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INTRODUCTION 

The City of Burlington is committed to several goals affecting the 
downtown area parking. Residential permit programs are advocated in the 
Burlington Municipal Plan to protect residential areas from downtown 
employees parking on their streets. Since 1990, a residential parking permit 
program has been established two neighborhoods, to the south and to the north 
of the central business district (CBD), in which each street block may petition 
for a permit program on their street. Thus far, only a few streets have 
participated in the program, so there have not yet been any sigruficant shifts in 
parking behavior. However, there could potentially be as many as 300 
additional employees that will be displaced from their current free parking 
spacesl. 

At the same time, the City, and particularly the downtown area 
merchants, want to assure that convenient, adequate short term parking exists 
for customers to ensure the downtown area's continued vitality. Shoppers have 
the choice of other centers in the region, which al l have more convenient 
parking. Therefore, the risk of losing market share is real, should parking for 
short term users become too inconvenient or expensive. 

A third regional concern addressed in this study are the implications of 
alternative parking management strategies for regional congestion 
management. Parking is generally the most expensive, and sometimes most 
time-consuming, portion of a trip to the downtown area, and therefore offers 
some opportunities to encourage travel demand management strategies such as 
ridesharing, transit use, and other alternatives. 

Also in this study, an update of the parking inventory is presented, and 
the adequacy and operations of short term, long term, handicapped and truck 
loading spaces in the CBD are evaluated. 

PARKING ANALYSIS 

In 1990, a study was conducted which examined the effects of establishing 
Residential Permit Programs (RPPs) in the residential areas which surround 
the CBD. * This study concluded that if a RPP is established in three 
residential zones surrounding the CBD, it may displace as many as 300 CBD 
employees which currently park for free in these areas. They also projected 

lMcDonough & Scully, Downtown Employee Parking Study, Burlington, Vermont, 
Submitted to the Burlington Public Works Department, October, 1990. p. 24 
2 ~ c ~ o n o u g h& Scully, October, 1990. 
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that another 100 employee parkers may be displaced due to increased 
enforcement at short-term meters, enabled by new hand-held computers. 

Since this study was conducted, several new transportation programs have 
begun or been expanded, including: 

A DowntownBound, the Transportation Management Association (TMA) 
for the downtown area, which publishes the Rideswork bulletin, 
providing carpooling information; 

A 	 the College Street Shuttle, providing free bus service from the 
University of Vermont to downtown and the waterfront from spring to 
fall; and 

A some car-pooling incentives offered at parking garages. 

All of these programs have the potential to reduce the long term parking 
demand in the CBD. 

On a longer time horizon, additional transit opportunities may become 
available, including passenger commuter rail service from Charlotte and 
Shelbume, light rail transit service from the airport, a multi-modal 
transportation center in the CBD or on the waterfront, and a transportation 
path network linking surrounding communities with downtown Burlington. 
Therefore, it is quite possible that the demand for parking in the CBD will not 
need to grow in proportion to new development. 

DOWNTOWN TRAVEL SURVEY 

A transportation survey was conducted by Resource Systems Group for the 
Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission (CCRPC) in the spring of 
1992 at locations throughout the region. Two downtown locations were included, 
the Corporate Plaza (Bank of Vermont building) and on the Church Street 
Mall. These surveys were primarily determining the individuals likelihood to 
switch from driving alone in a vehicle to using an alternative mode, such as 
light rail service or ride sharing. However, questions were also asked about 
how convenient parking was. These responses can be broken down into those 
from workers and non-workers, so that differing perceptions about parking 
convenience can be seen. Complete tabulations of these survey results are 
included in Appendix I. 

Figure 1shows the results of the question regarding how convenient 
parking was for the corporate plaza location. Many of the employees surveyed 
here were from the Bank of Vermont, which provides subsidized parking at the 
garage they own. This obviously contributes to the high number of workers who 
find parking very convenient. 
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Figure 1:Results from Survey--Corporate Plaza 
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Figure 2 shows the results from the Church Street Mall location. This 
figureshows a much more similar pattern between workers and non-workers. 
However, there were more slightly more workers findingparking "very 
convenient" than non-workers. 

Figure 2: Results from Survey--Church Street Mall 
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These survey results indicate that there is a substantially different 
perception of parking convenience between workers at employers who provide 
convenient, affordably priced parking available, and employers who provide 
no parking benefits. The results from non-workers are very similar at the two 
locations, and generally reflect a perception of slightly less convenient parking 
than for workers. 

PARKING INVENTORY 

An updated parking space inventory was conducted for the entire study 
area, and is presented on Figure 3. The only sigruficant change since the 1990 
inventory was conducted involved changing spaces with shorter term meters 
(1/2 hour or 1 hour) to 2 hour meters. These changes should not sigruficantly 
alter the use of these spaces, as they will continue to serve short term use for 
customers of commercial establishments in the CBD. 

