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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This report documents the 2014 Redmond Parking Strategies Project, an effort intended to assess the
parking environments in Downtown Redmond and Overlake and to recommend parking strategies that will
help the City of Redmond achieve its Goals and Future Vision1. The City’s objective is to develop an
integrated and comprehensive parking program that provides clear strategic direction to support the
continued vitality and growth of Downtown and Overlake. The recommendations proposed in this report
serve as a template for action on parking that the City and affected stakeholders can use to move forward
on balancing access and growth.
The Project’s final recommendations were developed in collaboration with Redmond City staff through a
synthesis of stakeholder input, code and policy research, and new parking survey data. To gain insight and
direction from members of the public who would be directly affected by potential changes in parking policy
and regulations, the team convened an 11‐member Stakeholder Committee and held four, 1.5 hour
meetings that included the committee, City staff, and the Consultant Project Team.
The Consultant Project Team conducted parking inventories and utilization surveys for both on‐street and
off‐street parking in Downtown and Overlake. Overall, the results clearly show that there is not a parking
supply problem in Downtown or Overlake—on average parking is oversupplied by as much as 30% ‐ 35% for
both commercial and multifamily residential land uses. In Downtown at the peak hour, there are nearly
500 empty stalls on‐street, and over 4,000 empty off‐street stalls. In Overlake, office/retail parking supply
is overbuilt by an average of 40%, and the average over‐supply of residential parking ranges from 0.50 to
0.64 stalls per unit.
As initial stakeholder input and parking research data were assessed, a set of four themes emerged that
define the most important areas of focus necessary for Redmond to achieve its desired future:
1. Getting to the Vision: Realizing Redmond’s adopted Goals and Future Vision for Downtown and
Overlake will require a significant departure for how the City currently manages parking and
associated land uses.
2. Role of the City in Public Parking: Achieving the City’s Goals and Future Vision will depend on an
expanded, active role by the City in parking management, including development and operation of
district parking facilities.
3. Use and Availability of Parking (Culture of Parking): Current attitudes toward parking tend to treat
it as a singular entitlement for one specific use. Moving forward, parking must be seen as a
community resource that can be flexibly managed to serve multiple needs, and support the
evolution towards an effective multimodal transportation system in Redmond.

1

Redmond Comprehensive Plan, p. 2‐1.
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4. Policy and Code: The current trends of overbuilt parking and inefficient land use indicate that there
is a need to recalibrate any City policies or regulations that may be barriers to the City’s desired
future outcomes—as one stakeholder noted, “there is a disconnect between land use and parking
decisions.”
To provide context for the detailed strategy recommendations, the team developed a conceptual
framework set to provide guidance on the City’s role in parking management, consisting of the following
three approaches:
1. Status Quo: Continue the current approach to providing a small amount of on‐street parking and
regulating off‐street parking through minimum and maximum parking requirements with only
minor adjustments.
2. “Right‐size” the System: Expand the City’s role in managing and expanding the on‐street supply,
adjusting regulatory requirements to better balance parking supply and demand while offering
incentives to private development and providing information on parking availability.
3. City Lead: The City commits to becoming an active owner and manager of shared parking,
strategically providing parking both on‐ and off‐street to support redevelopment and existing land
uses.
Based on the substantial shift in urban form called for in Redmond’s Goals and Future Vision for Downtown
Redmond and Overlake, the Consultant Project Team recommend that the City pursue Approach 3: “City
Lead.” This approach will require internal City organization and funding resources beyond what are
currently established. However, without such a shift in the City’s involvement and responsibility, it is
unlikely that the City’s Goals and Future Vision can be realized in the desired 2030 timeframe.
The Consultant Project Team also recognizes that the City may not have the capacity or there may not be
the support necessary for a full‐blown adoption of Approach 3. If so, the City could consider a hybrid of
approaches 2 and 3, or a phased plan to pursue Approach 2 in the near term; transitioning toward
Approach 3 over time.
The final recommendations based on Approach 3 consist of a set of 16 strategies, as summarized below in
Table 1.
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Table 1
Recommended Parking Strategies
Category

Strategy

1.1. Establish reduced parking maximums on surface parking that are lower than the
maximums for structured or underground parking
1. Surface Parking

2. Shared Parking

3. District Parking

4. Parking
Management

5. Zoning Code
Parking
Requirements

1.2. Establish phased‐in regulations designed to reduce the amount of new surface parking
over time
1.3. Refine design standards to limit surface parking and reduce its negative impacts
1.4. Increase the base FAR of commercial uses in Downtown
2.1. Facilitate shared parking agreements between suppliers and consumers of
parking
2.2. Require pedestrian access for structured parking to be connected to a public
lobby space or public street
3.1. Consolidate off‐street parking resources into “district” facilities
3.2. Commit funds to ensure the long‐term implementation and success of District
Parking
4.1. Refine the City’s organizational structure to support parking management
4.2. Optimize the on‐street system’s utilization and balance with the off‐street system
through time limits, metering, and adding stalls where possible
4.3. Develop a new set of parking policies to address the unique parking
environments in transit station areas
4.4 Apply a suite of strategies, as appropriate, to manage loading zones as the City
transforms over time
5.1. Eliminate minimum parking requirements for multifamily and commercial
development
5.2. Refine design standards on above‐ground structured parking to promote street
activation and minimize negative impacts on the pedestrian environment 2
5.3. Remove parking maximums on structured and underground parking
5.4. Reaffirm the recommendations of the 2008 Downtown Parking Study

2

Street activation: promote activation of the street by wrapping the parking with uses that create pedestrian activity
along the sidewalk.
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I.

PROJECT OVERVIEW

The project process involved the following primary components:


Stakeholder Engagement: The Consultant Project Team met four times with the Stakeholder
Committee comprised of City staff and community members with interest and experience in the
Downtown Redmond and Overlake neighborhoods. The meetings were conducted in a work
session and brainstorming format on January 31, April 23, June 2 and July 24, 2014. These sessions
were structured to educate the consultants, review the City’s Goals and Future Vision, define
issues, understand existing realities and test new concepts and approaches. Stakeholder
Committee participants are listed above in the Acknowledgements.



Data Collection and Analysis: The Consultant Project Team conducted extensive data collection
efforts within the parking systems in Downtown and Overlake. Detailed data collection summaries
and hourly occupancy heat maps are available from the City.



Plans, Policy and Code Research: The Consultant Project Team conducted a comprehensive review
of existing plans, policies, regulations, and programs. A review of parking regulations applicable to
Downtown Redmond and Overlake is provided in Appendices 1 and 2.



Strategy Development: In collaboration with stakeholders and City staff, strategies were assessed,
refined, and prioritized, based on near‐, mid‐, and long‐term horizons.

Background on Redmond’s Goals and Future Vision for Downtown Redmond and Overlake is provided next.
After the Background, the following sections document the findings and recommendations based on the
project process above:


Problem Statements



Parking Study Findings



The City’s Role in Parking Management



Strategy Recommendations



Conclusions
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II.

BACKGROUND

The City of Redmond is evolving. By 2030, the City is projected to add approximately 22,000 new residents
and 40,000 new jobs. The two most important growth centers in the City are the Downtown Redmond and
Overlake urban centers. How well parking is managed and regulated will play a major role in determining
whether this growth helps to achieve the City’s Goals and Future Vision for these two centers. The purpose
of this report is to identify the right parking strategies necessary to successfully do this.
From 2010 to 2030, the Downtown Redmond urban center is projected to grow from 4,270 to 11,350
residents and from 8,100 to 10,800 jobs. Illustrated in the artist’s rendering shown in Figure 1, the City’s
2030 Future Vision states that:
Downtown is an outstanding place to work, shop, live and recreate and is a destination for many in
Redmond and in the region. Attractive offices, stores, services, and residential developments have
contributed to a new level of vibrancy, while retaining a comfortable, connected feel that appeals to
residents, business and visitors. Many more people live Downtown, and housing choices include a
wide range of pricing options. Strategic public and private investments have created a true
multidimensional urban center with several new and expanded public amenities, including the City
Hall campus, Downtown Central Park and the Redmond Central Connector, that are gathering
places for the community; an arts and community cultural center; a pedestrian connection to
Marymoor Park; a vibrant Saturday market and a variety of quality arts and cultural programs and
performances.
Various portions of Downtown have their own identities, design and appeal, and it is easy to walk,
bicycle, use transit or drive between them as well as to the rest of Redmond and the region. Many
visitors walk or take transit to get to their destinations or park in one of the conveniently located
garages. The congestion of 20 years ago has been tempered primarily by providing convenient and
effective transportation alternatives together with improved operations and then increased
capacity in strategic locations, such as SR 520 and important connections in the street grid.

Redmond Parking Strategies Project
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Figure 1
Rendering of Redmond’s Downtown Vision 2030

Overlake is the third largest employment center in the region with about 46,000 jobs and 3,000 households.
Between 2010 and 2030 Overlake is projected to add about 25,000 new jobs and 5,000 new homes. Zoning
in Overlake now allows buildings up to 12 stories tall, and the City’s plans involve redevelopment at
significantly higher intensities than exist today, as illustrated in the rendering of Overlake Village in Figure 2.
The City’s 2030 Future Vision for Overlake states that:
Overlake has become a regional urban center that is the location of internationally known
companies, corporate headquarters, high technology research and development companies, and
many other businesses. While intensively and efficiently developed, the employment areas retain
their campus‐like feel due to attractive landscaping and the protection of significant trees and other
important natural features. During the past 20 years, redevelopment of Overlake Village has brought
retail storefronts closer to the street and improvements to streetscapes to reflect the green
character of Redmond, making the area more hospitable to transit, pedestrians and bicyclists. This
portion of Overlake has also become much more diverse, featuring small neighborhoods with a
variety of housing choices, small‐scale shopping and services to serve employees and residents, and
connections to a network of parks, sidewalks, trails and transit services. In many ways Overlake has
demonstrated that high technology uses can thrive in a sustainable urban setting that offers
opportunities to live, work, shop and recreate for an increasingly diverse workforce.

Redmond Parking Strategies Project
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A factor that will influence parking in Overlake is the two future Link light rail stations at Overlake Village
and the Overlake Transit Center, with service beginning in 2023. The presence of high‐capacity transit can
be expected to result in increased use of non‐auto modes, but will also increase demand for parking near
the light rail stations, and may create parking spillover issues.
Figure 2
Rendering of the City’s Vision for Overlake Village

In summary, Downtown and Overlake are places with an urban vision but suburban design and
infrastructure. But over the coming decades, both neighborhoods will be transitioning from a generally
suburban character to a higher density, more urban character. As stakeholders suggested, the desired
outcome is to “transcend the suburban to urban bias.” The key parking challenge presented by this
transition is the squeeze on space for accommodating off‐street surface parking stalls.
The long‐term Goals and Future Vision for Downtown Redmond and Overlake show two vibrant urban
centers with ample transit, pedestrian, and bicycle amenities (see Figures 1 and 2). One component of the
transportation system conspicuously absent is new surface parking. While much of the new development in
Overlake and Downtown is currently being constructed with structured or subterranean parking, surface
parking is still a major land use in these areas, particularly for smaller redevelopment sites that may not be
able to afford construction of other forms of parking. Transitioning from a suburban environment with
abundant and conspicuous parking to a mixed‐use transit‐oriented environment does not happen overnight
and a critical piece of the puzzle is how to phase out surface parking.

Redmond Parking Strategies Project
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Meeting future parking needs in a way that also supports the City’s Goals and Future Vision will require a
multi‐pronged approach to optimizing parking resources such that the negative impacts of parking are
minimized. While this presents challenges, there are also significant upsides that are aligned with the City’s
aspirations, including the potential to:


Enhance livability and efficient land use by reducing the negative impacts of parking on walkability,
urban form, and architecture.



Encourage the use of alternatives to the single‐occupant vehicle (SOV), thereby reducing
congestion, vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and associated environmental impacts, including
greenhouse gas emissions.



Increase housing affordability by reducing costs associated with the construction of parking, with
the increased affordability coming from a resident not having to pay for a parking space or car
ownership.



Alleviate the potential cost barrier to development that can be caused by excessive requirements
for parking, thus making it easier to supply housing.

Fortunately, as Downtown and Overlake become more urban, alternatives to the automobile will become
more practical, resulting in an easing of demand for certain types of parking (projected mode shifts are
analyzed in Section IV‐3, see Table 2). But the challenge with planning for parking in this scenario is that it’s
a chicken‐or‐egg situation—it’s difficult to create an urban environment without reducing parking, but it’s
difficult to reduce parking without already having an urban environment. The recommended strategies
presented below were carefully crafted to offer a balanced approach to support Downtown and Overlake
as they grow and transition towards more urban environments.

Redmond Parking Strategies Project
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III.

PROBLEM STATEMENTS

Based on comments and discussions among the Consultant Project Team, City staff and the Stakeholder
Committee, and informed by data, policy and code research, a series of themes emerged as the most
significant barriers to both better parking management and alternative transportation modes. These
themes are intended to provide a framework for evaluating data from the parking surveys and identifying
solutions.

Theme 1: Getting to the Vision
The Goals and Future Vision for Downtown and Overlake provide for an urban form that is very
different from today. City plans call for much higher densities, mixed land uses, significant reductions of
surface parking, and a built environment that relies heavily upon transit, biking and walking for access.
Parking strategies for Downtown and Overlake must reflect the significant transition in density and
urban form that is envisioned.
Any new policies and regulations must enable current market conditions to be met, and allow market
forces to adjust over time. They should also be designed to support expected shifts to alternative
travel modes. Stakeholders strongly recommend that proposed strategies be programmed to
transition into place in coordination with investments made in alternative mode infrastructure,
particularly light rail service. These outcomes will likely require a proactive level of parking
management that is not currently the norm in Redmond.

Theme 2: Role of the City in Public Parking
A more active role for the City in providing public parking is likely to be a key enabling factor in
achieving the City’s visions for Downtown and Overlake. Stakeholders recommend consideration of a
well laid out system of publicly owned parking facilities – “district garages” – that can help reduce
parking overbuild, enable efficient shared parking, and reduce the construction of new surface parking.
These facilities would be strategically sited in Downtown and Overlake, and ideally, new developments
could “buy in” at a cost that would be less than providing the same parking on a private site.
Market conditions may not support expensive structured parking, which may necessitate the
construction of surface parking, resulting in inefficient land use and compromised urban design.
Utilization data for Redmond show that surface parking is typically overbuilt by as much as 40%.
Multistory district garages can offer a more economical alternative for developers to provide parking
off site and forego the need to dedicate large portions of their site to surface parking. District garages
also offer a “safety valve” for developers who may not wish to build the minimum required parking in a
structure on site – the option to locate some parking off site could make or break feasibility for a
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project. Lastly, district parking facilities can be proactively managed by the City to support shared
parking by private uses that have complementary time demands.
A district garage approach will require significant City involvement in both the provision and
management of parking. In particular, the City will have to play a proactive and innovative role
establishing significant funding sources, which could include local improvement districts (LID) and fees‐
in‐lieu of parking (see Appendices 3 and 4 for further information).

Theme 3: Use and Availability of Parking (Culture of Parking)
The adopted Goals and Future Vision for Downtown and Overlake challenge the status quo culture of
parking. Today, parking in Downtown and Overlake is generally viewed as a singular entitlement—
parking for a site is accessory to that site and only for that site. Given high demonstrated levels of
overbuild, this approach has contributed to low density land uses, and the pattern tends to replicate
itself from development to development.
While many stakeholders felt it was important to maintain flexibility regarding private control of
parking, most agreed that moving forward, parking should be seen and planned for more as a
community resource, where it is more flexibly managed to serve multiple users, as opposed to being
single‐user and site‐specific. Owners of existing parking should be encouraged and incented to share
underused parking supply, and the City should facilitate education and research on overcoming barriers
to shared and consolidated supplies of parking.
More broadly, the City should engage the community to raise awareness of the City’s goals to increase
alternatives to driving alone, and the implications that this has for reduced parking demand over time.
Without a change in this aspect of the culture of parking, it will become very difficult to influence the
transition to the more urban form envisioned in the City’s plans.

