lobby, parking and

mechanical equipment.

Transient accommodations such as

hotels,:motels, and motor hotels.

Restaurants

Retail stores

Heliports

Trade or business schools

Residential units

Maximum Parking Spaces
Permitted

one for each 1000 square
feet of gross floor area

of the entire building in

the CM Zone; one for each

1500 square feet of gross
floor area of the entire

building in the BM and M

Zones.

one for each 1200 square
feet of gross floor area

of such uses in the CM Zone;

one for each 2000 square
feet of gross floor area

of such uses in the BM and

M Zones, in addition to

spaces permitted for other

uses in the building.

One for each two units.

one for each 200 square
feet of gross floor area.

one for each 300 square
feet of gross floor area.

one for each helistop pad.

one for each 1000 square

feet of gross floor area.

Two for each dwelling unit.

(2) in those areas of the downtown where both minimum and maximum

parkin4 requirements result from these regulations, the maximum

parking limit shall be no less than one-hundred-and-ten percent

(110%).of the minimum parking requirement



Councilman Michael Hildt
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(3) Parking spaces in excess of the maximum amount allowed in this

Section may be authorize by the Hearing Examiner as provided
for in Sec. 28.3

The SEPA requirements for the proposal were accommodated by the Environmental

Impact Statement issued for the formulation of the original Downtown Parking
zoning amendments;~(March 1976). The NAC (197-ID-660) authorizes utilizing a

previous EIS when,~the proposals basically conform to the original proposal.

If you have any questions concerning this subject, please contact Paul Edgar
(5698)

Sincerely,

0~1

by Wry W. Schmeiser, Director

vironmental Management Division

LWS: tah



RESOLUTION
.26103

ESOLUTION ame.nding Resolution 24957 relating to parking policies for

downtown Seattle and setting forth a schedule for implementing said
endments. i

REAS, on JuneJ6, 1975, the City Council with the concurrence of the

Mayor by Resol~,ition 24957 set forth policies governing parking for
downtown Seattle and a schedule for implementing said policies; and

W!!r!,P,EAS, on October 24, 1976, the City Council amended Section 23.31 of
Sc~~attle's Zonl6q Code (Ordinance 86300) to implement certain parking
rr)1iQies for d6wntown Seattle; and

AS, this rev~iew has deteymined that certain policies of Resolution 249S7
have not been implemented as originally directed; and

c

AS, this reView has determined that certain changes in downtown parking

policy are needed to address specific issues unforeseen at the time of
t

the adoption of Resolution 24957;

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATTLE, THE MAYOR
CONCURRING THAT:~

section 1. Se~tion 5.1 of Resolution 24957 is amended to read as

"5.1 Within the CBD:

New~parkinq will be authorized as a permitted use only when
I

-

s

(a)!: Clearly accessory to a permitted commercial, governmental,
t

retail, or residential use; and

(b)~t Limited to a maximum number of spaces established by

ordinance, based on a reasonable ratio or percentage of

new developed floor space; and

(c Structured and contained within the site of the permitted

use.

(2) New~~ i-W parking will be authorized as a conditional

use~~only when it is;

(a)t Consistent with the applicable regulations of Seattle's

Zoninq Code (Ordinance 86300); and

(b) Limited to a maxiTwum number of spaces established by

ordinance, based on a reasonable ratio or percentage

of new developed floor space; and

CS ,



I

(c)! Located within a reasonable distance (specified by

iance) from, and clearly accessory to, a permitted

t

icy, more than fifty percent of the floor space

be structured; or

2) An existinq building in which,, subsequent to the

date of adoption of the ordinance implementing this

commercial, governmental, retail, or residential use

in eitherg

(1) A new development, in which case the parking must

is restored and dedicated to a substantively different

use.

-inlepal ese eamfterei&amp;l PdVk4nftq will met be autheri~,ed

e eBE)..-

(3) New ~~L)rincipal use parking will be authorized

io6al use only when it is:

W~ Located-and operated in such a manner as to serve a

demonstrated need for short- narkia.

(bj'~' Located in a multilevel garage structure, the ground or

street level frontage of which -is devoted to retail uses

or similar pedestrian oriented activity,

_Lc~~ Evaluated in liqht of:

24

25

26

27

28

(1) Relevant regulations of Seattle's zoning Code

(Ordinance 86300); and

_~2) Inpacts on the trans ortation system, speS~J-_fically

surface street capaci~y, transity it operation and

pedestrian spaces; and

(3)
i:,7~1 tLL ancl

dards for screeninq and landscapinq adopted

._ _
Section 2. Seption 5 of Resolution 24~57 is amended by adding thereto

a new Sub-sectio~ 5.5 to read as follows:

ol~211.cy 7. 1, below."p~~rsua Lit, ~

-2-



"5.5 In thoso
I

areas of the downtown where both minimum and maximum

parking~;requirements result from the implementation of Policy 5,

I

-'-he maximum parking limit shall be no less than one-hundred-and-

ten percent (110%) of the minimum parking requirement."

12

13

14

Section 3. So ction 5 of Resolution 24957 is amended by adding thereto

a new Sub-section 5.6 to read as follows:

"5.6 Mlaximum~41mritations, developed to implement Policy 5, related,to

residen~dal accessory parking shall recognize potential parking

demand ssociated with new residential developments, provided

such pai~.king:

(1) Com~plies with the provision of Policies 5.1 and 5.2; and

(2) ls~controlled to assure that spaces are not sold or rented

for uses other than parking associated with the residential

use."

Section 4. SdCtion 5 of Resolution 24957 is amended by adding thereto

16 a new Sub-secti6n 5.7 to read as follows:

15

17 5.7 individual parking developments within an urban renewal area

shall bo exempted from the requirements of Policy 5, provided:18 1

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

(1) Thd urban renewal area has an adopted plan including a

patking element determined to meet the intent of Policy 5.

(2) Sal,d, individual projects are identified in the'adopted plan."

Section 5. S4ction 13 of Resolution 24957 is hereby revoked.

Section 6. Resolution 24957 is amended by adding thereto a new,Section 13

o read as follq~ws:

"13. Impact 6in Adjacent Neighborhoods

Impleme~tation of policies relating to downtown parking shall

recogni2,re the potential negative impacts on surrounding neighborhoods

-3-



and bus~,ness districts. To address these potential problems

the City shall pursue the following policies:

(1) The City will develop -- and will assist downtown businesses

6

and other government agencies in developing -- strategies

to'Xeduce the demand for downtown-related parking in adjacent

nei,ghborhoods and business districts. Such strategies will

be~pursuant to Policies 3 and 12.

(2) Wh6re determined applicable, the City will work with neighbor-

hoOds and business districts to develop and implement zoning

and on-street and off-street parking control strategies to

10

12

13

14

15

16

17

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

di~couraqe expansion of downtown-related parking in areas

adlacent to downtown."

Section 7. Tfie Department of Community Development, in cooperation with

the Board of Public Works, the Building Department, the Engineering Depart-

ment, and other~appropriate City Departments, shall draft and submit to the

City Council ordinances and appropriate environmental assessments to i,,,qple-

ment the change.,' in the downtown parking policies enacted herein not later

than six months~,following passage of this Resolution.
I

PASSED by the'tCity Council this day of 1979,_Wemba

and signed by Yr.q
in open session in authentication of its passage this





April 10~ 1.979

Transportation Committee Members

From: Tom Rasmussen

Subject, Su,-T~mary of the "Downtown Seattle Parking Policy Discussion Paper,"
'-,Iarch 1979

Downtown Parking Policy was
,
formuflated in 1975 and

by t,-,) the orrlin'qnc~- in. 1976. This is the first of the bbinnial

~~A-s 0~ ~h-e pofleo. 71--e purp~ose of t' e. discussiofi paper is to provide b-ack-ground
OTI iss-,~~es

:-)y
aill.Jzens ai-,~d Vie ~~usiness community for t1--e pijrpose of

f~).rthe.r -lialouu,- No rn en dj7,t t ions are intended to be made until such dialogue occurs.

~-~-ath--Ixx] for ,_~Wdy was for the por-,-),ose of determining the general impact
the 9' 6 o~,dinance to ldenl.ify key ppr~ 'Nen-is. -,urther dataeollection and arialysis

be determi-ned that al
I

J~-~r- a fives that go bey,,Y1tr d the scope of the

A.
Sumj.i~,,?.-ry of 119 73, Oz di-riance

Downtown, divided into parking control areas "A", "B" and "retail core" within

area "A", T I-ease ~-,ee the attached map.