PARKING REQUIREMENTS FOR THE CBD 

There are various methods to determine the parking needs in a CBD and 
whether the needs are being met. One method is to conduct counts and surveys, 
and another method is to calculate theoretical parking need using parking 
generation factors based on the various characteristics of the area. Parking 
generation factors are derived from data collected in parking studies around the 
country. The variations in parking requirements which are reflected in the 
different parking generation factors are due to numerous factors and 
characteristics of the area including: 

A Land use mix, 

A Peaking characteristics of each land use, 

A Use of alternative modes of transit, 

A Multiple purpose trips, and 

A Opportunity for shared parking. 

In downtown areas, many of the above factors work toward reducing the 
peak parking demand, as there is such diversity of land uses, and a great 
potential for multiple use trips. There are numerous publications which present 
peak parking demands for various land uses. However, many of these are only 
applicable to single-use sites in suburban settings, where the above factors do 
not play a sigrhcant role in reducing parking needs. However, there are 
published parking factor estimates1 specifically for CBD areas, and these were 

l~eandt,Robert A. and Levinson, Herbert S, Parking,Eno Foundation for Transportation, 
Westport, CT. Copyright 1990. page 104 
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used to calculate the overall peak parking requirements in the CBD. These 
parking factors are representative ranges in CBD parking requirements drawn 
from current experience in U.S.cities. They take into account transit use and 
secondary trip destinations. 

To calculate the parking requirement, estimates of the total leasable 
commercial land use within the CBD were needed. Precise current land use data 
is not available from the city. Therefore, we relied on estimates developed in 
1989 by the CCRPC,in cooperation with the City of Burlington. This data 
indicates that there were about 805,800 square feet of retail space and about 
816,300 square feet of office space in the CBD. All land uses within the CBD 
were categorized as either retail or office for these purposes. The total 
commercial square footage differs considerably from the 2,650,000 square feet 
given in the Burlington Municipal Development Plan1, because the latter 
number includes non-leasable land uses, such as parking garages, public spaces 
within shopping malls, and other floor space that will not generate any 
parking or travel demand. When more recent land use data becomes available, 
these calculations can easily be updated. 

The parking factors for office and retail space in a CBD with light transit 
use (20%) were 2.0-2.4 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross leasable area 
(GLA) for retail area, and 2.2-2.6 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet GLA for 
office area. Using these factors with the above land use assumptions, it was 
calculated that between 3,407 and 4,056 total parking spaces are needed in the 
Burlington CBD. 

SHORT TERM AND LONG-TERM PARKING 

Different types of generators such as retail and office require different 
proportions of short term and long term parking. An estimated range of short 
term and long term parking demand for the Burlington CBD was computed using 
published data on the ranges of peak hour parking factors for different types of 
generators2 .The proportions of short term and long term parking at the 
minimum and maximum levels of the ranges were applied to the total number of 
estimated required parking spaces listed above, and are shown in Table 1. 

l ~ u r l i n ~ t o nCity Council and Burlington Planning Commission, Burlington Mtinicipal 
RESOURCE Development Plan, 1991. 

SYSTEMS 2UL~-~heUrban Land Institute and NPA-National Parking Association, The Dimensions 
of Parking, Second Edition, ULI-the Urban Land Institute. Washington, DC. Copyright 

GROUP 1983.page 21 
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Table 1:Proportions of Short Term and Long Term Parking at the Minimum and 
Maximum Parking Requirements 

Short Term Parkers 80% 83% 

Total 100% 100% 

Short Term Parkers 25% 29% 

Total 100% 100% 

The estimated short term and long term parking demand based on the data 
above is shown in Table 2. 

Table 2: Estimated Parking Demand for the CBD 

Minimum Maximum 
Short Term 1,783 2,262 

1,625 1,794 
Total 3,407 4,056 

Effects of the "captive market" within a CBD area can further reduce the 
parking demand of the CBD.~The extent of the reduction is dependent on the 
willingness of the employees in the offices to support the nearby retail and 
restaurant space. Results of a study conducted by Urban Land Institute (ULI)~ 
showed that at a CBD site the percentage of employees who were also patrons 
in the same or nearby market ranged from 0% to 85%. The average was 29%for 
single-use sites and 61% for mixed-use sites. The amount by which the parking 
demand in the Burlington CBD could be factored down to account for the 
"captive market" is not easily estimated without further research, although it 
is likely that there is some degree of market synergy in the downtown 
Burlington area. 

The current parking inventory was compared to the ranges of typical 
parking demand for the downtown area. The results of these comparisons are 
shown below in Figure 4. In this chart, the minimum and maximum parking 

lUL1-The Urban Land Institute, Shared Parking,. ULI-the Urban Land Institute. 

Washington, DC. Copyright 1983. pages 39-42. 

2 ~ ~ ~ - T h e 
Urban Land Institute, Shared Parking,. ULI-theUrban Land Institute. 
Washington,DC.Copyright 1983. p. 39 
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demand for each type of space is shown with the thin lines, and the actual 
parking inventory for Burlingtonis shown with a diamond. Parking garages 
contributeto both the short term and long term parking supply, so for these 
purposes, it was assumed that 60% of the parking garage spaces were used for 
short term parking. The actual split between short and long term use in garages 
will vary considerably with its location. However, overall this assumption is 
consistent with the current use of the garages. 

