NORTHWEST CONNECTICUT
PARKING STUDY

For:

NORTHWEST CONNECTICUT COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
LITCHFIELD HILLS COUNCIL OF ELECTED OFFICIALS

By:

FITZGERALD & HALLIDAY, INC.
157 Oxford Street
Hartford, Connecticut 06105

August 2002




TABLE OF CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ..ottt st ana e e enne s i
1. INTRODUCTION ...ttt sttt st 1
2. PARKING SURVEY ..ottt ettt na e ns 2
2.1, SUIVERY PUIPOSE ...eiiiiieiitiie ittt s ittt ettt et e s e e et e e s nbbe e s bn e e s bneeannae s 2
2.2, SUIVEY DESIN.....iiiiiiiieie ittt bbb 2
FZ20 T |V 1= 1 ¢ Too (o] [o T | 2SSOSR 2
2.4, SUIVEY RESUITS ....cueiiieieieiteete e 9
3. ZONING COMPARISON ..ottt 35
4.  PARKING REDUCTION STRATEGIES........ccooiitieeieeeecese e 38
4.1. Parking OCCUPANCY GOAIS .......cccrverieiieiieeie e ens 38
4.2. Strategies to Reduce Impervious Parking Area........cccoceeeveeienienieencsiee e 38
5. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPLEMENTATION ....ccooiiiiiiieiisiseiees 47
6. CONCLUSIONS..... ..ottt ettt sb e re e ne e e 48
REFERENGCES ...ttt bbbt 51

APPENDIX A: PARKING SURVEY FORM

APPENDIX B: PERCENT OCCUPIED REGULAR PARKING SPACES

APPENDIX C: OCCUPIED AND AVAILABLE PARKING SPACES PER 1,000 S.F.
OF BUILDING AREA

APPENDIX D: ZONING COMPARISON TABLE



LIST OF TABLES

Table 2.1: Parking LOtS SUIVEYEU........cccvoiiiiieie ettt 5
Table 2.2: Survey Dates and TIHMES .....ccoiiiiiieieieie ettt 6
Table 2.3: Summary of SUrVEeY RESUILS ........c.ccviiieeccce e, 10
Table 2.4: Occupancy Differences of 20 Percent of More Between Visits...................... 30
Table 2.5: Percentage of Surveyed Parking Lots Containing Landscaping, Lighting, and
DraiNage FEATUIES. ... ..ottt bbbt 33
Table 2.6: Average Number of Vehicles Arriving and Departing During 10 Minute
Period by Land USe CategOrY .......coiueiieiieieieiiesiisie e 34
Table 3.1: Sample Comparison of Zoning Requirements to Existing Parking................. 36
Table 3.2: National Parking Standards ... 37

LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 2.1: Locations of Parking LOtS SUIVEYEd ..........ccoeviiieiiiiin e e 4
Figure 2.2: Survey Results for Banks ...........cccoeviiiiiieni e 14
Figure 2.3: Survey Results for Big Box Retail ... 15
Figure 2.4: Survey Results for Drive-Thru ReStaurants ..........ccccceevevevveresiesieesesieesenns 16
Figure 2.5: Survey Results for Free-Standing Retail ..o, 17
Figure 2.6: Survey Results for General Office BUildingsS..........cccoovevviveiieineie e, 18
Figure 2.7: Survey Results for Industrial PIants ... 19
Figure 2.8: Survey Results for Medical Office Buildings ..........ccccooevvevviieiineie e, 20
Figure 2.9: Survey Results for NUrsing HOMES ..........ccccooeiiiienieneencce e 21
Figure 2.10: Survey Results for RESLAUraNTS .........c.cccveeeiieereiieieese e se e 22
Figure 2.11: Survey Results for Small Shopping Centers ...........ccooevivieienenienieseene, 23
Figure 2.12: Survey Results for All Land USES ..........cccooiiiiiiiiniiieiee e 24
Figure 2.13: Percentage of Parking LOt TYPES ....ccvevueiieiieie e 32
Figure 2.14: Average Percent of Occupied Regular Spaces for Each Lot Type............... 33
Figure 4.1: Parking Lots Constructed With Grid Pavers.........c.ccccecvvevveveiieveecie e 43
Figure 4.2: Examples of BIOCK PAVETS..........ccoviiiiiiiiiiii e 44
Figure 4.3: Cross-Section of Pervious CONCIete........ccoviveveiieiieie e se e 44



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Northwestern Connecticut Council of Governments (NWCCOG) and Litchfield Hills
Council of Elected Officials (LHCEO) jointly sponsored the Northwest Connecticut
Parking Study. The primary purpose of this study is to improve water quality in
Northwest Connecticut by ultimately reducing the adverse effects of storm water runoff
caused by impervious parking surfaces. Impervious parking surfaces seal the ground and
result in prevention of rainfall infiltration and groundwater recharge. In addition,
impervious parking lots contribute to increases in flooding, peak stream flows, stream
channel erosion, and water pollution (NEMO 2002).

The goal of this study has been to examine current parking usage in the two regions,
evaluate the amount of parking that is actually necessary for different land uses, and
define strategies that might decrease impervious parking area. Two main tasks were
completed as part of this study. A parking survey was conducted to obtain information
about the usage of parking lots in the two regions. In addition, research into parking
standards and strategies to reduce impervious parking area was performed.

The parking survey was administered at 42 locations within towns that are part of the
NWCCOG and LHCEO regions. Each parking lot was visited on two separate dates.
Parking lots serving the following land uses were surveyed:

. Banks

. Big Box Retail (e.g., Home Depot)
. Free-Standing Retail (e.g., CVS)

. Small Shopping Centers

. Drive-Thru Restaurants

o Restaurants

. Industrial Plants

J General Office Buildings

o Medical Office Buildings

o Nursing Homes

The surveyed parking lots were selected because the businesses they serve are free-
standing (i.e., they serve one business or a small cluster of businesses); it is unlikely that
people park in the lots and then walk to other businesses, so their parking usage is most
illustrative of their own parking need. Zoning requirements in each community where
lots were surveyed were compared to the amount of existing parking for each land use.

Several conclusions can be drawn from the survey results and the comparison of zoning
requirements to parking lot usage. They include:



. The majority of the parking lots surveyed were underutilized. On average, 47.3
percent of the parking spaces were occupied.