AecesLoiz,
I

IQ , - F3 ti~ -
I .

y i,,.,,e p,-r~ ing. Limitations were placed on maximum-- -

ij-- be.-- of

spaces that --oLdd be provided as aC,~-,C-sSo--,y to new develolpments orZ;I -

Princ,,-xil! --Us-'. parking prohibited within area "All and allowed onIV as conditional

use irt aD~~,, -v%

NTew ope-n pai;kinrr lots Prohibited in area "A", whether as o-, pr

cipal. Ttle.- ane permitb%,a, in area "All only if accessory to rehatsffitat -e

5. Pioneer Square and the International Special Review Districts have their

own set of 7parking regulations.

qes in CUD: Characteristics (1976 - 1978)

~arking

offstreet parking declined by approximately 2% in area IIBI?

v.~'M,.~ar'-Lv because of conversion of public spaces to private spaces.

Onsti~ee~t parking f~eclined b~',, ap-proximat,--I-y, 17%, primarily becauseD

of Widened sidewalks, loadincF. z',,,nes for, new buildings, conF-~.-ruction

of
,-,af-etly imowove-ments on the wate-frll)-.-O, and ex-

panded bus zf-,mes~

Total ~wpply of pat-king spaces declined by approximately 6%, primarily
in area,. "BI.
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d. Private offstreet parking increased by approximately 6%, primarily

in area "B".

2. Parking Utilization

a. Use of public of fstreet parking has increased significantly, Public

parking facilities within the retail core and area "All are operating at

or near capacity. Only areas of significantly underutilized public off-

street parking are south of Yesler Way and north of Battery Street,

in area "B".

Data was not collected on utilization of oDstreet parking.

b. Long term versus short term parking. Long term parking defined as

parking of six hours or more. No data was gathered for 1976 on this

factor. (Checks made in November 1978 indicated that approximately
85%,of public of fstreet parking users are long term.

3. Parking Erice

Parking pr

I

ice for daily rates have increased 53%; for monthly rates, 32%.

Rate increases have been higher for parking in area "B".

4. Retail Cor al sis,2_Aa_j

Under the'parking ordinance, if the ratio of parking spaces to retail square
footage ins the retail core falls below the 1976 level, then the City must au-

thorize ac cessory parking spaces in excess of the maximum number allowed

by the ordmance.

Based upon information received by this study, in order to return the ratio

to 1976 levels an additional 121 parking spaces are needed within the retail

core.

5. AccessoryUse Parking Development

The study'determined that accessory parking in new developments is being
built and Oroposed at a rate of approximately 50-60% of that allowed under
the current ordinance.

The reason for this is apparently economic. The cost for developing parking

spaces is extremely expensive, since they for the inost part must be below

grade.

C. Impacts of the Parking Ordinance

1. Accessor Use Parking

Apparentl' there is little or no impact on the rate at which accessory usey

parking isrbeing provided in new developments.
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2. Erinc ipal N

7

It is assumed that, without the 1976 ordinance, a number of new surface lots

would have. been developed in area "B" and west of First Avenue in area "A'.

The economics of new principal use parking_~.tructures are such that it is

unlikely that any would have been developed with or without the change
in the ordinance.

3. Future Trends

Demand for parking will grow faster than is being supplied. Parking rates
will increase to balance the demand. Changes in travel behavior will occur.
Use of traiisit and carpools will increase.

Some commuters will, relocate to other employment centers. The extent of
relocation

,

to other employment centers is uncertain. Current shortage of
office space and volume of new construction indicate that the parking situation
is not depressing interest in the downtown as a location for new employment.

Comparisons to other central business districts (CBD's) indicate that, as the
CBD grows, the percentage of commuting by auto declines and that by transit
increases. ':Approximately 35% in Seattle commute during peak hours. Given
the employ ment forecast for 1990, transit use would have to increase to ap-
proximately 45% if no increase in long term parking occurs. Such an increase
in transit Usage is not unreasonable given recent trends in ridership and Metro's
forecast growth to 1990.

If all current downtown projects were developed, they would result in a net
increase of. approximately 3800 offstreet public and private spaces. If the
rate of parking demand continued at current levels and assuming 85% average
utilization

.

a deficit of 3000 parking spaces would result.

It has been determined that the parking demand has been declining, as evidenced
by the increased percentaage of travel to downtown by transit (the increased

parking utilization shown previously is a result of CBD growth between 1976
and 1978).

,

If the trend continues, and if Metro's 1990 forecasts are achieved,
the net change in long term commuter parking, demand would not be significant.

Short term parking trips are primarily for shopping, tourism and commercial
business and are assumed to be less likely to convert to transit.

If more parking were provided at a marketable price, it would be used. It

is likely th at transit can meet a large portion of the commuting needs. The
shortage of parking for shoppers and visitors will probably have a more sig-
nificant impact on downtown activity. Whether this potential problem can
be cured is.not known, although some shifting of supply from long term to
short term .use has occurred in other cities experiencing this situation.
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E. Downtown Parking Issues

The following issues were developed in discussions with the business community,
citizen groups ahd public agencies.

L Impact on retail activities.

Loss of onstreet, short term parking and near capacity utilization of offstreet

public parking has caused many retailers to feel that sales growth and the
health of the downtown retail sector is threatened.

However, retail activity and sales have increased in the past two years.

2. Impact on Commercial Activities

The near capacity for long term parking is perceived to be a constraint on
future commercial expansion. Concern is expressed that businesses are leaving
downtown

as a result.

Current shortage of office space and volume of new construction run counter
to this concern. Increase in peak hour transit ridership indicate increased
transit commuting as parking availability declines and costs increase.

3. Impact on Residential activities

Many developers feel that the limitation of one parking space per dwelling
unit is insufficient to meet the needs of high income multiple car families
and guest parking within residential buildings which may be developed down-
town.

4. Impact on Surro!~ ~idin Neighborhoods

Many people fear commuters will use parking in neighborhoods adjacent
to the downtown and increase pressure for parking expansion within neigh-
borhoods bordering on the downtown area. Parking surveys conducted in
1976 and 19.78 indicate this condition probably is now occurring on lower First
Hill. CBD.commuter parking in Pioneer Square and the International District
does not appear to have increased. Data are not available with regard to
the lower Queen Anne area.

5. Atgualit

The State of Washington is intending to submit an implementation plan to
the EPA to, bring Seattle into compliance with federal standards by the end
of 1982. Wis not likely that the EPA will require more stringent parking
controls. I4owever, it is likely that the EPA would become involved in any
relaxation

rof the existing policy and require that an analysis be undertaken
to determine whether any proposed changes would result in significant de-
gradation of air quality within the downtown.
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6. Transit Use

Metro transit has expanded rush hour service to downtown Seattle by 25%
since

197&amp;, It has added 3300 Park and Ride sDaces in the same period. Metro
plans further expansion of the Park and Ride s-ystem to a total of 10,000
spaces by 1981. These facilities provide a form of remote parking for CBD
commuters and shoppers.

7. Car2ool Use

Approximately 500 carpool parking spaces exist in downtown. Commuter
pool plansto expand by another 150 spaces in the near future. The current
500 parking space program is estimated to result in a reduction in demand
of 250 long. term parking spots.

The lack of parking space for the commuter pool program limits its ability
to expand the number of discounted parking spaces within the downtown core
area.

8. Traffic Congestion

Downtown ~road ways can accommodate only minor vehicle volume increases
during the' orning and evening rush hours. No major expansion of this system
is planned.. Major expansion of the supply of long term parking is constrained
by the ability of the roadways to provide access to these spaces. Significantly
expanding long term parking will result in inceasing congestion for current
auto commuters, as well as transit and carpool users.

9. Applicatioti of the Ordinance

Concern has been expressed over the rigidity of the definition of "site" for

accessory use parking; the maximum limitations on accessory use parking
in new developments; and the prohibition of new surface lots. It is argued
that the intent of the ordinance would not be jeopardized if more flexibility
were allowed.

The argument in favor of the ordinance is that the conditional use provisions
and the variance process provides flexibility as well as ensures that

the policy is being adhered to.

Concern he-s been expressed that the Ordinance does not provide enough policy
direction in that it merely specifies maximum limits for accessory parking.

The 1976 ordinance does not implement the intent of the City's policy to en-
courage more short term parking because the zoning changes make no reference
to whether:r parking is to be short or long term.