Figure 4: Comparison of Current Inventory with Theoretical Parking Demand 

Actual 

short term long term total 

Figure 4 indicates that, based on the typical parking requirements, the 
CBD has more long term parking than is typically needed for downtown areas 
of this size. The actual supply of short term parking, however, is towards the 
minhnumend of the range of typical requirements. These results do not tend to 
support the level of concern regarding the supply of long term parking. Instead, 
they indicate that Burlington should be more concerned about increasing the 
availability of short term spaces. These results are also consistent with the 
survey results described above, which indicated that overall, employees 
perceived their parking to be somewhatmore convenient than the non-
employees in the downtown area. 
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Further validation of these results can be obtained by a closer examination 
of the parking accumulation data that was collected in 1990 as part of a 
downtown employee parking study1. 

The accumulation data of each type of space on each block was used to 
determine the number and type of parking vacancies that existed during the 
peak period. Figure 5 shows the resulting vacancies that this analysis 
indicated, and the overall vacancies are shown on Table 3. 

Table 3: Parking Vacancies in the Downtown Area and in the CBD 

CBD Total 
Type of Space # spaces % of total # spaces % of total 
Short term on-street 29 6% 85 9% 
Long term on-street 1 2% 107 13% 
Garage 773 33% 856 32% 

In the CBD, at peak utilization, there were only 29 short term spaces, and 
1long term space vacant outside of parking garages. However, at the s h e  time 
there were 773 garage spaces vacant at peak utilization. In the entire study 
area, vacancy rates of on-street spaces were slightly higher, with 85 short- 
term and 107 long-term spaces vacant. However, the vast majority of vacant 
spaces are in parking garages, when considering either just the CBD or the 
entire study area. These data further supports the conclusion that there is 
actually a surplus of parking in the CBD. They also show that parking garages 
are apparently considered undesirable, based on the disparity between the 
utilization of on-street/surface lot spaces and garage spaces. 

HANDICAPPED PARKING NEEDS AND UTILIZATION 

The demand for handicapped parking in the Burlington CBD was 
estimated using typical rates for handicapped parking requirements2. The 
rates of .02 handicapped parking spaces per one thousand square feet of gross 
floor area for office space and .075 handicapped parking spaces per one 
thousand square feet GLA for retail space were applied to the 805,800 square 
feet of retail space and 816,300 square feet of office space in the CBD. These 
numbers yield a demand of 77 handicapped parking spaces for the CBD. 

To determine the current use of the public, on-street handicapped spaces, 
data on their utilization was collected. Throughout the day of August 18,1993, 

l ~ c ~ o n o u ~ h& Scully, Downtown Employee Parking Study, Bt~rlington, Vermont, 
Submitted to the Burlington Public Works Department, October, 1990. 
2~eandt,Robert A. and Levinson, Herbert S, Parking, Eno Foundation for Transportation. 
Westport, CT. Copyright 1990. page 126 
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the handicapped spaces were checked for vacancy, occupancy by a 
handicapped vehicle, or occupancy by another vehicle. An average of 4 
observations were made for each space, with the more heavily utilized spaces 
near the Church Street area checked slightly more frequently. Figure 6 shows 
the results of all observations throughout the day for spaces adjacent to the 
Church Street Mall, and Figure 7 shows the results for spaces half a block or 
more from the mall. 

Figure 6: Usage of Handicapped Spaces Adjacent to Church Street Mall 
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Figure 7: Usage of Handicapped Spaces 1/2 Block or More from Church Street 
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Figure 8 shows the locations of the on-street handicapped spaces 

RESOURCE throughout the entire CBD area, and the results of the survey for the 

SYSTEMS individual spaces. This figure shows that the usage of handicapped spaces 

GROUP near the Church Street area is very high, indicating that there may be a 
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shortage of handicapped spaces in these areas. The utilization of handicapped 
spaces is much lower outside the CBD, with slightly more prevalent use by non- ' 

handicapped vehicles. However, the most important conclusion is that the 
demand for handicapped spaces is very high in the Church Street area, 
indicating that more spaces may be needed here. 

TRUCK LOADING ZONES 

A similar data collection effort was conducted for the truck loading spaces. 
Figure 9 shows the results for truck spaces adjacent to Church Street, and Figure 
10 shows results for spaces in the CBD outside of Cnurch Street. 

Figure 9: Usage of Truck Loading Spaces Adjacent to Church StreetMall 
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Figure 10: Usage of Loading Spaces Outside of Church Street Mall 
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The highest usage occurs roughly between 12 noon and 2 PM, and which 
corresponds to peak usage by trucks. Double parking occurred sporadically 
throughout the study, and was not more prevalent at spaces near Church Street. 
However, with so few observances of double parking, no strong conclusions can be 
made. There were no observations of trucks blocking the road when they had 
the option of actually parking in the space. 

The above figures both show relatively high rates of use by passenger cars, 
indicating that increased enforcement is the best option to prevent conflicts of 
use in these spaces. Nearly all of the double .parking that was observed had 
passenger cars parked in the truck loading zone, and the truck was forced to 
park in a travel lane. Figure 11shows the usage of the loading zones by space, 
and also shows the size of each space. 

