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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This report presents an analysis of parking needs 
within the village of Richmond, VT. It identifies 
deficiencies and recommends strategies to 
manage the existing supply more efficiently and 
presents alternatives for adding new parking 
spaces. 

Figure 1: Study Area 

 

The approximate extent of the study area is 
shown in Figure 1. Parking issues are most acute 
within the retail/commercial core located along 
Bridge Street between US 2 and Railroad Street. 
That area contains a mix of restaurants, offices, 
retail establishments, professional services, and 
homes.  

Parking is available within the core in on-street 
spaces and in private and public off-street lots. 
Public and private parking is also available in 
other nearby areas of the village. Therefore, the 
study area extends south along Bridge Street to 
the bridge, and north, east, and west of the 
Bridge Street-US 2 intersection.  

The study includes an inventory of the existing parking supply, data collection to determine the number 
and duration of parked cars during peak periods, and comparison of existing demand to national data 
sources. Different approaches to manage the parking supply are discussed and evaluated and concept 
plans are presented for improvements to existing parking facilities and for new parking spaces. An 
implementation plan is included that suggests timing for the recommendations, identifies next steps, and 
discusses potential funding sources. 

A draft of the this study was prepared on March 23, 2007 and distributed by the Town to selectboard and 
planning commission members, and several businesses. The recommendations were presented to the 
Selectboard at its April 2, 2007 meeting. There was a video recording of the meeting that was shown on 
public access television. The findings and recommendations of the report were also summarized in an 
April 2007 edition of the Times Ink of Richmond and Huntington. The public was invited to submit 
comments through May 1, 2007. 

This study was funded by the Chittenden County Metropolitan Planning Organization through its 
Technical Assistance Program for the Town of Richmond. The study was conducted by Resource 
Systems Group, Inc. 
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2.0 PARKING SUPPLY 

2.1 PARKING FACILITY TYPES, OWNERSHIP, AND USE 

The parking supply is shown in Figure 2 (page 5) and includes off street parking in surface lots and 
on-street parking adjacent to the roadway travel lane and curb (where they exist). All on-street 
parking is publicly owned and available for use by the general public.  Off-street parking in surface 
lots fall within three categories of ownership and use.  The following naming convention is used to 
describe these categories:  

 
Table 1: Off-Street Lot Ownership and Use Definitions 

Public-Public Publicly owned lot or on-street parking spaces available for general public use.   

Private-Public Privately owned lot with parking available for the general public. 

Private-Private Privately owned lot with parking restricted to private use only.  Parking may only be used by 

employees, customers, residents, or visitors to the building(s) served by the lot. 

Table 2 summarizes the total parking supply in the study area by facility type, ownership, and use. 
The study area contains almost 500 parking spaces. About 88% of the parking spaces are located in 
off-street surface lots with the balance located on-street. Forty percent of the parking spaces are 
available for general public use. All of the on-street parking spaces are available for general public 
use. The majority of off-street parking spaces are available only to the patrons, visitors, employees, or 
residents of the buildings served by the lots. 

 
Table 2: Parking Inventory Summary 

Public-Public Private-Public Private-Private

Off-Street 89 50 298 437
On-Street 59 0 0 59
Totals 148 50 298 496

Ownership - Use
Facility 

Type Totals

 
 

Table 4 and Table 5 (pages 6 and 8) provide detailed information on each parking facility. Figure 2 
(page 5) shows location and ownership/use characteristics.  

2.1.1 Off-Street Parking 

Private off-street lots are located throughout the study area and most are available for private use 
only. Although most of these lots do not have signs that prohibit use by the general public, their 
locations generally suggest that parking is limited to visitors, employees, residents, etc. The 
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Banknorth lot (lot #107) is the only location that is clearly signed as “Customer Parking Only”. 
Despite this sign, the Banknorth parking lot is often used by non-customers, after bank business 
hours, for general parking.  

Public parking in off-street lots is available in the following locations: 

 Town owned and maintained lot between Toscano’s Restaurant and the Richmond Corner 
Market (Figure 2, Reference #101). Although this lot does not have an official name, it is 
referred to as the “Town Corner” lot in this study. This lot is located in the village’s core 
commercial area. It is paved and contains 11 striped spaces and 1 loading zone that serves 
the Richmond Corner Market. It also contains 4 unofficial spaces located along the fence at 
the back of the parcel. Signs indicate a two hour time limit, but this restriction is not actively 
enforced. During the late afternoon and evening, employees from Toscano’s Restaurant 
occupy a couple of spaces at the southeast corner of the lot. Employees in the office above 
Toscano’s also use this lot for longer-term parking during the day. 

 Town Center lot between the Town Hall and Library (Lot #121). This lot is paved and 
contains 36 spaces and serves the town offices, post office, and library. With the exception 
of two spaces with 15 minute time limits, there are no time restrictions in place. Two of the 
spaces are reserved for police vehicles. 

 Volunteer’s Green lot (Lot #122). This lot contains approximately 35 spaces and serves the 
recreation field and town green at the southern end of the village. It is located too far from 
the village core to serve parking demand generated by the businesses located near the US 2-
Bridge Street intersection. Its parking demand is greatest from spring through mid-fall. It has 
a gravel surface and parking spaces are therefore not striped. 

 

The Post Office lot (Lot #127) is shown in Figure 2 as privately owned and restricted for private use. 
This lot is leased to the Post Office and its ownership is therefore described as private1. The parking 
spaces are also restricted for use by Post Office employees and patrons2. Based on local observation, 
this arrangement is not necessarily clear and there is significant sharing of spaces between visitors to 
the Town offices, Post Office, and Library.  

The one off-street parking lot that is privately owned and used by the general public is located on a 
parcel between Depot Street and the railroad tracks (lot #117). Although its use is not restricted, 
there are no official agreements in place between the landowner and the Town. This lot is informal, 
has a gravel surface, and does not have any signs restricting its use.  

                                                      
1 Although the US Postal Service is a public institution, in the context of this parking study it is considered a private entity  

2 Based on comments from the planning commission at the November 15, 2006 kick-off meeting for this study. 
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2.1.2 On-street Parking 

All on-street parking is available for general public use. The on-street spaces along Bridge Street in 
front of the Richmond Commercial Block are angle-in. All other on-street spaces are parallel to the 
travel lane. Spaces are striped with the following exceptions: along eastbound US 2 between the 
driveway for the Richmond Corner Market to beyond Zachary’s Pizza (#203 and #209); westbound 
US 2 east of Jericho Road (#204 and #210); and westbound US 2 in front of Our Lady of the Rosary 
church (#211).  US 2 (East and West Main Streets) is owned and maintained by the State of 
Vermont. Any changes to parking, and other roadway features, on US 2 need to be approved by the 
Vermont Agency of Transportation (VTrans).  The Town of Richmond has jurisdiction over the rest 
of the on-street parking spaces in the study area.  

2.2 PARKING COST 

Parking is free in all off-street and on-street spaces. 

2.3 TIME LIMITS 

As indicated in Table 3, there are only three locations in the study area that have an officially posted 
parking time limit. The Town of Richmond does not actively enforce the time limits and there are no 
parking meters in the study area. 