Development of parking within the Pike Place Urban Renewal Project development
area requires that a conditional use be granted for each facility not on the
same site as the rehabilitated buidings.
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F. Downtown Parking Alternatives

The following alternatives are set out for the purpose of discussion. The alter-

natives that are considered fall into three general categories. 1) actions to increase

the supply of new parking; 2) actions to decrease the demand for parking; and,

3) actions to regulate the use of parking to address civic problems.

1. Eliminate or increase- maximum limits on acc2~~~~
Potential benefits of this action include the following-.

giveg developers flexibility to supply more parking in warranted situations;

facilitate the development of upper income housing in the downtown;

reduce the pressure on existing parking resulting from new residential

developments.

Potential negative impacts of this action would include the following:

Eliminating the maximums would remove the check provided by the

variance process which allows flexibility to provide more parking where
additional parking would not have negative impacts.

Any action which results in an increase in. long term parking supply
will result in less incentive to use transit and carpools, potential de-

gradation of downtown air quality and increased traffic congestion.

2~ Im2ose minimum
accf,!~s =,

Potential benefits of this action would be:

an increase in downtown parking supply;

the requirement could be selective to address specific problem areas;

imposing minimum requirements for short term parking would probably
not result in siznifica:nt environmental degradation.

Probable negative impacts:

large minimum parking requirements would result in increased cost

of development;

new developments might be shifted from the central core to the peri-

phery of downtown which would result in a more auto-oriented sprawl
of the CBD with possible impact on adjacent neighborhoods;

would result in less incentive to use transit and carpools, potential

degradation in downtown air quality and increased traffic congestion,.

Imposing variable minimum requirements could create some confusion and

inequities.,
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3. Minimum Parking r gui ement in lieu of fee.

This 1,vou: "J" allow developers the alternative of constructing parking spaces
or making payments to a fund instead of meeting the minimum parking re-

quirementi This fund would be used to help finance public parking structures.

Possible benefits of this action are as follows:

increased downtown parking supply;

flat tee for parking space not built would not result in differential im-

pactS on the costs of development in the downtown core as compared
to the fringe areas;

flexibility to locate and centralize parking away from congested or

sensitive areas would be provided;
7

total, costs of providing new parking probably would be reduced;

the annual assessment would not increase front end development costs.

Rather they would be lowered for those areas where parking requirement
exists under the present ordinance.

Potential negative impacts of this approach.

the iaitial. flat fee could significantly increase front end development
costs in areas of the downtown where minimum parking requirements
do not exist under the present ordinance;

determination of minimum requirements, equitable fees, and areas
of impact might result in controversy and extensive study;

any actions resulting in significant increase in long term parking win
result in less incentive to use transit, carpools, potential degradation
in downtown air quality and increased traffic congestion.

4. Minimum parking requirement with transit carpool option.

This would. institute minimum parking requirements and allow developers
the option'of subsidizing transit and/or provide carpool parking as an alternative.

Possible benefits of this alternative include:

new developments would bear more of the transportation "costs" than
under the current parking ordinance;

would probably reduce the demand for long term parking by adding
incentives to use transit and carpools for commuting;

the annual transit payment would not increase front end development
costs and would lower development costs in areas of the downtown
where a parking requriement exists under the current ordinance;

the darpool space approach would lower front end development costs

in areas where a parking requirement exists under the current ordinance;
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5.

6.

the total cost would be less than the cost associated with a similar

onsito accessory parking requirements;

the resources to administer and monitor such a program already exist
within Metro and Commuter Pool.

Potential roblems:

the earpool space approach would increase front end development costs
in areas of downtown where no parking requirement exists at present;

r

determination of minimum parking requirements and equitable transit
and r

'

ide sharing "payments!' might result in controersy requiring ex-
tensive study.

Ag2IAI 2 n 2jr.EL _King_.~tr-actures_

Potential benefits:

increase the supply of long term parking;

would allow the city or som e other agency to participate in the develop-
mentlof parking structures to solve specific problems such as parking
for the retail core.

Potential negative impacts:

expansion in long terni parking will result in less incentive to use tran-

sit, ca'rpools potential degradation in downtown air quality and increased
traffic congestion.

Allow Principal Use Open Parking Lots

Potential benef its:

In the, short term (assuming no demolitions), approximately 200-500
spaces result.

As opportunities arose, parking spaces would be developed in a number0
of areas, providing more spaces than would result under the existing
ordinance.

Probable negative impacts-

Except for the central waterfront, most opportunities for lot develop-
ment ~oare in area "B". The development would be oriented to long term
parkin , thus not addressing the short term parking supply.~9_

Would result in less incentive to use transit and carpools, potential
degradation in downtown air quality and increased traffic congestion.
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Could result in demolition of some buildings and remove incentive for

rehabilitation of structures.

Could remove an incentive to redevelopment of buildings.

Aesthetically unpleasing.

7. 2!iLpart g~~v &lt;in t~uctures,

Potential benefits:

Public financing of parking structures make possible development of

short term use parking structures.

Would make possible development of parking structures on periphery
of downtown to serve long term parkers.

Potential problems:

Fun-ding not readily available.

While avoiding traffic and air quality impacts on the CBD additional

congestion would result on approaches to downtown having negative
regional air quality and energy consumption impacts.

8. Increased utilization of
~-Y-Lst-in

The Kingdome lot contains approximately 1800 spaces and the Seattle Center

garage on Mercer Street contains 1500 spaces. These facilities are under-
utilized during periods of peak demand in the CBD. A shuttle could be im-
plemented4 Current monorail and Metro transition studies may address this

possibilityR'

Potential benefits include:

Expansion of downtown parking without constructing new facilities.

WouIJ not result in congestion or degradation of air quality in downtown.

Use of the monorail to the garage could attract short term shoppers
to the Center garage.

Both; would produce increased revenues.

Opportunities for discounted carpool parking could be expanded.
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Potential. problems:

Bus ~huttle would require a subsidy.

If the facilities attracted principally long term parkers, additional

congestion would result on the approacbes to the downtown, having
negative impacts on regional air quality and energy consumption.

Neither facility is available on every weekday because of midday ac-
tivities.

9. Re ulatory actions to increase I!Le_sup

Possible aetions:

a. New, or existing parking facilities in certain areas of the downtown
r

could be required to allocate a specific percentage of spaces for short

tern!, parkers.

b. Hours of operating could be regulated to discourage long term parkers.

C. A system of flat or differential taxing rates could be applied to off
stre6 t parking in specific areas of the downtown to encourage a shift

from. long term to short term use.

Benefits of such policies include the foll.owing-

Supply of short term parking could be increased without increasing

the 67verall supply of parking.

Long term parking would be discouraged in certain areas.

Potential problems:

All of these actions would result in an increase in parking rates for

short term and long term parkers.

All rkuire some administration and monitoring to ensure compliance.

ll 0A of these actions limit the flexibility of the parking industry to re-

spond to changes in the demand for parking.

10. Develop a ntrol zones.

An ordinance could be enacted specifying different parking requirements
and limits for various areas of downtown depending on their specific needs.
Possible b6nefits are as follows:
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If successful, would provide a more comprehensive approach to the

problems.

Would provide a more definitive statement of City parking policy.

Depending on the actions included in this policy, the benefits associated

with all the other actions could be realized.

Possible negative impacts-

Implementation would be time consuming and require a comprehensive
study and an environmental impact statement.

A sophisticated monitoring system would be required to respond to

chang ing conditions in each area.

Property owners and developers would be subject to varying require-
mr Uents, creating some con-f sion and apparent equities.

Controversy would develop, causing a possible weak or easily overturned

policy.

The primary objective of this would be to exempt individual parking develop-
ments within the market from the conditional use Drocess. At the present
time the m~S.rket qualifies for additional accessory parking to the rehabilitative

uses. However, because a number of the parking facilities are not on the

same llsitel! as the rehabilitated uses, they can be authorized only as an ac-

cessory conditional use.

Two approaches could be taken for exempting the Pike Place project from
the mechanics of the existing ordinance:

1. Exempt individual projects within an area from the requirements of

the orMinance if the area has an approved urban renewal plan which
meets the intent of the parking ordinance.

Define the term "site" to include the entire area within an urban renewal
project that has an approved plan.

TR:kp
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May 8, 1981

Councilmember Jeanette Williams, Chair

Transp rtation Committee

Seattle 'City Council

Munici al Building
Seattlt Washington 98104

Dear J6anette:

The DoOntown Seattle Development Association opposed the Parking

Ordinance adopted by the City of Seattle in 1976 on the basis that the

regulations were too stringent and would lead to an insufficient supply

of parking to adequately service the Downtown core.