CURRENT PARKING MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS 

A number of parking management programs have begun in the past few 
years to encourage ridesharing and increase the use of the parking garages1, 
which'are summarized below: 

A The Bank of Vermont garage has a program in which parking is free 
for car-pools of three or more people, only one of which must be a Bank 
of Vermont employee. Parking for all employees is partially 
subsidized by the employer. To date, three car-pools have been formed 
through this program. 

A The City of Burlington has the "early bird special" program, which 
provides parking for $2.00 per day at certain city-owned attended lots 
and garages for vehicles arriving before 8:30 AM. This program should 
attract some of the full-time CBD employees who are willing to pay a 
moderate price for parking. 

A FlexPark is a program which should appeal to part-time employees in * 

the CBD, who are suspected of being prevalent users of free parking in 
residential areas. Books of 5-hour parking vouchers are sold at half 
the price of monthly leases at garages, which are sufficient to cover 
parking needs for a half-time job. These vouchers can be used for five- 
or ten-hour blocks of parking time, providing a more affordable and 
more flexible parking option for part-time workers. 

A For short term parking at garages, the Downtown Burlington 
Development Association (DBDA) has a program in which downtown 

RESOURCE 
SYSTEMS 

merchants provide $0.25 voucher tickets to shoppers. Generally, a 
purchase of some sort is required, and merchants also vary in the 

GROUP l ~ a nBradley, DowntownBound Coordinator, personal communication 8/30/93. 
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quantity of voucher tickets provided to shoppers. Using this program, 
a shopper could potentially park for free in a garage if  their trip to 
downtown results in several purchases in a relatively short perid of 
time. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Our analysis of the data collected in 1990 and in 1993 lead to the following 
general conclusions: 

1) 	There is currently an adequate number of spaces for long term employee 
parking in the existing garages in the CBD. There is also enough 
capacity in the garages to serve the employees that could potentially 
be displaced from residential areas, based on estimates by McDonough 
& scullyl. The reason these spaces are not used is most likely due to 
pricing, as the free parking on residential streets that is currently used 
is much less convenient for most downtown employees. 

2) 	 There appears to be an equal, if not more severe, shortage of on-street 
short-term parking, based both on calculations of demand, and on 
travel survey responses. 

3) 	 The data collected on handicapped space utilization in the CBD 
indicate that the Church Street area may have an un-met need for 
more handicapped spaces. Other parts of the CBD seem to have 
adequate handicapped spaces. 

4) 	 Truck Loading spaces are frequently used by cars, some of which may be 
legitimately making deliveries to marketplace merchants. Conflicts 
at these spaces are primarily due to passenger cars using the spaces, 
requiring trucks to double park in a travel lane. Otherwise, there 
appear to be an adequate number of loading zones. 

EXAMINATION OF ALTERNATIVES TO PROVIDE LONG 

TERM PARKING 


The residential permit program may displace as many as 300 long term 

parkers from fringe residential areas. Should residential programs become 

well-established in these areas, the additional parking requirements within 

the CBD needs to be considered. Below a range of alternatives are outlined, 


-with the advantages and disadvantages of each discussed briefly. 

l ~ c ~ o n o u ~ h& Scully, Downtown Employee Parking Study, Btlrlington, Vermont, 

Submitted to the Burlington Public Works Department, October, 1990. 
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Increase the supply of long term parking-The supply of long term parking 
could be increased either through new surface lots, new parking garages, or by 
converting short-term metered spaces to long tern spaces. The third option 
would be counter-productive, because some the data suggest that there may be a 
more severe shortage of short term parking in the CBD. Building additional 
capacity in lots or garages is also unlikely to attract employees from 
residential areas until they are forced out by RPPs, because similar fees will 
likely be charged for parking at these new lots. Any new lots or garages may 
also be less convenient for most employees, as they are likely to be further from 
the CBD than the existing lots and garages. 

Promote employee ridesharing-The DowntownBound program currently 
promotes ridesharing and other alternative transit options for employees in the 
CBD. Parking garages provide the best opporhnity to provide incentives for 
ridesharing, as they have controlled access points, and provide the only current 
transit pricing opportunity. There is ample parking capacity in the garages to 
accommodate increased demand that these programs may bring. Ridesharing 
also result in numerous other benefits related to regional congestion 
management, which should not be overlooked when considering this approach. 
However, such programs will not be effective while free parking is available 
in residential areas, as most people have a strong preference for having their 
own transportation. A nation-wide study indicated that in all of the most 
successful area-wide transportation demand management programs, parking 
restrictions were the most crucial element to encouraging ridesharing and use of 
public transit. 

Change expectations as to the price and availability of long term parking 
within the CBD-Burlington is no different from most downtown urban areas in 
having a perceived shortage of parking. In fact, the data shows that there is 
ample parking to serve additional short- and long-term needs. This discrepancy 
is due more to the expectations of employees and shoppers of inexpensive, 
convenient parking. The City of Bur.lington advocates transportation pricing in 
the Municipal Development Plan. Under our current transportation system, this 
can best be done through parking pricing. However, thisprocess cannot begin 
until RPPs are established in all of the fringe residential streets. 