. The amount of parking commonly provided at nursing homes appears to be most
accurate in relationship to the demand. These parking lots were consistently more
fully used than lots at other land uses.

. There was more excess parking provided at big box retail locations than for any
other land use. The big box lots were, on average, only 24.3 percent occupied
when surveyed.

. In some cases, the demand for parking was observed to be less than what is
required by zoning, but more parking was provided than what was required by
zoning.

. The majority of the parking lots surveyed had occupancy rates much lower than

the target rate of 85 to 95 percent (Papacostas et al. 1993).

Research was performed to determine some useful strategies to reduce or limit the
amount of impervious parking area. The primary strategies that were identified as
applicable to northwestern Connecticut include amending parking standards, encouraging
shared parking, and constructing parking of pervious materials. The research conducted
was not intended to comprehensively cover each of these strategies, but provides a
starting point from which more specific techniques tailored to each community can be
developed in the future.

Any combination of the strategies mentioned above may be used to reduce the
impervious area of parking lots in northwestern Connecticut. One key conclusion,
however, is that parking demand needs to be more accurately quantified if parking
standards in zoning regulations are to provide for the amount of parking actually
appropriate to a specific land use. Changes to zoning regulations would be the most
direct way to implement the applicable strategies.



1. INTRODUCTION

The Northwestern Connecticut Council of Governments (NWCCOG) and Litchfield Hills
Council of Elected Officials (LHCEO) are jointly sponsoring the Northwest Connecticut
Parking Study. The primary purpose of this study is to improve water quality in
Northwest Connecticut by ultimately reducing the adverse effects of storm water runoff
caused by impervious parking surfaces. Impervious parking surfaces seal the ground and
result in prevention of rainfall infiltration and groundwater recharge. In addition,
impervious parking lots contribute to increases in flooding, peak stream flows, stream
channel erosion, and water pollution (NEMO 2002).

The goal of this study is to examine current parking usage in the two regions, evaluate the
amount of parking that is actually necessary for different land uses, and define strategies
that might decrease impervious parking area. This study included two elements: a
parking survey was conducted to obtain information about the usage of parking lots in the
two regions; and parking standards and strategies were researched or identified through
research.

This report presents the parking survey methodology and results; a comparison to zoning
requirements, which summarizes the number of parking spaces required by local zoning
and compares it to the actual number of parking spaces; a discussion of potential
strategies for reducing impervious pavement area in parking lots; and recommendations
for implementation.



2. PARKING SURVEY

2.1. SURVEY PURPOSE

The main purpose of the parking survey was to document the number of available
parking spaces and the usage of parking lots for stand-alone land uses in the towns within
the NWCCOG and LHCEO planning regions. To obtain redundancy of sampling, several
parking lots of each land use type were surveyed during expected peak usage times.

2.2.  SURVEY DESIGN

A parking survey form as presented in Appendix A was used by surveyors to document
the size of each parking lot, including the number of handicapped spaces and the number
of regular spaces as well as the percentage of each lot that is paved or gravel and the
percentage of each lot that is lined (i.e., painted white lines to define the parking space
area) or unlined (i.e., no painted white lines to define the parking space area). In
addition, the surveyors recorded the number of occupied handicapped parking spaces and
the number of occupied regular spaces. The surveyors also counted the number of
vehicles arriving and departing in a 10-minute period to roughly gauge the turnover. The
rationale for estimating the turnover was that some land uses may require less parking if
vehicles enter and exit frequently. Other items recorded on the survey form included the
presence of landscaping, lighting, trees, drainage structures, and grassy drainage swales.
The vegetation from landscaping and grassy drainage swales reduces the amount of storm
water runoff, provides filtration, and improves water quality.

METHODOLOGY

The parking survey was administered at 42 locations within towns that are part of the
NWCCOG and LHCEO regions. The locations of the parking lots are shown in Figure
2.1 (4) and are listed in Table 2.1 (5). Surveyors consisted of employees of Fitzgerald &
Halliday, Inc., NWCCOG, and LHCEO. Each parking lot was visited on two separate
dates at times generally estimated to be peak use periods. Parking lots serving the
following land uses were surveyed:

Banks

Big Box Retail (e.g., Home Depot)
Free-Standing Retail (e.g., CVYS)
Small Shopping Centers
Drive-Thru Restaurants
Restaurants

Industrial Plants



. General Office Buildings
. Medical Office Buildings
o Nursing Homes

The surveyed parking lots were selected because the businesses they serve are free-
standing (i.e., they serve one business or a small cluster of businesses); it is unlikely that
people park in the lots and then walk to other businesses, so their parking usage is most
illustrative of their own parking need.

Area type (urban, suburban, rural) of the parking lots was originally considered, but
distinction of area type is difficult, as the entire study area is generally considered rural.
Usage of the parking lots was expected to be relatively independent of the area types
because of the free-standing nature of the businesses that the parking lots serve. The
parking lots were not located in core downtown areas, with the exception of Paris Park in
Torrington, which was very close to the core downtown area.

The parking survey was carried out from Wednesday, November 28, 2001, through
Monday, December 17, 2001, with the exception of the Home Depot in New Hartford,
which was surveyed on Saturday, January 26, 2002, and Monday, January 28, 2002. The
survey times and dates for each parking lot are shown in Table 2.2 (6-8). The targeted
survey times were based on anticipated peak parking lot usage as follows:

. Offices and Banks — between 10 AM and 3 PM

o Nursing Homes — around 3 PM shift change

o Restaurants and Drive-Thru Restaurants — around 12 PM
. Industrial — any time during the workday

. Big Box Retail — Saturday afternoon

. Free-Standing Retail — between 12 PM and 4 PM

. Small Shopping Centers — not specific

It should be noted that the sample size for the number of parking lots and the number of
observations was limited, constrained by the resources available for this study effort.
Observations of each parking lot were limited to approximately 10 minutes per survey
and each lot was surveyed for usage only twice. The number of parking lots surveyed in
each land use category ranged from two to eight. A broader survey would be useful to
confirm the results of this sample.



