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Long Range Planning Committee, Meeting Summary  
June 12, 2017; 7:00-9:30 pm  

CHP, 311 

Subjects: Residential Permit Parking Program; Communicating the Comprehensive Plan 
PC Members in Attendance: Nancy Iacomini (Chair); Elizabeth Gearin; Jane Siegel; James Schroll; Jim Lantelme; 
Erik Gutshall; Daniel Weir.  Staff in Attendance: Margaret Rhodes, Matt Mattauszek, Andrew Douglass (CPHD); 
Stephen Crim (DES); Melissa McMahon (DES); Susan Collins (Consultant to DES).  Members of the Public in 
Attendance: June O’Connell; Megan Shilling; Aleksandr Belinskiy. 
 

 
1. Residential Permit Parking Program 

 
Following a staff presentation by Stephen Crim (DES) and a Working Group presentation by James Schroll 
(Working Group Chair), the Planning Commissioners present discussed the following: 

 
 Are car share companies open to operating within private garages (where public access may be 

restricted) or do they prefer locations along the street? 
 Are there service guarantees? 
 What if a car share provider goes bankrupt or leaves the market? The industry is in flux. 
 One commissioner recommended that the documents reference “bikeshare,” in a general sense, not 

Capitol Bikeshare specifically. 
 Can the proposed policies respond to changes in the bikeshare market, including use of dockless stations? 
 Would developers who have unused parking over the minimum be able to open spaces to the public? 
 Is the goal of the bikeshare incentives to add capacity to the bikeshare system? 
 Dockless bikeshare systems have been prone to rebalancing and geographic distribution challenges.  
 One commissioner noted that she likes the policies on tandem parking and that they could possibly be 

applied countywide.  
 Is the distance on staff’s maps calculated as a walking distance or crow flight distance? 
 Are the low parking ratios working now? 
 If demand exceeds available spaces, how will the spaces be allocated in a building? 
 Delivery and drop-off parking are important for Uber, pizza delivery, 15 minute stops, etc.. 
 Will there be Master Transportation Plan and Zoning Ordinance changes or just policy changes? 
 Is there no implementation framework? 
 Are there conflicts between the proposed policy and the Master Transportation Plan or Zoning 

Ordinance? 
 What is the relationship to the Comprehensive Plan?  Staff should provide a crosswalk with all of the 

Comprehensive Plan elements. 
 Can retail spaces double as visitor spaces (night v. day)? The visitor spaces ratio seems high.   
 Why is there an 800' maximum distance for shared parking, when this is much less than a quarter mile? 
 Is there an expectation for robust transportation demand management (TDM) programs for constrained 

properties? 
 Is amending the RC zoning district recommended by staff or the Working Group?  
 Are visitor spaces and accessible spaces still required in a building where all units are affordable up to 

40% AMI?  
 Could there be more spaces than the minimum if developers agree to special parking configurations, 

payments, etc.? 
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 How many constrained properties are surrounded by Residential Permit Parking (RPP) zones?  
 What areas along the corridors are not adjacent to RPPs? 
 Have properties ¾ miles from Metro been requesting parking reductions? 
 There seems to be a trend for people to expand the walking radius to 3/4 mile. What about the 

sacrosanct 1/2-mile radius? 
 The whisker and box graph is confusing and could be depicted differently. 
 How do we get to reduced ratios for affordable housing? Do you see a different type of housing model? If 

there are many single parent families, there could be fewer cars. 
 Does this study apply to Form Based Code areas? Some developers have said that they wish they did not 

need to build so much parking. 
 What is the length of time for offsite parking contracts? 
 Some of the proposed minimums based on distance to Metro are too ambitious based on observed 

usage, unless there are TDM-type measures like bikeshare, etc. 
 One commissioner would rather see bikeshare and other incentives kick in before parking ratios could be 

reduced to the lowest levels.  
 Should pricing be differentiated between market rate and affordable units? Would a lack of such 

differentiation be disadvantaging a lower income family that needs a car? If a lower income family is in a 
committed affordable unit (CAF), would they have to pay a market price for a parking space? This is a 
more fragile population.  

 There is a philosophical good of fewer cars as a goal in and of itself, but we are always told that parking is 
such an expensive part of a building. By taking out parking for affordable units, we are helping to build 
them. But for for-profit buildings, should we therefore be asking for more open space, affordable units or 
better materials, etc. in return for lower parking ratios?  

 Maybe these dollars should be reinvested in the transportation system instead.  Every carless resident 
who moves in will put demand on the transportation system.  

 Projects have to pencil out. If pushed, developers will build more parking because they could always lease 
it. 

 Courthouse Square has several constrained sites and policies in that area encourage creation of a 
Courthouse garage. Remains to be seen how these policies could impact that vision. 

 Will this policy present difficulties for minor site plan amendments? 
 How is staff going to address the 6 other recommendations listed? 

 
 

2. Communicating the Comprehensive Plan 
 

Following a staff presentation by Matt Mattauszek (CPHD), the Planning Commissioners present discussed the 
following: 

 
 Will the revised Comprehensive Plan element webpages still show related meeting dates? 
 The “interesting facts” called out in the booklet should be replaced with trends instead of isolated, point-

in-time facts.  For example, in 2017, x tons of waste were recycled and the County is aiming for x percent 
by x date.   

 Another commissioner noted that staff does not want to be constantly updating this document.   
 Another added that the goals will also change over time. 
 More than one commissioner liked the three levels of depth provided by the three informational 

documents. 
 The word “density” should be added to the GLUP description on the one-pager. 
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 To make these documents even more useful, the one-page “wheel” should be clickable and linked to the 
booklet which could then link to the technical document.  

 The homepage should feature the one-page “wheel.” 
 Could summaries be posted online for the Sanitary Sewer Collection System and Water Distribution 

System Master Plans? 
 We do not know the timelines for any goals and what the priority levels are for the goals. Goals and 

timelines should be added.  Philadelphia uses long, medium and short term goals.  
 Another commissioner suggested high, medium and low priority levels. 
 Standardize and have a chart for projects that are done, not done, in progress, 25% towards the goal, etc. 
 The table of contents for the technical piece needs to be improved. Better navigation is needed.  Should 

an appendix be added?   
 Could these documents be posted, at a minimum, as searchable PDFs? 
 Will these documents be printed? 
 The crosswalk of Comprehensive Plan elements table does not add to the booklet.  
 Possibly use a site plan as an example of the Comprehensive Plan elements coming together. I.e. a project 

involved the GLUP, MTP, and Affordable Housing elements to achieve this outcome.  
 Will there be ongoing efforts to examine the conflicts between the various Comprehensive Plan 

elements? 
 Site plan staff reports should include references to applicable Comprehensive Plan elements. 
 More than one commissioner approved of the graphics and the utility of seeing all of the elements 

together. 
 The technical document is very helpful and should be made web searchable.  

 