Mandatoy Residential Parking Permit Programs--Currently, residential 
permit programs are established street by street and block by block, and require 
the residents along a particular street-block to petition the Public Works 
Department. This incremental way of establishing the programs is likely to 
simply shift the burden of employee parking to other nearby streets. We 
recommend that the City consider a system approach, which would involve 
establishing mandatory programs on non-arterial, primarily residential streets 
surrounding the CBD. As part of this program, the City should consider the 
possibility of actually leasing some number of on-street spaces for long term, 
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daytime use. This would provide some reasonably priced on-street parking, and 
take advantage of the lower utilization of residential parking during daytime 
hours. 

Subsidize Employee Parking in Garages-There are two ways to attract 
employees who currently parking free on streets to the parking garages. One is 
to force them out of residential areas, and the other is to decrease the cost of 
parking garages enough to attract them. This could be done either through some 
type of employee pass system, or by encouraging the employers to subsidize 
employee parking. The disadvantage of this option is that it would not result 
in a reduction of vehicle trips into the city. Also, as the CBD employment 
grows, the current parking supply will not be adequate, and at such time, other 
measures, such as those described above, will need to be implemented. 

Do Nothing-The current low response to establishing RPPs may be an 
indication that many residents do not perceive employee parking as an 
important problem. In fact, there is potential for shared parking between 
residential and office land uses, because office parking demand peaks during 
the mid-day period from 10 AM to 3 PM, which is when the residential parking 
demand is at its lowest. However, as the Burlington Municipal Development 
plan strongly advocates enhancing the residential areas surrounding the 
downtown area, which does not suggest encouraging their streets to be used by 
CBD employees. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

There are several recommendations that can be made regarding parking in 
the CBD based on the data collected and analyzed in this report. These are: 

1) Increase the number of handicapped spaces along the Church Street 
mall area. 

2 )  	Maintain, and increase where opportunities present themselves, the 
short term on-street parking supply for shoppers and visitors to 
downtown. Continue enforcement to discourage meter-feeding by 
employees. 

3) 	 Increase enforcement at truck loading zones. 

The issue of where long term parking employees should be encouraged or 
required to park is a more complex issue, and depends in large part on the goals 
of the City. Table 4 presents several possible goals, and recommended 
approaches to achieve those goals. Each row in Table 4 describes a set of goals 
and a recommended approach to achieve them. Several sets of goals are shown, 
and provide a range of options available to the City. 
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Table 4: Recommended Approaches for Competing Parking System Goals 

Goals Recommended Approach Comments 

Full protection of 1) Mandatory Residential The second goal of aggressive 
residential Parking Permit programs on a l l  travel demand reduction is 

neighborhoods and quallfylng streets (non-arterial, simply not possible until 

aggressive reduction primarily residential near the there is full  price control of 

of parking demand CBD). parking, as parking pricing 

in the CBD. 2) Maintain current inventory incentives are the key to 

and pricing in garages; provide successful travel (and 

additional incentives for parking) demand reduction 

ridesharing 

Provide limited 1) Optional Residential Parking The optional residential 

protection of Permit programs on streets which parking permit may result in a 
residential petition for them. process of slowly shifting the 

neighborhoods, 2) Maintain current travel employee parking from street 

based on perceived demand reduction activities to street through the 

need; and continue through the DowntownBound residential areas. 

efforts at parking TMA. 

and travel demand (i.e. Do Nothing) 

reduction. 

Provide convenient 1) Subsidize employee parking to Sigruficant travel demand 

affordable employee encourage useof garages. reduction will be difficult 

parking, and 2) Maintain current travel under this scenario, as 

discourage parking demand reduction activities employeeswill be encouraged 

in residential areas through the DowntownBound to drive their own cars to 

TMA. work. Not sustainable. 

The Burlington Municipal Plan clearly advocates encouraging alternative 
transportation modes in the downtown area, at the same time recognizing the 
need to provide easy access and mobility to patrons of the shopping district. 
Furthermore, there is clear support for protecting residential areas from 
intrusion by employees parking on the streets. We recommend the first 
approach on Table 4, as it is most consistent with the Municipal Plan. It will 
also be the most effective in reducing future infrastructure needs for both 
parking and highways. 

We do not recommend increasing the long term parking supply, as the data 
indicate that there is currently not a shortage of spaces. Rather, the current 
inventory is not utilized because of the high prices of garage spaces, and the 

RESOURCE availability of free parking in residential areas. 
SYSTEMS We also do not recommend subsidization of employee parking in garages, 

GROUP as it is not likely to result in a sustainable transportation system, as indicated 
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in the Burlington Municipal Plan. It will work contrarily to the current travel 
demand reduction efforts, and to efforts to change expectations as to parking 
price and convenience in the CBD. Both of these efforts need to be encouraged to 
truly have a sustainable transportation system. 

If the first, recommended alternative is unacceptable, then we recommend 
the "Do Nothing" option. Eventually, there may be enough RPPs established to 
protect most neighborhoods. The current programs, such as the early bird 
special and flexpark, will encourage at least some ridesharing, and provide 
some flexibility for employees. Additional transit opportunities will be 
available in the future, which will help decrease the demand for CBD 
parking, or at least reduce the rate of growth relative to growth in land use. 