Theme 4: Policy and Code
Findings from the Downtown Redmond and Overlake parking surveys confirm that parking is routinely
overbuilt and underutilized. Given this result, stakeholders agreed that there is a need to recalibrate
any City policies or regulations that may currently promote overbuilt parking and the resulting
inefficient use of land. In addition, some of the City’s current regulations promote surface parking, poor
pedestrian connections, and aesthetics that are not supportive of the Goals and Future Vision. As one
stakeholder noted, “there is a disconnect between land use and parking decisions.”
To ensure that regulations are not creating fundamental barriers to achieving the City’s desired future
for Downtown and Overlake, the City must engage in a thorough and ongoing effort to identify and
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correct policies and codes biased toward the creation of excess parking at the expense of alternative
travel modes, walkable communities and business centers.

Theme 5: Park and Ride Parking
Stakeholders expressed mixed opinions on whether park & rides (P&R) support the City’s Goals and
Future Vision for Downtown and Overlake. The key question is what role should P&Rs play in urban
centers like Downtown and Overlake, and what challenges might they create that conflict with goals to
create compact, walkable centers? Some believe that P&R facilities are appropriate because they
provide easier access to the transit system by automobile. On the other hand, some believe that P&Rs
in Downtown or Overlake conflict with the parking needs of those who live, work and shop in
Redmond’s urban centers, and therefore do not support the City’s land use objectives for growth,
development and density.
Stakeholders recognized the need for clarity and consensus within the community and among City
decision‐makers on P&Rs, including their operational and functional dynamics, as well as their impact
on achieving the City’s Goals and Future Vision. From this consensus understanding would then flow
specific policies to provide direction on the competing roles of (a) parking intended to support local
businesses and development, and (b) parking management intended to encourage growth in transit
ridership.
In summary, there was a high level of interest among stakeholders in making strategic changes to parking
regulation and management, specifically strategies that:


Support the transition to a higher density urban form.



Provide tools for consolidating parking supplies strategically and efficiently.



Better define the City’s role in facilitating the transition.

Stakeholders recognize that status quo conditions will lead to a continuation of low density development
and overreliance on automobiles in a way that is detrimental to achieving Redmond’s Goals and Future
Vision. There was consensus that better management of the existing parking supplies, planning for
strategic consolidation of future parking supply, and integration with non‐auto commute modes will be the
most important ingredients for success.
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IV.

PARKING SURVEY FINDINGS

Objective and accurate data for on‐the‐ground use and demand for parking is a critical element for
development of effective parking strategies—good data supports good decision making. The data
summarized below informed the recommendations presented in Sections V and VI that follow.
The consultant team conducted extensive data collection in both Downtown Redmond and Overlake
neighborhoods as a means to create a framework for understanding the current dynamics of parking and
demand, and to serve as the basis for strategy development. Each area is unique and the methodologies
for collecting data were different as a result, being driven by each of their distinctive land use
characteristics. Detailed results for each area are available from the City.
a.

Key Findings ‐ Downtown
1. Study Area
The Downtown Redmond parking survey area is bounded by approximately NE 100th Street on the
north, Bear Creek Parkway on the south, the Sammamish River on the west and the eastern boundary
beginning at 164th Avenue NE on the northern edge moving southeastward and ending near Avondale
Road. The study boundary is illustrated in Figure 3 below.
2. Data Collection
A complete inventory of parking in the study area was conducted prior to the survey day. In total 1,273
on‐street stalls and 12,570 off‐street stalls (in 186 facilities) were located and catalogued.3
The survey day, Tuesday, March 3, 2014, was chosen in cooperation with City of Redmond staff to
identify a “typical weekday” representing normal parking activity in the study area. Care was taken to
avoid holidays, school vacation days, major downtown events, and the beginning or end of the
workweek (i.e., Mondays or Fridays).
The survey data collection began at 8:00 am and concluded at 9:00 pm. Surveyors were separated into
on‐street and off‐street routes. Data was collected every hour on the hour for thirteen consecutive
hours. Survey hours were extended from a typical 6:00 pm finish to 9:00 pm to account for any
additional evening activity (i.e., dinner crowd, entertainment, etc.). “Evening counts” were important
given new retail/restaurant activities growing in Downtown Redmond and because of the prominence
of the Redmond Town Center.

3

Multifamily residential uses were not surveyed in the Downtown based on scope and budget and the availability of
recent and accurate data on multifamily residential parking demand in Downtown Redmond compiled by King County
in its Right Size Parking Project.
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Figure 3
Downtown Study Area

The residential area north of NE 90th Street, between the Sammamish River and Redmond Woodinville
Road NE (approximately 106 stalls), was omitted from the on‐street hourly survey counts. Visual
observations found sparse utilization, which would have artificially deflated parking occupancies for the
remainder of Downtown were it added to the overall evaluation of “downtown parking activity.”
Omitting this area reduces the overall inventory of on‐street parking surveyed from 1,273 to 1,167.
3. Utilization and Demand
Downtown data is summarized in Table 2 for each of the downtown zones, as mapped in Figure 4 for
reference. Figure 5 below presents a peak hour “heat map” that graphically illustrates actual utilization
of the Downtown parking supply on a typical day by block face and by off‐street location. As shown in
Table 2, observed utilization of the parking supply was generally low to moderate, with the exception
of the River Bend district that had 87% occupancy. The combined peak hour occupancy for all parking
in Downtown (13,343 stalls) is 65.3%. This leaves 4,500 stalls empty during the peak hour and
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translates into an average demand for parking (office/retail) of about 2.6 stalls per 1,000 square feet of
gross floor area (GFA).
Based on the Goals and Future Vision projections for Downtown, Redmond’s Transportation Master
Plan (TMP) establishes a future target parking demand of 2.30 stalls per 1,000 square feet of GFA. This
demand projection is based on future assumed levels of alternative mode use and levels of parking
consistent with (a) the desired urban form and (b) structured parking supply. The current observed
average demand for all of Downtown (2.6), as well as the observed demand in most of the core
Downtown zones, significantly exceeds the TMP goal, indicating a need for new policies and strategies.
Figure 4
Downtown Zones


N
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Table 2
Summary of Downtown Utilization and Demand
2014
Combined
Commercial
SF

2014
Combined
Stall
Inventory

2014
Combined
Vehicles
Parked (Peak
Hour
Demand)

2014
Combined
District
Occupancy

2014
Commercial
Parking
Demand per
KSF

Old Town
Sammamish
Trail

186,000

586

332

56.70%

2.04

2.30

399,000

1,702

1,088

63.90%

3.11

2.30

Valley View

209,000

1,000

527

52.70%

2.87

2.30

Town Square

390,000

1,508

917

60.10%

2.68

2.30

East Hill

206000

499

338

67.80%

1.87

2.30

Anderson
Park

216,000

1,525

983

64.50%

5.20

2.30

Trestle

113,000

379

214

56.50%

2.15

2.30

River Bend

236,000

217

188

86.60%

0.91

2.30

Bear Creek

250,000

148

68

46.10%

0.31

2.30

Town Center

1,422,000

5,779

4053

70.10%

3.25

2.30

All Zones

3,803,000

13,343

8,708

65.30%

2.61

2.30

District

2030 Demand
(TMP Mode
Split)

4. Summary of Key Findings
• 1,273 on‐street stalls and 12,570 off‐street stalls (in 186 facilities) were located and catalogued.
• Occupancies, both on and off‐street, are low (averaging 65% or less at the peak hour), including
the Town Center Area.
• On average across all of Downtown demand is 2.61 stalls per 1,000 square feet of GFA
(combined office/retail). In Town Center alone demand is 3.25 stalls per 1,000 square feet of
GFA and as high as 5.20 stalls per 1,000 square feet of GFA in Anderson Park.
• Current minimum and maximum parking standards in the Zoning Code likely do not cause
parking to be overbuilt as demand exceeds current minimums and does not routinely exceed
current maximums.
• At the peak hour, there are nearly 500 empty stalls on‐street and over 4,000 empty off‐street
stalls within the Downtown study area.
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• A significant number of on‐street block faces do not allow parking because street space is
devoted to the location of bicycle and turning lanes. This can detract from walkability and vital
pedestrian environments in Downtown.
Figure 5
Current Downtown Peak Hour Occupancy (by block face and by off‐street location)

5. Conclusions ‐ Downtown
Based on occupancy and utilization data, there is not a “parking problem” in Downtown Redmond.
Though constraints can be identified (Figure 5), places with high parking occupancies are few and
generally surrounded by adjacent and proximate underutilized on‐ and off‐street supplies of parking.
Greater efforts to reduce proliferation of surface lots, “right size” parking and creating shared use
relationships for existing underutilized supply should be made. Similarly, there is a need to reexamine
streets that do not currently have on‐street parking because the abundance of these streets may be
having adverse impacts on vibrancy and walkability (perceived and real).
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b.

Key Findings – Overlake
1. Study Area
The Redmond Overlake parking survey area is between NE 51st Street on the north, NE 20th Street on
the south, 148th Avenue NE on the west and West Lake Sammamish Parkway NE/Bel‐Red Road on the
east. The study boundary is illustrated in Figure 6.

Figure 6
Overlake Study Sites

2. Data Collection
The urban streetscape and “feel” of the Overlake neighborhood is distinctive from Downtown
Redmond in that Overlake has little to no on‐street parking. As a result, the focus of the Overlake
parking survey and analysis was exclusively on the off‐street parking system. The survey evaluated 25
Redmond Parking Strategies Project
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sites, including a combination of retail, office and multi‐family residential properties. A parking
inventory of these sites within the Overlake survey area (Figure 6) was conducted prior to the survey
day. In total 5,896 off‐street stalls (in 25 facilities) were located and catalogued.
As for Downtown Redmond, the survey day, Wednesday, December 11, 2013, was chosen in
cooperation with City of Redmond staff to identify a “typical weekday” representing normal parking
activity in the study area. Care was taken to avoid holidays, school vacation days, major events, and the
beginning or end of the workweek (i.e., Mondays or Fridays).
The commercial data collection of retail and office uses began at 9:00 am and concluded at 7:00 pm.
Surveyors were separated into two off‐street routes. Data was collected every hour on the hour for ten
consecutive hours. Survey hours were extended from a typical 6:00 pm finish to 7:00 pm to account for
any additional evening activity (i.e., dinner crowd, entertainment, etc.). “Evening counts” were
important given the number of retail and restaurant activities that exist in the Overlake neighborhood.
The residential data collection is different in that parking demand is highest in the middle of the night
(e.g., 1:00 am) when residents are generally at home. Therefore, special efforts were made to get
permission from the property managers to collect parking occupancy information at the selected multi‐
family residential sites. These counts only required a single visit to verify stall totals and count the
number of occupied parking stalls. The counts took place between 12:00 and 2:00 am when parking
occupancies would be maximized.
3. Utilization and Demand ‐ Commercial
Utilization
The commercial parking supply at each location was surveyed every hour over the course of the ten
hour survey day (9:00 am to 7:00 pm) to determine parking utilization. Results were categorized and
displayed by either commercial retail or commercial office land use type.

Redmond Parking Strategies Project
‐ 18 ‐

Figure 7
Redmond Overlake Off‐Street Parking Occupancies – Office vs. Retail

As Figure 7 indicates, combined retail and office off‐street parking lots reach peak occupancy between
2:00 and 3:00 pm (14:00‐13:00 hours). At that time, 63.9% of stalls are occupied leaving approximately
1,167 stalls empty. Office parking utilization peaks between 3:00 and 4:00 pm (15:00‐16:00 hours), at
65.6%. Retail parking utilization peaks between 2:00 and 3:00 PM (14:00‐15:00 hours), at 61.4%. As
with Downtown Redmond, these data findings show that parking is overbuilt by almost 35%.
Demand
All commercial building areas sampled in Overlake were aggregated by gross floor area. Sites were
separated by usage and all retail space was summarized, totaling approximately 214,000 square feet of
GFA at six different locations. All office space was summarized, totaling approximately 700,000 square
feet of GFA at 13 different locations. Similarly, the parking supply at each retail and office location was
aggregated by use. These figures were used to determine the ratio of built parking per 1,000 square
feet of GFA of each commercial use. Peak hour parking utilization at each site was divided into
occupied building square footage (accounting for building vacancy) to determine “true demand” per
1,000 square feet of GFA of building area. True demand was then inflated by 11% to account for
building vacancies within the surveyed sites. These two figures, ratio of built parking and true demand,
are contrasted with one another to reveal how close (or not) the built supply is to actual demand.
Table 3, details these comparisons.
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Table 3
Parking Demand by Land Use

Retail Summary

Building
SF

Land
Use

Surface
Stalls

Structured
Stalls

1PM

2PM

Ratio of
Built
Parking

Peak Demand/
1,000 SF (w/
11% vacancy
buffer)

212,782

Retail

775

0

3.64

2.48

3.57

2.53

61%

41%

Stalls Parked

476

319

Stalls Empty

299

456

Office Summary

63%

64%

Stalls Parked

704,097

Office

2,421

90

1,590

1,613

Stalls Empty

831

808

As Table 3 indicates, the ratio of built parking for both retail and office sites exceeds 3.5 stalls per 1,000
square feet of GFA of land use. Retail parking is supplied at a rate of approximately 3.64 stalls per
1,000 square feet of GFA, and office at 3.57 per 1,000 square feet of GFA. Both built totals greatly
exceed actual peak demand, which was 2.48 and 2.53 per 1,000 square feet of GFA for retail and office,
respectively, when factored to account for retail and office vacancies.4 On average, parking is overbuilt
by as much as 30%.
4. Utilization and Demand ‐ Residential
Utilization
Table 4 provides a breakout of the sampled off‐street multi‐family residential sites in the study area.
Similar to the commercial sites the consultant team worked with City staff to identify a representative
sample of off‐street residential sites that would closely approximate the average residential parking
utilization for the larger Overlake study area. Consideration was given to site density (clustering),
geographic distribution, and size of the facility (to assure that large, moderate, and smaller sites were
all represented).
Table 4
2013 Redmond Overlake Off‐Street Residential Parking Sample
Primary Land Use

Number of Sites
Sampled

Number of
Residential Units

Number of Stalls

Residential

5

1,733 units

2,610

Overnight occupancy counts were made at all five residential sites with a combined 2,610 stalls.
4

Note that observed peak demand for retail and office were 2.23 and 2.28, respectively. The demand numbers in
Table 3 were factored upward by 11% to account for vacant retail and office square footage, generating actual parking
demand of 2.48 and 2.53 for retail and office respectively.
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In total there were 1,733 units (including studio, one‐bedroom and two‐bedroom layouts) among these
five sites.
As mentioned above, residential utilization surveys are unique in that they require only one site visit in
the middle of the night when parking usage is highest. In this instance, the counts were conducted
between 12:00 and 2:00 am.
Figure 8
Redmond Overlake PEAK HOUR Occupancy Map – Residential Supply

Figure 8 displays peak hour parking occupancies by site, which again provides a quick view of where the
highest levels of parking demand are in the study area. With the exception of one site, all locations
have overnight occupancies that range from 55% to 69% during the peak hour (shown in yellow). One
site located at the corner of 156th Avenue NE and NE 40th Street has an overnight occupancy of
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between 70% and 84%. All residential sites5 surveyed exhibit an abundance of available parking during
the peak hour.
Demand
Occupancy numbers (total vehicles parked) collected during the overnight counts were divided by the
number of occupied housing units at each site to determine a residential demand number. The demand
numbers from this study were coupled with similar analyses done with other residential properties in
Overlake area as part of the Right Size Parking (RSP) project commissioned by Metro King County. Data
shown in Table 5, below reflect the residential demand work from these analyses. See Figure 9 for a
map of the Overlake areas.
Parking use in the Overlake Village and Overlake Employment areas is very much aligned with Zoning
Code parking minimums. Parking use in the Overlake Residential area is well below Zoning Code
minimums (i.e. the code is requiring more than is actually being used). Regardless of area, the average
overbuild of residential parking ranges from 0.50 to 0.64 stalls per residential unit.
Table 5
2013 Redmond Overlake Residential Parking Demand by District

Area
Overlake
Village
Overlake
Employment
Overlake
Residential

Actual (Observed)
Peak Demand

Code Minimum
Requirement

0.93/unit

1.0/unit (MF)

0.99/unit

1.0/unit (MF)

1.07/unit

1.5 – 2.0/unit

5

Average Built Supply
RSP sites

1.57/unit (MF)

All multi‐family residential properties sampled had unit occupancies of 95% or better. In other words, no location
had less than a 5% vacancy.
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Figure 9
Overlake Areas

5. Summary of Key Data Findings
•

20 mixed use (office/retail) sites located throughout Overlake were surveyed.