 
2.3.1 Table 3: Posted Time Limits 

Figure 2 
Reference 

Location Description Posted Time Limit No Parking Allowed 

101 Town lot between Tascano’s and 
Richmond Corner Market 

2 Hour Time Limit 2:00 AM to 5:00 AM 

200 On-street parking on Bridge Street 
between US 2 and Depot Street 

2 Hour Time Limit 
(2) Spaces with 15 Minute Time 
Limit 

 

207 On-street parking on Bridge Street 
between Depot Street and railroad 
tracks 

2 Hour Time Limit  

121 Town Center lot between municipal 
office and library 

(2) Spaces with 15 Minute Time 
Limit 
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Figure 2: Parking Inventory 
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Table 4: Off-Street Parking Inventory 

Total Regular Handi-
capped

Load - 
Service

100 Private-
Private

Convenience Store 
and Gas Station

Cumberland 
Farms

4 3 1 0 2 fueling stations (not 
included in total)

None Parking often occurs in 
undesignated spaces

101 Public-Public Multi use Town Corner Lot 16 11 1 1 1 space in snow removal 
area. 4 undesignated 
spaces. 3 adjacent to fence 
and 1 adjacent to sidewalk

2 Hour Parking Limit; 
No Parking 2:00 AM to 
5:00 AM

Loading space serves 
Richmond Corner Market

102 Private-
Private

Grocery Store Richmond Corner 
Market

5 5 0 0 None 3 on south side of drive and 
2 on north side

103 Private-
Private

Retail John's Shoe Shop 10 10 0 0 None Gravel surface

104 Private-
Private

Retail Village Bike and 
Ski Express

5 5 0 0 None

105 Private-
Private

Retail & 
Apartments

Richmond Block 10 10 0 0 None Gravel surface

106 Private-
Private

Funeral Home Gifford Funeral 
Home

4 4 0 2 Could be another 4 is double 
stacked for a total of 8

None

107 Private-
Private

Drive-up Bank Banknorth 7 6 1 0 Customer parking only. Wide curb cut on Pleasant 
Street

108 Private-
Private

Restaurant Zachary's Pizza 
House

21 21 0 0 None Wide curb cut on East Main 
(US 2)

109 Private-
Private

Service Hines Tree and 
Land Care

6 6 0 0 None

110 Private-
Private

Church Our Lady of the 
Rosary

53 50 3 0 None

111 Private-
Private

Office Goodwin Baker 
Building

6 6 0 0 None Gravel surface

112 Private-
Private

Office Goodwin Baker 
Building

21 20 1 1 None Gravel surface

113 Private-
Private

Office Goodwin Baker 
Building

45 45 0 0 None Gravel surface

114 Private-
Private

Office Jamison 
Insurance, Lawyer 
Office, ATC 
Environ.

12 12 0 0 None Gravel surface

115 Private-
Private

Service Waitsfield 
Telecom

4 4 0 0 6 spaces for service vehicle 
fleet

None Employee parking in front, 
service vehicle parking in 
rear

116 Private-
Private

Medical Office Richmond Dental 3 3 0 0 None Appears to be for patients

117 Private-Public General General - adjacent 
to Depot Street

20 20 0 0 None Informal and unmarked

118 Private-
Private

Medical Office Richmond Dental 14 14 0 1 None Used for general purpose 
when office is not open. Is 
sometimes overloaded when 
funeral is going on.

119 Private-
Private

Restaurant Sanoma Station 
Rear Lot

20 20 0 0 None Land owned by railroad 

125 Private-
Private

Restaurant Sanoma Station 
Front Lot

6 0 0 0 None Used as an outdoor eating 
area in warm weather

120 Private-
Private

Retail Richmond Home 
Supply

15 14 1 0 None Primarily customer parking

121 Public-Public Institutional Town Center - 
Offices and Library

36 31 3 0 (2) 15 minute spaces (2) 
Spaces reserved for police

None

122 Public-Public Recreation Recreation Fields - 
Volunteer's Green

35 33 2 0 None Parking occurs along 
access road as well, not 
included in parking numbers

123 Private-
Private

Church Congregational 
Church

5 4 1 0 None

124 Private-
Private

Retail Richmond Home 
Supply

5 5 0 0 Most of this space is loading 
and unloading, but also 
serves as customer parking

None

126 Private-
Private

Retail Richmond Home 
Supply

17 17 0 0 None Appears to be employee 
parking and maybe some 
customers

127 Private-
Private

Post Office US Post Office 30 28 2 No Parking 2:00 AM - 
5:00 AM

Lease for parking has some 
restrictions on use

128 Public-Public Library HC Parking for 
Library

2 0 2 0 None

Totals 437 407 18 5

Ref # Ownership - 
Use

Land Use Type Land Use Name Other Restrictions and 
Signs

CommentsParking Spaces

 



4 May 2007 Richmond Village Parking Study  

Final Report page 7  

 
 

 
 

Table 5: On-Street Parking Inventory 

Total Regular Handi-
capped

Load - 
Service Other

200 Bridge Street 
SB

16 15 1 0 2 Hour Time 
Limit. (2) 15 
Minute Spaces

201 Depot Street 6 6 0 0 No Parking 
Between Signs 
6AM-6PM - 1 
Space

One-way street, spaces 
located on south side

202 (US 2) East 
Main St  EB

1 1 0 0 1 undesignated No Parking to 
Corner

203 (US 2) East 
Main EB

2 2 0 0 None Not striped

204 (US 2) East 
Main  WB

3 3 0 0 None On gravel shoulder

205 Jericho Road 
SB

3 3 0 0 None On gravel shoulder

206 (US 2) West 
Main WB

4 4 0 0 None Striping prohibits parking 
too close to driveways

207 Bridge Street 
SB

4 4 0 0 None

208 Church Street 5 5 0 0 None No striping

209 (US 2) East 
Main EB

8 8 0 0 None Gravel shoulder, several 
driveways

210 (US 2) East 
Main WB

7 7 0 0 None Gravel shoulder, several 
driveways

Totals 59 58 1 0 1

Comments
Reference 
Number

Parking SpacesStreet and 
Direction of 
Travel

Restrictions, 
Signs
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3.0 DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 

This section describes the data collection effort, summarizes occupancy rates for different time 
periods, analyzes parking turnover and duration, and compares demand estimated using local data to 
demand estimated using average rates published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers. Results 
are presented for the entire study area and for three sub-zones. 

3.1 DATA COLLECTION 

RSG and the Town counted the number of cars parked in each lot and on-street space on the dates 
and at the intervals described Table 6. According to representatives from the Town, Friday and 
Saturday evenings are the critical time periods. Therefore, counts were conducted over several hours 
on those two days. The Town conducted supplemental spot counts during other weekdays to help 
quantify parking demand during mid-morning, the lunch hour, and early evening.  Raw data from the 
parking counts are contained in Appendix A. 