REGIONAL CONGESTION MANAGEMENT 

The goals of providing ample convenient parking and of reducing the 
number of vehicle trips into the CBD are mutually exclusive. Furthermore, the 
most successful programs to reduce vehicle trips have been found to involve 
parking pricing and restrictions. Therefore, the City of Burlington, as well as 
the entire Chittenden County region, has its best opportunity at reducing traffic 
into downtown Burlington through parking controls and pricing. There are 
additional implications which must not be overlooked, including: 

A 	 Every trip that is made by alternate modes (ridesharing, transit, 
bicycling) into the CBD actually reduces travel along the entire route, 
resulting in regional benefits of these programs. 

A 	 There may be other more heavily developed areas in the region which 
could implement parking pricing and control strategies in the future 
(i.e. Five Corners, Taft Comers, City Center). Burlington could set a 
useful precedent, in helping change expectations and perceptions about 
the actual cost of parking. 

A 	Parking programs will greatly enhance the success of the 
DowntownBound TMA, which in turn will provide a successful 
example of area trip reduction. This will help other communities in 
the region to enact similar programs successfully. 
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Tabulations of Travel Survey Results for the Church Street 
and Corporate Plaza Locations 

RESOURCE 
SYSTEMS 

GROUP 



CHITTENDEN COUNTY TRANSPORTATION SURVEY 
RESULTS 

LOCATION: CORPORATE PLAZA/BANK OF VERMONT BUILDING 

At the Corporate Plaza/Bank of Vermont Building, 72 survey responses 
were received. A total of 602 responses were received from all seven survey 
locations, and the responses from the Corporate Plaza/Bank of Vermont 
Building made up 12.0% of the total. The following are tabulated results of the 
72 responses from the Corporate Plaza/Bank of Vermont Building. 

1. 	 Are you currently at your work location? 

YES 59 81.9% 

NO 13 18.1% 


2. 	 Is your home within walking distance of either a village center OR one of 
the following roads: Rt 2, Rt 2A, Rt 7, Rt 15, Rt 116? 
YES 42 58.3% 
NO 30 41.7% 

3. 	 How often do you travel to this location? 

5 or more times per week 60 83.3% 

3 or 4 times per week 3 4.2% 

1or 2 times per week 4 5.6% 

1to 3 times per month 2 2.8% 

less thanonce per month 3 4.2% 


4. 	 What time of day did you begin this trip? 

BEFORE 6 AM 5 6.9% 

6AMto8AM 47 65.3% 

8AM to 12 PM 11 15.3% 

12 PM to 4 PM - 2 2.8% 

4PMto6PM 3 4.2% 

AFTER 6 PM 4 5.6%
I 

5. 	 What type of transportation did you use to make this trip? 

CAR or PASSENGER TRUCK 67 93.1% 

BUS 1 1.4% 

WALK 4 5.6% 

BICYCLE 0 0% 

TAXI or SHUTILE 0 0% 


RESOURCE 
SYSTEMS 

GROUP 
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6. 	 Do you consider the travel route for this trip to be congested? 
NO, NOT CONGESTED 33 49.25% 
YES, SOMEWHAT CONGESTED 29 43.3% 
YES, VERY CONGESTED 5 7.5% 

7. 	 Do you consider parking for this trip to be convenient? 
NO, NOT CONVENIENT 8 11.94% 
YES, SOMEWHAT CONVENIENT 17 25.4% 
YES, VERY CONVENIENT 42 62.7Yo 

8. 	 Did you switch to a bus or shuffle to get from your parking area to this 
location? 
YES, SWITCHED TO BUS 1 1.4% 
YES, SWITCHED TO SHUTTLE 0 0.0% 
NO 70 98.6% 

9. 	 What was the maximum number of people in the car during this trip? 
1person 47 65.3% 
2 people 23 31.9% 
3 people 0 0.0% 
4 people 1 1.4% 
5 people 0 0.0% 
6 people 1 1.4% 

10. Would you consider your travel arrangements for this trip a carpool, vanpool 
or ride share? 
YES 14 56.0% 
NO 11 44.0% 

11. Were you the driver or a passenger? 
DRIVER 15 60.0% 
PASSENGER 10 40.0% 

Including your travel to and from intermediate stops, how much time was 

spent traveling to this location? 