•

Five multifamily residential sites were surveyed and supplemented by parking demand data
derived from King County’s Right Sized Parking project for other sites in Redmond.

•

Office/retail parking supply is overbuilt by an average of 40%.

•

Actual demand for office/retail parking is about 2.5 stalls per 1,000 SF.

•

All office/retail parking demand (actual) exceeds the City’s minimum requirement, so the
Zoning Code is not driving overbuild.

•

The average over‐supply of residential parking ranges from 0.50 to 0.64 stalls per unit.

Redmond Parking Strategies Project
‐ 23 ‐

•

Actual demand for residential parking averages 1.0 stall per unit, which is right at the Zoning
Code minimum. As with office/retail, the Zoning Code minimum does not drive overbuild.

•

The Overlake Residential area has actual parking demand of 1.0 per unit. The minimum Zoning
Code requirement is 1.5 ‐ 2.0 per unit.

•

The minimum parking requirement in Overlake Residential area likely forces overbuild.

•

Parking in many locations in Overlake is allowed on surface lots, which therefore encourages
this type of parking development format.

6. Conclusions – Overlake
As with Downtown Redmond, there is not a parking problem in Overlake. Based on occupancy and
utilization data, parking is substantially oversupplied in underutilized surface parking facilities. Based
on actual demand, parking minimums are not driving overbuilding, as demand generally exceeds
Zoning Code minimums (with the exception of the Overlake Residential area). However, Zoning Code
parking requirements permit large and overbuilt surface parking and will, if allowed to continue,
jeopardize attainment of the urban vision established for Overlake.
c. Summary
Parking in Downtown and Overlake is oversupplied, on average by as much as 30% ‐ 35% for both
commercial and multifamily residential land uses. The actual demand for parking exceeds Zoning Code
minimums, which indicates that minimums are not currently causing developers to overbuild parking. The
overbuild is more likely being driven by other Zoning Code requirements and project approvals that allow
continued development of parking on off‐street surface lots. The lack of on‐street parking on a significant
portion of the streets in Downtown and Overlake is inconsistent with the City’s long‐term Goals and Future
Vision.
Overall, the availability of parking is not the problem; rather, the suburban form for parking that is allowed
does not support the urban form described in the City’s Goals and Future Vision. This dynamic is driven in
part by existing land use processes that are passive and not strategically crafted to result in parking
outcomes aligned with the Goals and Future Vision. While current City plans call for adding on‐street
parking as part of the planned street grid in Overlake Village, change is likely to occur very slowly without
greater proactive involvement by the City in the planning, delivery, funding and management of parking,
including further Comprehensive Plan policy and Zoning Code changes. The data on parking strongly
suggests that achieving the desired change in urban form will require a clear commitment to change the
parking status quo in Redmond.
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V.

THE CITY’S ROLE IN PARKING MANAGEMENT

The complexity and strategic format of any parking management plan is shaped by the role—large or
small—that the City itself plays in its implementation. To achieve the City’s Goals and Future Vision for
Downtown and Overlake requires changes in land use and density that are well beyond what is now the
status quo for development and parking management in Redmond. To successfully address these
challenges, the City will have to play a larger role and take on greater responsibilities than it has historically.
This includes policy guidance, management, development of parking supply, and funding. Clear guidance
from the City on its role and responsibility in these areas will be necessary to enable appropriate strategy
choices going forward.

The Parking Management Challenge
As summarized in Section IV, there is not a parking supply problem in Downtown or Overlake. In Downtown
there are nearly 14,000 parking stalls, and during peak hours, about 4,500 of these are unused. In Overlake,
parking has been demonstrated to be overbuilt by as much as 30%. However, the potential remains for
continued overbuilding of parking that would jeopardize the City’s plans for both Downtown and Overlake.
The current standard practice of lot‐by‐lot provision of parking for single uses has resulted in a
preponderance of surface parking lots, and minimal opportunities to share parking—this is particularly
evident in Overlake. At the same time, as surface parking lots are converted to buildings in the transition to
a denser built environment, parking demand is likely to outpace supply because more parking will be
needed with less available land. 6 Structured parking is a solution, but its high cost can impact
development feasibility, limiting the ability of the private sector to generate the needed new parking.
The above scenarios will need to be addressed with parking management strategies to accommodate the
present and future parking needs of residents, employees, customers and visitors. The form that these
strategies take will depend on the role the City plays in providing, managing, and funding that parking. As
such, the project team recommends that before moving toward specific implementation strategies, the City
must first decide which of the following three potential approaches to parking management to pursue.

6

Total parking demand will increase, but not necessarily per capita demand. With better use of alternative modes,
demand per user (residents, employees, customers and visitors) may decrease, but overall growth of users will
continue to require increasing amounts of parking supply.
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Defining The City’s Role in Parking Management: Three Approaches
There are three potential approaches for how to manage the supply of and demand for parking in
Downtown Redmond and Overlake. The approach that the City selects will have direct implications for the
type of parking strategies that can be implemented over time.

Approach 1: Status Quo
Continue the current approach to providing a small amount of on‐street parking and regulating off‐
street parking through minimum and maximums with only minor adjustments.
Considerations:
1. The Zoning Code currently allows net new parking to be supplied on surface lots, which limits
building density because land required for parking occupies land otherwise available for new
and denser land uses.
2. In some cases, the current Zoning Code requires parking for each specific land use at specified
rates (stalls per unit or floor area). These regulations do not encourage “shared parking” and
the blending of peak utilization hours that reduces total parking demand, because of the
limitations placed on cooperative parking facilities by the code7.
3. In some cases, the current Zoning Code may preclude sharing of any parking that is required as
an “accessory use.” Accessory parking can only be utilized by trips associated with the land use
for which the parking is provided, and unused supply cannot be shared with other uses, except
as allowed by RZC 21.40.010(E).
The bottom line: This approach assumes that new development will be feasible in the more urban form
envisioned by the City without significant involvement by the City, i.e., financing, management, or
incentives to reduce surface parking. It is assumed that “the market” will move by itself towards
achieving the City’s Goals and Future Vision. However in this scenario, dedicated parking will need to
be provided for every development parcel, increasing development costs and decreasing the efficiency
of parking in Downtown Redmond and Overlake. Structured parking may be developed if land values
are high enough and private developers choose to do so, but there are no effective regulatory means to
facilitate the transition from surface parking.

7

RZC 21.40.010(E).
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Approach 2: “Right ‐size” the System
In this approach, the City enhances its management of the on‐street parking system, and provides
financial resources as available to facilitate the private sector in providing shared off‐street parking.
The City would also regularly evaluate parking minimums and maximums, creating a favorable
environment for the private sector to take the lead on providing parking. The City’s role would be
limited to managing the on‐street parking supply, adjusting regulatory requirements, providing
incentives to private development, and providing information.
Considerations:
1. Active management of the on‐street parking system would need to become more strategically
focused, which might include establishing priorities for those who can park on‐street (e.g., time
limited parking), strengthened enforcement, and pricing as demand for on‐street parking
increases.
2. Right‐sizing Zoning Code requirements could include lowering minimum parking requirements
or eliminating parking requirements completely—especially in the Overlake Residential area
given its high residential minimums—allowing the private sector to determine their parking
need. Lenders may still require large supplies of parking, even if City requirements are low or
eliminated.
3. Limitations or prohibition of surface parking development should be considered as a means to
(1) influence right‐sized parking and (2) preserve land for denser development.
4.

“Accessory” parking requirements should be eliminated, because they discourage shared uses.

5. Other strategies the City should consider include:
a. Contribution of land by the City for use in providing shared parking, as a means to
lower the cost of structured parking development.
b. Financial incentives (e.g. public facilities district, bonding/leaseback, etc.) that would
facilitate private sector development of structured/shared parking assets.
c. Creating and disseminating information to facilitate right‐sizing (e.g. parking demand
studies).
The bottom line: By providing resources to support parking and managing demand and supply of
parking more actively, this approach is more likely to support urban redevelopment that fits the City’s
Goals and Future Vision compared to Approach 1. However, the right‐sizing approach requires careful
coordination with private redevelopment, and is reactive rather than proactive in providing new
supply.
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Approach 3: City Lead
In this approach, the City commits to becoming an active owner and manager of shared parking,
strategically providing parking both on‐ and off‐street to support redevelopment. In some cases, this
may be in partnership with private developers or property owners.
Considerations (in addition to those listed in Approach 2 above):
1. This approach requires the development of “district shared use” parking facilities into which
developers could purchase parking entitlements in lieu of building parking for their sites.8 Such
“district” facilities could begin as public surface lots then transition to garages as (1)
entitlements are sold and/or (2) funding sources necessary to garage development are
identified and activated.
2. This approach would also likely require strategic assembly and purchase of parcels to
consolidate land for parking garage development.
3. Funding options would have to be established.
4. The City would have to take on the administration of district off‐street parking management
that would (1) coordinate sales of entitlements, (2) manage access into district facilities, (3)
operate facilities to share uses that include monthly, visitor and event parking and (4) market
the district parking system.
5. To maximize the success of district facilities, the City would need to assess and refine parking
supply regulations and parking design standards to encourage developer participation in the
fee‐in lieu system, and to promote consumer acceptance of the district garages. Setting
appropriate parking minimums would be particularly important.
The bottom line: This is the most aggressive of the three approaches, and sends the strongest signal to
private developers that the City is serious about fostering the transition of Downtown and Overlake
towards more dense urban environments. This approach requires significant strategic implementation,
with the City targeting and planning for future parking assets. It is also the most expensive of the three
approaches, and will require staff and systems not currently in place to manage parking. The City may
have to more aggressively pursue a fee‐in‐lieu system and other funding sources to encourage buy‐in
from private developers (for further information on in‐lieu fees and funding sources, see Appendices 3
and 4).

8

“Fees‐in‐lieu” could be tied to parking minimums or as an “access entitlement “fee that developers could pay the
City for parking in City facilities in lieu of building parking (in areas where zero minimums might be in place).
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Recommended Approach
Based on the substantial shift in urban form called for in the adopted Goals and Future Vision for both
Downtown and Overlake, it is recommended that the City embrace Approach 3. In making this
recommendation, it is recognized that this will require an organization system internal to the City and
funding resources that are not currently established or available. However, without such a shift in the City’s
involvement and responsibility, it is not likely that the desired goals and vision can be realized; at least not
within the 2030 timeframe established for the plans.
That said, the Consultant Project Team also recognizes that the City may not have the capacity or there may
not be the support necessary for a full‐blown adoption of Approach 3. If so, the City could consider a hybrid
of approaches 2 and 3, or a phased plan to pursue Approach 2 in the near term; transitioning toward
Approach 3 over time.
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VI.

STRATEGY RECOMMENDATIONS

The recommended strategies discussed below are intended to create a comprehensive list of options for
Redmond to consider in its effort to manage parking in a manner that supports the City’s Goals and Future
Vision for growth. Strategies are organized below according to topic, and the expected timeframe—near‐
term (0 ‐12 months), mid‐term (1‐3 years), or long‐term (3+ years)—is indicated for each. Also included is
an indication of which of the possible City approaches to parking management (see Section V above) would
be required to implement the strategy. A summary matrix of the entire parking strategy implementation
plan is provided in Table 6 at the end of this section.
The proposed strategies should be viewed with the acknowledgement that the strategies most appropriate
to pursue will depend on the approach chosen by the City, as discussed in Section V above. It is expected
that chosen strategies would likely be refined, modified, and prioritized through the City’s internal plan
review and approval processes, and possibly further adapted as implementation unfolds. In some cases
implementation would be complex, requiring a dedicated and routine level of commitment, coordination,
and resources beyond what is currently in place.

1

Surface Parking

As discussed in the Background Section above, excess surface parking is one of the biggest potential barriers
to achieving the City’s Goals and Future Vision for Downtown and Overlake. Minimizing land used for
surface parking will reduce negative impacts on the pedestrian environment and free up land for denser
urban development. The City has established off‐street parking maximums, but they do not distinguish
between surface, structured, or underground parking. In terms of the effect on achieving the City’s Goals
and Future Vision, surface parking has by far the biggest negative impact. Surface parking is also relatively
cheap to build. In contrast, structured and underground parking are both likely to be self‐limiting in
quantity because of their high cost.

1.1

Surface Parking Maximums

The simplest method for controlling surface parking is to place a relatively restrictive maximum parking
ratio based on the use being served. The current maximums for all types of parking in most areas of
Downtown and Overlake are 2.25 ‐ 2.5 spaces per multifamily unit, and 3.0 ‐ 3.5 per 1000 square feet of
GFA for commercial uses (see Appendices 1 and 2 for details on existing parking codes). To be effective at
controlling the development of new surface parking, maximums for surface parking specifically should be
set significantly lower than the existing maximums. Different maximums may be appropriate for areas with
different character, such as Town Center compared to Old Town, for example.
Recommendation 1.1:
Establish reduced parking maximums for surface parking that are lower than the maximums for
structured or underground parking
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Timeframe: near‐term
Applicable City Approach: 1, 2, or 3
1.2

Transitioning Away from Surface Parking

It is widely recognized that the transition away from surface parking cannot happen overnight. To
successfully address the incremental nature of the transition toward the urban environment envisioned by
the Goals and Future Vision for Downtown and Overlake, it may be advantageous to modify
Recommendation 1.1, and phase‐in limitations on the expansion of surface parking over specified time
periods.
Recommendation 1.2:
Establish phased‐in regulations designed to reduce the amount of new surface parking over time
Timeframe: near‐, mid‐, and long‐term
Applicable City Approach: 2 or 3
A preliminary proposal for this strategy includes the following components:
•

Immediately establish maximum surface parking limits that are 20% below current parking
maximums in Overlake and Downtown. This would roughly translate to a surface parking maximum
of 2.0 stalls per residential dwelling unit and 2.8 stalls per 1,000 square‐feet of GFA of commercial
space. (As an option, make surface parking a conditional use requiring special review and
approval.)

•

Subterranean or structured parking would not be affected by the surface parking limits.

•

Consider development bonuses (e.g., increased height or FAR) if the project substitutes structured
or subterranean parking for surface parking.

•

Consider an exemption of the surface parking maximum for specific uses that may be of high value
in the urban centers, such as a grocery store, or for uses with very small parking needs, i.e. five to
10 stalls.

•

By 2025, reduce the surface parking maximum to 85% below current maximum parking limits for
commercial and 75% below current maximum limits for multifamily residential. This would
translate into a surface parking maximum of 0.5 stalls per thousand‐square‐feet of commercial
spaces and 0.5 stalls per residential dwelling unit. 2025 is two‐years after Link light rail is expected
to arrive in Overlake and will allow people some time to adjust to the improved transit service in
Redmond. The City Parking Manager/Coordinator will need to take an active role in supporting
landowners through this transition.
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•

By 2030, prohibit surface parking in Downtown Redmond and Overlake. This may require the
construction or lease of a district parking facility in Downtown and/or Overlake to accommodate
the parking needs of smaller parcels, restaurants, and some office uses with high parking
generation rates. The prohibition of surface parking may also be delayed in Downtown until Link
light rail is in operation, based on the City’s discretion.

It is also recommended that this strategy include the following provisions for variations in redeveloped
areas:
•

For sites over a given size (which needs additional research to develop—two to five acres is typical
in some areas), limit the amount of surface parking that can be built/retained based on the
proportion of the site being redeveloped. For example, three tiers could be defined based on the
percentage of the total site being redeveloped, as follows:
-

•

For redevelopment of less than 20% of the site: No restrictions on surface parking
For redevelopment of 20—80% of the site: Start at maximum of 2 stalls per thousand square
feet GFA for 20% site redevelopment, and for increasing percentages of site redevelopment,
linearly decrease the maximum down to zero for 80% site redevelopment.9
For redevelopment of 80% or more of the site – no surface parking allowed.

Smaller sites would not have any restrictions on surface parking; however, for this to be successful,
there may need to be other incentives or a district parking facility to encourage smaller sites to
redevelop without surface parking.