 
Table 6: Parking Survey Dates and Time Intervals 

Date Time Intervals By 
Friday, Dec 8, 2006 4:00-8:00 PM every ½ hour RSG 
Saturday, Dec 9, 2006 4:00-7:00 PM every ½ hour RSG 
Monday, Dec 18, 2006 4:00-4:30 Town Planner 
Tuesday, Dec 19, 2006 9:15-10:00 a.m.; 12:00-12:40 a.m.; 4:00-4:40 p.m. Town Planner 
Wednesday, Jan 3, 2007 9:00-9:45 a.m.; 12:00-12:45 p.m.;  Town Planner 
Thursday, Jan 4, 2007 9:00-9:30 a.m.; 12:15-12:50 p.m.; 5:00-5:30 p.m. Town Planner 

In addition to counting the number of parked cars, RSG also noted the license plate number of each 
parked vehicle during each time interval at the locations listed below. This information is used to 
estimate the parking duration and turnover at each parking facility and was collected during the 
Friday and Saturday evening counts.  

Parking duration data were collected at the following core parking facilities selected because they are 
arguably the most desirable parking locations during weekend evenings. 

 Town Corner lot (#101); 

 Richmond Corner Market lot (#102); 

 Banknorth lot (#107); 

 US 2 westbound on-street parking in front of Richmond Corner Market (#202); 

 Bridge Street on-street parking in front of Richmond Commercial Block (#200); 

 Depot Street on-street parking (#201); and 

 Bridge Street on-street parking between Depot Street and the railroad tracks (#207) 

The core facilities are identified in Figure 7 on page 16. 
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3.2 PARKING UTILIZATION FOR ENTIRE STUDY AREA 

Figure 3 shows the total number of cars parked during each time interval for all days on which data 
were collected for the entire study area. The time periods have been sorted from highest to lowest 
based on number of parked cars. Figure 3 also compares the number of parked cars to the overall 
supply, or capacity, of parking spaces. A target utilization of 85% is also indicated on the graph. The 
85% threshold is a common target used in parking analysis. At an occupancy rate of 85%, there are 
still enough spare spaces to allow drivers to search for, enter, and exit parking spots. 

The peak parking period for the entire study area occurred more frequently during the lunch hour. 
Saturday evening had the lowest parking demand. Figure 3 also shows that the total number of 
parking spaces in the study area far exceeds demand.  

Figure 4, Figure 5, and Figure 6 present the parking occupancy for each facility during the three 
lunch hour data collection periods. The small lot in front of the Goodwin Baker Building (#111) and 
the Waitsfield Telecom lot (#115) were fully occupied during all three time periods. On-street 
parking along Bridge Street (#200), Depot Street (#201) and in front of the Richmond Corner 
Market (#202, #203) had occupancy ratios between 85 and 100% during at least one of the three 
lunch periods as did the Town Corner (#101), Banknorth (#107), and town office (#121) off-street 
lots.  

Although the lunch hour has the largest overall parking demand of all of the time periods analyzed, 
the demand is distributed over the entire study area. As a result, demand for parking does not exceed 
the number of official parking spaces in most facilities. During the three lunch hours during which 
data were collected, drivers arriving in the core area of the village would have had multiple options 
for parking their cars.  
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Figure 3: Utilization Ranking for Entire Study Area 
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Figure 4: Parking Occupancy 12:00-12:40 p.m. on Tuesday, December 19, 2006 
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Figure 5: Parking Occupancy 12:00-12:40 p.m. on Wednesday, January 3, 2007 
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Figure 6: Parking Occupancy 12:15-12:50 p.m. on Thursday, January 4, 2007 

 

Feb 2007 
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3.3 PARKING UTILIZATION BY ZONE 

To develop a better understanding of potential deficiencies, the parking facilities have been organized 
into the following three zones, also shown in Figure 7: 

 Core: This zone includes the parking facilities that serve the businesses concentrated along 
Bridge Street generally between US 2 and Pleasant Street. Most of the parking spaces are 
available for general public use. Employees, customers, and other visitors will generally seek 
a parking spot in one of these locations first before searching any of the other facilities 
located in the rest of the village. 

 Non-core north: This zone includes parking facilities located north of US 2. The largest 
parking lots in the village are located in this zone and serve the Goodwin Baker office 
building (lots #111, 112, and 113) and Our Lady of the Rosary church (#110). All of the off-
street lots in this zone are privately owned and presumably available for private use only. 
There are a few sections of on-street parking along US 2 and Jericho Road available for 
general public use. People with final destinations in the core area of the village do not 
typically park in the north zone, even though parking is often readily available and is not 
officially restricted. 

 Non-core south: This zone includes all parking facilities south of US 2 outside of the core. 
This zone is large and contains parking facilities throughout. If one considered only the 
location of the parking facilities, it would be logical to create a fourth study zone south of 
the railroad tracks. However, since the parking counts do not indicate any issues with the 
parking facilities within the non-core south zone, further refinement of the study zones 
would not provide any information useful in this analysis. 

Although the peak hour for the entire study area occurred during the lunch hour, the peak period for 
the core study zone occurred on Friday evening (Figure 8 on page 17). Similar to the entire study 
area, Saturday evening had the lowest demand of all periods within the core. Between 4:00 and 8:00 
p.m. on Friday, parking spaces in the core were almost 100% occupied for an hour and the 85% 
threshold was exceeded for two of the four hours data were collected.  

For the non-core north and south zones, Friday and Saturday evenings have the least parking 
demand. The lunch hour and mid-morning time frames were the peak periods for the non-core south 
zone. The highest parking demand for the non-core north zone occurred during the lunch hour, in 
the mid-morning, and in the evening on different days (Figure 9 page 18; Figure 10 page 19).  

Both non-core north and south zones contain land uses that will cause spikes in parking demand not 
captured during the data collection efforts for this study. In the north zone, Our Lady of the Rosary 
church will generate parking demand during services such as funerals that could occur at anytime 
during a typical weekday. A regularly scheduled weekly Mass was in session during the Saturday 
evening count. The on-street parking in front of the church (#211) and its off-street lot (#110) were 
100% occupied at that time.  
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The south zone contains the Town offices, library, and Congregational church which all generate 
parking demand during board meetings, voting, and other special events. The south zone also 
contains the parking lot for the Village Green and recreational fields that generates significant 
parking demand during warmer months of the year. This zone also contains the Gifford Funeral 
home on Depot Street which can generate spikes in demand at a variety of times at any time of the 
year. 

With these caveats in mind, Figure 9 and Figure 10 indicate that parking capacity within the north 
and south zones far exceeded demand during all of the data collection periods. These data suggest 
that there is excess capacity available within these zones to spikes in demand and spill-over form the 
core. 

Appendix B contains a map for each half hour interval between 4:00 and 8:00 p.m. on Friday evening 
that show the occupancy for each parking facility within the village. By thumbing through these maps 
it becomes apparent that the core parking facilities remain near or fully occupied during the four 
hour period. At the same time, the parking facilities in the non-core areas remain under utilized and 
almost empty.  
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Figure 7: Study Zones 
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Figure 8: Utilization Ranking of Core Parking Facilities 
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Figure 9: Utilization Ranking of Non-Core Parking Facilities North of US 2 
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Figure 10: Utilization Ranking of Non-Core Parking Facilities South of US 2 
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3.4 TURNOVER AND DURATION 

The following turnover and duration analyses focus on the parking facilities within the core study 
zone. The analysis relies on recording the license plates of parked cars which were collected during 
the Friday and Saturday periods. Because the number of parked cars was low during the Saturday 



Resource Systems Group, Inc. 