0-5 minutes 3 4.2% 

10-15minutes 20 27.8% 

20-25 minutes 18 25.0% 

30-35minutes 13 18.1% 

40-45 minutes 12 16.7% 

50-55 minutes 3 4.2% 

60-65minutes 2 2.8% 

70 minutes or more 1 1.4% 


RESOURCE 
SYSTEMS 

GROUP 
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13. Including your intermediate stops, how much time, in total, was spent 
walking to and from the car? 
1-2 minutes 
3-4 minutes 
.5-6 minutes 
7-8 minutes 
7-16 C W - I ~ ~ ~ S  

11-15 minutes 
16-20 minutes 
Over 20 minutes 

41 56.9% 
15 20.8% 
11 15.3% 
1 1.4O/e 
L 2.8% 
1 1.4% 
1 1.4% 
0 0.0% 

14. How much did it cost you in gas and parking (or fares) to make this trip? 
$0.00-$0.50 
$1.00-$1.50 
$2.00-$2.50 
$3.00-$3.50 
$4.00-$4.50 
$5.00-$9.50 
$10.00-$14.50 

. 	$15.00-$19.50 
$20.00 or more 

15 20.8% 
27 37.5% 
16 22.2% 
4 5.6% 
3 4.2% 
7 9.7% 
0 0.0% 
0 0.0% 
0 0.0% 

15. ALTERNATIVE MODE OF TRANSPORTATION WHICH WAS 

PRESENTED 
Light Rail Transit 27 37.5% 
Shared Ride 23 31.9% 
Bus 22 30.6% 

16. How many people live in your household? 
1person 
2 people 
3 people 
4 people 
5 people 
6 people 
7 people 
8 or more people 

7 9.7% 
32 44.4% 
15 20.8% 
13 18.1% 
4 5.6% 
0 0.0% 
1 1.4% 
0 0.0% 

17. How many vehicles are operated by your household? 
1vehicle 
2 vehicles 
3 vehicles 
4 vehicles 
5 vehicles 
6 or more vehicles 

11 15.7% 
44 62.9% 
10 14.3% 
5 7.1% 
0 0.0% 
0 0.0% 
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SYSTEMS 

GROUP 
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18. What is your sex? 
MALE 36 50.0% 
FEMALE 36 50.0% 

19. How old are you? 
18- 24 YEARS 3 4.2% 
25 - 34 YEARS 24 33.3% 
35-44yEfuXs 24 33.3Yo 

45 - 54 YEARS 12 16.7% 
55 - 64 YEARS 5 6.9% 
65 OR MORE YEARS 4 5.6% 

20. 	Which category best describes your employment status? 
FULL-TIME WORKER 64 88.9% 
PART-TIME WORKER 3 4.2% 
HOMEMAKER 0 0.0% 
RETIRED 5 6.9% 
UNEMPLOYED 0 0.0% 
STUDENT 0 0.0% 

21. 	What is your annualhousehold income before taxes? 
DECLINE 1 1.4% 
LESS THAN $20,000 1 1.4% 
$20,000-$29,999 6 8.3% 
$30,000-$39,999 10 13.9% 
$40,000 -$49,999 13 18.1% 
$50,000 -$69,999 20 27.B0/o 
$70,000 OR MORE 21 29.2% 

RESOURCE 
SYSTEMS 

GROUP 



CHITTENDEN COLNTY TRANSPORTATION SURVEY 
RESULTS 

LOCATION: BURLINGTON SQUAREMALL 

At the Burlington Square Mall, 118 survey responses were received. A total 
of 602 responses were received from all seven survey locations, and the responses 
from the Burlington Square Mall made up 9.6% of the total. The following are 
tabulated results of the 118 responses from the Burlington Square Mall. 

1. 	Are you currently at your work location? 
YES 50 42.4% 
NO 68 57.6% 

2. 	 Is your home within walking distance of either a village center OR one of 
the following roads: Rt 2, Rt 2A, Rt 7, Rt 15, Rt 116? 
YES 85 72.0% 
NO 33 28.0% 

3. 	 How often do you travel to this location? 
5 or more times per week 61 
3 or 4 times per week 22 
1or 2 times per week 22 
1to 3 times per month 10 
less than once per month 3 

4. 	 What time of day did you begin this trip? 
BEFORE 6 AM 3 
6AMto8AM 31 
8AMto12PM 46 
12PMto4PM 31 
4PMto6PM 6 
AFTER 6 PM 1 

5. 	 What type of transportation did you use to make this trip? 
CAR or PASSENGER TRUCK 58 49.2% 
BUS 17 14.4% 
WALK 42 35.6% 
BICYCLE 1 0.8% 
TAXI or SHUTI'LE 0 O.O0/o 
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6. 	 Do you consider the travel route for this trip to be congested? 
NO, NOT CONGESTED 30 51.7% 
YES, SOMEWHAT CONGESTED 21 36.2% 
YES, VERY CONGESTED 7 12.1% 

7. 	 Do you consider parking for this trip to be convenient? 
NO, NOT CONVENIENT 19 32.8% 
YES, SOMEWHAT CONVENIENT 28 48.3% 
YES, VERY CONVENIENT 11 19.0% 

8. 	 Did you switch to a bus or shuttle to get from your parking area to this 
location? 
YES, SWITCHED TO BUS 1 0.9% 
YES, SWITCHED TO SHUTTLE 4 3.6% 
NO 107 95.5% 

9. 	 What was the maximum number of people in the car during this trip? 
I person 76 . 64.4% 
2 people 29 24.6% 
3 people 10 8.5% 
4 people 2 1.7% 
5 people 1 0.8% 