Figure 2.1

(Insert Figure 2.1 graphic here)



Table 2.1
Parking Lots Surveyed

ID Town Business Name Land Use Category

1 Barkhamsted Pleasant Valley Center Small Shopping Center
2 New Hartford Blimpie's Drive-Thru Restaurant
3  Barkhamsted Log House Restaurant Restaurant

4  Torrington Paris Park General Office Building
5 Goshen Dymax Industrial Plant

6 Torrington Wittman Industrial Plant

7 Torrington NIDEC Industrial Plant

8 Torrington Rexam Industrial Plant

9 Torrington Torrington Brass and Steel Industrial Plant

10 Barkhamsted Winsted Hospital for Animals Medical Office Building
11 Kent The Kent Nursing Home

12 Salisbury Lakeville Professional General Office Building
13 Salisbury National Iron Bank Bank

14 Sharon Sharon Shopping Center Small Shopping Center
15 North Canaan The Shrope Foundation Inc. Nursing Home

16 Sharon Union Bank Bank

17 Harwinton Thomaston Savings Bank Bank

18 Harwinton Harwinton Plaza Small Shopping Center
19 Litchfield True Value Free-Standing Retail

20 Litchfield CVsS Free-Standing Retail

21 Litchfield (Bantam) Big Value Supermarket Free-Standing Retail

22 North Canaan Stop n Shop Big Box Retail

23 North Canaan Canaan Auto Supply Free-Standing Retail

24 North Canaan McDonalds Drive-Thru Restaurant
25 Washington Chuck Wagon Restaurant

26 Washington Stonemill Commons Small Shopping Center
27 Torrington Borgeson Industrial Plant

28 Torrington One Torrington Office Plaza Medical Office Building
29 Torrington Medical Offices Building Medical Office Building
30 Torrington Seitz Industrial Plant

31 Winchester (Winsted) Winsted Precision Ball Industrial Plant

32 Torrington Valerie Manor Nursing Home

33 Winchester (Winsted) KFC Drive-Thru Restaurant
34 Torrington CHH Walkin Medical Office Building
35 Canaan (Falls Village) Torrington Savings Bank Bank

36 Torrington Litchfield Woods Nursing Home

37 Torrington Chamber of Commerce Building  General Office Building
38 Torrington Applebee's Restaurant

39 Torrington Wendy's Drive-Thru Restaurant
40 Litchfield The Main Course Restaurant

41 Torrington Sovereign Bank Bank

42 New Hartford Home Depot Big Box Retail




Table 2.2

Survey Dates and Times

ID Town Business Name Category Date Day of Week From To

13 Salisbury National Iron Bank Bank 11/30/01 Friday 11:20 11:30
13 Salisbury National Iron Bank Bank 12/14/01 Friday 12:15 12:25
41 Torrington Sovereign Bank Bank 11/30/01 Friday 10:30 10:40
41 Torrington Sovereign Bank Bank 12/6/01 Thursday 11:03 11:13
17 Harwinton Thomaston Savings Bank Bank 11/28/01 Wednesday 10:40 10:55
17 Harwinton Thomaston Savings Bank Bank 12/5/01  Wednesday 12:25 12:45
35 Canaan (Falls Village)  Torrington Savings Bank Bank 11/29/01  Thursday  11:50 12:00
35 Canaan (Falls Village)  Torrington Savings Bank Bank 12/14/01 Friday 11:50 12:00
16 Sharon Union Bank Bank 11/28/01 Wednesday 1:22 1:35
16 Sharon Union Bank Bank 12/4/01 Tuesday 1:30  1:45

42 New Hartford Home Depot Big Box Retail 1/26/02 Saturday  11:15 11:30
42 New Hartford Home Depot Big Box Retail 1/28/02 Monday 3:35 3:45
22 North Canaan Stop n Shop Big Box Retail 11/29/01  Thursday 11:00 11:30
22 North Canaan Stop n Shop Big Box Retail 12/8/01 Saturday ~ 11:30 11:40
2 New Hartford Blimpie’s Drive-Thru Restaurant ~ 12/6/01 Thursday  11:40 11:50
2 New Hartford Blimpie’s Drive-Thru Restaurant ~ 11/30/01 Friday 12:15 12:25
33 Winchester (Winsted) KFC Drive-Thru Restaurant 12/6/01 Thursday 12:10 12:20
33 Winchester (Winsted) KFC Drive-Thru Restaurant ~ 11/30/01 Friday 12:35 12:45
24 North Canaan McDonalds Drive-Thru Restaurant ~ 12/8/01 Saturday  12:00 12:10
24 North Canaan McDonalds Drive-Thru Restaurant ~ 11/29/01  Thursday  12:15 12:25
39 Torrington Wendy's Drive-Thru Restaurant  11/29/01  Thursday 12:05 12:15
39 Torrington Wendy's Drive-Thru Restaurant ~ 12/6/01 Thursday  12:41 1251
21 Litchfield (Bantam) Big Value Supermarket Free-Standing Retail 12/1/01 Saturday ~ 11:30 11:40
21 Litchfield (Bantam) Big Value Supermarket Free-Standing Retail 12/8/01 Saturday 1:25  1:35
23 North Canaan Canaan Auto Supply Free-Standing Retail 12/8/01 Saturday  11:45 11:55
23 North Canaan Canaan Auto Supply Free-Standing Retail 11/29/01  Thursday 12:00 12:10
20 Litchfield CVS Free-Standing Retail 12/1/01 Saturday  11:00 11:10
20 Litchfield CVS Free-Standing Retail 12/8/01 Saturday 1:55  2:05