Page 20 

 

period, it is not possible to draw any meaningful conclusions from those data. Therefore, the 
following analysis is limited to the Friday evening time period. 

Table 7 shows the percentage of parking spaces in each facility that turned over during each half 
hour period. It indicates the percentage of spaces that became available from one ½ hour to the next. 
The percentage is equal to the number of empty spaces plus the number of new cars parked in the 
facility since the previous ½ hour, all divided by the total number of spaces.  

About half of the parking spaces in the core turned over every half hour on Friday evening. Parking 
spaces that serve the Cumberland Farms convenience store and the Richmond Corner Market have 
high turnover rates that reflect the quick visits generated by those uses. These high turnover rates 
ensure that parking spaces are usually available for a steady stream of customers. 

The on-street parking along Bridge Street between Depot Street and the railroad tracks (#207) also 
had a high turn over rate. This result is skewed by the small number of spaces provided. Regardless, 
it is reasonable to suggest that drivers seeking short-term parking (less than ½ hour), can’t find a 
space in front of the Richmond Commercial Block and therefore park along this section. 

The rest of the core parking facilities have turnover rates ranging from the mid-forties to mid-fifties 
for every half hour. This is a healthy turn over rate and it means that a driver has a good chance of 
finding a parking space in a prime location. 

  
Table 7: Turn Over Rates for Core Parking Facilities – Friday, December 8, 2006 

Ref # Facility Name
4:00-
4:30

4:30-
5:00

5:00-
5:30

5:30-
6:00

6:00-
6:30

6:30-
7:00

7:00-
7:30 Average

100 Cumberland Farms 50% 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 71%

101 Town Corner Lot 26% 63% 58% 47% 26% 47% 32% 43%

102 Richmond Corner 
Market lot

60% 80% 80% 80% 80% 60% 60% 71%

107 Banknorth lot 55% 45% 82% 45% 45% 45% 0% 45%
200 Bridge St. 

Commercial Block 
on-street

50% 81% 44% 50% 44% 63% 38% 53%

201 Depot Street on-
street

0% 50% 50% 83% 50% 50% 17% 43%

202 US 2 on-street in 
front of Richmond 
Corner Market

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

207 Bridge St. on-street 
in front of Denitist 
Office

100% 100% 75% 100% 100% 50% 25% 79%

Weighted average based on number of parking spaces 52%  
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Parking duration is presented in Table 8 for three parking facilities within the core. Estimating 
parking duration was constrained by the relatively short data collection period. The duration of 
vehicles parked at the start of the count could not be verified because it was unknown how long they 
had been parked. After accounting for the number of non-verifiable vehicles, the three parking 
facilities listed in Table 8 were the only study locations that generated reasonable numbers of cars 
within the various duration categories. 

About one-half of the parked cars had durations of a half hour or less and about eighty percent of 
the cars were parked for less than 1 ½ hours. Although this observation is based on only a few 
locations, it is supported by the turnover analysis presented above. Taken together, these two 
analyses indicate that durations are relatively short and the turn over rate is relatively high. 

Vehicles that were parked for more than two hours are most likely owned by owners and employees 
from the surrounding businesses. This observation is based on conversations with the owners of the 
Richmond Corner Market and Toscano’s. The owners of Toscano’s park adjacent to the building in 
the Town Corner lot (#101) and occupy a couple of spaces throughout the evening. They ask their 
employees to park in the informal lot next to Depot Street (#117). An important issue raised by the 
owner of Toscano’s is that their employees do not feel safe walking to cars parked in that location 
when they leave latter in the evening.  

  
Table 8: Parking Duration - Friday, December 8, 2006  4:00-8:00 p.m. 

Parked 
Vehicles Percent

Parked 
Vehicles Percent

Parked 
Vehicles Percent

1/2 Hour 18 55% 26 63% 8 50%
1 Hour 5 15% 10 24% 3 19%

1 1/2 Hours 3 9% 2 5% 2 13%
2 Hours 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

More Than 2 Hours 7 21% 3 7% 3 19%

Duration Verified 33 61% 41 63% 16 41%
Duration not Verified 21 39% 24 37% 23 59%

Total Cars Parked during Count Period 54 65 39

Duration

Town Corner Lot (#101)
Bridge St. Commercial 
Block On-Street (#200) Banknorth Lot (#107)

 

3.5 COMPARISON TO NATIONAL PARKING DATA 

To provide a comparison to the locally collected data, parking demand has been estimated for the 
core study zone based on rates published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) in 
“Parking Generation 3rd Edition”.  The published rates have been applied to the size (square feet) of 
the businesses that depend on the parking facilities in the core. The businesses served by the core 
parking facilities include Cumberland Farms, Toscano’s Restaurant, Richmond Corner Market, 
Banknorth, and all of the retail establishments, restaurants, and offices located in the Richmond 
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Commercial Block along Bridge Street. Appendix C lists the specific businesses, their sizes, and the 
various rates used in the analysis. 

Two different approaches were used to estimate the peak demand and the hourly distribution of 
parking for the core businesses. One method estimated the demand by applying rates specific to each 
business. “Parking Generation” includes data for most of the uses. However, the ITE rates are often 
based on much larger establishments making their application in Richmond village less reliable. In 
addition, the parking generation rates are based on stand alone businesses located on individual 
parcels.  

 In the other method, all of the businesses in the core are assumed to be one shopping center. When 
all of the uses are combined together, there is approximately 26,000 square feet of retail, service, and 
office space in the core. 

As shown in Table 9, the core’s peak hours corresponds with those of a shopping center. Figure 10 
shows a second peak occurring in the core during the lunch hour based on the ITE shopping center 
rates. The second peak during the lunch hour was also observed in the core based on local data. The 
shopping center rate also accounts for shared parking, an important efficiency benefit inherent within 
a mixed use center such as Richmond village. Different land uses have different periods of peak 
parking demand. Since uses such as offices and restaurants peak at different times of the day, they 
can share some of the same spaces. In addition, the mix of different land uses in close proximity 
connected by a safe and pleasant sidewalk system allows patrons to access multiple destinations from 
one parking space. 

Given that the peaks align with those observed locally, and that the businesses share many of the 
same parking facilities, it is reasonable to compare the parking demand in the village core to a 
shopping center. 

The peak demand observed in the field of 67 parked cars is less than, but reasonably close to, the 
peak demand of 78 based on the ITE shopping center rate. There are a total of 68 parking spaces in 
the core. As noted above, it is good practice to maintain an occupancy of 85%, which translates into 
a demand of 58 parked cars.  The 85% target is exceeded based on local data and the ITE rate.  
 