Lastly, this strategy could be modified to use factors other than time as triggers to ratchet down the surface
parking maximums. Such triggers might include the area of new surface parking developed, or the amount
of new development overall.
1.3

Design Standards to Control Surface Parking

Surface parking can also be restricted through design standards that limit the area and location of surface
lots. Existing Zoning Code requirements applicable to the entire City includes the following frontage limits
on surface parking lots:


Type I and II Pedestrian Walkways: maximum width within 20 feet of the frontage cannot exceed
the lesser of 61 feet or 75 percent of the lot frontage.



All other streets: no more than 45 percent of the lot width, up to a maximum of 130 feet

9

For example, applying this system, a project that redeveloped 50% of the site would have a maximum on surface
parking of 1 stall per thousand square feet of GFA of development.
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To better support the City’s Goals and Future Vision for Downtown and Overlake, these regulations could
be made more restrictive. For example, all surface parking abutting street frontage could be prohibited in
areas where creating a high‐quality pedestrian environment is particularly important. Another option is to
limit the area of surface lots, either by the total area, or by the percent of the total lot area. This limitation
effectively forces development to construct underground or structured parking for higher density projects.
The above strategies are expressed in several sections of the Downtown Design Standards, for example:


“Where possible, locate parking behind buildings and away from areas of high public visibility.”
(Town Center).



“The size and location of parking areas should be minimized.” (Town Center).



“Orient buildings toward the streets and locate parking on the side or rear whenever possible.”
(Valley View, Bear Creek, and Trestle)

Recommendation 1.3:
Refine design standards to limit surface parking and reduce its negative impacts
Timeframe: near‐ and mid‐term
Applicable City Approach: 1, 2, or 3
This strategy could include some or all of the following components:


Refine restrictions that limit the amount of frontage occupied by surface parking, e.g. only allow
partial frontage parking when parking behind is infeasible, and in that case, limit the width of
parking frontage allowed.



Strengthen and standardize restrictions on the location of surface parking in relation to the building
(for example, in Downtown surface parking can front on a Type I or II Pedestrian Walkway as long
as it’s next to a building that is fronting the street; in contrast, the Zoning Code completely
prohibits surface parking frontage on specified priority streets in Overlake).



In cases where parking fronts a street, strengthen design standards to minimize visual impact such
as landscaping, art, seating, etc.



Establish a maximum area for surface parking lots, either as a percent coverage of the total lot, or
an absolute maximum land area.



Consider adding language that would require the formatting and layout of surface parking to
demonstrate the use of the lot as a future development pad. This would assure that surface
parking is laid out in a manner that leaves open the possibility for future development, without
requiring demolition of buildings to recapture existing lots as development pads.
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1.4

Surface Parking and Commercial Development Capacity

Regulations on development capacity can inadvertently encourage the development of new surface
parking. In most of the Downtown zones, commercial square footage is limited to a base FAR of 1.25,
which can be increased through transfer of development rights (TDR). This relatively low base FAR
combined with the current lack of restrictions on surface parking is likely to encourage the development of
low‐density commercial buildings with surface parking, because if commercial developers want to exceed
the base FAR of 1.25, they will be faced with additional costs of both underground parking and TDRs.
The simple solution is to raise the minimum commercial FAR, although this would have impacts on the
City’s TDR program that would need to be evaluated. Also note that the commercial FAR is less of an issue
In the Sammamish Trail and Town Square zones, where the minimum building height is two stories.
Recommendation 1.4:
Increase the base FAR of commercial uses in Downtown
Timeframe: near‐term
Applicable City Approach: 2 or 3
This strategy could be refined according to the following options:

2



Count surface parking area as part of the maximum allowed commercial FAR. This would serve as a
disincentive to development of surface parking because FAR used for surface parking would reduce
the FAR available for more valuable uses on the site.



Increase FAR only when parking is in structure or underground.



In the long‐term, consider establishing a minimum FAR.

Shared Parking

Shared parking is a critical ingredient for optimizing parking to promote Redmond’s Goals and Future Vision
for Downtown and Overlake. The 2014 parking survey completed as part of the Parking Strategies Project
sampled a significant portion of existing privately owned off‐street parking lots located throughout the
Downtown and Overlake. The general finding was that most are significantly underutilized, even during
peak times (i.e., less than 65% percent occupied). The ability of the City to “capture” as many privately
owned stalls as are available for more active management will provide a relatively low cost solution for
mitigating existing and future access constraints during peak parking demand periods. Shared parking has
the potential to both mitigate existing constraints and deficits, and to facilitate reduced parking need in
new development.
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2.1

Shared Parking Agreements

The biggest barrier to shared parking between uses is the administrative difficulty of forming
agreements between different property owners. The City could play a proactive role in identifying
property owners with parking needs and those with parking surpluses, and facilitating agreements
between them.
Recommendation 2.1:
Facilitate shared parking agreements between suppliers and consumers of parking
Timeframe: near‐ and mid‐term
Applicable City Approach: 2 or 3
This strategy would involve the following approaches:
•

Negotiate shared use and/or lease agreements with owners of strategically placed existing private
surface lots in Downtown Redmond and Overlake to provide for an interim supply of parking where
parking constraints are identified.
-

•

Partner with Greater Redmond Transportation Management Association (GRTMA) or another
representative business association to:
-

-

•

2.2

Develop a process that is easy without the need for complicated long term legal agreements
Enable underutilized supply to support infill, e.g. allow a site specific study to serve as a basis to
waive on‐site parking requirements.

Initiate an effort to work with owners of private lots to enter into shared use agreements to
allow underutilized parking to be made available to customer, visitor or employee uses (as
appropriate).
Explore the development of incentives provided to the landowner by the City (i.e., signage,
landscaping, lighting sidewalk improvements, etc.) or by other landowners (i.e., lease back
arrangements) to encourage such agreements.

Over the long‐term, consider requiring larger scale developments to include a shared parking
component.

Shared Parking in Mixed‐Buildings

A key factor for enabling shared parking in a mixed‐used building is maintaining security for building
residents when nonresidents need to be given access to parking in the building. Most buildings are
designed with elevators that go from the parking levels into the residential lobby, in which case the retail
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parking must be physically separated from the residential parking to maintain security—an arrangement
that precludes shared parking.
Recommendation 2.2:
Require pedestrian access for structured parking to be connected to a public lobby space or public street
Timeframe: near‐ and mid‐term
Applicable City Approach: 1, 2 or 3
As an option, offer a parking requirement reduction for mixed‐use buildings with parking garages that are
designed to allow shared parking while maintaining resident security.
(Note: The Sammamish Trail, Anderson Park, and Town Square zones have relevant “where possible”
Zoning Code requirements for pedestrian access to garages.)

3

District Parking

District parking is a network of strategically located parking resources that are typically owned and
operated by the City, and made available for use by the public. District parking allows cities to
proactively manage the location and amount of parking resources, and enable efficient use of parking
through sharing between a range of users in the district.
3.1

Parking District Formation

Recommendation 3.1:
Consolidate off‐street parking resources into “district” facilities
Timeframe: long‐term
Applicable City Approach: 3
This strategy consists of the following two main components:
•

Development of “district shared use” parking facilities into which developers could purchase
parking entitlements in lieu of building parking for their sites. Such facilities could begin as public
surface lots then transition to garages as (a) entitlements are sold and/or (b) funding sources
necessary to garage development are identified and activated.

•

Assembly of land parcels that are located in areas within good proximity to important land uses.
Such parcels could serve initially as publicly controlled surface lots until funding for construction of
structured facilities becomes feasible.
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3.2

Funding District Parking

The establishment of District Parking will require a significant commitment of financial resources. Securing
the necessary funding is expected to involve a significant effort to research and identify the most feasible
and appropriate funding plan to support long‐term system needs as Downtown and Overlake transform in
a manner consistent with the City’s Goals and Future Vision.
Recommendation 3.2:
Commit funds to ensure the long‐term implementation and success of District Parking
Timeframe: long‐term
Applicable City Approach: 3
The strategy is relatively complex, and a menu of recommended process steps is provided below:
•

Establish a parking capital improvement funding plan designed to support creation of a system of
publicly owned (and strategically located) shared use district parking facilities in Downtown and
Overlake. Tie the plan timeline to expansion of Link light rail service, as this will have a significant
effect on parking needs in Downtown and Overlake.

•

Tailor the funding program to future development and policy objectives to be served by any
proposed public parking facility. In particular, address the question of whether and to what degree
fees from parking revenues can or should be expected to cover operating and/or debt service
expenses.

•

Establish a parking and transportation fund as a mechanism to direct funds derived from parking
into a dedicated fund. The fund should be dedicated to (not in priority order):
-

•

Debt service
Parking operations (on‐street/off‐street/enforcement)
Garage/Lot maintenance
Marketing and communications
Transportation Demand Management programs
New supply

Activate the fee‐in‐lieu program already allowed by the Zoning Code to serve as a clear and
strategic option for developers to consider (i.e., parking entitlements in publicly owned shared use
facilities).10 Questions to address include:

10

The current fee‐in‐lieu option for development is currently not used by the City of Redmond. This may be due to a
number of reasons including (a) that the City allows surface parking to be built (which can likely be provided at less
than the City’s fee‐in‐lieu), (b) data from the 2007 and 2014 parking studies that indicates that actual parking demand
exceeds the current minimum standard, and/or (c) developers are not confident that by paying the fee that their
actual access demand will be provided by the City (in another facility) in return for payment of the fee‐in‐lieu.
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-

•

Explore other reasonable and feasible funding sources for new parking supply. Parking structures
are very expensive to build, particularly in relation to surface parking. Funding sources include (for
further information on funding options, see Appendix 4):
-

4

Does payment of the fee to the City obligate the City to provide future parking to the
development site that paid the fee?
If yes, does the City have a strategic plan for identifying future parking sites and a process to
deliver future parking supply to fee‐in‐lieu sites?
If no, does the City need a fee‐in‐lieu program?
Is the amount of the fee adequate/reasonable to make the program attractive to developers?
Are there other policies that could be implemented to support the fee‐in‐lieu program (e.g.
limitations or prohibitions on surface parking lot development)?

Charging for parking (meters)
Establishing a public facilities district
Using City‐owned land for parking
Committing existing capital funds over a targeted planning horizon
Development agreements (public‐private partnerships in individual buildings)
Exploring the use of a Local Improvement District (LID)
Community Renewal Funding (per SHB 2437 allowing use of incremental increases in local sales
and use tax revenue to finance community revitalization projects) (What is the Washington
State statute that allows this?)

Parking Management

Strategic parking management would not be urgent if there was plenty of low cost land available for
parking construction. This is no longer the case in emerging urban areas like Redmond, where land costs
are rising and higher density, urban vision plans are in place. Active and coordinated parking management
will reduce the need to build parking at current levels for future development, and allow parking supply to
be reduced if there are better uses for the land or building area. A well‐managed and integrated system
reduces the long‐term costs of parking development, as existing inventories are maximized and more
accurately reflect true demand. Parking management also improves the prospects for the development and
use of alternative travel modes.
4.1

City Organizational Oversight of Parking

Industry best practices for administration and management of a parking “system” recommends a
centralized program of management of on and off‐street parking under the purview of a parking manager
specifically assigned to this task. Centralized administration and management best supports the concept of
an integrated parking system, as all elements of the system (on‐street, off‐street, enforcement and
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oversight of any third party provider) are consolidated within a single division and leadership structure. As
such, administration and decision‐making include balanced consideration of parking assets both
individually and as a system, while resources can be strategically invested and leveraged.
Recommendation 4.1:
Establish a City office for parking management
Timeframe: near‐term
Applicable City Approach: 3
This strategy would entail the following tasks:
•

Assign the responsibilities of a “parking manager/coordinator” for the City of Redmond.11
-

4.2

Oversee administration of district off‐street parking management that would (a) coordinate
sales of parking entitlements, (b) manage access into district facilities, (c) operate facilities to
share uses that include monthly, visitor and event parking and (d) provide marketing and
communications for a district‐based parking system.

•

Appoint/establish a formal advisory role for a stakeholder committee to assist the City and parking
manager/coordinator in parking program implementation and review.12

•

Establish necessary funding to support enhanced parking management with the necessary staff and
organizational efforts.

On‐Street System

On‐street parking in Downtown Redmond is currently underutilized, while Overlake lacks a significant on‐
street system. The City issues monthly permits for $50 for those wanting to park all day on Downtown
streets. As Redmond pursues its Goals and Future Vision for Downtown and Overlake, the parking
dynamics will change and new management strategies will need to be implemented through a variety of
approaches. When not conflicting with other priorities such as bicycle lanes, the Downtown and Overlake
Village on‐street systems will need to be expanded. As parking demand increases, the on‐street system
should be managed to provide available short term parking for customers and services, while employees
should park off‐street. The management strategies should include metering and time limits while
11

The complexity of parking and access will increase as the City’s D o w n t o w n and Overlake areas grow through
development/redevelopment and increased demand for access. Staff should be specifically dedicated to oversee and
manage all aspects of the program associated with parking in Downtown and Overlake.

12

The stakeholder committee would (a) assist the parking manager/coordinator in the implementation of the parking
management plan; (b) review parking issues over time; and (c) advise City Council on strategy implementation ba sed
on guiding principles for parking management and access needs/demand identified for Downtown and Overlake.
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considering innovative approaches to pricing such as dynamic demand based pricing and the use of vehicle
occupancy sensors.
Recommendation 4.2:
Optimize the on‐street parking system’s utilization and balance with the off‐street system through time
limits, metering, and adding stalls where possible
Timeframe: near‐term
Applicable City Approach: 2 or 3
This strategy calls for actions tailored to meet the different contexts of Downtown and Overlake, as follows:
Downtown
•

Modify time limits or consider pricing to increase turnover of parking spaces in areas where peak
utilization exceeds 85%.

•

Consider increasing the price of on‐street employee permits (currently $50), particularly for
permits that currently allow employee parking on NE 85th Street.

•

Limit on‐street employee parking as customer demand increases (using the 85% occupancy
standard).

•

As demand increases utilize time limits and pricing to increase turnover and invest fees in district
parking facilities. This includes innovative strategies such as dynamic demand based pricing and
vehicle occupancy sensors that provide real time data and streamline enforcement.

•

Utilize excess capacity within on‐street system to support infill development such as pedestrian
oriented retail in mixed‐use areas.

•

Evaluate streets (block faces) that currently do not allow on‐street parking and “add back” parking
wherever possible. This includes reevaluation of the location of existing and planned bike lanes in
Downtown Redmond as currently designated in the Transportation Master Plan. With limited
exceptions streets in the Downtown should have on‐street parking to meet the needs of ground
level active uses (e.g., retail/street level business) and improve the pedestrian experience by
buffering traffic.13

13

The Consultant Project Team conducted a high level estimate for on‐street parking opportunity in the downtown
based on the existing street network. “No Parking” block faces represent approximately 744 spaces. Based on the
minimums and maximums currently in place, this represents parking that could accommodate between 248,000 and
372,000 square feet of GFA of mixed use office/retail. Adding parking on‐street as appropriate will improve the
pedestrian environment (walkability) and contribute to reduced need for parking off‐street over time.
Redmond Parking Strategies Project
‐ 40 ‐

•

Eliminate parking requirement for pedestrian oriented retail14 uses up to 5,000 square feet of GFA
in mixed‐use areas of Downtown.

•

Prepare for more aggressive management and enforcement. Management and increased
enforcement may need to begin before development occurs, to better set the stage for successful
parking demand management.

Overlake

4.3

•

As planned by the City, design and implement an on‐street parking system in Overlake Village. An
on‐street parking system is a key component for realizing the vision for an urban village in
Overlake. Implementation will require significant capital investments to redesign, expand and
reconstruct the street system.15

•

Eliminate parking requirements for pedestrian oriented retail uses of up to 5,000 square feet of
GFA in mixed‐use areas of Overlake Village.

•

Re‐evaluate streets (block faces) that currently do not allow on‐street parking and “add back”
parking wherever possible, consistent with the City’s plans for other road users. With limited
exceptions, streets in Overlake should have on‐street parking to meet the needs of ground level
active uses (e.g., retail/street level business) and improve the pedestrian experience by buffering
traffic.

•

Prepare for more aggressive management and enforcement. Management and increased
enforcement may need to begin before development occurs, to better set the stage for successful
parking demand management.