Table 2.2 (cont.)
Survey Dates and Times

ID Town Business Name Category Date  Day of Week From To

19 Litchfield True Value Free-Standing Retail 12/8/01 Saturday  11:10 11:20
19 Litchfield True Value Free-Standing Retail 12/1/01 Saturday  12:20 12:35
37 Torrington Chamber of Commerce Building  General Office Building 12/6/01 Thursday 1:27  1:37
37 Torrington Chamber of Commerce Building General Office Building 11/29/01  Thursday 1:30 1:40
12 Salisbury Lakeville Professional General Office Building 11/28/01 Wednesday 1:02  1:20
12 Salisbury Lakeville Professional General Office Building 12/14/01 Friday 2:30 2:45
4 Torrington Paris Park General Office Building 11/29/01  Thursday 1:30 155
4  Torrington Paris Park General Office Building 11/28/01 Wednesday 12:30 12:40
27 Torrington Borgeson Industrial Plant 11/28/01 Wednesday 10:50 11:10
27 Torrington Borgeson Industrial Plant 11/29/01  Thursday  1:50 12:00
5 Goshen Dymax Industrial Plant 12/13/01  Thursday 1:.00 1:.10
5 Goshen Dymax Industrial Plant 12/17/01 Monday 2:20 2:30
7 Torrington NIDEC Industrial Plant 12/5/01  Wednesday 8:45 8:50
7 Torrington NIDEC Industrial Plant 12/5/01  Wednesday 1:25 1:35
8 Torrington Rexam Industrial Plant 12/12/01 Wednesday 8:45 8:50
8 Torrington Rexam Industrial Plant 12/5/01 Wednesday 12:50 1:00
30 Torrington Seitz Industrial Plant 11/28/01 Wednesday 9:45 10:00
30 Torrington Seitz Industrial Plant 11/29/01  Thursday 1:15 1:25
9 Torrington Torrington Brass and Steel Industrial Plant 12/5/01 Wednesday 8:55 9:00
9 Torrington Torrington Brass and Steel Industrial Plant 12/12/01 Wednesday 9:00 9:10
31 Winchester (Winsted) Winsted Precision Ball Industrial Plant 12/6/01 Thursday  11:55 12:05
31 Winchester (Winsted) Winsted Precision Ball Industrial Plant 11/30/01 Friday 1:10 1:20
6 Torrington Wittman Industrial Plant 12/5/01 Wednesday 8:45 8:55
6 Torrington Wittman Industrial Plant 12/12/01 Wednesday 9:10 9:15
34 Torrington CHH Walkin Medical Office Building 12/6/01 Thursday  10:45 10:55
34 Torrington CHH Walkin Medical Office Building 11/29/01  Thursday  12:45 12:55
29 Torrington Medical Offices Building Medical Office Building 11/28/01 Wednesday 12:55 1:05
29 Torrington Medical Offices Building Medical Office Building 11/29/01  Thursday  2:10  2:20




Table 2.2 (cont.)
Survey Dates and Times

ID Town Business Name Category Date  Day of Week From To

28 Torrington One Torrington Office Plaza Medical Office Building 11/28/01 Wednesday 11:45 12:05
28 Torrington One Torrington Office Plaza Medical Office Building 11/29/01  Thursday 1:35 145
10 Barkhamsted Winsted Hospital for Animals Medical Office Building 12/12/01 Wednesday 12:10 12:20
10 Barkhamsted Winsted Hospital for Animals Medical Office Building 12/6/01 Thursday 1:10  1:20
36 Torrington Litchfield Woods Nursing Home 12/6/01 Thursday 11:30 11:40
36 Torrington Litchfield Woods Nursing Home 11/29/01  Thursday  2:50 3:00
11 Kent The Kent Nursing Home 11/30/01 Friday 11:50 12:02
11 Kent The Kent Nursing Home 12/4/01 Tuesday 2:.08 2:42
15 North Canaan The Shrope Foundation Inc. Nursing Home 12/4/01 Tuesday  11:00 11:10
15 North Canaan The Shrope Foundation Inc. Nursing Home 12/14/01 Friday 11:10 11:20
32 Torrington Valerie Manor Nursing Home 12/6/01 Thursday 1:50 2:00
32 Torrington Valerie Manor Nursing Home 11/29/01  Thursday  3:15 3:25
38 Torrington Applebee's Restaurant 11/29/01  Thursday 12:20 12:30
38 Torrington Applebee's Restaurant 12/6/01 Thursday 12:24 12:34
25 Washington Chuck Wagon Restaurant 12/1/01 Saturday  12:45 12:55
25 Washington Chuck Wagon Restaurant 12/8/01 Saturday  12:55 1:05
3 Barkhamsted Log House Restaurant Restaurant 11/30/01 Friday 12:50 1:00
3 Barkhamsted Log House Restaurant Restaurant 12/6/01 Thursday 12:00 12:10
40 Litchfield The Main Course Restaurant 12/6/01 Thursday  11:55 12:05
40 Litchfield The Main Course Restaurant 12/1/01 Saturday 1:25  1:35
18 Harwinton Harwinton Plaza Small Shopping Center  12/5/01  Wednesday 12:05 12:25
18 Harwinton Harwinton Plaza Small Shopping Center  11/28/01 Wednesday 12:08 12:20
1 Barkhamsted Pleasant Valley Center Small Shopping Center  12/6/01 Thursday 11:25 11:35
1 Barkhamsted Pleasant Valley Center Small Shopping Center  11/30/01 Friday 1:40 1:50
14 Sharon Sharon Shopping Center Small Shopping Center  11/28/01 Wednesday 10:53 11:03
14 Sharon Sharon Shopping Center Small Shopping Center  12/4/01 Tuesday 1:45  2:00
26 Washington Stonemill Commons Small Shopping Center  12/1/01 Saturday  12:30 12:40
26 Washington Stonemill Commons Small Shopping Center  12/8/01 Saturday 1:10  1:20




SURVEY RESULTS

The 42 parking lots were surveyed twice to yield 84 completed survey forms. Table 2.3
provides a summary of the survey results. Results of primary importance are the occupancy
rates of the parking lots for each type of land use. The charts in the top half of Figures 2.2
through 2.11 (14-23) show the percent of occupied regular spaces for each visit to each
parking lot by land use. These data are also shown in tabular form in Appendix B.

In addition to occupancy rates for each parking lot, the ratio of parking to building size was
examined. The charts in the bottom half of Figure 2.2 through 2.11 (14-23) show the number
of occupied spaces per 1,000 square feet of building area for each visit as well as the total
number of regular spaces available per 1,000 square feet of building area. These data are
also shown in the table in Appendix C. The ratio of parking to building size is shown
because the sizes of the buildings and associated parking lots varied substantially within each
land use category. For example, the CVS in Litchfield is a much smaller building with less
parking than the Big Value Supermarket in Bantam. In order to be able to more accurately
correlate and assess the occupancy of these lots in relation to one another, a common
denominator was needed. The ratio of parking spaces to building square footage provides
that common denominator.

The upper chart of Figure 2.12 (23) shows the average percentage of regular parking spaces
that were occupied for each of the land use categories. The lower chart for Figure 2.12 (23)
shows the average ratio of occupied regular spaces and average available regular spaces per
1000 S.F. of building area for each land use.

Survey data results for each land use are described below. The list of bullets point out
average, high, and low occupancy rates, as well as the parking lots with the maximum
number of unoccupied parking spaces for each land use category.