Table 9: Comparison of ITE and Local Data for Core 

ITE Local Data ITE Local Data
Based on Individual Rates 12:00-1:00 p.m. 90

Based on Shopping Center Rates 7:00-8:00 p.m. 78

Peak Hour Peak Demand (Parked Vehicles)
Method

677:00-8:00 p.m.
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Figure 11: Hourly Variation of Parking Demand in Core Based on ITE Rates 
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3.6 ANALYSIS SUMMARY 

The study area contains almost 500 parking spaces. About 88% of the parking spaces are located in 
off-street surface lots with the balance located on-street. Forty percent of the parking spaces are 
available for general public use. All of the on-street parking spaces are available for general public 
use. The majority of off-street parking spaces are available only to the patrons, visitors, employees, or 
residents of the buildings served by the lots.  

Based on the data collection, the peak parking period for the entire study area occurred more 
frequently during the lunch hour. Saturday evening had the lowest parking demand. 

Parking demand during the lunch hour is distributed over the entire study area. As a result, there is 
less demand placed on any one specific off-street lot or block of on-street spaces. During the 
weekday lunch hour, drivers arriving in the core area of the village have multiple options for parking 
their cars. 

To develop a better understanding of potential deficiencies, the parking facilities have been organized 
into the core zone, centered along Bridge Street between Pleasant Street and US 2, the non-core zone 
north of US 2, and the non-core zone south of US 2. 

The non-core north zone contains 160 spaces and the non-core south zone contains 272 spaces.  
The number of parking spaces in both non-core zones far exceeded demand during all of the data 
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collection periods. During the data collection peak hours, the parking occupancy was 45% and 38% 
for the non-core north and south core zones respectively. However, both zones are subjected to 
spikes in demand due to the special land uses they contain (churches, municipal offices, recreation 
field, etc) which were not captured during data collection. Although there is excess capacity during a 
typical weekday, the additional spaces provide an important reserve to accommodate demand 
generated by the special land uses. 

The core zone contains 68 parking spaces and most of these are owned by the Town or State of 
Vermont (along US 2) and are available for general public use. One important exception is the 
Banknorth lot. Although parking is officially restricted to customers and employees, the Banknorth 
lot is used by the general public, particularly in the evening.  

Peak parking demand in the core occurs during Friday evenings. Between 4:00 and 8:00 p.m. on 
Friday, parking spaces in the core were almost 100% occupied for an hour and the 85% threshold 
was exceeded for two of the four hours data were collected. 

Peak parking demand for businesses that rely on the parking spaces in the core was verified using 
rates published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers. Based on the ITE rates, the peak 
parking demand is 78 vehicles, which is comparable to the peak demand of 67 spaces observed in the 
field. Both exceed the 85% threshold of 58 spaces available in the core.    

The high percentage of occupancy is mitigated to some degree by a high turn over rate within the 
core parking facilities. Overall, about 50% of the parking spaces in the core turned over every ½ 
hour during the Friday evening count. About one-half of the parked cars had durations of a half hour 
or less and about eighty percent of the cars were parked for less than 1 ½ hours.  

Vehicles that were parked for more than two hours are most likely owned by owners and employees 
from the surrounding businesses. Although parking spaces are available in the informal lot on Depot 
Street, employees do not feel safe walking to cars parked in that location when they leave latter in the 
evening.    
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4.0 OPTIONS 

During the peak hour, demand for parking spaces within the core is higher than the number of 
available spaces. The problem occurs most often on Friday evenings, but may also be an issue during 
the lunch hour on some days. This section of the study discusses the advantages and disadvantages 
of management strategies that could be employed to reduce overall demand or disperse parking 
demand to surrounding facilities during peak periods.  

In addition, Appendix D contains several concept plans for improvements to existing parking 
facilities and layouts for new on- and off-street parking. 

 

4.1 PARKING DEMAND MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES 

Parking is one component of the overall transportation system and as such its function is to provide 
access to final destinations. When business owners and the general public express a desire for more 
parking, they are in fact asking for convenient, reliable access. The purpose of parking management is 
to use existing facilities more efficiently to reduce demand for parking spaces while at the same time 
maintaining access to businesses, services, and homes. 

Some general benefits of parking management include: 

 Facility cost savings – by reducing the number of parking spaces required, costs are reduced 
for governments, businesses, developers, and customers. 

 Reduces land consumption – land not used for parking is available for tax base generating 
development, greenspace, or preservation of natural, historic, and cultural resources. 

 Revenue generation – some strategies involve pricing which can generate revenues that can 
help pay for facilities or other transportation improvements 

 Reduce stormwater  management costs – reduced pavement area reduces stormwater run 
off and all if its environmental implications1.  

4.1.1 Current Parking Management Activities 

Richmond village currently exhibits urban design characteristics that are the foundation of two 
important parking management strategies. The benefits of shared parking and a walkable community 
currently reduce demand for parking in Richmond, while providing a high level of access.  

 Shared Parking: Shared parking reduces the total number of parking spaces because 
different land uses peak at different times of the day. If the businesses in the core were 

                                                      
1 “Parking Management Strategies, Evaluation and Planning”; Todd Litman; Victoria Transport Policy Institute; April 25, 2006; 
http://www.vtpi.org/park_man.pdf  
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located along a commercial strip on individual parcels with separate access to a roadway, 
their total parking demand would be approximately 15% higher, or about 10 spaces1. This 
additional demand would require a parking lot almost as big as the Town Corner lot (which 
contains 11 official spaces).  

 Walkable Community: The sidewalk system, in combination with diverse uses in close 
proximity, reduces parking demand. The sidewalk system makes it easier for village residents 
to walk to numerous destinations. Sidewalks also increase the benefits of shared parking by 
allowing people to walk to multiple destinations from one parking space. The Town has 
worked to expand and improve village sidewalks over recent years and has plans for 
additional improvements in the near term. Extending a sidewalk on Jericho Road to 
Southview for example, will encourage some people to walk, rather than drive, to the center 
of the village. Excess demand for parking spaces in the core could also be accommodated by 
improving walking connections to existing parking spaces on its edge. Specific 
recommendations are presented in Section 4.2. 

4.1.2 Proposed Parking Management Strategies 

The maps in Appendix B show the percent occupancy for all of the parking facilities in the study area 
during Friday evening from 4:00 to 8:00 p.m. The red and orange colors indicate near and over 
capacity conditions while yellow, green, and blue indicate excess capacity. The maps show that 
demand exceeds capacity in the core while several nearby parking facilities are under-utilized.  

The management strategies described below could be employed to improve the utilization of parking 
facilities at the edge of the core: 

 Provide employee parking in surrounding lots. Business owners in the core have an 
interest in keeping prime core parking spaces available for customers and should consider 
leasing spaces from surrounding lots for employees. There are several privately owned lots 
on the edge of the core that are essentially empty during the evening peak hours. Examples 
include: #104-Village Bike Shop/Ski Express, #114-Jameson Insurance Office Building, 
#103 – John’s Shoe Shop, and #106-Zachary’s Pizza. All of these are visible from US 2 or 
Jericho Road and are therefore somewhat safer than the informal lot on Depot Street. 