Park & Ride

By 2023 Overlake will have new Link light rail stations at Overlake Village and the Overlake Transit Center.
The presence of high‐capacity transit can be expected to result in a large demand for park & ride parking,
which will create unique parking management challenges. Determining appropriate parking strategies will
require the City to assess the desired function of the transit station in terms of either providing an “origin”

14

Examples of pedestrian‐oriented retail uses include coffee shops, small cafes, salons, and boutique retail. Sit‐down
restaurants and bars may require off‐street parking.
15
Based on the Redmond Overlake Streetscape Guidelines the implementation of an on‐street system will provide
approximately 275 parking spaces. The 275 parking spaces could accommodate between 90,000 and 137,000 square
feet of GFA of non‐residential space based on the current minimum and maximum parking requirements of between 2
and 3 spaces per 1,000 square feet of GFA.
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16

or “destination.”17 Downtown also has significant park & ride demand for bus service, and this demand
is expected to grow over time.
Recommendation 4.3:
Develop a new set of parking policies to address the unique parking environments in transit station
areas
Timeframe: long‐term
Applicable City Approach: 2, 3
Depending on the City’s priorities, this strategy may include the following components:

4.4

•

Restrictions on new park & ride facilities in Downtown and/or Overlake.

•

Time limits or metering on‐street parking within Link light rail station areas.

•

Time limits or metering on‐street parking within 1,500 feet of park & ride facilities.

•

Programs to address potential spillover parking into residential areas, such as resident permits.

Loading Zones

Currently the City of Redmond provides limited loading zone areas in downtown, and does not enforce the
two‐hour on street time limits for vehicles that are actively loading and unloading. These two approaches
are typical for cities like Redmond and generally address the needs of both long‐term and short‐term
loading in the downtown area.
There are no on‐street loading zones or special provisions for loading vehicles outside of downtown
Redmond, which is typical for areas that were developed after on‐site loading requirements were common
in building codes. Most cities only dedicate on‐street loading zones in areas with older buildings that were
not developed with on‐site loading areas. In general, it is recommended that sites provide on‐site loading
areas to that scarce on‐street space can be used for other purposes like short‐term parking, bicycle lanes,
or other uses.

16

If a transit stop is envisioned as being a key launching point for users of the transit system to gather and enter the
system, then the station area is defined as an “origin location.” In other words, the station is an origin point to
assemble and efficiently move large numbers of users onto the transit system. Parking in origin locations is provided
and managed to assure that stalls are available to users of the transit system; primarily supporting the station area.
17
Transit stations or stops that are envisioned to serve “destination” functions prioritize the stations/stops as points
of access for visitors, employees and residents into and out of the land uses that surround the station or stop. In other
words, the station/stop itself is seen as the primary destination of the user of the system, as contrasted with an origin
point for users to leave the district or city. Parking in destination locations is provided and managed to assure that
stalls are available to users of the land uses associated with the station area.
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Recommendation 4.4:
Apply any of suite of strategies, as appropriate, to manage loading zones as the City transforms over time
Timeframe: near‐term
Applicable City Approach: 1, 2, 3
Recommended strategies include the following:

5

5.1



Ensure that new redevelopment provides adequate on‐site loading areas unless the applicant can
demonstrate to the City Engineer that it is infeasible to accommodate on‐site loading



Continue the city’s current policy to allow actively loading vehicles to exceed the two‐hour limit;
this policy accommodates very large trucks that may not fit in on‐site loading areas



Allow for adjacent landowners to petition to designate existing on‐street stalls to be loading zones
during early morning times (e.g., 7‐9 AM)



Site loading zones in a way that minimizes potential impacts to pedestrian‐oriented retail uses,
particularly street café uses



When a loading zone is proposed to be added or removed, notify all businesses along the adjacent
block faces and allow them to comment on the proposed change

Zoning Code Parking Requirements

Parking Minimums

To most effectively promote Redmond’s Goals and Future Vision for development, the City should consider
a market‐based approach to minimum parking requirements, which involves removing minimums and
letting the market determine how much parking is built short of the maximum allowable parking ratio.
Currently, this approach would be most applicable to multifamily residential parking in Downtown.
However, depending on how aggressive the City wishes to be, a market based approach could be applied to
multifamily residential and/or commercial parking, in either Downtown or Overlake. It is important to
emphasize that removing parking minimums does not mean that no parking will be built. In Redmond,
market conditions are such that in most cases off‐street parking is a necessary ingredient for financeable
development projects, and developers can be expected to build parking whether or not the Zoning Code
requires it. In Redmond, recent developments have been building parking that exceeds the City’s current
minimum requirements.
The fundamental advantage of a market‐based approach is that it eliminates the possibility of a scenario in
which minimums set higher than demand cause needless overbuilding of parking. In contrast, if parking
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minimums are removed, the market can nimbly respond to evolving conditions, building only the amount
of parking that makes sense for the tenants and the community.
The only potential downside of a market‐based approach is that it could result in underbuilding of parking,
which then could lead to parking spillover impacts. Accordingly, a market‐based approach is most
successful when bolstered with proactive on‐street parking management, which is addressed in
recommendations described above.
Recommendation 5.1:
Eliminate minimum parking requirements for multifamily and commercial development
Timeframe: mid‐term
Applicable City Approach: 1, 2, 3
If desired, this strategy could be modified to incorporate the following options:


Establish a plan to phase‐in the reduction of minimum parking requirements over time, to
eventually reach the complete removal of minimums.



Remove multifamily residential parking minimums, but not commercial minimums.



Remove parking minimums in targeted locations, such as Downtown, or specific zones within
Downtown.



Monitor parking utilization and establish a plan to reset parking minimums or provide mitigation if
unmanageable spillover problems arise after minimums are removed.

5.2

Structured Parking

Above‐grade structured parking is an option that, if carefully designed, enables development that supports
the City’s adopted Goals and Future Vision for downtown. The critical design factor is to promote
activation of the street by wrapping the parking with uses that create pedestrian activity along the
sidewalk. Currently, the City of Redmond does not have explicit regulations governing structured parking.
However, the intent is expressed in several sections of the Downtown Design Standards, for example:


“Structured parking is encouraged as heights increase over four stories to reduce the impact of on‐
site parking and allow greater open space at the ground level. Retail uses are also encouraged at
ground floor levels to further encourage pedestrian activity” (Town Square).
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“At least 50 percent of the parking provided for the entire site should occur in parking structures”
(Town Center).



“New structures should incorporate structured parking or mechanical stacked parking systems.
Visible structured parking shall not front along the sidewalk edge, except to allow placement of
parking entrances” (Old Town).

The Zoning Code requires a minimum of 60 % façade transparency. In Downtown the code requires
pedestrian‐oriented uses at least 20 feet deep on Type I and II pedestrian walkways, and Downtown design
standards “encourage” retail uses. In Overlake, the Zoning Code prohibits parking frontage on 152nd and
156th Avenues NE and on streets in the urban pathway system; otherwise parking frontage is limited to
120 feet.
Recommendation 5.2:
Refine design standards on above‐ground structured parking to promote street activation and minimize
negative impacts on the pedestrian environment
Timeframe: near‐term
Applicable City Approach: 1, 2, 3
This strategy could incorporate any or all of the following:

5.3



Establish detailed design standards for structured parking located in high priority locations;
requirements could include specific active uses, percent of frontage, and depth of the wrap of
active uses around the parking structure.



Incentivize structured parking that meets designated design criteria, an FAR bonus, for example.



Require pedestrian‐oriented uses on priority streets in Overlake, similar to the existing Zoning Code
requirements for Downtown.



In Overlake, reduce the allowed parking frontage from 120 feet to a smaller allowance such as 60
feet.



Strengthen design standards to minimize visual impacts, for example with requirements for
landscaping, art, seating, etc.

Parking Maximums

In most cases parking maximums are likely to help the City achieve its Goals and Future Vision for
Downtown and Overlake. However, in the case of structured and underground parking, maximums
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are likely to be unnecessary because they will typically self‐limit based on their high cost. Removing
the maximums eliminates the potential for unintended consequences on the feasibility of projects
with unusually high parking needs.
Recommendation 5.3:
Remove parking maximums on structured and underground parking
Timeframe: near‐term
Applicable City Approach: 1, 2, 3

5.4

2008 Downtown Parking Study Recommendations

The 2008 Downtown Parking Study defined goals and objectives, discussed the role of the City, set
priorities for access, and recommended policy and Zoning Code changes. The Study’s recommendations
are largely still valid today, though some of the principles would need to refinement to account for the
unique context in Overlake.
Recommendation 5.4:
Reaffirm the recommendations of the 2008 Downtown Parking Study
Timeframe: near‐term
Applicable City Approach: 1, 2, 3
The 2008 Parking Study included the following relevant recommendations:


Adopt Guiding Principles that establish priorities for parking (on and off‐street), augment
efforts to balance parking with alternative mode investments and clarify the City’s role in
actively managing parking to meet community goals and visions.



Add language to 20D.130.10‐030 (15) that would require the formatting and layout of surface
parking to demonstrate the use of the lot as a future development pad. This would assure
that surface parking is laid out in a manner that leaves open the possibility for future
development.



Amend requirements in 20D.130.10‐030 (15)(a) to require a certain percentage of the ground
level of a parking structure (particularly if it is free standing) to be in ground floor active uses
such as retail (preferably) or commercial office uses.



Add language to 20D.40.115‐020 (c) to require the location of pedestrian elevators and stairwells
that are oriented to “active use streets.” This would facilitate users of parking facilities landing on
streets designated for retail and active uses during pedestrian ingress and egress from parking
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structures.


Evaluate adjustments to minimum and maximum parking ratios for new development in Downtown,
to assure that access impacts of new development are meaningfully addressed and correlated to
both alternative modes goals and actual parking demand.
The current 2030 target
for drive alone trips translates to a future parking demand of 2.3 stalls per 1,000 square feet of GFA
of commercial/office in the downtown (see Table 2 in Section IV). A similar rate is assumed for
Overlake.



Assign the responsibilities of a “parking manager/coordinator” for the City of Redmond.



Establish an advisory role for stakeholders to assist in parking management program
implementation and review.



Establish a Downtown parking and transportation fund as a mechanism to direct funds derived
from parking into a dedicated fund.



Identify additional funding sources for future parking development and parking system
management.



Re‐evaluate and implement the City’s fee‐in‐lieu program.



Negotiate shared use and/or lease agreements with owners of strategically placed existing private
surface lots and parking structures to provide for an interim supply of parking where needed.



Lease/acquire strategically located land parcels for use as future public off‐street parking locations.



Pursue publicly funded/owned structured parking supply.
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Table 6
Summary of Strategy Recommendations
Category

1. Surface Parking

2. Shared Parking

3. District Parking

Near‐term
(0 – 12 mos)

Strategy
1.1. Establish reduced parking maximums on surface parking that are lower than the
maximums for structured or underground parking

X

1.2. Establish phased‐in regulations designed to reduce the amount of new surface
parking over time

X

X

1.3. Refine design standards to limit surface parking and reduce its negative impacts

X

X

1.4. Increase the base FAR of commercial uses in Downtown

X

2.1. Facilitate shared parking agreements between suppliers and consumers
of parking
2.2. Require pedestrian access for structured parking to be connected to a
public lobby space or public street

5. Zoning Code Parking
Requirements

Long‐term
(3+ yrs)

Applicable City
Approach

1, 2, or 3
X

2 or 3
1, 2, or 3
1, 2 or 3

X

X

2 or 3

X

X

1, 2, or 3

3.1. Consolidate off‐street parking resources into “district” facilities

X

3

3.2. Commit funds to ensure the long‐term implementation and success of
District Parking

X

3

4.1. Refine the City’s organizational structure to support parking management

4. Parking Management

Mid‐term
(1 – 3 yrs)

4.2. Optimize the on‐street system’s utilization and balance with the off‐street
system through time limits, metering, and adding stalls where possible
4.3. Develop a new set of parking policies to address the unique parking
environments in transit station areas
4.4 Apply a suite of strategies, as appropriate, to manage loading zones as the
City transforms over time
5.1. Eliminate minimum parking requirements for multifamily and commercial
development
5.2. Refine design standards on above‐ground structured parking to promote
street activation and minimize negative impacts on the pedestrian
environment

X

3

X

2 or 3
X

X

2 or 3
1,2, or 3

X

1, 2, or 3

X

1, 2, or 3

5.3. Remove parking maximums on structured and underground parking

X

1, 2, or 3

5.4. Reaffirm the recommendations of the 2008 Downtown Parking Study

X

1, 2, or 3
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VII.

CONCLUSIONS

Redmond has historically done a good job in managing its parking assets. Redmond has also made excellent
strides in crafting its Zoning Code regulations and design guidelines for parking to establish a foundation for
good future development—development that supports a more compact and transportation‐ efficient urban
form. To build upon these successes, what is needed now is a clear, strategic, and
consensus‐based blueprint for using parking management to support and facilitate achievement of the
longer‐term Goals and Future Vision for Downtown, Overlake, and in time, other City neighborhoods. To
succeed, the City needs a new approach to ensure delivery of cost effective solutions for access along with
a “right‐sized” parking supply that supports corollary goals in land use and transportation.
The challenge will be to facilitate a transition from status quo to a new active approach toward parking
management. This report provides a foundation from which to begin.
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APPENDIX 1: DOWNTOWN PARKING CODE SUMMARY

I. DOWNTOWN OFF‐STREET PARKING REQUIREMENTS
The Downtown Redmond neighborhood (RZC 21.10) encompasses 12 unique zoning districts: Valley
View (VV), Bear Creek (BC), Trestle (TR), Sammamish Trail (SMT), Town Square (TSQ), Old Town (OT),
Anderson Park (AP), River Bend (RVBD), River Trail (RVT), East Hill (EH), Carter (CTR), and Town Center
(TWNC). It also includes an area zoned R‐12. For reference, see the Downtown zoning map at the end
of this document.
A. Residential Off‐street Requirements
The following off‐street requirements for residential uses are common to all of the zones in downtown
except for R‐12:
Residential Use
Multifamily
Dormitory/SRO
Senior Citizen Housing*
Nursing Home*
Retirement Residence*
Retirement Residence w/staff*
*Traffic mitigation plan required

Minimum
1 per unit
0.5 per bed
0.5 per unit
1 per 4 beds
1 per unit
1.25 per worker

Maximum
2.5 per unit
1.0 per bed
2.0 per unit
1 per 4 beds
1 per unit
1.25 per worker

The following regulations also apply:
 Guest parking: 1 per 4 units (projects with 6 or more units) – corresponds to an effective ratio
of 1.25 per unit for multifamily
 Curbside allowance: adjacent on‐street stalls can count for up to 25 percent of the off‐street
requirement for residential uses
The R‐12 zone has the following minimum requirements for multifamily uses (there are no maximums):
 Studio: 1.2 per unit
 1‐bedroom: 1.5 per unit
 2‐bedroom: 1.8 per unit
 3+‐bedroom: 2.0 per unit
The requirement for single‐family in R‐12 is 2.0 per unit.

Redmond Parking Strategies Project – Appendix 1
‐1‐

B. Commercial Off‐street Requirements
Off‐street requirements for general sales and service uses vary by zone, as shown in the table below:
General Sales/Service Uses, By Zone
OT
AP, SMT, TSQ, RVBD, RVT, CTR, EH
TWNC
BC, VV, TR

Minimum
2.0 per 1,000 sf of
GFA
2.0 per 1,000 sf of
GFA
3.5 per 1,000 sf of
GFA
3.5 per 1,000 sf of
GFA

Maximum
2.0 per 1,000 sf of
GFA
3.5 per 1,000 sf of
GFA
5.0 per 1,000 sf of
GFA
5.5 per 1,000 sf of
GFA

In the OT, AP, SMT, TSQ, RVBD zones, the maximum may be increased to 5.0 per 1,000 sf of gross floor
area (GFA) for the retail components of mixed‐use developments.
Off‐street requirements for other commercial uses that are consistent in all of the zones in downtown
are shown in the table below:
Other Commercial Uses, All Zones
Sit‐Down Restaurant
Take‐Out Restaurant
Hotel/Motel
Transportation, Communication, Utilities
Daycare
Religious/Funeral

Minimum
9 per 1,000 sf of
GFA
10 per 1,000 sf of
GFA
1.0 per room
2.0 per 1,000 sf of
GFA
1.0 per employee
10 per 1,000 sf of
GFA

Maximum
9 per 1,000 sf of
GFA
10 per 1,000 sf of
GFA
1.0 per room
3.5 per 1,000 sf of
GFA
1.0 per employee
10 per 1,000 sf of
GFA

*Restaurant parking in OT is 2/1,000 of GFA, and 5/1,000 of GFA in multi‐story buildings in AP, SMT, TSQ, and RVBD zones.