Bank Parking Lots

. A total of five bank parking lots were surveyed.

. On average, 36.1 percent of the regular parking spaces were occupied.

. Usage ranged from a low of 14.3 percent to a high of 59.1 percent.

. The parking lot at the Sovereign Bank was the least occupied of the bank lots

surveyed. It was only 23.8 percent occupied (regular parking spaces).

o Sovereign Bank provided more than 4 times” more parking than was occupied.

“ Calculated by comparing the total number of available parking spaces to the number of occupied parking
spaces of the visit with the higher occupancy



Table 2.3
Summary of Survey Results

Actual
Number of
Number Percentage Regular Number of
of of Spaces per  Occupied
Building Number of Occupied Occupied 1,000 S.F. Spaces per
Area  Regular Regular Regular  Building 1,000 S.F.
Business Name Lot Type (S.F.) Spaces Spaces Spaces Area Building Area
Banks
National Iron Bank Paved and Lined 2,964 10 4 40.0 34 1.3
National Iron Bank Paved and Lined 2,964 10 5 50.0 34 1.7
Sovereign Bank Paved and Lined 2,160 21 5 23.8 9.7 2.3
Sovereign Bank Paved and Lined 2,160 21 3 14.3 9.7 14
Thomaston Savings Bank Paved and Lined 3,026 20 6 30.0 6.6 2.0
Thomaston Savings Bank Paved and Lined 3,026 20 5 25.0 6.6 1.7
Torrington Savings Bank Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 2,060 10 2 20.0 4.9 1.0
Torrington Savings Bank Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 2,060 10 4 40.0 4.9 1.9
Union Bank Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 4,962 22 13 59.1 4.4 2.6
Union Bank Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 4,962 22 13 59.1 4.4 2.6
Big Box Retail
Home Depot Paved and Lined 116,728 571 204 35.7 4.9 1.7
Home Depot Paved and Lined 116,728 571 76 13.3 4.9 0.7
Stop n Shop Paved and Lined 25,129 164 25 15.2 6.5 1.0
Stop n Shop Paved and Lined 25,129 164 54 32.9 6.5 2.1
Drive-Thru Restaurants
Blimpie's Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 11,980 12 8 66.7 1.0 0.7
Blimpie’s Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 11,980 12 6 50.0 1.0 0.5
KFC Paved and Lined 2,481 21 6 28.6 8.5 2.4
KFC Paved and Lined 2,481 21 7 33.3 8.5 2.8
McDonalds Paved and Lined 3,912 64 16 25.0 16.4 4.1
McDonalds Paved and Lined 3,912 64 24 375 16.4 6.1
Wendy's Paved and Lined 3,382 41 41 100.0 12.1 12.1




Table 2.3 (cont.)

Summary of Survey Results

Actual
Number of Number of
Number Percentage Regular Occupied
Number of of Spaces per Spaces per
Building of Occupied Occupied 1,000S.F. 1,000 S.F.
Area  Regular Regular Regular  Building Building
Business Name Lot Type (S.F) Spaces  Spaces Spaces Area Area
Drive-Thru Restaurants (cont.)
Wendy's Paved and Lined 3,382 41 41 100.0 12.1 12.1
Free-Standing Retail
Big Value Supermarket Paved and Lined 14,731 69 28 40.6 4.7 1.9
Big Value Supermarket Paved and Lined 14,731 69 18 26.1 4.7 1.2
Canaan Auto Supply* Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 6,000 5 5 100.0 0.8 0.8
Canaan Auto Supply* Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 6,000 5 4 80.0 0.8 0.7
CVS Paved and Lined 7,260 79 20 25.3 10.9 2.8
CVS Paved and Lined 7,260 79 15 19.0 10.9 2.1
True Value* Partially Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 16,502 42 16 38.1 2.5 1.0
True Value* Partially Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 16,502 42 20 47.6 2.5 1.2
General Office Buildings
Chamber of Commerce Building Paved and Lined 11,596 127 52 40.9 11.0 4.5
Chamber of Commerce Building Paved and Lined 11,596 127 49 38.6 11.0 4.2
Lakeville Professional Unpaved and Unlined 2,681 15 2 13.3 5.6 0.7
Lakeville Professional Unpaved and Unlined 2,681 15 7 46.7 5.6 2.6
Paris Park Paved and Lined 10,725 19 18 94.7 1.8 1.7
Paris Park Paved and Lined 10,725 19 12 63.2 1.8 1.1
Industrial Plants
Borgeson Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 26,466 41 11 26.8 1.5 0.4
Borgeson Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 26,466 41 7 17.1 15 0.3
Dymax* Unpaved and Unlined 10,500 43 19 44.2 4.1 1.8
Dymax* Unpaved and Unlined 10,500 43 17 39.5 4.1 1.6
NIDEC Paved and Lined 93,750 171 65 38.0 1.8 0.7
NIDEC Paved and Lined 93,750 171 65 38.0 1.8 0.7




Table 2.3 (cont.)
Summary of Survey Results

Actual
Number of Number of
Number Percentage Regular  Occupied
of of Spaces per Spaces per
Building Number of Occupied Occupied 1,000S.F. 1,000 S.F.
Area Regular Regular Regular Building  Building

Business Name Lot Type (S.F.) Spaces Spaces Spaces Area Area
Industrial Plants (cont.)

Rexam* Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 53,300 164 46 28.0 3.1 0.9
Rexam* Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 53,300 164 56 34.1 3.1 1.1
Seitz Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 78,300 212 45 21.2 2.7 0.6
Seitz Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 78,300 212 37 17.5 2.7 0.5
Torrington Brass and Steel* Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 58,625 76 26 34.2 1.3 0.4
Torrington Brass and Steel* Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 58,625 76 44 57.9 1.3 0.8
Winsted Precision Ball Paved and Lined 49,004 63 58 92.1 1.3 1.2
Winsted Precision Ball Paved and Lined 49,004 63 44 69.8 1.3 0.9
Wittman Paved and Lined 34,920 81 54 66.7 2.3 15
Wittman Paved and Lined 34,920 81 42 51.9 2.3 1.2
Medical Office Buildings