 Improve User Information. Even people who frequent the village may not be aware of all 
of the parking options. A one page parking map could be developed and distributed by local 
businesses that identifies all of the parking spaces available for public use. This simple 
brochure could also be posted on the Town’s web site and could be distributed once a year 
as an insert in the Times Ink.    

                                                      
1 Table 9 – Shopping center parking demand is 15% lower than demand for individual uses. 
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 Formalize existing parking and improve pedestrian connections to the core. Section  
4.2 describes specific recommendations. 

Provide Bicycle Parking. In addition to the management strategies described above, providing a 
space to park bicycles will make it more convenient for cyclists to access the village core and will 
therefore help reduce demand for vehicular parking. Bike racks should be provided on US 2 in front 
of Richmond Corner Market and on Bridge Street in front of the Bridge Street Commercial Block. 
Bicycle racks should be placed parallel to the street (Figure 12).   

 
 

Figure 12: Bike Racks along a Sidewalk1 

 
Recruit businesses that do not have peak parking demand on Friday evenings. To further take 
advantage of shared parking, economic development recruitment efforts could focus on land uses 
that do not create peak parking demand during Friday evenings. The recruitment effort should focus 
on services (dry cleaners, bank, and health clinic), office uses and residential development which all 
have peak parking periods other than the evening (Table 10). The Town should also consider the 
suitability of some type of light industrial/manufacturing facility. Examples of light industrial uses 
include printing, material testing, and assembly of data processing equipment. The suitability of light 
industrial in a village center needs to be evaluated carefully, but from a parking perspective there are 
certainly advantages. 

 
Table 10: Parking Peak Periods 

Description ITE Land Use 
Code 

Peak Parking Periods 

General office 710  9:00 a.m.-noon 
 2:00-4:00 p.m. 

Walk-in Bank 911  9:00-11:00 a.m. 

                                                      
1 “Bicycle Parking Guidelines, Association of Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals; Spring 2002. 
http://www.bicyclinginfo.org/pdf/bikepark.pdf  
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 3:00-4:00 p.m. 

Dry cleaners 960  11:00 a.m.-2:00 p.m. 

Clinic 630  9:00-10:00 a.m. 

Low/mid rise apartment 221  12:00-5:00 a.m. 

General Light Industrial 110  7:00-9:00 a.m. 
 11:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m. 
 1:00-3:00 p.m. 

Park and Shuttle: In the long-term, some demand could be intercepted in parking lots on the US 2, 
Huntington Road, and Jericho Road approaches to the village. These lots would be connected to the 
village with shuttle service or possibly regional transit service. This type of strategy is most effective 
when it targets employees of specific businesses or to support special events. For example, the Town 
could reduce parking requirements for a new business in the village if that business provides an 
employee shuttle to the Exit 11 park-and-ride lot.  

The CCMPO classifies park-and-ride facilities as either: 

 Intercept/Satellite Facility – Purpose is to provide a less expensive parking alternative to on-site 
locations within activity centers or the urban core area and reduce single occupancy vehicle use in 
activity centers. These facilities may capture outgoing as well as incoming activity center traffic; or 

 Park and Ride Facility – Purpose is for car and vanpooling with potential for low frequency 
shuttle or transit service. It may serve multiple destinations and typically serves longer distance 
trips1. 

The Exit 11 lot is currently considered a park and ride facility because of its rural location and due to 
the fact that it serves commuters, and other travelers, with destinations beyond Richmond. It is 
frequently full and the CCMPO and VTrans have initiated a scoping process to look at options to 
address the need for more spaces. The potential of this lot to serve as an intercept facility for 
Richmond village should be included in the purpose and need statement that will guide development 
and selection of improvements. This will ensure that any design changes consider the long term 
needs of the village. 

Satellite parking on the other approaches to the village (US 2 east, Jericho Road, and Huntington 
Road) should be more informal and would primarily serve special events. Parking for special events 
already happens to a certain degree on these approaches, especially on July 4th.  

4.1.3 Applicability of Pricing 

Even if nearby parking spaces are improved, parking in the core will still be the most desirable 
location because its spaces are closest to final destinations. Charging a fee for parking in the core (in 
combination with free or lower cost parking on the edge of the core) will help disperse demand. As 

                                                      
1 “Chittenden County Park and Ride Facility Prioritization”; Adopted by CCMPO Board February 18, 2004. 
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noted by the Victoria Transport Policy Institute, much of the resistance to parking pricing from the 
general public is related to inconvenient payment methods: 

 Many require payment in specific denominations (coins or bills). 

 Many require motorists to predict how long they will be parked, with no refund available if motorists leave 
earlier than predicted. 

 Some payment systems cannot easily handle multiple price structures or discounts. 

 Some are confusing or slow to use. 

 Some have high equipment or enforcement costs. 

 Enforcement often seems arbitrary or excessive. 

Better payment methods are available. Newer electronic systems are more convenient, accurate, flexible, and increasingly 
cost effective. They can accommodate various payment methods (coins, bills, credit and debit cards, and by cellular 
telephone or the Internet), charge only for the amount of time parked, incorporate multiple rates and discounts, 
automatically vary rates by day and time, and are convenient to use 1.  

                                                      
1 Page 19, “Parking Management Strategies, Evaluation and Planning”; Todd Litman; Victoria Transport Policy Institute; April 
25, 2006; http://www.vtpi.org/park_man.pdf 
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These capabilities are provided using a “Pay and Display” 
parking meter (Figure 13). A user purchases a ticket for a specific 
amount of time and displays the ticket on the top of their 
dashboard. The cost to purchase and install these meters ranges 
from $6,500 to $7,000 each2. 

The ability to charge different parking fees for different days and 
times would be useful in Richmond village. Higher prices could 
be in effect during peak periods (similar to electric and phone 
bills) when the need to disperse parking demand is the greatest.  

The most logical locations for pricing are the Town Corner lot 
and on-street parking along Bridge and Depot Streets (total of 37 
spaces3). Assuming a fee of $0.50 per hour is charged throughout 
the day from Monday through Friday, these spaces would 
generate approximately $25,000-30,000 per year in total revenue. 
This estimate also assumes an average parking duration of ¾ of 
an hour. The current average duration is about 1 ¼ hours. The duration would decrease because 
pricing would discourage long-term use of these spaces. 

Pricing requires management, enforcement, and maintenance of equipment. Enforcement can be 
provided by parking violation officers or sworn police officers. Either way, enforcement requires 
additional labor hours and funds. The estimated revenue of $25,000-$30,000 per year could fund a 
part-time parking violation officer that may also be responsible for managing the system. Some 
maintenance responsibilities may spill over into the public works department. Additional funds 
beyond those generated by the parking fees would therefore be necessary. Additional funds could be 
generated by raising the parking fees or expanding pricing to other parking areas in the village (along 
US 2 and Jericho Road for example). The fees charged in these areas would need to be less than 
those charged in the core.  

Pricing is not a common strategy in small towns and there are several potential obstacles and 
disadvantages to consider: 

                                                      
1 For more information, visit the City of Savannah, GA web site at 
http://www.savannahga.gov/cityweb/webdatabase.nsf/9aca9e7d5a238aaa85256abe005893b0/d7462462d1fc7ce785256cc2006e
4d62?OpenDocument .  