C. Special Provisions for the Downtown Zones


The City may waive the requirement for restaurant/deli/café uses 1,000 square feet or less in
size, if located in area that supports the City’s Future Vision for Downtown as a pedestrian place
(must be located in/primarily serve an office building, or be visible from 100 feet of a
promenade, Downtown park, or a critical areas buffer of the Sammamish River).



Developments may provide parking in excess of the maximum allowed parking standard,
provided the excess parking is also available at all times to the general public, and there is
signage at the facility to inform users which parking stalls are available for public use.
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A floor area bonus is available in the Old Town zone when utilizing the fee‐in‐lieu of parking
provision.



Parking is not required for storefront ground floor home office space if the space is the lesser of
450 square feet or 25 percent of the gross floor area of the residence the home office is part of.



In all Downtown zones except Trestle, Valley View, and Bear Creek, developments with densities
exceeding 66 dwelling units per acre shall be required to have at least one level of semi‐
subterranean or subterranean parking, structured parking hidden behind ground floor
commercial space, or other pedestrian amenities along the street front.

D. Surface Parking
Stand‐alone surface parking lots are prohibited in the following Downtown zones: Old Town (OT),
Anderson Park (AP), Town Center (TWNC), Bear Creek (BC), Valley View (VV), Trestle (TR), Sammamish
Trail (SMT), Town Square (TSQ), and River Bend (RVBD).
All surface parking is subject to the following regulations, citywide:
Surface parking lot frontage limits
 On Type I and II Pedestrian Walkways, the maximum width of the parking lot within 20 feet of
the frontage may not exceed the lesser of 61 feet or 75 percent of the lot frontage.
 Surface parking lots on streets with other than Type I or II pedestrian walkways may occupy no
more than 45 percent of the lot width, up to a maximum of 130 feet. Except, public and quasi‐
public parking lots may occupy 100 percent of the lot frontage, excluding perimeter landscaping.
Surface parking lot screening
 Surface parking lots, loading and refuse collection areas shall be located away from bordering
protected zones and screened from street level views. This screening shall be done by placing
the areas behind buildings or by the use of berms, hedges, walls, or equivalent or better
methods.
Surface Parking Lot Landscaping Standards
Landscaping shall be provided for both the perimeter and interior (no interior requirement for lots with
less than 20 spaces); key requirements:
 Landscaping islands shall be placed at the end of every parking row with a maximum spacing of
one (1) island for every ten parking spaces. Islands shall be a minimum of 64 square feet
 Trees shall be planted within interior landscape areas at a minimum of one per four parking
stalls
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Interior Landscaping
20‐150 spaces

151+ spaces

Landscaping required

5 percent

7 percent

Maximum contiguous landscape area

500 square. feet

1,500 square feet

Perimeter Landscaping
Minimum width of planter strip from property line
Street Frontage

Interior Lot Line

0 – 100

5 feet

5 feet

100 – 499

10 feet

5 feet

500 – 1,000

15 feet (10 feet)*

10 feet

1,000+

20 feet (10 feet)*

10 feet

Parking spaces:

II. CITYWIDE PARKING CODE (RZC 21.40)
A. Exceptions
The Administrator may approve alternative minimum parking requirements based on a parking study or
Transportation Management Program (TMP). Note: There is no specific provision provided for
alternatives to maximums.
B. Remote Parking
Required parking may be provided off site within 600 feet of the site when secured by an easement.
C. Shared Parking
Cooperative parking facilities may be provided subject to the approval of the Technical Committee
where two or more land uses can be joined or coordinated to achieve efficiency of vehicular and
pedestrian circulation, economy of space, and a superior grouping of buildings or uses. On‐site parking
requirements may be reduced based on any of the following criteria:
1. Peak demand occurs at distinctly different times.
2. The minimum required parking for a multi‐tenant facility shall be based upon the highest
average daily peak demand generated by the uses; minimum allowed is 60 percent of the total
required for all uses.
3. The continuation of the cooperative facility shall be assured by a sufficient legal document, such
as a covenant or reciprocal easement agreement, or by participation in a local improvement
district or parking cooperative or association.
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4. Shared parking associated with multi‐tenant retail and commercial facilities will be considered
to be a cooperative parking facility. Lease agreements will satisfy the requirement for a
sufficient legal document.
D. In‐Lieu Parking Fees
Redmond Zoning Code Section 21.40.010 (F) provides for a parking fee‐in‐lieu option, currently not
excercised, for the construction of new public parking facilities. To exercise the fee‐in‐lieu option, the
Zoning Code requires that “Priorities for construction of parking facilities shall be identified in a
comprehensive parking plan and capital improvements program approved by the City Council.” The
code further states that the plan shall consider available on‐street parking, the need for concentrating
public parking facilities, visual and traffic impacts, and the degree that the facilities encourage
pedestrian circulation.
E. Bicycle Parking Requirements
Long‐Term

Short‐Term

Multifamily structures

1 per unit

1 per 20 units

Congregate residences

1 per 20 units

None

General sales and services,
Eating and drinking establishments

1 per 12,000 sf of GFA

1 per 2,000 sf of GFA

Offices and research and
development laboratories

1 per 4,000 sf of GFA

1 per 40,000 sf of GFA

Medical centers

1 per 12,000 sf of GFA

1 per 40,000 sf of GFA

Residential Uses

Commercial Uses

F. Electric Vehicle Charging Station Space
Charging stations counted as one standard space for minimum requirement calculations.
G. Transfer of Development Rights
Development rights may be used as a right for adding up to five parking stalls, provided that the total
number of parking stalls for the development shall not exceed:
 25 percent above the maximum allowed by the underlying zone in the Downtown and Overlake
Neighborhoods; or
 30 percent above the maximum allowed by the underlying zone in all other neighborhoods;
 Five stalls per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area;
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III. DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY
The stated purposes of the Downtown Redmond zoning regulations are to:
 Promote the development of Downtown as an urban center, attracting people and businesses
by providing an excellent transportation system, diverse economic opportunities, a variety of
well‐designed and distinctive places to live, and proximity to shopping, recreation, and other
amenities;
 Provide a pedestrian‐ and bicycle‐oriented environment with “local” streets appropriate for a
destination location; and
 Provide a dynamic urban area that is enhanced by a rich natural setting.
Reflecting the above intent, the Downtown zones allow relatively high development intensities,
regulated through a bonus system that includes options for transfer of development rights (TDR) or the
City’s Green Building and Green Infrastructure Incentive Program (GBP). Base FAR and height without
TDR or GBP is shown in the table below, along with the maximum allowed with the use of TDR or GBP:
Zone
OT, AP, SMT, RVBD
TWNC
BC, VV, TR
TSQ
RVT, CTR, EH

Commercial
Base FAR
1.25
limited by SF
1.25
1.25
1.0

Base Height

Max Height

5 stories
5 – 8 stories
2 stories
5 stories
4 stories

6 stories
8 stories
4 stories
8 stories
5 stories

The maximum FAR applies to the gross floor area of all buildings on the site, excluding parking areas for
motor vehicles that are not maintained as stock in trade.
In the Downtown zones, residential uses are exempt from FAR limits, and density is regulated through a
tiered system that establishes a maximum dwelling unit per acre based on the area and width of the
site. For large sites that are above a certain zone‐specific site area/width, the density is regulated
indirectly by the application of bulk, height, parking, and all other development standards.
All developments with densities exceeding 66 dwelling units per acre shall be required to have at least
one level of semi‐subterranean or subterranean parking, structured parking hidden behind ground floor
commercial space, or other pedestrian amenities along the street front.
In residential developments that are on sites which small enough to be regulated by a maximum number
of dwelling units per acre, a density bonus of 10 percent is granted to developments that provide semi‐
or full‐subterranean parking where the finished floor height of the first floor is not more than four feet
above the street curb.
In the Sammamish Trail and Town Square zones, minimum building height is two stories.
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APPENDIX 2: OVERLAKE PARKING CODE SUMMARY
I. OVERLAKE NEIGHBORHOOD (RZC1 21.12)
The Overlake Neighborhood consists of the following three subareas (for reference see the Overlake
map at the end of this Appendix):
 Overlake Village in the south portion
 Employment Area in the central and northwest portion
 Residential Area in the northeast portion

II. OVERLAKE VILLAGE
Overlake Village has five zones, OV1 – OV5. Relevant purposes of the OV zoning regulations are to:
 Encourage a broad mix of multifamily residential and commercial uses and amenities in order to
achieve a vibrant, engaging environment and a true urban center
 Provide for pedestrian‐friendly and activating commercial uses on the ground floor of
development located along arterials, while allowing residential uses on the ground floor of
development along local streets
 Include housing in all future development
 Promote compact, walkable development forms that are conducive to transit use
 Provide improved connections for nonmotorized and local vehicular travel
Development Capacity
 In all five OV zones, the base height maximum is 5 stories for residential, and 4 stories for
commercial. With incentives, maximum heights range from 9 to 12 stories, depending on the
use and zone.
 In all five OV zones, the base FAR maximum is 2.5 for residential, and 0.36 for most commercial
uses. With incentives, the maximum FAR is for residential is 4.0. For commercial the maximum
FAR with incentives is 0.55 in all but the OV4 zone, where the maximum is 1.0.
Incentive Zoning
The OV zones include an incentive program that allows height and FAR increases in exchange for a range
of public benefits provided by the developer. One of the options to achieve a bonus is parking that is at
least 60% below grade (or a combination of below‐ and above‐grade wrapped), for which the bonus is
one additional story, and an additional 1.5 FAR for residential uses, and an additional 0.15 FAR for
commercial uses.
Commercial Parking Requirements
In all five OV zones, the off‐street requirements for most commercial uses are:
 minimum: 2 per 1,000 sf of GFA
 maximum: 3 per 1,000 sf of GFA

1
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These common commercial uses include General Sales or Services (consumer goods, grocery, food,
beverage, professional services); Manufacturing and Wholesale Trade; Communications and
Information; Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation; Health and Human Services; and Construction‐
Related Businesses.
Other requirements for specific uses:
 Sit‐down restaurant: 9 per 1,000 sf of GFA, both minimum and maximum
 Take‐out restaurant: 10 per 1,000 sf of GFA, both minimum and maximum
 Education, Public Administration, Health Care, and other Institutions: The number of spaces
must be “adequate to accommodate the peak shift”
 Day Care: 1 per 1,000 sf of GFA, both minimum and maximum
 For General Sales and Service uses, the maximum may be increased to 5.0 per 1,000 sf of GFA
for the retail components of mixed‐use developments
Residential Parking Requirements
 Multifamily and mixed‐use residential
o minimum: 1 per unit (plus 1 guest stall per 4 units, which makes it effectively 1.25 per
unit)
o maximum: 2.25 per unit
 Multifamily housing for senior citizens
o minimum: 0.5 per unit
o maximum 2.0 per unit
 Dormitory
o minimum: 0.75 per unit
o maximum: 0.75 per unit
 Single‐Room Occupancy (SRO)
o minimum: 0.5 per unit
o maximum: 0.1 per unit
Special Allowances
 Developments may provide parking in excess of the maximum allowed parking standard shown
in OV Zones 1 through 5, provided the excess parking is also available at all times to the general
public, and there is signage at the facility to inform users which parking stalls are available for
public use.
 Alternative parking standards may be specified in a City‐approved master plan or site plan when
a change is supported by the Overlake Parking Management Plan, a City review of parking in one
or more Overlake zones, or a property owner‐initiated parking analysis.
 Curbside parking on public streets within a development site may count toward up to 25
percent of the required off‐street parking. When all or part of the street right‐of‐way is
dedicated by the development site property owner or a predecessor in title, curbside parking
shall be fully counted toward satisfaction of the off‐street parking requirement. Curbside
parking on 152nd Avenue NE or 156th Avenue NE shall not be counted toward off‐street
parking. Curbside parking on private streets that are part of the development site shall be fully
counted toward satisfaction of the required off‐street parking requirement.
Other limitations on surface lots are described below in Section 5, Citywide Parking Code.
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Parking Garages
The Overlake Village Zones Supplemental Design Standards (21.62.030) establish the following
limitations on the location of parking garages:
 Ground level street frontage shall not be occupied by parking in the following locations:
 152nd Avenue NE or 156th Avenue NE, and streets that are included as part of the urban
pathway system.
 In other locations, no more than 120 feet of ground level building frontage may be occupied by
parking. Parking structures wider than 120 feet must incorporate other uses along the street
front to meet this requirement.
Surface Parking
The Overlake Village Zones Supplemental Design Standards (21.62.030) establish the following
limitations on surface parking:
 No new surface parking lots are permitted along 152nd Avenue NE or 156th Avenue NE. Any
surface parking lots shall be separated from these streets by a building or at least 60 feet of
open space.
 On other streets in Overlake Village, new surface parking lots located between the primary
building and the public right‐of‐way are discouraged and may not occupy more than 50 percent
of the lot frontage.

III. OVERLAKE EMPLOYMENT AREA
The Employment Area is zoned Overlake Business and Advanced Technology (OBAT). Relevant purposes
of the OBAT Zone are to:
 Provide a high‐wage employment area that accommodates advanced technology, research and
development, corporate offices, high technology manufacturing and similar uses
 Maintain a campus‐like environment with significant areas of trees and open spaces
 Provide for a low to moderate intensity of development
 Enhance compatibility between the uses in this zone and neighboring residential areas
 Encourage walking, bicycling, carpools, vanpools, and transit use
 Provide opportunities for multifamily residential development and limited convenience
commercial and service uses to help reduce motor vehicle trips in the area
Development Capacity
 The base height maximum is 5 stories for residential, and 4 stories for commercial. With
incentives, an additional story is allowed for both uses.
 There is a 35‐foot height limit overlay in several transition buffers along the edges of the OBAT
zones. The height may be increased up to 45 feet if at least one quarter of the on‐site parking is
provided in underground parking structures.
 The base FAR maximum is 1.0 for residential, and 0.40 for most commercial uses. With
incentives the allowed FAR is increased to 0.47 for most commercial uses.
 General Sales and Service uses are limited to 20,000 SF
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Incentive Zoning
The OBAT zone includes an Incentive Program that allows height and FAR increases in exchange for
Transfer of Development Rights or Green Building incentives. There are no parking‐related incentives.
Commercial Parking Requirements
Commercial off‐street requirements are the same as those described above for the OV zones, except
that full service restaurants are not permitted in the OBAT zone.
Residential Parking Requirements
Residential off‐street requirements are the same as those described above for the OV zones, except that
senior citizen housing is not explicitly listed as an allowed use.
Surface Parking
There are no limitations on surface lots other than those applied Citywide, as noted below under
“Citywide Code.”
Special Allowances
 The City may consider parking at a ratio as low as 1.5 per 1,000 if a covenant is recorded with
the property which limits the uses to warehouse uses and/or limits the number of employees
permitted in a building or project.

IV. OVERLAKE RESIDENTIAL AREA
The zones in the Residential Area include the single‐family zones R‐4 and R‐6, and the multifamily zones
R‐12 and R‐30.
Development Capacity
R‐12: Height limit 45 feet; 55% max lot coverage
R‐30: Height limit 60 feet; 60% max lot coverage
Residential Parking
 R‐4 and R‐6: 2 per unit
 R‐6 and R‐30
o Detached dwelling: 2 per unit
o Studio: 1.2 per unit
o 1‐bedroom: 1.5 per unit
o 2‐bedroom: 1.8 per unit
o 3+‐bedroom: 2.0 per unit
o Multifamily for senior citizens: 0.5 per unit min; 2.0 per unit max.
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IV. CITYWIDE PARKING CODE (RZC 21.40)
Exceptions
The Administrator may approve alternative minimum parking requirements… based on a parking study
or Transportation Management Program. Note: There is no specific provision provided for alternatives
to maximums.

Remote Parking
Required parking may be provided off site within 600 feet of the site when secured by an easement.