CHH Walkin Paved and Lined 6,540 32 22 68.8 4.9 34
CHH Walkin Paved and Lined 6,540 32 9 28.1 4.9 1.4
Medical Offices Building Paved and Lined 8,756 115 73 63.5 13.1 8.3
Medical Offices Building Paved and Lined 8,756 115 75 65.2 13.1 8.6
One Torrington Office Plaza Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 36,360 83 27 32.5 2.3 0.7
One Torrington Office Plaza Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 36,360 83 41 49.4 2.3 1.1
Winsted Hospital for Animals Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 15,572 29 10 34.5 1.9 0.6
Winsted Hospital for Animals Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 15,572 29 9 31.0 1.9 0.6
Nursing Homes

Litchfield Woods Partially Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 76,241 95 79 83.2 1.2 1.0
Litchfield Woods Partially Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 76,241 95 70 73.7 1.2 0.9
The Kent Paved and Lined 63,711 103 32 31.1 1.6 0.5

The Kent Paved and Lined 63,711 103 32 31.1 1.6 0.5




Table 2.3 (cont.)
Summary of Survey Results

Actual
Number of
Number Percentage Regular Number of
of of Spaces per Occupied
Building Number of Occupied Occupied 1,000 S.F. Spaces per
Area Regular Regular Regular  Building 1,000 S.F.
Business Name Lot Type (S.F.) Spaces Spaces Spaces Area Building Area
Nursing Homes (cont.)
The Shrope Foundation Inc.* Unpaved and Unlined 3,081 15 9 60.0 4.9 2.9
The Shrope Foundation Inc.* Unpaved and Unlined 3,081 15 6 40.0 4.9 1.9
Valerie Manor Paved and Lined 76,930 77 74 96.1 1.0 1.0
Valerie Manor Paved and Lined 76,930 77 38 49.4 1.0 0.5
Restaurants
Applebee's Paved and Lined 5,586 103 45 43.7 18.4 8.1
Applebee's Paved and Lined 5,586 103 40 38.8 18.4 7.2
Chuck Wagon Paved and Lined 2,699 30 22 73.3 11.1 8.2
Chuck Wagon Paved and Lined 2,699 30 30 100.0 111 11.1
Log House Restaurant Partially Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 4,978 58 27 46.6 11.7 5.4
Log House Restaurant Partially Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 4,978 58 36 62.1 11.7 7.2
The Main Course Partially Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 3,184 48 15 31.3 15.1 4.7
The Main Course Partially Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 3,184 48 19 39.6 15.1 6.0
Small Shopping Centers
Harwinton Plaza Partially Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 5,950 50 23 46.0 8.4 3.9
Harwinton Plaza Partially Paved and Partially Lined or Unlined 5,950 50 32 64.0 8.4 5.4
Pleasant Valley Center Paved and Lined 2,966 14 9 64.3 4.7 3.0
Pleasant Valley Center Paved and Lined 2,966 14 11 78.6 4.7 3.7
Sharon Shopping Center Paved and Lined 20,882 111 62 55.9 5.3 3.0
Sharon Shopping Center Paved and Lined 20,882 111 62 55.9 5.3 3.0
Stonemill Commons Paved and Lined 6,621 25 11 44.0 3.8 1.7
Stonemill Commons Paved and Lined 6,621 25 10 40.0 3.8 15

Source: Fitzgerald & Halliday, Inc., February 2002
* Unlined lot. Spaces estimated as follows: Paved Area divided by 300 S.F. (ITE 1999)



Figure 2.2
Survey Results for Banks
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Figure 2.3
Survey Results for Big Box Retail

Parking Lot Occupancy (Percent of Regular Spaces Occupied per Visit)
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Figure 2.4
Survey Results for Drive-Thru Restaurants
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Figure 2.5
Survey Results for Free-Standing Retail
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Figure 2.6
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Figure 2.7
Survey Results for Industrial Plants
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Figure 2.8
Survey Results for Medical Office Buildings
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Figure 2.9
Survey Results for Nursing Homes
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Figure 2.10
Survey Results for Restaurants
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Figure 2.11
Survey Results for Small Shopping Centers
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Figure 2.12
Survey Results for All Land Uses
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The number of unoccupied regular parking spaces for the Sovereign Bank observations
were 16 and 18.

. The parking lot at the Union Bank was used most heavily of the bank lots
surveyed, with 59.1 percent of the regular parking spaces occupied on each visit.

. Union Bank provided approximately 1.5 times™ more parking than was occupied.

Big Box Retail Parking Lots

. A total of two big box retail parking lots were surveyed.

. On average, 24.3 percent of the regular parking spaces were occupied.

. Usage ranged from a low of 13.3percent to a high of 35.7 percent.

. The percentage of occupied spaces was similar for both parking lots.

. The Home Depot provided almost 3 times™ more parking than was occupied.

. The number of unoccupied regular parking spaces for the Home Depot
observations were 367 and 495.

. The Stop n Shop provided approximately 3 times more parking than was
occupied.

o The number of unoccupied regular parking spaces for the Stop n Shop

observations were 139 and 110.

Drive-Thru Restaurant Parking Lots

. A total of 4 drive-thru restaurant parking lots were surveyed.
. On average, 55.1 percent of the regular parking spaces were occupied.
. Usage ranged from a low of 25.0 percent to a high of 100 percent.

“ Calculated by comparing the total number of available parking spaces to the number of occupied parking
spaces of the visit with the higher occupancy
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The Wendy’s parking lot was unique among this land use with 100 percent of the
regular parking spaces occupied. This may be attributed to the fact that Wendy’s
just recently opened (in the previous few months).

The KFC provided approximately 3 times more parking than was occupied.

The number of unoccupied regular parking spaces for the McDonalds
observations were 48 and 40.

Free-Standing Retail Parking Lots

A total of four free-standing retail parking lots were surveyed.

On average, 47.1 percent of the regular parking spaces were occupied.

Usage ranged from a low of 19.0 percent to a high of 100 percent.

The Canaan Auto Supply parking lot stands out with a high percentage of
occupied regular spaces. This parking lot has an abnormal layout, with a
combination of paved and unpaved area that is not clearly delineated for parking.
It only has five delineated parking spaces, so a few cars parked in the area clearly
established for parking will yield a high percent of occupied spaces.

CVS provided almost 4 times ™ more parking than was occupied.

The number of unoccupied regular parking spaces for the CVS observations were
59 and 64.

General Office Building

A total of three general office building parking lots were surveyed
On average, 54.0 percent of the regular parking spaces were in use.
Usage ranged from a low of 13.3 percent to a high of 94.7 percent.