Recentistudies and simple observation quickly confirms that Downtown

does, in fact, have a parking crisis that has, at least to some degree,

been c~used by -'.,he parking regulations.

The Ass!ociation finds the proposed revisions to the Parking Ordinance

worthy!of support as a first action on the City's part to help encourage

the cr~ation of additional parking facilities.

The r6isicin which would allow principal-use parking facilities in area

A on a~conditional-use permit, although 9aLe in coming, is a step in the
I

right direction. However, at this point in time, it appears that pri-

vately~,financed single-purpose parking structures are not economically

feasible and will require either special incentives for the private sec-

tor or~financial participation on the City's part, if such structures

are to~become a reality.

ClarifIcation of some of the conflicting requirements in the Ordinance

is alsb an appropriate action.

We do,lhowever, believe that the City should also permit surface parking

facili,ties on an interim basis throughout Downtown. Sites, such as the

space formerly occupied by the Society Candy Building, should be con-

verted~into parking to help alleviate the very serious shortage in that

area. ~,We recognize that by permitirg new surface parking facilities,

only a'relatively few additional spaces would be realized, but it is now

I



2

quite clear that new major parking garages, even if agreed upon quickly, would

not be on line for~several years. Allowing new surface parking is the only
short-term means b~ which the Downtown parking crisis can be eased.

"""e. ~Iope the City will give our recommendations serious consideration.

Sincerely,

Herbert M. Bridge
President

HMB: mt

cc: Mayor Charles[Royer
Members of th6 Seattle City Council



7'7~MINE
W7MjFw30

9

0

'R
-

.. :~,
-on

0.:NO,MM:



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Item

A. INTRODUCTION
. .

.Page

B. CHANGES IN CBD PARKING CHARACTERISTICS (1976-78) . . . . . . . . 3

C. IMPACTS OF THE PAP-KING ORDINANCE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

D. FUTURE TRENDS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

E. DOWNTOWN PARKING ISSUES
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

9

F. DOWNTOWN PARKING ALTERNATIVES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13



DOWNTOWN SEATTLE PARKING POLICY (Discussion Paper)

March, 1979

Paper prepared by:

OFFICE OF POLICY PLANNING
Barbara Dingfield, Director, OPP

Philip Sherburne, Director, Physical Planning Division, OPP

TransportationPlanning Section:

Gary Kruger, P.E., Principal Transportation Planner

James Parsons, Senior Transportation Planner
David Harrell, Transportation Analyst

Professional and Technical. As-s7i-stance

SEATTLE ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT
P. A. Wiatrak, P.E., City Engineer
W. G. van Gelder, P.E., City Traffic Engineer

Phillip Thordarson, P.E., Associate Traffic Engineer
Chris Hemstead, Assistant Civil Specialist II

DEPARTMFNT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Darel Grothaus, Director, DCD

William Stalzer, Director, Downtown Projects, DCD
Thomas Brockmiller, Work/Study, Downtown Projects



DOWNTOWN SEATTLE PARKING POLICY

(Discussion Paper)

A. INTRODUCTION

The Comprehensive Downtown Parking Policy originally formulated by the

City Council in 1975 and implemented by amendments to the Zoning Ordinance
adopted in 1976 requires a biannual review. The first review was begun in

the fall of 1978 by the Office of Policy Planning (OPP) with the assist-

ance of the Seattle Engineering Department and the Department of Community

Development. As.a result of the initial findings, a number of issues con-

cerning parking in the downtown have been raised by the business communi-

ty, interested citizens and other public agencies. The purpose of this
discussion paper is to provide background information on these issues and

further dialogue before a recommendation is made on the continuation or

modification of the existing downtown policy.

The study that was conducted to develop this paper was not a comprehen-
sive, detaile:d analysis of downtown parking. Rather, the data collected
and work performed was intended to determine general impacts of the 1976

ordinance and identify key problems with regard to parking in downtown
Seattle. If, as a result of the review of this work, it is determined

appropriate to explore alternatives that go beyond the scope of the 1976

ordinance further data collection and analysis will be required.

The ordinance, adopted in 1976, made a number of significant changes in

the zoning requirements governing off-street parking in downtown. The
most significant of these were as follows:
" Three parking control areas were defined for the downtown -- areas "A"

and "B" and the retail core within area "A" (See Figure #1).

" Limitations were placed on the maximum number of parking spaces that

could be provided as accessory to new developments or rehabilitated
structures (defined as accessory use parking). These limits vary with

the type of land use and are, for the most part, the same as minimum

requirements elsewhere in the city. No minimum parking requirements
were imposed in the CM, C?YT, BM, and RM-MD zones and those portions of

special review districts which are specifically designated as areas in

which accessory parking is not required.
0 Principal use parking (parking that is not accessory to some other

use) was prohibited within area "A" of the downtown and allowed only
as a conditional use in area "B".

0 New open parking lots were prohibited in area "A", either as accessory
or principal use facilities. Open parking lots were permitted in area
"A" only if accessory to rehabilitated buildings.

0 Both the,Pioneer Square and International Special Review Districts

have their own sets of parking regulations.

Since the new ordinance was enacted, a number of changes have occurred in

the downtown., The most important have been the increased level of activi-

ty and new construction iMpaCt4ng all sectors of the downtown economy.



XING C.

STADIUM

LJ-1, -:D 'J

LN

I

FLE DO

1
:1

-1

ITn L-] F-Ti "R F-11 L11-1 [P] "T I

]F

1 L

I

L
F~ I

I
1Di L~ ]"I'Ll,

L-~
-M

FIDIDID

'D E I T

IE D El
L

l

FIGURE 1:

Downtown Parking

,~-L L IOTT

5 A Y

"LL I

L 1

LJ

L [~j L-J-:--~ Lj--j

2
-7 '7

11n- L!

Ln L J

Ll



This has resulted in increased travel and a significant rise in the demand
for parking. As a result, many people now feel there is a shortaae of

parking in the downtown.

Contained in the balance of this paper are a summary of the changes that
have occurred in downtown parking characteristics between 1976 and 1978
and an assessment of the impacts of the parking ordinance. in addition,
discussions related to likely future trends, downtown parking issues, and
alternatives to the existing ordinance are presented. At this time, no
recommendations are made; these will follow once further inputs are gained
from those concerned about downtown parking.

B. CHANGES IN CBD PARKING CHARACTERISTICS (1976-1978)
This section of the discussion paper summarizes findings and conclusions
related to changes in parking supply, usage and price within the downtown
control areas "A" and "B" and the retail core (see Figure 1). The infor-
mation presented is based on data collected by the Seattle Engineering
Department during the,surnmer of 1976 (before the ordinance was changed)
and during the summer and fall of 1978. Also incuded is an analysis of
the rates at which accessory use parking is being developed and proposed
under the existing ordinance. (More detailed information based on a sys-
tem of sixteen downtown zones is contained in the Technical Appendix.)

1. Parking Smly
Table I summarizes changes in the supply of on-street parking and off-
street public and private parking within areas "A" and "B" and the
retail core. Public off-street parking facilities are commercial
lots and garages available to the public and include employee parking,
customer and visitor parking facilities. Private facilities are
single-purpose lots or garages not available to the public. Included
in the latter are vehicle storage facilities related to automobile
dealerships, rental car operations and fleet vehicle operations. For
this reason, statistics for public spaces are the best indicators of
trends in parkinq supply.

In summary, the following are the significant changes that have occur-
red in parking supply between 1976 and 1976:

0 Public off-street spaces declined by approximately 2%. The major-
ity of this loss occurred in area "B", particularly in the blocks
north of Lenora Street. This change is primarily the result of
the conversion of public spaces to private spaces.

0 On-street parking declined by approximately 17%. Losses were
spread fairly evenly throughout the CBD and are the result of
widened sidewalks, loading zones for new buildings, construction
of intersection bulbs, safety improvements on the waterfront, and

expanded bus stops.
0 Overall, the total supply of public spaces in the downtown de-

clined by approximately 6%. The majority of this loss has been in

area "E" and is the combined result of on-street losses and the
conversion of off-street space from public to private use.