2 “Smart Parking Meters Take over the West”; Ransford S. McCourt, DKS Associates; August 2006; 
http://www.dksassociates.com/admin/paperfile/Smart_Parking_Meters_Take_Over_the_West.pdf  

3 Includes 101-Town Corner Lot (11 official spaces), 201-Bridge Street On-Street by Commercial Block (16 spaces), Bridge 
Street on-Street south of Depot (4 spaces), and Depot Street on-street (6 spaces). 

Figure 13: Pay and Display 
Parking Meter1 
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 Small towns have small staffs that are often over burdened with multiple tasks. Even with 
part-time help, the additional administrative burden may be of concern.  

 To avoid paying the fee, some people may choose to park in private lots that are not 
technically available for general public use resulting in potential conflicts.  

 Business owners that rely on public parking will be concerned about loosing customers to 
other areas of the County where parking is abundant and free. 

Due to economies of scale, pricing of parking (including the cost of violations) may generate excess 
revenues in larger communities. That would not be the case in Richmond. With proper fees and 
management the pricing strategy may cover its own cost. As a parking management strategy, pricing 
will not be effective unless the parking facilities surrounding the core have been improved. If the 
core facilities continue to experience over capacity conditions, even after the surrounding facilities 
have been improved, the Town should consider using pricing.   

4.2 CHANGES TO EXISTING AND NEW PARKING FACILITIES 

Improvements to existing parking facilities are necessary to support the management strategies 
discussed above. Moreover, additional spaces are justified to accommodate existing and future 
demand within or near the village core. This section describes the concept plans contained in 
Appendix D for improving existing facilities and also includes recommendations for increasing the 
supply of parking in the village. 

Cost estimates are based on unit costs applied to approximate quantities of construction items plus 
percentage allowances for right-of-way acquisition (0%–20% depending on location), traffic control 
during construction (10%–40%), storm water management and drainage (maximum of 30%), 
engineering design and permitting (25%), and a contingency factor (10-50%). Appendix E contains 
the detailed cost estimates. 

4.2.1 Depot Street Off-Street Parking 

(Appendix D Sheets 1-4) The triangular piece of land located between Bridge Street, Depot Street, 
and the railroad tracks contains lots #116 and #118 serving a dentist’s office and an informal gravel 
lot (#117). Lots #116 and #118 are officially reserved for use by the dentist’s employees and clients 
and contain a total of 17 spaces. Lot #117 contains approximately 20 spaces and is privately owned. 
Although this lot is currently used by the general public there is no formal agreement between the 
Town and landowner. In the past, the Town had considered options for this location.  

The four following alternative conceptual designs are presented in Appendix D in sheets 1 through 4: 
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 Alternative 1: This design was prepared as part of the Richmond Downtown Streetscape 
study1. It provides a net increase of 10 parking spaces. The layout includes two separate one-
way entrances on Depot Street and a one-way exit on Bridge Street. The two parking lots 
that serve the dentists office remain as separate facilities with access from the general public 
lot. 

 Alternative 2: This design is similar to Alternative 1 but has only one entrance from Depot 
Street. By closing one of the entrances, additional parking spaces are provided. This 
alternative provides a net increase of 14 parking spaces. 

 Alternative 3: One entrance is provided on Depot Street and Lot #116 is combined with 
the public lot. Lot #118 remains a private-private facility that serves the dentist office. The 
dentist office would loose the three spaces in Lot #116 but its clients would be able to use 
the public lot. This configuration provides a net increase of 16 parking spaces. 

 Alternative 4: One entrance is provided from Depot Street, Lot 
#118 is replaced by green space, and Lot #116 is combined with the 
public lot. The entrance to the dentist’s office lot (#118) causes 
inefficiencies in the layout of the public parking lot. This alternative 
evaluates the benefits of combining all of the parking for the dentist 
office into the public lot. As a result, about 10 spaces would need to 
be reserved for the dentist office during typical weekday office hours. 
These spaces would be available for general public use in the evening 
and on weekends. This alternative depends on the willingness of the 
owner of the dentist’s office building to trade the privately owned 
parking spaces for permanently leased spaces in a public lot. One 
advantage for the building’s owner is that snow plowing and 
maintenance costs would be the Town’s responsibility. This 
alternative provides a net increase of 10 parking spaces. 

Regardless of its final design, the Depot Street lot is well situated to serve 
parking demand in the core. It could provide long-term parking for employees that will make more 
spaces available for customers and other visitors in the Town Corner lot and the on-street parking in 
front of the Richmond Commercial Block. The location is darker and is set back from Bridge Street. 
It should include proper lighting and possibly an emergency call box (Figure 14) to make it feel safer 
at night.  

All four alternatives would cost approximately $180,000 (Table 11). Alternative 3 provides the largest 
net increase in parking spaces.  

                                                      
1 “Richmond Downtown Streetscape”; Prepared by Kathleen Ryan – Landscape Architect for the Town of Richmond and the 
Richmond Business Association; September 28, 1998. 

Figure 14: 
Emergency Call 
Box 
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Table 11: Depot Street Lot Cost of Alternatives 

Alternative Cost
Net New 
Spaces

Cost per New 
Space

1 $179,300 10 17,930$         
2 $181,900 14 12,993$         
3 $182,800 16 11,425$         
4 $178,400 10 17,840$          

 

The costs for complete reconstruction of this lot are significant. The following incremental approach 
is recommended: 

 Short-term: Develop a formal agreement with the landowner to make the lot officially 
available for public use. Provide lighting and signs and identify 
the lot on the Richmond village parking brochure suggested 
above. The signs (and brochure) would make people aware that 
the lot is available for general public use and the lighting would 
make people feel more secure. Parking directional signs (Figure 
15) should be placed at the Depot Street intersection with Bridge 
Street and at the entrance to the lot on Depot Street. Security 
could be further enhanced with additional patrols by the Richmond Police through the area. 
The total cost is estimated at $5,000. 

 Medium-term: The lot could be constructed with a gravel surface. Its boundaries could be 
defined by delineating the entrances and exits and creating edges using green space. Some 
strategically placed curbing at entrances and exits would further define the lot. The cost for 
the gravel base and surface, three lights, a limited amount of granite curbing, and signs is 
approximately $60,000.   

 Long-term: Add pavement, additional lighting and landscaping, the emergency call box, and 
other amenities as described above for Alternatives 1 through 4.  

4.2.2 Depot Street On-Street Parking 

(Appendix D Sheet 5) One additional on-street parking space could be provided on the north side of 
Depot Street in front of Gifford Funeral Home. There is also room for an additional on-street space 
in front of the kitchen cabinet store. That space should be kept available as a loading zone (or should 
have a 15 minute time limit). No physical changes are necessary to accommodate these spaces. The 
cost will be approximately $500. 