Shared Parking
Cooperative parking facilities may be provided subject to the approval of the Technical Committee
where two or more land uses can be joined or coordinated to achieve efficiency of vehicular and
pedestrian circulation, economy of space, and a superior grouping of buildings or uses. On‐site parking
requirements may be reduced based on any of the following criteria:
1. Peak demand occurs at distinctly different times.
2. The minimum required parking for a multi‐tenant facility shall be based upon the highest
average daily peak demand generated by the uses; minimum allowed is 60 percent of the total
required for all uses.
3. The continuation of the cooperative facility shall be assured by a sufficient legal document, such
as a covenant or reciprocal easement agreement, or by participation in a local improvement
district or parking cooperative or association.
4. Shared parking associated with multi‐tenant retail and commercial facilities will be considered
to be a cooperative parking facility. Lease agreements will satisfy the requirement for a
sufficient legal document.

In‐Lieu Parking Fees
RZC 21.40.010 (F) provides for a parking fee‐in‐lieu option, currently not excercised, for the construction
of new public parking facilities. To exercise the fee‐in‐lieu option, the Zoning Code requires that
“Priorities for construction of parking facilities shall be identified in a comprehensive parking plan and
capital improvements program approved by the City Council.” The code further states that the plan
shall consider available on‐street parking, the need for concentrating public parking facilities, visual and
traffic impacts, and the degree that the facilities encourage pedestrian circulation.

Surface Parking
Note: Surface lots are explicitly prohibited some of the downtown zones, but not anywhere in Overlake.
Surface parking lot frontage limits
 On Type I and II Pedestrian Walkways, the maximum width of the parking lot within 20 feet of
the frontage may not exceed the lesser of 61 feet or 75 percent of the lot frontage.
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Surface parking lots on streets with other than Type I or II pedestrian walkways may occupy no
more than 45 percent of the lot width, up to a maximum of 130 feet. Except, public and quasi‐
public parking lots may occupy 100 percent of the lot frontage, excluding perimeter landscaping.

Surface parking lot screening
 Surface parking lots, loading and refuse collection areas shall be located away from bordering
protected zones and screened from street level views. This screening shall be done by placing
the areas behind buildings or by the use of berms, hedges, walls, or equivalent or better
methods.
Surface Parking Lot Landscaping Standards
Landscaping shall be provided for both the perimeter and interior (no interior requirement for lots with
less than 20 spaces); key requirements:
 Landscaping islands shall be placed at the end of every parking row with a maximum spacing of
one (1) island for every 10 parking spaces. Islands shall be a minimum of 64 square feet
 Trees shall be planted within interior landscape areas at a minimum of one per four parking
stalls
Interior Landscaping
20‐150 spaces

151+ spaces

Landscaping required

5 percent

7 percent

Maximum contiguous landscape area

500 square. feet

1,500 square feet

Perimeter Landscaping

Minimum width of planter strip from property line
Street Frontage

Interior Lot Line

0 – 100

5 feet

5 feet

100 – 499

10 feet

5 feet

500 – 1,000

15 feet (10 feet)*

10 feet

1,000+

20 feet (10 feet)*

10 feet

Parking spaces:
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Bicycle Parking Requirements
Long‐Term

Short‐Term

Multifamily structures

1 per unit

1 per 20 units

Congregate residences

1 per 20 units

None

General sales and services,
Eating and drinking establishments

1 per 12,000 sf

1 per 2,000

Offices and research and
development laboratories

1 per 4,000 sf

1 per 40,000 sf

Medical centers

1 per 12,000 sf

1 per 40,000 sf

Residential Uses

Commercial Uses

Electric Vehicle Charging Station Space
Counted as one standard space for minimum requirement calculations.

Transfer of Development Rights
Development rights may be used as a right for adding up to five parking stalls, provided that the total
number of parking stalls for the development shall not exceed:
 25 percent above the maximum allowed by the underlying zone in the Downtown and Overlake
Neighborhoods; or
 30 percent above the maximum allowed by the underlying zone in all other neighborhoods;
 Five stalls per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area;
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APPENDIX 3: STRATEGIC USE OF FEES‐IN‐LIEU AS A SOURCE OF FUNDING FOR PUBLIC
PARKING

I.

BACKGROUND

Minimum parking standards in city codes that require each land use to provide separate parking facilities
can limit density, increase development costs and encourage drivers to drive from one site to the next
rather than parking once and walking between nearby destinations. A commonly used solution to this is
to allow developers to pay fees into a municipal parking fund in lieu of providing the required parking on
site. The fees can then be used to provide centralized public parking. By consolidating parking in
centralized public lots or structures and allowing developers an alternative to providing parking on‐ site, a
fee‐in‐lieu system can encourage in‐fill development and redevelopment in existing downtowns and
denser development in suburban areas. The City of Redmond currently provides for a parking fee‐in‐ lieu
option for new projects per Redmond Zoning Code Section 21.40.010 (F).1
The discussion herein will provide information related to fees‐in‐lieu from a parking best practices
perspective and present a framework for discussion as it relates to potential revisions and/or
refinements to Redmond’s existing fee‐in‐lieu program.

II. FRAMEWORK APPROACH ‐ PARKING FEES‐IN‐LIEU
A key challenge for Redmond will be the ability to:






Attract new development to Downtown Redmond and Overlake;
Support developments that may be constrained by the full costs of parking development associated
with minimum standards or requirements, while striving to reduce reliance on, and the impact of,
surface parking areas;
Remove barriers to new development or redevelopment of existing buildings;
Maintain and encourage an urban form for new development that is consistent with the Goals and
Future Vision for Downtown and Overlake.

1

According to City staff, Redmond has provision for fees‐in‐lieu but hasn’t accepted them in the past. Specific
language in the zoning code states: “There is hereby created a special City fund into which in ‐lieu fees shall be
deposited to be used only for the construction of public parking facilities. Priorities for construction of parking
facilities shall be identified in a comprehensive parking plan and capital improvements program approved by the
City Council. The plan shall take into consideration the amount of available on‐street parking within an area, the
need for concentration of public facilities to prevent proliferation of private parking lots alternating with buildings,
the visual and traffic impacts of parking facilities, and the degree to which the parking facilities will encourage
pedestrian circulation.”
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The intent and purpose of a fee‐in‐lieu is to allow a new development the option to buy out of a
requirement to provide a minimum number of parking stalls within a project. The funds paid by the
developer would be used by the City to support development of future public parking facilities. The fee‐
in‐lieu would be an optional alternative to providing parking on‐site. A strong fee‐in‐lieu program can
be a powerful tool for achieving efficient land use in Downtown and Overlake through development of
shared facilities. Giving developers the option to reduce their on‐site parking requirement can result in
better‐designed and more productive developments and streetscapes.
Offering developers the option to pay a fee‐in‐lieu against the minimum parking requirement may be an
attractive and workable program for addressing the challenges outlined above and providing structured
parking in the future. A fee‐in‐lieu rate would be set at a level below what it would cost a developer to
provide the parking themselves. Generally, the reason for a lower cost is that it encourages developers
to seriously consider downsizing their parking need and exploring shared use opportunities that might
be available within reasonable proximity to their development site (existing public and private assets).
This would save on development costs, which could make projects more feasible, while also providing a
revenue source for the City that could be strategically invested in a consolidated parking development
plan.
Necessarily, implementing and managing a fee‐in‐lieu program commits the City to playing a key role in
developing and managing parking in the future. This entails active planning for future parking and
initiation of strategies for identifying additional sources of funding to supplement and leverage funds
derived from fees‐in‐lieu.2 As such, consensus on the role of the City in parking, and development of
new parking to support private sector growth, is critical to any discussion of fees‐in‐lieu for Redmond.
For Redmond, there are several considerations necessary in a discussion of designing and implementing
a fee‐in‐lieu option in its Zoning Code. Listed below are several “program elements” that would need to
be considered in establishing a fee‐in‐lieu option applicable to the Downtown and Overlake.
A. Program Elements
The implementation of fee‐in‐lieu payments to “waive” the development of parking (per minimum
parking requirements) in a private development requires a commitment by the City to provide public
parking in Downtown or Overlake.3 Clear expectations regarding the City’s obligations for funds raised
by fee‐in‐lieu payments will need to be developed. These obligations need to be developed and adopted
concurrently with whatever fee is implemented.

2

It is important to note that few fee‐in‐lieu programs around the country cover the full cost of parking
development. Most cities couple fees‐in‐lieu with other fund sources to create a package of funds that then fully
fund new parking development. These include fees generated from parking, bonds, infrastructure financing
districts, parking benefits districts, etc.
3
This would not disregard the viability of a shared use agreement credit if it could be successfully developed and
administered.
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The following “expectations” form the basis of the fee‐in‐lieu program:
Use of Funds
Barring the existence of immediate funds to construct a parking facility in advance of a fee‐in‐lieu
option, it is doubtful that the City could commit to a structured facility in the initial stages of a fee‐in‐lieu
program. As such, payments will need to be collected and allocated to a parking fund, structured to
provide for a future parking garage when coupled with other strategic funding sources (e.g., bonding,
system development charges, etc.).
The fee‐in‐lieu fund should remain flexible enough to allow the City to use these funds to:





Develop new parking structures;
Purchase existing private parking in the Downtown and/or Overlake that is underutilized for
conversion to public access;
Lease existing private parking that is underutilized for conversion to public access;
Partner with the private sector to add public parking in new developments.

Rate and Format
Establishing the appropriate rate for a fee‐in‐lieu varies by city and is influenced by both the type of
parking provided (surface versus structure), costs of land and development in specific areas and
expectations associated with any level of entitlement granted with the payment of the fee.
To make an informed recommendation, parking fee‐in‐lieu programs in place in numerous jurisdictions
throughout the country were reviewed. Unfortunately, no single program in place in those jurisdictions
stood out as a program to model for Redmond. For instance, the City of Tualatin, Oregon, assesses a
fee‐in‐lieu of $3,500 per stall required. The City of Bend, Oregon, charges a fee‐in‐lieu of $26,000.4 A
2008 study by Carl Walker Consulting of 27 cities established a range of fees between $2,000 and
$27,520. The average was $11,500 per stall. The formula for determining rates in the sampled cities
were generally based on a wide variety of factors both parking and non‐parking related. As such, there
was no clear standard from the literature search that is an easy model to replicate in Redmond.
To this end, it is recommended that the City of Redmond re‐evaluate its current fee‐in‐lieu option
program based on the following:
1. At the outset, establish the cost of fee‐in‐lieu based on a reasoned relationship to the cost of
developing structured parking in Redmond and charge a rate that is less than the cost that a
development would need to pay to construct the parking on‐site – e.g., 70% (see sample
methodology, below). As stated earlier, the reason for a lower cost is that it encourages
4

Tualatin’s original fee‐in‐lieu was calibrated at approximately 50% of the cost of developing surface parking and
Bend’s fee was calibrated at approximately 67% of the cost of structured development.
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developers to seriously consider downsizing their parking need, exploring shared use
opportunities that might be available within a consolidated parking supply and lowering
development costs.
2. The current cost of garage development in Washington is approximately $32,000 to $45,000 per
stall (which includes land, design and construction). Variation in the range is most typically
influenced by land cost.5 This range offers a good starting point for initiation of a fee‐in‐lieu
rate, which could be refined with further research on the actual cost of developing parking in
Redmond, versus an average stated here for discussion purposes. Further discussion of how to
develop a specific number for Redmond is provided below in Sample Methodology for Rate
Setting.
3. Establish a periodic review program for evaluating the performance/success of the fee‐in‐lieu
option. This would commit the City to periodic review of (a) the number of developments
exercising the options, (b) factors contributing to the program being used or not used, and (c)
adjustments to the rate as necessary based on (a) and (b).
4. Annually adjust the fee‐in‐lieu payment based on the Engineers News Record Index (ENRI.
There are two indices in the ENRI, the Building Cost Index (BCI) and the Construction Cost Index
(CCI). For purposes of the fee‐in‐lieu, the CCI may be most appropriate. The ENRI is a respected
standard within the industry and would provide an objective index for adjusting City fees and
charges associated with a fee‐in‐lieu program.6
5. Recognize that fee‐in‐lieu is likely only one source of funding necessary for the successful
development of future public parking facilities (particularly structured facilities). Other sources
of funding could include public facility districts, business improvement districts, local
improvement districts, general fund allocations and/or state and local grants, to name only a
few. As such, in formulating the fee‐in‐lieu rate, it is not necessary to assess the full cost of
parking to the developer, but a rate that is “ blended” within a strategic funding plan for future
parking supply (in a structure) comprised of multiple funding sources.
Based on the City’s Goals and Future Vision for a more compact and urban Downtown, offering a fee‐in‐
lieu option to existing minimum parking standards is reasonable and strategic. This is underscored by
the recognition of the challenges associated with the transition of Downtown and Overlake land uses
from a reliance on off‐street surface parking to the financial feasibility of structured parking facilities. To
this end, it is recommended that the City begin the process for re‐evaluating and refining its current fee‐
5

Redmond is likely at the middle of this range given land costs in Downtown and Overlake compared to larger
Washington cities.
6
There are other construction indexes as well, which include Rider Levett Bucknall quarterly construction cost
index and the Turner Construction index. It is simply recommended that the City find an index that is considered
reliable and accurate and assess changes in the market to make appropriate adjustments in the on‐going fee‐in‐
lieu rate.
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in‐lieu program so that it can be successfully applied as new development emerges. That process should
be facilitated within the context of the key elements outlined above.

B. Sample Methodology for Rate Setting
As stated above, a review of other jurisdictions did not provide clear examples of methodologies for
how these jurisdictions’ fee‐in‐lieu rates are determined. Generally, the rate is some relationship to the
full cost of constructing a surface or garage parking facility. Most fees‐in‐lieu in other jurisdictions
evaluated are set at rates less than the full cost of construction. The reasoning for this is that the fee
should be seen as an incentive to work with the City to consolidate parking supplies in “district” facilities
and fees‐in‐lieu are coupled with other funds necessary to construct the envisioned consolidated supply
A challenge for Redmond will be how to provide entitlements for initial payers of fees‐in‐lieu barring
“front loading” a garage or lot(s) that could “harbor” entitlements until a garage can be financed. Given
that a full funding package for a garage is likely not be in place, initial fees‐in‐lieu would be most
appropriately calibrated against a percentage (e.g. 70%) of the cost of constructing a parking stall in a
garage located in an urban downtown.7
Several factors serve to provide a basis for establishing a fee‐in‐lieu amount. Table 1 provides a
potential methodology for Redmond to consider. The discussion that follows the table provides
additional information and data sources for consideration of the recommendation. Any methodology
initiated in the future would need to be regularly revised and data sources refreshed as stated in the
discussion of rate and format above.