0 Private off-street parking supply increased by approximately 6%;
all of this increase occurred within area "B".



TABLE I

DO10TOWN SEATTLE, PARKING SUPPLY

TYPE OF PARKING WUMBtR OF SPACES

976 1978 _Chanae

Public Off-Street Retail Core 5,607 5,713 +106

97Au? 16,951 17,303 +352

HBro 8,118 7,171 -947

Total "A" + "But 25,069 24,474 -595

*Pub! ic On-Street Retail. Core 539 361 -173

19 A" 2,476 1,855 -621

P~p
95 4,234 3,693 -541

+ P~nv?Total "A" L 6,710 5,548 -1,162

Total Publi Retail Core 6,146 6,074 -72

"A" 19,427 19,158 _269

22B
~V 12,352 10,e64

_' _ -1,488
Total "A" + "B" 3 1, 77~7 ~O ,0 i2 -1,757

Private Off-Street Retail, Core 97 97 0

" A" 3,300 2,610 -690

9,563 10,992 + ,429
11 + V~ P?%"A 12,863 13,602 +739

Total All Parking Retail Core 6,243 6,171 -72

"A" 22,727 21,763 -959

qRDT1 21 q 15 21,856 -59

Total "A" + "Bet 44,642 43,624 -1,018

1 See teyt for de~`~Inition

2 See Figure #1



The net result for all parking in the downtown is a reduction of

approximately 2% in total parking supply.

2. Parking Utilization

Utilization of public off-street parking spaces has increased signifi-
cantly since 1976. Table 2 summarizes mid-day (weekday) occupancy
rates for public off-street parking facilities in areas "A" and "B"

and the retail core.

TABLE 2: MID-DAY PUBLIC OFF-STREET OCCUPANCY
Area 1976 1978

Retail Core 86% 93%

"A" 81% 90%

"B" 64% 71%

Total ("A"+I'B") 73% 81%

The present condition indicates that public parking facilities within

the retail core and area "A" are operating at or near capacity. The

only areas of significant underutilized public off-street parking are
south of Yesler Way and north of Battery Street in. area "B". While

data were not collected on utilization of on-street parking, typical
mid-day occupancies are estimated to be near capacity throughout the
downtown area.

In addition to total parking utilization, another important indicator

is the distribution of short-term shopper and commercial parking
versus long-term commuter parking. Long-term parking is defined as a

parking duration of six or more hours. (Short-term parking is defined

as a parking duration of less than six hours.) To determine this dis-

tribution for public off-street parking facilities occupancy checks

were made throughout the day during three mid-week days in early
November of 1976. (This period of the year is typical of average
parking space utilization.) The results of these checks are sum-
marized in Table 3.

TABLE 3: 1978 PUBLIC OFF-STREET LONG AND SHORT-TERM OCCUPANCY

Area % Occupancy % Long-Term Parkers % Short-Term Parkers

Retail Core 93% 79% 21%

"A" 90% 84% 16%

"B" 71% 87% 13%

Total ("Af'+"B't) 81% 85% 15%

Since no data on which to estimate short-term versus long-term use are

available for 1976, it is not possible to estimate changes that have
occurred. However, it can be seen from the 1978 statistics that the

majority of public off-street parking users approximately 85%) are

long-term.
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Table 4 summarizes changes between 1976 and 1976 in daily and monthly

rates charged for public off-street parking.

TABLE 4: CHANGES IN PARKING PRICE

1976 1978 Change

DailyArea Monthly Daily Monthly Daily Month!V---
Retail Core $2~50 $34.00 $3.40 $41.70 +36% +23%

Area "A" 2.10 36~20 3.10 43.80 +46% +21%

Area "B" 1.20 22.30 2.10 34.60 +75% +5596

TOTAL (A+B) $1.70 $29.70 $2.60 $39.30 T5 % T32%

As can be seen, average public off-street parking rates have increased

substantially since 1976. Maximum daily rates (an indicator of short--

term rates) have increased much faster than discounted monthly rates.

On a percentage basis rate increases have been much higher for parking

in area "B" as compared to area "A" or the retail core.

4. Retail Core Analysis
~~e do~W.town parking ordinance specifies that if the ratio of parking

spaces to retail square footage in the retail core (defined as the

area bounded by Ist Avenue, University Street, 7th Avenue, and Stewart

Street) falls below the 1976 level, then the City must authorize ac-

cessory parking spaces in excess of the maximum number allowed by the

ordinance. Table 5 contains the information used to calculate this

ratio for 1976 and 1976. (The gross retail square footage figures

were estimate based on surveys conducted by the Department of Communi-

ty Development.)

TABLE 5: RETAIL CORE PARKING RATIO

1976 1978

Off-street Parking (Public

&
am

p; Private) 5704 5810

On-Street Parking 539 361,

Total Parking Spaces 6243 6171

Gross Retail Square Footage 2,871,343 2,899,364

Parking Spaces/1000 sq. ft. 2.17 2.13

In order to return the ratio to '0976 levels, an additional 121 parking

spaces are needed within the retail core.

gmz~ Accessory Use Parking Development

In order to assess the impacts of the ordinance on the develop~ment of

new park-ing, an inventory of major new pro~ects and accessory use

parking was conducted. Since adoption of the revised parking ordi-

nance, 13 major new non-residential developments have been proposed

within the downtown control areas. only those projects for which

Environmental Impact Statements or Declarations of Non-Significance

have been published were included in the inventory. Table 6 suir-

inarizes the findings of this inventory aggregated for the retail core

and are-as "A" and "B".



TABLE 6: PROPOSED ACCESSORY PARKING IN NEW NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS

Number of Accessory Parking Spaces
Area Projects Allowed Proposed % of Maximum

Retail Core 3 3211 924 29%

"All 9 6610 3441 52%

11BIJ 4 1655 1078 65%

Total (A+B) 13 8265 4519 55%

in general, it can be seen that accessory parking in new developments
is being~built and proposed at a rate of approximately 50% to 60% of

that allowed under current zoning.

Discussions with developers and individuals in the parking industry

indicate the reason for this is basically economic. Given current
land prices and availability, most accessory parking must be developed
in belowlarade structures under new buildings. Construction costs for

such spaces are extremely expensive; therefore, developers tend to

build only the minimum parking they feel is necessary to lease the

building. This condition is most apparent in the downtown core (area

"A"). In area "B", particularly to the north, parking has been pro-
posed at rates at or above the maximum in at least two non-residential

projects.

C. IMPACTS OF THE PARKING ORDINANCE

The revised downtown parking ordinance, implemented in 1976, controls both

accessory use and principal use parking. The ordinance placed a maximum

limit on the rate at which accessory use parking can be supplied in new

developments and rehabilitated structures. New principal use parking was

prohibited in area "A" and allowed only as a conditional use in area "B".

Based on the analysis of changes in parking characteristics in the down-

town between 1976 and 1978, the following appear to be the impacts of the

ordinance:

1. Accessory Use Parking

This element of the ordinance has had little or no impact on the rate

at which accessory use parking is being provided in new develoments.
on the average developers are providing slightly more than half the

spaces that they are allowed under current zoning (See Table 6). If

the ordinance had not been changed in 1976, it is likely that one or

two developments in area "B" would have been proposed with more

parking. Aside from this, no other impacts are apparent.

2. Principal Use Parkina
The amount of principal use parking that might have been developed

without the change in the ordinance is difficult to estimate. How-

ever, it is certain that without the change in 1976, a number of new

surface lots would have been developed in area "B" and west of Ist

Avenue in area "A". Conversations with developers and .!'ndividuals in

the parking industry indicate that the economics of new principal use

parking structures are such that it is unlikely any woulc have been

developed with or without the change in the ordinance. Thus, it



appears that this portion of the ordinance has prevented development
of a few new surface lot parking facilities. At the same time, the
ban on new surface lots probably has saved some buildings from demol-4-

tion and provided some incentive to rehabilitate older structures. In

the case of land already vacant, the ban is an added incentive to re-

develop and make the property income producing again.

D. FUTURE TRENDS

Given ithe current economics of downtown parking and trends in CBD growth,
it is likely that the total demand for parking in the downtown will con-

tinue t ~ter than t at at wnicn parking 3Ls -being sup-__-5L__g_rq
plied. As a result, parking rates will cont-inue rising to ba ance the

demand with supply. At the same time, increased parking prices and de-

clining parking availability will alter people's travel behavior.

Long-term commuter parkers are likely to face higher prices and declining

parking availability. Presently, high parking costs and the shortage of

convenient parking are among -factors contributing to the lng:~Kpa_§~edl_uls~e__of

transit and commuting. This Shift from auto to high

occupancy vehicle commuting will increase. In addition, some commuters

who need an auto during 'the day and feel the costs of downtown parking

outweigh the benefits of a downtown location, will relocate to other em-

ployment. centers.