The parking lot for Paris Park was the most heavily used and had 94.7 percent of
the regular parking spaces occupied during one of the visits.

“ Calculated by comparing the total number of available parking spaces to the number of occupied parking
spaces of the visit with the higher occupancy
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. The occupancy for the Paris Park parking lot was approximately equivalent to the
available parking.

. The Chamber of Commerce Building parking lot had 40.9 percent of the regular
spaces occupied for one of the visits.

. Approximately 2.5 times  more parking was provided for the Chamber of
Commerce Building than was occupied.

. The number of unoccupied regular parking spaces for the Chamber of Commerce
Building observations were 75 and 78.

Industrial Plants

o A total of eight industrial plant parking lots were surveyed.

o On average, 42.3 percent of the regular parking spaces were occupied.

. Usage ranged from a low of 17.1 percent to a high of 92.1 percent.

. The Seitz parking lot was the least occupied of the industrial plant parking lots
with only 21.2 percent of the regular spaces occupied.

. Seitz provided approximately 4.5 times more parking than was occupied.

o The number of unoccupied regular parking spaces for the Seitz observations were
167 and 175.

. The parking lot for Winsted Precision Ball was the most heavily used; 92.1

percent of the regular parking spaces were occupied during one of the visits.

o The occupancy for the Winsted Precision Ball parking lot was approximately
equivalent to the available parking.

Medical Offices Buildings

. A total of four medical office building parking lots were surveyed.

. On average, 46.6 percent of the regular parking spaces were occupied.

“ Calculated by comparing the total number of available parking spaces to the number of occupied parking
spaces of the visit with the higher occupancy
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Usage ranged from a low of 28.1 percent to a high of 68.8 percent.
The CHH Walkin provided almost 1.5 times™ more parking than was occupied.

The Winsted Hospital for Animals provided approximately 3 times™ more parking
than was occupied.

The number of occupied regular parking spaces for the One Torrington Plaza
observations were 56 and 42.

Nursing Homes

A total of four nursing home parking lots were surveyed.
On average, 58.1 percent of the regular parking spaces were occupied.
Usage ranged from a low of 31.1 percent to a high of 96.1 percent.

The parking lot at The Kent was the least occupied; 31.1 percent of the regular
parking spaces were occupied.

Approximately 3 times  more parking than was occupied was provided at The
Kent.

The number of occupied regular parking spaces for The Kent observations were
both 71.

Valerie Manor had the most heavily used parking lot; 96.1 percent of the regular
parking spaces were occupied for one of the visits.

The occupancy for the Valerie Manor parking lot was approximately equivalent to
the available parking.

Restaurants

A total of four restaurant parking lots were surveyed.

On average, 54.4 percent of the regular parking spaces were occupied.

“ Calculated by comparing the total number of available parking spaces to the number of occupied parking
spaces of the visit with the higher occupancy
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Usage ranged from a low of 31.3 percent to a high of 100 percent.
One of the observations for the Chuck Wagon indicated that the lot was full.

The Main Course had the least occupied parking lot of the restaurants surveyed;
39.6 percent of the regular parking spaces were occupied for one of the visits.

The Main Course provided approximately 2.5 times more parking than was
occupied.

The number of occupied regular parking spaces for the Applebee’s observations
were 58 and 63.

Small Shopping Centers

A total of four small shopping center parking lots were surveyed.
On average, 56.1 percent of the regular parking spaces were occupied.
Usage ranged from a low of 40.0 percent to a high of 78.6 percent.

The Stonemill Commons parking was the least occupied; 44.0 percent of the
regular parking spaces were occupied.

Approximately 2 times™ more parking was provided at the Stonemill Commons
than was occupied.

The Pleasant Valley Center parking lot was the most heavily occupied; 78.6
percent of the regular parking spaces were occupied.

The Pleasant Valley Center provided 1.3 times” more parking than was occupied.

The number of occupied regular parking spaces for the Sharon Shopping Center
observations were both 49.

Comparison Among Land Use Categories

The amount of parking at nursing homes most closely matched the occupancy
rates of all the land uses studied. These parking lots were consistently more fully

“ Calculated by comparing the total number of available parking spaces to the number of occupied parking
spaces of the visit with the higher occupancy
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used than lots at other land uses, at an average of 58.1 percent occupied (regular
parking spaces).

The excess parking provided at big box retail locations is greater than for any
other land use because of the size of the parking lots. The Big box lots surveyed
were, on average, only 24.3 percent occupied when surveyed.

Generally more parking is provided than is occupied.
Nursing homes provided the least parking in relation to building size.

Industrial plants are typically large buildings with a set number of people coming
and going with each shift. The number of people parking and using the building
is relatively low in relation to building size as compared with a land use such as a
restaurant. This use, therefore, had the lowest average occupied regular spaces in
relation to building size.

Looking only at the higher occupancy rate for each parking lot, and assuming 9’
X 18’ parking spaces, the unoccupied parking area for all of the lots surveyed is
approximately 278,800 S.F. or about 6.4 acres. This does not include the area for
the drive aisle.

It should be noted that there were some differences in the occupancy of regular spaces
between the two survey visits for some of the parking lots. Table 2.4 shows these
differences for locations where the occupancy differed by 20 percent or more between

Table 2.4
Occupancy Differences of 20 Percent or More Between Visits

Business Name Number of Percent Percent Difference
Regular Occupied Occupied
Spaces Regular Regular
Available Spaces for Spaces for
Visit 1 Visit 2
Torrington Savings Bank 10 20.0 40.0 20.0
Home Depot 571 35.7 13.3 22.4
Canaan Auto Supply 5 100.0 80.0 20.0
Paris Park 19 94.7 63.2 31.6
Torrington Brass and Steel 76 34.2 57.9 23.7
Winsted Precision Ball 63 92.1 69.8 22.2
CHH Walkin 32 68.8 28.1 40.6
Shrope Foundation, Inc. 15 60.0 40.0 20.0
Valerie Manor 77 96.1 49.4 46.8
Chuck Wagon 30 73.3 100.0 26.7

Source: Fitzgerald & Halliday, Inc., February 2002
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The following may have been factors in these results:

. The Torrington Savings Bank, Canaan Auto Supply, and Shrope Foundation had
parking lots with capacities of 10, 5, and 15 vehicles, respectively. Since the
parking lots are so small, a difference of only 2 or 3 parked vehicles makes a large
difference in the percent of occupied spaces.