7

At such time as funding for a new parking garage is finalized, and movement toward constructing a garage is
initiated, the cost methodology in Table 1 would be adjusted to reflect hard and soft costs for structured parking.
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Table 1
Sample Model: Fee‐in‐lieu Rate Methodology
A

B

Square Feet Per
Stall

Hard Cost of
Construction per
stall

C
Soft Cost of
Construction per
stall (@ 30% of
hard cost)

D
Cost of Land per
Stall

350

$24,500

$7,350

Varies by size of
lot/mix of uses
and size of
garage

Square Feet Per
Stall

Hard Cost of
Construction per
Square Foot

Soft Cost of
Construction per
Square Foot

Cost of Land Per
Stall per Square
Foot

350

$70.00

$21.00

N/A

E
Total Cost to
Build per
Stall (w/o
land)

F
Fee –in‐lieu
@70% of Total
Cost per stall

$31,850

$22,2958

Total Cost to
Build per
Square Foot
(w/o land)
$91.00

Fee –in‐lieu
@70% of Total
Cost per Square
Foot
$63.70

1. Square feet per stall
The total square feet per structured parking stall varies greatly, ranging from as little as 300 SF per stall
up to 400 SF per stall.9 In general, 350 SF per stall is a reasonable standard, which provides for an
average stall width of 8 feet 6 inches, two way drive aisles and area for pedestrian ways and plazas, and
is consistent with efficient and attractive facilities constructed in cities such as Seattle and Bellevue.10
This number is reflected in Column A in Table 1 above.
2. Hard cost of construction
Hard costs are direct costs incurred in relation to a specific construction project. Hard costs may be
directly related to construction. For a structured parking facility this would include site preparation,
including labor, materials and equipment.
Several West Coast sources were evaluated to determine the “hard cost” construction value of a garage
parking stall in an urbanizing settings like Downtown Redmond or Overlake. A 2010 study in Ventura,
California, estimated hard construction costs for a 283 stall downtown parking garage to be $23,288 per
stall (or $67.25 per foot).11 Another study, conducted for Providence Health Group (Portland, Oregon)
8

As stated above, the final fee would be adjusted periodically (preferably annually) based on an adopted index of
construction costs.
9
See: VTPI (2008), Parking Cost, Pricing and Revenue Calculator, Victoria Transport Policy Institute (www.vtpi.org);
at www.vtpi.org/parking.xls.
10
See: http://www.squarefeetblog.com/commercial‐real‐estate‐blog/2008/07/08/construction‐costs‐for‐parking‐
stalls/
11
See, Rick Williams Consulting, Review/Assessment of Block 35 Associates Parking Structure Proposal, January 3,
2011.
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estimated the average hard cost of above grade parking construction at $24,661 per stall (or $71.50 per
foot) for a 384 stall garage.12 A study by Rick Williams Consulting in 2012 for Seattle’s Alaska Way
Viaduct Project estimated hard costs for a 466 stall garage (with retail) at $27,300 per stall (or $78.00
per foot). Finally, Walker Parking Consultants estimated hard costs for development of a 500 stall above
grate parking garage in Venice, California, to be $19,212 per stall (or $63.00 per foot).13
For purposes of this exercise, and to be conservative, the consultant selected $70 per foot hard cost for
parking structure development. This is reflected in Column B in Table 1.
3. Soft costs related to construction
Soft costs refer to costs incurred in addition to the direct construction cost. The items that are generally
categorized as soft costs include design fees, legal fees, permits, engineering, licensing fees, toxic report
fees, and plan check fees. A reliable and widely used source for estimating soft costs is RSMeans and
Reed Construction Data, national resources for tracking construction costs. According to a recent search
of RSMeans, soft costs for parking construction generally run at about 31% of hard costs.14 A 2009
parking project in NE Portland, Oregon, that Rick Williams Consulting was involved in calculated soft costs
of 30%, as developed by JE Dunn Construction.
For purposes of a base methodology for Redmond, the consultant estimated a soft cost calculation of
30% of soft costs, as this is consistent with both national (RSMeans) and local experience. This is
reflected in Column C in Table 1.
4. Cost of land
Land costs are difficult to (a) establish generally for a model such as this and (b) can be “spread”
differently into a development depending on the mix of land uses that might be associated with a
parking garage (i.e., how much of total land cost is allocated to the parking versus other uses in the
development). As such, Column D, Table 1, is left open in this model, assuming that if such a model
were used in the future by Redmond, that real cost information would be site‐specific and applied
accordingly in ultimately determining a reasonable fee‐in‐lieu rate.
5. Total cost to build
Based on the methodology in Table 1, the total average cost of a structured, above grade parking stall in
Redmond would be $31,850 per stall or $91.50 per square foot for each constructed stall, assuming 350
square feet per stall built. This is reflected in Column E in Table 1 above. [NOTE: Again, this does not
assume land in the cost to construct.]
12

See, JE Dunn, Hard Cost Estimate Sheet for POP
Information provided by Walker Parking Consultants.
14
http://www.reedconstructiondata.com.
13
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6. Fee‐in‐lieu rate
If the actual construction cost of a stall is $31,850 (Column E), then the total cost would be factored by a
predetermined percentage (in this case 70%). This would result in an in‐lieu fee rate of $22,295 or
$63.70 per foot (Column F).

III. SUMMARY
Redmond already provides for a fee‐in‐lieu option for new developments. The rate currently charged
will need to be periodically reevaluated to ensure that it:
a. Represents the City’s intent to provide a “system” of consolidated, shared parking resources in
Downtown and Overlake;
b. Represents a reasonable option for developers to consider;
c. Is calculated using a reasonable and market based methodology that is credible and can be
routinely updated as economics and costs to develop parking evolve;
d. Is strategically coordinated with other funding sources that ensure the City – in building future
parking facilities – has a financially feasible system for offering the fee‐in‐lieu option (as a
development incentive) and can meet any demand for parking by those who pay the fee.
This section has provided a format for rate making and a sample methodology for calculating parking
fees‐in‐lieu and revising them in a manner that would keep the current rate consistent with the parking
development market. Elements of the format and methodology will need to be incorporated, as
appropriate, within the City’s Zoning Code and transportation/parking policy.
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APPENDIX 4: FUNDING OPTIONS FOR PARKING SUPPLY AND SYSTEM MANAGEMENT

I.

FUNDING OPPORTUNITIES & MECHANISMS

This section includes an evaluation of potential funding sources and revenue streams that could be used to
support implementation of enhanced parking management districts in Redmond as well as to plan for and
support development of new parking supplies. Consideration of creative and new funding mechanisms is
prudent given the costs associated with the provision of parking necessary to support existing demands,
encourage the reduction/elimination of surface parking and provide for and encourage new development in
the future.
A variety of funding opportunities and mechanisms are identified herein for consideration by City elected
officials, City staff, and the community. This listing of potential sources is not necessarily exhaustive, as other
communities have used yet additional sources – which may or may not be applicable to current conditions in
Downtown Redmond or Overlake. Nor are these sources intended to be mutually exclusive. In the case of
funding for new parking facilities, it has been found throughout Washington, the Pacific Northwest and the
country, that funding for parking facilities in emerging urban areas (particularly garages) generally requires
application of multiple sources – for what might be considered as layered financing.
It should be noted the use of fees continues to evolve as various state laws or City ordinances are authorized.
Consideration of fee implementation should be reviewed by the City Attorney to determine their consistency
and feasibility in light of applicable laws.
The funding options provided below assume a more detailed discussion of the role of the City in future funding
of parking and public discussion regarding the desire to use public funds to build and operate parking that
would increase the existing public supply. Additionally, it is clear from experiences in other cities that more
than one source of funding will be necessary to finance facilities (lots and/or garages) with public resources,
particularly in the near‐term or until market conditions, density and constraints on the supply drive parking
rates upward. Moving forward with funding and implementation of a coordinated district parking strategy will
require staff and systems for managing parking that are not presently in place.

II.

POTENTIAL REVENUE SOURCES

This review focuses on a range of parking options that might be available to the City of Redmond,
including several of the outlined options that may already be in place in the City of Redmond. The
options outlined attempt to represent options most commonly used in other jurisdictions as well as
options that are allowable under Washington State law. This review borrows heavily from the work of
E.D. Hovee and Associates, an economic and development services consultant based in Vancouver,
Washington.
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A. Options Affecting Customers
Off‐street User Revenues – Represent the foundation of any parking facility’s revenue structure,
albeit with important questions regarding the degree to which parking fees should be discounted to
support other district business and revitalization activities. For the most part, off‐street parking in
Redmond is provided free of charge. It will be difficult to support parking development, particularly
in structures, if user fees are not considered and/or planned for.
Event Surcharges –State of Washington public facilities district legislation provides for automobile parking
charges in conjunction with regional center facilities. Fees are generally buried in the cost of event
ticketing. There are two enabling statutes, Ch. 36.100 RCW for counties and Ch. 35.57 RCW for cities,
towns, and contiguous groups of cities and towns. A PFD may charge fees for the use of its facilities, levy
an admissions tax not exceeding five percent, and impose a vehicle parking tax not exceeding 10 percent.
Parking fees are often buried in ticket pricing.
On‐Street Parking Fees – Many cities elect to collect on‐street revenues through parking meters
and/or sale of permits. Redmond currently does not charge for on‐street parking.
Parking Fine Revenues – Collected for violations related to overtime and improper parking, and
illegal parking in handicapped spaces.
B. Options Affecting Businesses
Parking & Business Improvement Area (BIA) – An assessment of businesses rather than property
owners. The assessment formula can be based on a number of measurable factors such as assessed
values, gross sales, square footage, number of employees, or other factors established by the local
legislative authority. In Washington, a BIA requires 60% of affected merchants/tenants to agree to
the assessment.
C. Options Affecting Property Owners
Local Improvement District (LID) – A well‐established mechanism whereby benefiting property
owners are assessed to pay the cost of a major public improvement (including parking). An LID is a
property tax assessment that requires "buy‐in" by property owners within a specifically identified
boundary. LIDs usually result as a consequence of a petition process requiring a majority of owners
to agree to an assessment for a specific purpose.
D. Options Affecting Developers
Fee‐in‐Lieu – Usually an option given to developers to pay the local jurisdiction an "in‐lieu" fee as a
way to opt‐out of providing parking with a new development (usually the fee‐in‐lieu option is
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associated with minimum parking standards). Fees‐in‐lieu can range from a fee assessed at less
than the actual cost of construction, to the full cost of parking construction.
RZC 121.40.010 (F) provides for a parking fee‐in‐lieu option, currently not exercised, for the
construction of new public parking facilities. To exercise the fee‐in‐lieu option, the Zoning Code
requires that “Priorities for construction of parking facilities shall be identified in a comprehensive
parking plan and capital improvements program approved by the City Council.” The code further
states that the plan shall consider available on‐street parking, the need for concentrating public
parking facilities, visual and traffic impacts, and the degree that the facilities encourage pedestrian
circulation.
Public / Private Development Partnerships – Public parking can be an effective tool to facilitate
downtown development. This is particularly the case in Washington State due to fairly stringent
constitutional prohibitions against lending of the state’s credit and limited applicability of tax
increment financing.
Development partnerships are most likely found with mixed‐use projects where parking is used to
reduce the costs of jointly developed private office, retail or residential use(s) and/or the private
development can serve to defray some of the public cost in developing parking.
Public / private development can occur through a variety of arrangements including:
(1) Public acquisition of land and sale or lease of land/air rights not needed for parking to
accommodate supporting land uses;
(2) Private development of integrated mixed‐use development with sale or lease‐back of the public
parking portion upon completion – as a turn‐key project;
(3) Responsibility for public sector involvement directly by the City, through a public development
authority (PDA), or other special purpose entity such as a public facility district created for the
project or downtown area.
E. Options Affecting the General Public
General Obligation (GO) Bonds – Involving use of local jurisdiction issued non‐voted or voted bonds
to develop parking facilities, subject to overall debt limit requirements.
The legal limit for all voter‐approved debt in a municipality is 7.5% of assessed value; the legal limit
for non‐voted debt is 1.5% of assessed value. With GO bonding, the municipality pledges its full faith
and credit to repayment of the debt from general fund resources. In effect, general fund revenues

1

Redmond Zoning Code.
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would be reserved to repay the portion of the debt that could not be supported by parking revenues
alone.
Refinancing GO Bonds ‐ Involves refinancing existing debt and allocating savings that would
otherwise go into the general fund, to debt coverage for a new parking facility.
Revenue Bonds – Pledging parking fee and other designated revenue sources to the repayment of
bonds but without the need to pledge full faith and credit of the issuing authority.
Revenue bonds are not appropriate for situations where a local jurisdiction’s overall debt limit is a
factor and projected revenues are inadequate or not deemed of sufficient certainty to cover
required debt service (plus a debt coverage factor). Interest rates also are typically higher for
revenue than GO bonds.
63‐20 Financing – Identified as a potential alternative to traditional GO, revenue bond and LID bond
financing in the post Initiative 695 era. 63‐20 financing (after the IRS Revenue Ruling 63‐20) which
allows a qualified non‐profit corporation to issue tax‐exempt bonds on behalf of a government.
Financed assets must be “capital” and must be turned over free and clear to the government by the
time that bonded indebtedness is retired.
When a municipality uses this technique to finance a public facility, it can contract for the services of
a non‐profit corporation (as the “issuer”) and a builder. The issuer acts on behalf of the municipality,
but has no real business interest in the asset being acquired.
Downtown & Neighborhood Commercial Districts –SHB 2437 allows the use of incremental
increases in local sales and use tax revenue to finance community revitalization projects including
“publicly owned or lease facilities.”
The amount of funding available is the incremental increase in local sales and use taxes over the
amount generated from within the boundaries of a geographically defined downtown or
neighborhood commercial district – above and beyond the amount of revenues generated prior to
the creation of the district.
Community Renewal – As enacted with SHB 2357 updates the state’s urban renewal laws including
authorization of public improvement financing from multiple revenue sources including tax‐exempt,
non‐recourse revenue bonds. This requires a determination of blight, which may render this option
unusable in Redmond.
Parking Fund – This Washington statute enables local municipalities to establish parking
commissions and funding mechanisms for parking. The parking fund may encompass all pertinent
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revenue and expense items, and therefore offers a convenient mechanism for management of
parking operations and budgeting.
State & Federal Grants – In the past, a variety of state and federal grant programs have been
available to fund downtown parking structures. In the current environment of more limited
state/federal funding, there are no longer any readily identifiable programs as suitable for parking
facility development.
General Fund Contribution – Local jurisdictions may make either one‐time capital or on‐going
operating contributions to an area or district based parking program.
This listing of potential sources is not necessarily exhaustive, as other communities have used yet
additional sources – which may or may not be applicable to Redmond’s situation. Nor are these sources
intended to be mutually exclusive. Funding for parking facilities often requires application of multiple
sources – for what might be considered as layered financing.
III.

MOST VIABLE OPTIONS FOR REDMOND

From this review of potential parking funding options, several concluding observations are offered as a
basis for selecting the most viable options for parking facilities that may be considered by the City:


Tailor the funding program to the Downtown redevelopment and policy objectives to be served
by the proposed public parking facility. In particular, address the question of whether and to
what degree fees from parking revenues can or should be expected to cover operating and/or
debt service expenses.



The use of fees‐in‐lieu within the context of an integrated parking plan that puts the City in a
lead role in locating, developing and managing public shared use facilities. The City currently
has a fee‐in‐lieu option in its code, but does not currently use this provision nor utilize its
potential within the context of a strategy that would consolidate parking for multiple uses.



Of the two principal business/property assessment methods available in Washington State, the
LID mechanism is generally preferred for capital development with BIA useful to generate
funding for operations and marketing. LIDs offer improved marketability to investors with
greater assurance of debt repayment. LID financing can be used as one component of a revenue
bond without need for GO bond backing (and drawing down the available debt capacity of the
City). Finally, LIDs offer the advantage of a more established precedent of successful application
throughout Washington State.



If funding of capital costs requires bonding, revenue bonding is typically preferred by a public
agency because its debt limits are not affected. However, unless utilization and revenue
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projections (including sources such as LID) are strong and predictable enough to not only cover
debt service and operations but also provide a coverage cushion, the reality is that GO backing
may be required.


Look to public‐private partnerships as a means to better use public parking to leverage
development, assure utilization of the parking facility being developed and offer financial
savings. However, public‐private partnerships require clear understanding of the financial
feasibility and risks associated with a particular project as well as the public costs and benefits
that can be expected.



Recent legislative measures serve to strengthen the impetus for development and create
additional flexibility in implementation. However, the measures appear to offer little new in the
way of additional revenue sources that can be dedicated to development and operation of
public parking facilities. Because these mechanisms also are largely untested (legally and
administratively), they should be considered as supplemental resources rather than the
mainstay for securing financially feasible public parking developments for at least the immediate
future.

The City of Redmond (i.e., elected officials, staff and community) will need to review the list outlined
above and evaluate those options most conducive to, and supportive of the City’s Goals and Future
Vision for Downtown and Overlake. It should be noted that, in the case of public parking facility
development, the use of multiple funding sources represents the rule rather than the exception for
public financing.

C.

SUMMARY

It is apparent that as Redmond grows, so too will demand for parking. New development, a faster pace of trip
growth, losses of current parking supply on surface lots, parking and transportation demand management
programs and/or other events can work to accelerate or moderate the need for new supplies of parking.
The current parking market in Redmond suggests that the feasibility of new parking structure(s) will require
additional sources of revenue beyond anticipated parking revenue generated by a facility. To this end, the
process for considering how district or shared‐use public facilities will eventually be developed in Downtown
and Overlake needs to be initiated if the City is to be prepared to meet future parking demand while
supporting business growth. Similarly, a “package” of funding options will need to be developed and
implemented. This process is recommended as a near to mid‐term strategy in the overall parking
management plan for these development areas.
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