The extent to which commuters will Shift travel modes compared to re-lo-

cating to other employment centers is difficult to estimate. However, the

current shortage of office space and volume of new construction seem to

indicate that the tight parking situation is not depressing interest in

the downtown as a location for new employment.

other insights into li-kely trends can be gained by comparing downtown

Seattle to downtowns in other cities in the United States. in general, as

Central Business Districts (CBD's) grow the percentage of commuting by

auto declines and that by transit increases. This varies from. small CBD's

with very little transit co=uting to ma~or cities such as Chicago and NetA7

York where as much as 70% of the dc,~,mtown work force commutes by transit.

For the downtown Seattle parking control area today approximately 35% of

peak-hour trips are by transit. This level of transit use is sliahtly

higher than that found in other western cities of similarsIze (Denver, San

Diego) and lower than that found in eastern cities such as Pittsburgh and

Atlanta. Given present enplovment forecasts for 1990, transit would have

to increase its share of peak-hour travel to approximately 45% if no in-

crease in long-term, parking occurred. Such an increase in transit usage
is not unreasonable g'iven recent trends in ridership and Metro's forecast

growth to 199C.

An analysis was conducted of the potential cumulative impacts on 'parking

of all residential and non-residential construction that has been proposed

iln the downtown, parking control areas. if all these projects werew ith' _L I

developed as planned, they would result in a net supply increase of ap-
proximately 3800 off-street public and private spaces. If the rate of

park.'nQ demand continued at current levels, an increased demand for 8100



parking spaces would accompany this new development. Assuming 85% average

utilization to be the nominal capacity for overall downtown parking, a

deficit of as many as 3000 parking spaces could result.

However, we know that the parking demand associated with existing CBD

activity has been declining, as evidenced by the increasing percentage of

travel to the~downtown by transit. (The increased parking utilization

shown in the previous section is the result of CBD growth between 1976 and

1978, not increased parking demand associated with activities existing in

1976.) This trend is likely to continue and produce a change in demand

significantly~less than the 8100 spaces estimated for new developments.

If Metro Transit's 1990 forecasts are achieved, the net change in lonq-

term, commuter parking demand would be insignificant.

Because of the purpose of most short-term parkers--shopping, tourism, and

commercial business--these trips are less likely to divert to transit. As

a result, the current trend in parking will likely present some con-

straints for weekday auto trips to the downtown for shopping and business.

This will be most acute in the next few years. As parking prices rise in

the future, it is likely that some parking operators will find it more

profitable to encourage short-term rather than long-term users. Because

short-term parking usually requires attendants, this change is economical-

ly attractive only for larger parking facilities. Thus, this shift to

short-term use will probably be limited to large principal use parking

structures inand adjacent to the retail core.

Predicting future parking conditions in the downtown and the impacts on

CBD growth are difficult. It is clear that if more parking were provided

at a marketable price, it would be used; however, it is also likely that

transit can meet a large portion of the commuting needs associated with

the'anticipated growth in downtown employment. On the other hand, the

shortage of parking for shoppers and visitors will probably have a more

significant impact on downtown activity. Whether the marketplace will

respond to th4.s need is not known; although, based on the experience in

other cities, some shifting of supply from long-term to short-term use is

likely.

E. DOWNTOWN PARKING ISSUES

During the preliminary discussions process with the business community,

citizen groups and public agencies, a number of issues have been raised

concerning the existing parking situation and perceived trends in downtown

parking. Most of the issues relate to the impact of parking on CBD activ-

ity and development and environmental issues related to air quality, ener-

gy consumption and neighborhood impacts. In the discussions which follow

most issues have two sides; in general, arguments for increasing parking

supply raise issues concerning increased auto travel to and within down-

town related to arterial and freeway capacity as well as concomitant envi-

ronmental impacts.

1. Impact on Retail Activities

The significant loss in on-street, short-term parking and the near

capacity utilization of off-street public parking has created a sitoa-

tion which many retailers feel is constraining sales growth and



threatening the health of the downtown retail sector. These problems

appear to be, most pronounced in the retail core and the centra], water-

front area~

On the other hand, retail activity and sales have increased in the

past two years despite this condition. To some extent, th 4S growth

may be the result of sales generated by the growth in CBD employment

and middle- and uvper-income residential development in the downtown

offsetting any losses from shoppers not coming downtown because of the

lack of parking. The availability and recent expansion of the Magic

Carpet free bus service is also a contributing factor to retail sales

growth.

2~

The near capacity condition for long-term parking is perceived by many

to be a constraint on future commercial expansion in the downtown.

Concern also has been voiced that businesses are leaving downtown as a

result of the high cost and short supply of both short-term and long-

term parking.

The current shortage of office space and volume of new construction

appear to run counter to this concern. It is likely that some busi-

nesses are leavina the downtown as a result of the parking shortage;

however, others who are not as concerned about parking are moving Into

the downtown or expanding existing operations. Recent trends in peak

period transit ridership indicate significant increases in transit

commuting as parking availability has declined and costs have in-

creased.

1-nDact on Residential Activities

As interest and activity in middle- and upper-Incone housing has in--

creased in the downtown, concern has been expressed over the marketa-

bility of housing units given the present parking condition. Many

potential developers feel that the limitation of one parking space per

dwelling unit is insufficient to meet the needs of high-incom~e multi-

pie-car families and guest parking within residential- buildings.

4. 1_2,jact on sl~rroundina Neicihborhoods

As availability and cost make long-term. parking in the downtown r
I

iore

difficult, many people fear that commuters will use park.-Incr in neigh-

borhoods ad3acent to the downtown and increase pressure for parking

expansion within these areas. Adjacent areas most likely to be af-

fected are lower First Hill, lower Queen Anne, Pioneer Square, and the

International District. The parking surveys conducted in 1976 and

1978 indicate this condition probably now is occurring on lower First

Hill. However, CBD commuter parking in Pioneer Scruare and the Inter-

national District does not appear to have increased. Data are not

a .11able upon -,which to base any conclusions as to the impacts onvai
lower Queen Anne.

Air Quali: ,

Downtown -0--tie currently experiences concentrations of carbon monox-

ide and pbo-i-o-chemical oxidants (ozone) in excess of National Ambient

Air Quality Standards. As a non-attainment area, the State of

Washington is required to submit a State Implementation Plan to the



Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) indicating actions to be taken

to bring downtown Seattle into compliance with Federal standards by

the end of 1982. Since the major sources of carbon monoxide and ozone

are motor,vehicles, the key elements of the area's plan are federal

emission standards for new vehicles, a local vehicle inspection and

maintenance program and transportation control strategies to limit

vehicle miles of travel within the downtown. The current plan, now

being reviewed by the State prior to submittal to the EPA will bring

downtown Seattle into attainment, assuming no change in the existing

downtown parking policy. Thus, it is not likely that the EPA will

require more stringent parking controls. However, it is likely that

the EPA would become involved in any relaxation of the existing policy

and require that an analysis be undertaken to determine whether pro-

posed changes would result in significant degradation of air quality

within the downtown.

6. Transit Use

The present shortage of convenient, low cost, long-term parking is a

major factor contributing to the increased use of transit for commut-

ing to the downtown. To meet this demand, Metro Transit increased

rush-hour service to downtown Seattle by over 25% between 1976 and

1978 and~added 3300 park-and-ride spaces in this same period of time.

Metro plans further expansion of the park-and-ride system to a total

of 10,000 spaces by 1981. These park-and-ride facilities provide a

form of remote parking for CBD commuters and shoppers.

I

Presently, Metro and the City are jointly developing a plan for tran-

sit improvements to meet the needs of downtown Seattle through 1990.

This planning effort, known as MetroTRANSITion, asssumes that the ma-

jority of rush-hour travel growth to the downtown will be accommodated

by transit and carpools. Changes in the downtown parking ordinance

that produce an increase in commuter parking will likely result in

less transit and carpool use; therefore, lower air quality, higher

energy consumption and more traffic congestion.

7. Sj~~
since 1974, the Commuter Pool Program has actively encouraged the use

of carpools and other forms of ride-sharing as an alternative to low-

occupancy commuting to downtown Seattle. Key elements of this program

have included a matching service, aggressive marketing and a program

of discounted on-street and off-street parking for carpools. At the

present time, the program includes approximately 500 carpool parking

spaces in the downtown with plans to expand by another 150 spaces in

the near future. Commuter Pool estimates the current 500 parking

space program has resulted in a net reduction in demand of 250 long-

term, parkers; and expansion of the program into other markets is con-

templated to produce more dramatic results.