. The difference in observed occupancy at the Home Depot is likely that the greater
observation was made on a Saturday (when more shopping takes place) and the
lower observation was made on a Monday afternoon. The Monday afternoon
observation is not during the expected peak usage time.

. For the Paris Park office building, the higher occupancy was observed at almost
2:00 PM, while the lower occupancy was observed at about 12:30 PM when many
people may be out getting lunch.

. The two observations for the Winsted Precision Ball were made on different days
of the week. The higher occupancy was observed on a Thursday and the lower
was observed on a Friday. Some manufacturing jobs have rotating weekly
schedules, and it’s possible that fewer employees are scheduled to work on
Fridays than on Thursdays.

. The higher occupancy for CHH Walkin medical office building was observed at
10:45 AM and the lower occupancy was observed at 12:45 PM when many
people might be out getting lunch.

. The lower occupancy for Valerie Manor was observed between 3:15 and 3:30
PM. The shift change for nursing homes is often around 3:00 PM, so this visit
may have been after the shift change.

. Even during the perceived peak usage period, there can still be some variation in
the occupancy of parking lots.

It is important to note that the parking lot sizes within each land use category varied. The
ramifications of low occupancy rates for larger lots are much greater in terms of
impervious surface area than for small lots. For example a parking lot of 12 spaces that
has 25 percent occupancy has much less unoccupied area than a parking lot of 100 spaces
with 25 percent occupancy. Considering the typical dimension of a parking space is 9” X
18’, each parking space occupies 162 square feet of asphalt, and there is additional area
required for driving area. The unused asphalt area for a 12 space parking lot that is 25
percent occupied is approximately 1,460 square feet while that of a 100 space parking lot
that is 25 percent occupied is approximately 12,150 square feet.

In addition to examining the occupancy of the parking lots, other observations were made
about the parking lots, such as the type of parking lot. The parking lots were classified as
all paved and all lined, all paved and partially lined, partially paved and partially lined,
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and unpaved and unlined. Figure 2.13 shows the percentage of surveyed lots in each
category. It was expected that there could be differences in the occupancy of unlined
versus lined parking lots and paved versus unpaved because of confusion of where to
park in lots with no lines delineating the spaces.

The average percent of occupied regular spaces for each lot type are shown in Figure
2.14. This comparison shows that while there are some differences in the average percent
of occupied regular spaces for each lot type, the differences are relatively small. The
partially paved and partially lined or unlined parking lots tended to have the lowest
occupancy, which might be attributed to some confusion of where to park when the lot
has multiple surface types. Overall, the average percent of occupied regular spaces for all
of the lots was 47.3.

Figure 2.13
Percentage of Parking Lot Types
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Figure 2.14
Average Percent of Occupied Regular Spaces for Each Lot Type
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The presence of landscaping, lighting, and drainage were also determined, as shown in
Table 2.5. Approximately % of the lots surveyed had some form of landscaping which
included any combination of perimeter landscaping, interior landscaping, vegetated
islands, and trees. The vegetation from these landscaping treatments reduces the quantity
of storm water runoff, provides filtration, and improves water quality. Slightly more than
half of the parking lots had either drainage structures or grassy swales.

Table 2.5
Percentage of Surveyed Parking Lots Containing Landscaping, Lighting, and
Drainage Features

Parking Lot Feature Percent of Lots
Landscaping 76.2
Perimeter Landscaping 41.7
Interior Landscaping 17.9
Vegetated Islands 36.9
Trees 39.3
Lighting 56.0
Drainage Structures or Grassy Swales 51.9

Source: Fitzgerald & Halliday, Inc., February 2002

Table 2.6 shows the average number of vehicles arriving at and departing from the
parking lots in each land use category. This estimates the turnover for each land use.
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The big box retail parking lots had the highest turnover. Industrial Plants had the lowest
turnover.

Table 2.6
Average Number of Vehicles Arriving and Departing During 10 Minute Period
By Land Use Category

Land Use Category Average Number of Vehicles Average Number of Vehicles
Arriving Departing
Bank 5 3
Big Box Retail 25 21
Free-Standing Retail 10 8
Small Shopping Center 9 10
Drive-Thru Restaurant 15 13
Restaurant 4 4
Industrial Plant 1 1
General Office Building 3 2
Medical Office Building 3 2
Nursing Home 3 4

Source: Fitzgerald & Halliday, Inc., February 2002
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3. ZONING COMPARISON

One of the primary questions examined by this study is whether the amount of parking
required in local zoning regulations results in the construction of more parking area than
IS necessary to serve a particular land use. In order to answer that question, the survey
data collected was compared to zoning requirements in each of the associated towns. The
number of spaces required by zoning was compared to the actual number of spaces at
each survey location. In addition, the spaces required by zoning were compared to the
percentage of occupied spaces observed.

Generally, municipal zoning regulations include parking space requirements for each
type of land use, regardless of the zone where they occur. Typically, the required number
of spaces is determined based on the square footage of building space. Parking
requirements for some businesses, however, such as nursing homes and drive-through
restaurants are often based on other factors such as the number of employees, number of
patient beds, amount of patron seating, or number of drive-through windows.

It is standard practice to correlate the number of required spaces to the activity rather than
to the zoning district where the use occurs or to the traffic volumes on adjacent streets.
Yet, there does not appear to be a consistent methodology for relating parking
requirements to land use among the towns surveyed. Although this standard approach
seems logical, it also means that in the course of the development approval process, the
need for space in each parking lot is considered independently of other parking in the
vicinity. Consequently, the cumulative area of parking in any one area of a community is
likely to grow larger and larger without consideration for the efficiencies of shared
parking and dual-purpose trips. Furthermore, larger parking lots generally result in
building being further set back from the street. The result is vehicle-oriented
development rather than pedestrian-oriented development as walking to and from several
businesses is more difficult as a result of the greater distance between businesses and the
unpleasantness of walking through parking lots.

Table 3.1 provides a sample of the results of the zoning comparison. More detailed
tabular data regarding parking requirements compared to actual number of spaces, and
number of observed occupied spaces are provided in Appendix D.

The comparison of zoning requirements to existing parking shows that many of the
parking lots had more spaces than was required by zoning. However, a few of the
parking lots actually had fewer spaces than was required by zoning, such as One
Torrin