10. Would you consider your travel arrangements for this trip a carpool, vanpool 
or ride share? 

' 	 YES 15 35.7% 

NO 27 64.3% 


11. Were you the driver or a passenger? 
DRIVER 29 69.0% 
PASSENGER 13 31.0% 

Including your travel to and from intermediate stops, how much time was 
spent traveling to this location? 
0-5 minutes 	 8 6.8% 
10-15minutes 	 57 48.3% 
20-25 minutes 	 23 19.5% 
30-35minutes 	 13 11.0% 
40-45minutes 	 7 5.9% 
50-55 minutes 	 2 1.7% 
60-65minutes 	 3 2.5% 
70 minutes or more 	 5 4.2% 

RESOURCE 
SYSTEMS 

GROUP 
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13. Including your intermediate stops, how much time, in total, was spent 
walking to and from the car? 
1-2 minutes 64 54.2% 
3-4 minutes 15 12.7% 
5-6 minutes 15 12.7% 
7-8 minutes 5 4.2% 
9-10 minutes 6 5.1% 
11-15 minutes 6 5.1% 
16-20minutes 3 2.5% 
Over 20 minutes 4 3.4% 

14. 	How much did it cost you in gas and parking to make this trip? 
$0.00-$0.50 68 57.6% 
$1.00-$1.50 27 22.9% 
$2.00-$2.50 12 10.2% 
$3.00-$3.50 4 3.4% 
$4.00-$4.50 4 3.4% 
$5.00-$9.50 3 2.5% 
$10.00-$14.50 0 0.0% 
$15.00-$19.50 0 0.0% 
$20.00 or more 0 0.0% 

15. ALTERNATIVE MODE OF TRANSPORTATION WHICH WAS 
PRESENTED 
Light Rail Transit 85 72.0% 
Shared Ride 14 11.9% 
Bus 19 16.1% 

16. 	How many people live in your household? 
1person 27 22.9% 
2 people 36 30.5% 
3 people 24 20.3% 
4 people 19 16.1% 
5 people 4 3.4% 
6 people 5 4.2% 
7 people 2 1.7% 
8 or more people , 1 0.8% 

17. How many vehicles are operated by your household? 
1vehicle 32 36.8% 
2 vehicles 35 40.2% 
3 vehicles 13 14.9% 
4 vehicles 6 6.9% 

RESOURCE 	 5 vehicles 1 1.1% 
SYSTEMS 6 or more vehicles 0 0.0% 

GROUP 
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18. What is your sex? 
MALE 
FEMALE 

19. 	How old are you? 
18 - 24 YEARS 
25 - 34 YEARS 
35 - 44 YEARS 
45 - 54 YEARS 
55 - 64 YEARS 
65 OR MORE YEARS 

20. 	Which category best describes your employment status? 
FULL-TIME WORKER 59 50.0% 
PART-TIME WORKER 22 18.6% 
HOMEMAKER 6 5.1% 
RETIRED 5 4.2% 
UNEMPLOYED 7 5.9% 
STUDENT 19 16.1% 

21. 	What is your annual household income before taxes? 
DECLINE 0 0.0% 
LESS THAN $20,000 55 46.6% 
$20,000-$29,999 13 11.0% 
$30,000-$39,999 12 10.2% 
$40,000 449,999 9 7.6% 
$50,000 -$69,999 17 14.4% 

$70,000 OR MORE 12 10.2% 

RESOURCE 
SYSTEMS 

GROUP 
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1990 Parking Inventory and Accumulation Data 
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GROUP 



Table A.II.l 

Unres- Handi-
tricted capped 15 min 112 hour 1 hour 2 hour 3 hour 10 hour private parking 



Table A.11.2 

Unres- Handi-
tricted capped 15 min 112 hour I hour 2 hour 3 hour 10 hour private parking 

Zone # Block # Time Parking Spaces parking meter meter meter meter meter lot garage Total 
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Table A.11.2 

Unres- Handi-
tricted capped 15 min 112 hour I hour 2 hour 3 hour 10 hour private parking 

Zone # Block # Time Parking Spaces parking meter meter meter meter meter lot garage Total 

SIP 2299:OOAMI 171 6 1 4 1 571 8 7 
S I P  2 3 0 ] 9 : 0 0 ~ ~ I  6 1 5 1 1 1  

Page 2 



Table A.11.2 

Unres- Handi-
tricted capped 15 min 112 hour 1 hour 2 hour 3 hour 10 hour private parking 

Zone # Block # Time Parking Spaces parking meter meter meter meter meter lot garage Total 

I 


I 


I 

, 
I 
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Table A.11.2 

Unres- Handl-
tricted capped 15 m h  112 hour 1 hour 2 hour 3 hour 10 hour private parking 

Zone # Block # Time Parking Spaces parking meter meter meter meter meter lot garage Total 

Page 4 



Table A.11.2 

Unres- HandC 
tricted capped 15 min 112 hour 1 hour 2 hour 3 hour 10 hour private parking 

Zone # Block # Time Parking Spaces parking meter meter meter meter meter lot garage Total 
1 P 324 17:00P M ~  11 1 
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Table A.11.3 

Unres- Handi-
tricted capped 15 min 112 hour 1 hour 2 hour 3 hour 10 hour private parking Total On Street 

lock # Parking Spaces parking meter meter meter meter meter lot  garage Total Public Public 