While the present shortage of convenient, low-cost, long-term parking

may encourage people to consider ride-sharing alternatives, the lack

of space limits the ability of the Commuter Pool Program to expand the

number of discounted parking spaces within the downtown core area.



S. Traffic Congestion
Peak period auto access to the downtown is limited by the capacity of

arterials and freeways which serve the area. With few exceptions,
these faciiities can accommodate only minor vehicle volume increases

during the morning and evening rush hours. Further, no major expan-
sion of this system is planned, As a result, major expansion of the

supply of long-term parking is constrained by the ability of the arte-

rial and freeway network to provide access to these spaces. Signifi-

cantly expanding long-term, parking will result in increasing conges-
tion for current auto commuters as well as transit and carpool users.

9~ A licatlon_of the Ordinance

A number of concerns have been raised over the rigidity of the ordi-

nance with regard to the definition of "site" for accessory use park-

ing, the maxinum, limitations on accessory use parking in new develop-

ment, and the prohibition of new surface lots. In general, the rea-

soning is that the intent of the ordinance would not be jeopardized if

more flexibility was allowed.

on the other hand, it- can he argued that the conditional use provi-
sions of the ordinance and the variance process provide flexibility as

well as a check to insure that the policy is being adhered to.

A concern also has been raised that the ordinance does not provide

enough policy direction; in that, it merely specifies maximum limits

for accessory parking. For example, a developer can build a larqe of-

fice building with no parking or provide parking at the maximum limit

allowed. in both cases, the developer is consistent with City policy,
but the impacts are likely to be radically different.

Another issue relates to the Cit:5~'s policy of encouraging more short-

term rather than long-term parking. The problem is that the 1976 or-

dinance does not fully implement the intent of this policy; the zoning

changes make no reference to whether Parking is to be short- or long-
term.

A final issue relates to the development of parking within the Pike

Place Urban Renewal Project. The area has an adopted urban renewal

plan, containing specific parking developments, which woild appear to

qualify as accessory use to the rehabilitated structures. However,

since a number of the -oarkinq facilities are not on the same site as

the rehabilitated buildings, a conditional use must he granted for

each facility.

-12-



F. DOWNTOWN PARKING ALTERNATI-VES

This section identifies potential changes in downtown parking policy and

alternatives to the existing parking ordinance. Included are brief dis-

cussions of the likely impacts of alternative actions, both favorable and

unfavorable.. No recommendations are made at this time; the objective is

to provide a basis for dialogue on the issues and elicit input with regard

to these and other alternative actions.

The alternatives that are considered fall into three general categories as

follows:

" actions to increase the supply of new parking,

" actions to decrease the demand for parking,
" actions to regulate the use of parking to address specific problems

such as the distribution of short-term versus long-term parking.

All of these actions involve trade-offs. Those to increase the ease and

attractiveness of downtown parking involve impacts on the economics and

cruality of the downtown environment, while actions to improve the quality
of the environment have implications on economics and parking ease.

1. Eliminate or Increase Maximum Limits on Accessory Use Parkin

Maximum parking limits on new developments could be raised or elimi-

nated for the entire downtown, for certain kinds of development (re-

tail or residential), or for certain areas in the downtown (the retail

core). Potential benefits of this action include the following:

" Although the maximum limits appear to have had little impact on

the rate at which new accessory use parking is being provided,

eliminating or raising them would give developers the flexibility

to supply more parking in situations where economics are favora-

ble. This could result in a minor increase in parking supply com-

pared to current trends. However, this supply increase is likely

to occur in areas north of area "A" and not ease the core area

situation.

" Raising or eliminating parking maximums for residential. develop-

ments would facilitate the development of upper-income housing in

the downtown and could reduce the pressure on existing parking re-

sulting from new residential developments.

Potential negative impacts of this action include the following:

The existing conditional use provisions and variance process allow

flexibility to provide more parking where additional parking would

not have negative impacts on traffic flow. Eliminating the maxi-

mums would remove this check.

Any,action that results in an increase in long-term parking supply

will result in less incentive to use transit and carpools, poten-

tial degradation of downtown air cruality and increased traffic

congestion.

2. Impose Minimum Accessory Use Parkina Reauirements

Minirniun, parking requirements for new developments could be applied to

the entire downtown or to selective areas or uses within the downtown.

Possible benefits of this action are as follows:

+ An increase in downtown parking supply over what would occur with-

out minimum reauirements likely would result.



* The requirement could be selectively applied to address specific
problem areas such as the retail communitX's concerns regarding
parking for shoppers and downtown visitors.

* imposing minimum requirements for short-term parking likely would
not result in significant environmental degradation.

Probable negative impacts include the following:
- large minimum parking requirements could result in a significant

increase in the cost of development and might make new develop-
ments in some areas of the downtown prohibitive.

- New developments might be shifted from the central core to the

periphery of downtown there lower land prices reduce the costs of

meeting minimum parking requirements. This would result in a more
auto-oriented sprawl pattern of CBD development and probably some

impact on adjacent neighborhoods.
- Any action that results in a significant increase in long-term

parking supply will result in less incentive to use transit and

carpools, potential degradation in downtown air auality and in-

creased traffic congestion.
- imposing variable minimum requirements could create some confusion

and apparent inequities.

3. Minimum Parkina Requirement with in Lieu of Fee
TVaria ion of the previous alternative would be to impose a minimum

parking requirement and allow developers the alternative of building
the parking or making payments to a fund instead of meeting the re-

quirement. This fund could then be used to help finance public park-
ing structures. Such a system would require the determination of

minimum parking requirements an3 in lieu of Zees that would produce
the desired pattern of parking supply an&amp; sufficient funds to develop
public parking facilities. In lieu of fees could be applied either as

flat initial payments or as annual assessments. Possible benefits of

this action are as follows:

* An increase in downtown parking supply over what would occur with-

out such a system likely would result.
* The flat fee per parking space not built would not result in dif-

ferential impacts on the cost of development in the downtown core

as compared to the fringe areas.
* Flexibility to locate and centralize parking away from congested

or design sensitive areas would be provided.
* overall, the total costs of providing new parking probably would

be less than the costs associated with a similar minimum on-site

accessary requirement.
* The annual assessment approach would not increase front-end devel-

opment costs; in fact, they would be lowered for those areas where
a parking requirement exist, under the present ordinance,

Potential problems with this approach include the following:
- The

end

ing

initial flat fee approach could significantly increase front-

development costs in areas of the downtown where minimum park-
requirements do not exist under the present ordinance.

- Determination of minimum requirements, equitable fees and areas of

impact might result in controversy, requiring extensive study.



Potential benefits of this action are as follows:

" While. the economics of new principal use parking structures appear

prohibitive in the downtown core, they may become viable in area

"B" or on the periphery of downtown in the future. Such facili-

ties probably would increase the supply of long-term parking.

" Removing the prohibition on principal use structures in certain

areas of the downtown would allow the City or some other agency to

participate in the development of parking structures to solve

specific problems such as parking for the retail core.

Potential negative impacts of this action include the following:

- Expansion of long-term parking will result in less incentive to

use transit and carpools, potential degradation of downtown air

quality and increased traffic congestion.

6. Allow Principal Use open Parking Lots

Principal use parking lots could be allowed throughout the downtown or

selectively in certain areas to address specific problems. (Under the

existing ordinance principal use lots are prohibited in area "A" and

allowed only as a conditional use in area "B".) Potential benefits of

this action are as follows:

" In the short-term (assuming no demolitions) opportunities

limited to one or two sites on the Central Waterfront, a

the International District and one or two parcels in the

Regrade. If all these were developed in surface parking,

are

site in

Denny
some-

thing on the order of 200 to 500 spaces might result.

" As opportunities arise, parking spaces would be developed in a

number of areas, providing more spaces than would result under the

existing ordinance.

Probable neaative impacts include the following:

- With the exception of the Central Waterfront, most opportunities

for lot development are in area "P". This location (removed from.

areas of hich short-term demand) together with the manner in which

lots are operated, would mean an orientation to long-term parkinc-

Thus, the problem of short-term parking supply in the core area

probably would not he addressed.

Any action that results in an increase in long-term parking supply

will result in less incentive to use transit and carpools, poten-

tial,degradation in downtown air quality, and increased traffic

congestion.

Allowing open parking lots could result in the demolition of some

buildings and remove at least one incentive for the rehabilitation

of structures. Some loss of existing low-priced housing might

occux in area "B".

Allowing vacant land to be converted to surface parking could re-

move an incentive to redevelopment.
From an urban design standpoint, open parking lots are aestheti-

cally unattractive, breakup the streetscape, and have negative im-

pacts on the pedestrian environment.

7. City Participationin the Development of New Parkina Structures

Through a number of mechanisms, the,City or sore other public agency

could participate in the development of new parking structures.



Any actions that result in a significant increase in long-term

parking supply will result in less incentive to use transit and

carpools, potential degradation in downtown air quality and in-

creased traffic congestion.

4. Minimum Parking Requirement with Transit/Car2ool Option

Another variation on the minimum parking requirement would he to in-

stitute minimums and allow developers to subsidize transit and/or pro-

vide carpool parking as an alternative. In the case of transit, an

annual assessment to provide transit passes to all building employees

could be provided as an option to constructing all or a portic%n of the

required parking. In the case of carpools, the developers could be

allowed to build carpool spaces instead of uncontrolled parking spaces

at a rate that would reduce the overall parking requirement. For

example, a developer might he allowed to "trade" spaces at the rate of

one carpool space for two or possibly three uncontrolled spaces.

Variations on these techniques already have been used in at least 'Iwo

instances in Seattle. One involved a partial subsidy to expand the

Magic Carpet free bus service and the other involved a variance on

parking requirements in exchange for carpool spaces. Institution of

such a system In the entire downtown would require the determination

of minimum. parking requirements and rates of transit and carpool "pay-

ments" needed to produce the results. Possible benefits of

this alternative include the following:
* While this system might or might not change the trends in parking

supply, it would require new developments to bear more of the

transportation "costs" than does the current parking ordinance.

* Such a system probably would reduce the demand f'or long-term park-

ing compared to the trends under the current ordinance by adding

incentives to use transit and carpools for commuting.
* 7he annual transit paynent approach oTould not increase -'r nt--end

development costs, and, _J n fact, would lower development costs in
areas of the downtown where a parking requirement exists under the
current ordinance.

* The carr-ooll space approach would lower front-end development costs
in areas of the downtown where a parking requirement exists under
the current ordinance.

* Overall-, the total costs would be less than the costs associa~-ed with

a similar on-si-te accessory parking requirements,
* ~fhe resources needed to administer and monitor such a program

already exist within Metro and Commuter Pool.

Potential problems with this approach include the following:

+ The carpool space approach would increase front-end development
costs in areas of the downtown where no parking recrairement exists

at present.
Determination of minimur parking requirements and equitable transit and

ride-sharing "payments" might result in controversy, requiring
extensive study.

Allow PriAcipal Use Parki-nq Structures

Principal use parking structures could be allowed throughout the down-

town or selectivelv in certain areas to address specific problems.

(Under the existing ordinance principal use structures are proh-ibited

in area "A" and allowed only as a conditional use in area 99BP~.)



Potential benefits of this action include the following:
" Public participation in financing parking structures would make

possible the development of parking for short-term users where

there is a demand.
" Public agency participation would make possible the development of

parking structures on the periphery of downtown to serve long~term

parkers.

Potential, problems with the approach include the following:
- Funding for parking structures is not readily available; althoucch,

a nurber of possible sources exist.
- While the provision of long-term parking on the downtown periphery

would avoid traffic and air quality impacts on the CBD, additional

congestion would result on the approaches to the downtown, having

negative regional air quality and energy consumption impacts.

increase Utilization of Existing Fringe Parking
At the present time, two large public parking facilities on the fringe
of downtown are underutilized during periods of peak parking demand in

the CBD. '(The Kingdome lot contains approximately 1800 spaces and the

Seattle Center Garage on Mercer Street contains 1500 spaces.) A

shuttle could he implemented, providing convenient connections to

downtown destinations and increasing the attractiveness of these

facilities for downtown parkers. At the present time, the City is

studying the potential for extending the Monorail to the Seattle Cen-

ter Garacr
:

e to provide this function. in addition, alternatives cur-

rently being explored in the MetroTRANSITion Study could provide
similar opportunities for the Kingdome Lot or other parking facilities

built in conjunction with a Transit Mall or Terminal. Potential bene-

fits of this option include the following:

" The potential supply of downtown parking could be expanded without

constructing new parking facilities.

" This action would not result in increased congestion or degrada-
tion of air quality in the downtown.

" Miile a bus shuttle connection would make these facilities attrac-

tive to principally long-term parkers, an extremely fast and at-

tractive connection such as the Monorail could attract short-term

shoppers to the Center Garage.
" Both parking facilities would produce increased revenues.
" Cpportunities for discounted carpool parking could be expanded in

both facilities.

Potential problems with this approach include the following:
The bus shuttle alternative would require a subsidy, more analysis

would be required to determine how much of this subsidy might be off-

set by additional parking revenues.

If these facilities attracted principally long-term parkers, ad-

ditio,nal congestion would result on the approaches to the down-

town, having negative impacts on regional air quality and energy

consumption.
Neither of these facilities are available on every weekday. Both

midday Kingdome events and activities at the Seattle Center would

periodically limit the amount of parking available for downtown

users.



Actions to Increase the t-Term. Park4nqEc .
. .........

I
Su ly of Shor

A of actions could be taken to encouracre a shift in parking

supply from long-term to short-term use in specific areas of the down-

town. These include the following:
0 New or existing parking facilities in certain areas of the down-

town could be required to allocate a specified percentage of

spaces for short-term parkers.

0 Hours of operation could be regulated to discourage long-term

parkers. (For example, principal use parking facilities in the

retail core could be prohibited from opening before 9:00

0 A system of flat or differential taxing rates could be applied to

off-street Larking in specific areas of the downtown to encourage
a shift from long-term to short-term use.

The benefits of such policies include the following:
* The supply of short-term parking could be increased to meet the

needs of certain areas such as the retail core without increasing

"he overall supply of parking.
* Long-term parking could be discouraged in certain areas of the

downtown, thus reducing peak per-Jod traffic congestion.

Potential problems with such policies include the following-

- All of these actions likely would result in an increase in parking
rates for both short-tem. and long-term parkers.

- All require some administration and monitoring to insure compli-
ance.

s33aces

ment .

In this respect, the allocation of a required number of

for short-term parkers probably has the greatest require-

- All of these actions limit to some degree the flexibility of the

parking industry to respond to changes in the demand for parking.

10. wntown Parkinq Control Zones

Parking needs and impacts vary significantly from area to area of the

downtown. To address this problem, a more sophisticted system of C13D

parking control zones could be developed. An ordinance could he

enacted specifying different parking requirements and limits for each

area. Such a system could take into account vary-ing parking needs

(short-term versus long-term), levels of traffic congestion, urban

desia7i considerations (design sensitive areas or pedestrian-oriented
areas'. and other environmental issues (spot air quality problems).
The benefits of this alternative include the following-
* If Successful, such a system would provide a more comprehensive

approach to the problems associated with downtown parking.
* This approach would provide a more definitive statement of City

parking policy.
* Depending on the actions included in this policy, the benefits

associated with all the other actions could be realized.

Problems associated with this approach include the following-,
- lymplementation would be time constaming and probably require a con-

prehensive study of downtown parking and Environmental impact
Statement.

- A sophisticated monitoring system would be required to respond to

changl*ncr conditions in each area of the downtown over time.



Depending on the actions included in this policy, the negative im-

pacts associated with all the other actions could result.
Property owners and developers would he subject to varying
requirements creating some confusion and apparent inequities.
It- is likely that controversy would develop on the influence of
the issues that should be considered and criteria for each zone.
This could result in a weak, easily overturned policy of marginal
benefit.

Exeation,for the Pike Place Urban Renewal Project
Two approaches could be taken for exempting the Pike Place Project
from the mechanics of the existing ordinance. The broadest would be
to exempt individual projects within an area from the requirements of
the ordinance if the area has an approved urban renewal plan which
meets the intent of the parking ordinance. The second approach would
be to define the term "site" to include the entire area within an
urban renewal project that has an approved plan. The primary objec-
tive of either of these approaches would be to exempt individual park-
ing developments within the Market from the conditional use process.
At the present time, the Market aualifies for additional accessory
parking to the rehabilitated uses. However, because a number of the
parking facilities are not on the same "site" as the rehabilitated
uses, theV can be authorized only as an accessory conditional use.
The &amp;hief-disadvantage of either of these actions would be to remove
one means of assuring compliance with the downtown parking policy.
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