Figure 15: Parking 
Directional Sign 
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4.2.3 East Main Street (US 2) 

(Appendix D-Sheet 6) On-street spaces along East Main Street should be formalized to encourage 
parking in this section of the village. This improvement will not result in any additional spaces but 
should make the area more attractive and visible for people seeking a parking space. The striping 
could be implemented in the short term. A 15 minute time restriction should be placed on the spaces 
directly in front of the Richmond Corner Market to preserve their use for quick stops. 

The US 2 driveway for the office building on the southeast corner of US 2 and Jericho Road should 
be closed to allow for one more parking space on that side of the street and a bulbout should be 
provided at the corner. The parking lot for that building is currently served with an access on Jericho 
Road. Closing the US 2 driveway is consistent with sound access management practices which 
discourage placing driveways too close to intersections while encouraging access on side streets, like 
Jericho Road, when possible. The Town should discuss this recommendation with the owner of the 
building. 

The cost for the short-term improvements (striping and the bulbout) is approximately $7,000. 
Because this work would occur within the state owned right-of-way along a state highway, approval 
from VTrans is necessary. 

In the long term, the sidewalks should be upgraded as shown in Appendix D-Sheet 6 to provide 
enhanced connections to the village core. The costs for the long-term improvements depend on the 
extent of the sidewalk reconstruction. The existing sidewalks extend approximately 1,050 feet east of 
Jericho Road on each side of US 2. The cost to reconstruct the sidewalk for this entire length on one 
side of the road is approximately $260,000.    

4.2.4 Bridge Street Parking On-Street from Pleasant Street to Town Hall 

(Appendix D-Sheet 7) Based on the high resolution orthophotos and the GIS parcel data, the Town’s 
right of-way extends approximately 20-25 feet east of the pavement’s edge along Bridge Street for 
most of the segment between Pleasant Street and the Town hall entrance. This right-of-way provides 
enough space to add on-street parking and a sidewalk on that side of the street. A sidewalk is 
recommended along with on-street parking to provide safe access to parked vehicles and to provide a 
connection to the village core, Town offices, library, and post office. This section is broken into the 
two following segments: 

 Pleasant Street to the railroad tracks:  This segment is approximately 160 feet long and 
could accommodate 5 new on-street parking spaces. This location is well situated to serve 
parking for the village core. There is a steep up-grade starting at the edge of pavement that 
would require construction of a retaining wall to create the space needed for the sidewalk 
and on-street parking (See cross-section A-A on Sheet 7 in Appendix D). The total estimated 
cost is $90,000.  
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 Railroad tracks to the Town Hall Entrance: This section is approximately 520 feet long 
and would provide an additional 13 parking spaces. The estimated cost is $120,000, including 
the sidewalk. 

4.2.5 Bridge Street Alley Off-Street Parking  

(Appendix D-Sheets 8-10) The planning commission noted that a parcel of land located behind 
Toscano’s Restaurant between Bridge Street, Pleasant Street, and US 2 had in the past been 
considered for use as an off-street parking lot. This parcel contains a house that is currently being 
renovated and is not available at this time. However, the parcel has enough room to accommodate an 
18-24 space parking lot while still maintaining a reasonable amount of green space and private 
parking for the house.  

The parcel is currently accessible from Bridge Street through an alley between Banknorth and 
Toscano’s Restaurant. The alley is wide enough to accommodate one-way traffic only. In order to 
provide adequate access to the street system, a second access point would have to be provided. The 
alternative designs presented in the Appendix assume the second access would be provided on US 2 
through the Zachary’s Pizza parking lot. Right-of-way would have to be purchased for that purpose. 
It is also physically possible to provide an access point to Pleasant Street between two homes. The 
access through Zachary’s is more appropriate because it is located in a commercial area. The US 2 
access point also has the advantage of removing some vehicles from the US 2-Bridge Street 
intersection. 

Despite these challenges, the parcel is well situated to serve parking demand in the village core. 
Therefore, the following three alternative designs and uses are presented for consideration should the 
parcel become available: 

 Alternative 1: The US 2 access would provide a one-way entrance and the Bridge Street alley 
would provide a one-way exit. A sidewalk would be provided through the lot from US 2 to 
Bridge Street to provide an additional connection from the US 2 on-street parking described 
in Section 4.2.3 to the village core. Eighteen spaces would be provided for a total cost of 
$175,000 excluding right-of-way costs. 

 Alternative 2: Two-way access is provided from US 2 along the east edge of the Zachary’s 
Pizza’s parking lot. The Bridge Street alley would provide a one-way exit. A sidewalk would 
be provided through the lot from US 2 to Bridge Street to provide an additional connection 
from the US 2 on-street parking described in Section 4.2.3 to the village core. Twenty-four 
new parking spaces would be provided for a total cost of $167,000, excluding right-of-way 
costs. 

 Alternative 3: This alternative preserves the green space as a park. A pedestrian path is 
provided to connect on-street parking along US 2 to the village core. There are no additional 
parking spaces provided. The cost of the path and park are approximately $150,000.  
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4.2.6 Jericho Road On-street parking 

(Appendix D-Sheet 11) On-street parking is currently provided along the west side (southbound 
direction) of Jericho Road near its intersection with US 2. These three spaces should be formalized 
with striping as shown in Sheet 11. The estimated cost is $1,000. 

Two additional on-street spaces should be provided on the same side of the street in front of the 
apartment buildings located just behind the Laundromat. Based on the high resolution orthophotos 
and GIS parcel boundaries, the existing sidewalk appears to be on the edge of right-of-way. 
Therefore, to accommodate these two additional parking spaces and a sidewalk, additional right-of-
way would have to be purchased from the owner of the apartment building. These spaces should be 
provided as part of a sidewalk reconstruction project. The cost to reconstruct a new sidewalk to the 
northern end of the apartment’s parcel and widen the roadway to accommodate the parking lane is 
approximately $61,000.  

4.2.7 Lot Coverage Bonus for Private-Public Spaces 

Although not itself a physical change, this regulatory change could increase the availability of private 
spaces for public use. To encourage private developers to allow public use of private off-street lots, 
the Town should consider providing a lot coverage bonus.  

The Town zoning regulations allow maximum lot coverages of 40-50% within the village (depending 
on the zoning district). This dimensional requirement means that 40-50% of the land within a parcel 
may be covered by an impervious surface (building, roadways, walks, etc). In general, the balance of 
the lot must be a material (most often green space) that allows storm water to seep into the ground. 

The maximum lot coverage is one of many dimensional requirements specified in the zoning 
regulations that limit the amount of development permitted on any given parcel. Developers may be 
willing to allow general public use of their private parking facilities (possibly in the evenings for 
example) in return for a higher lot coverage allowance. This option should be specified in the zoning 
regulations and could be implemented on a case by case basis through the development review 
process.
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5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS AND IMPLEMENTATION 

Table 12 presents an implementation plan for the options discussed above. About half of the 
recommendations are geared towards improving the management and efficient use of existing 
parking spaces in the village. Excluding the Bridge Street Alley Lot, the potential exists to create 30-
40 net new parking spaces in the village. Of these new spaces, 19-24 are located within or directly 
adjacent to village core.  

Given the funding requirements and construction challenges associated with building new parking 
spaces, most of the short-term recommendations are focused on management and efficiency 
strategies. Construction of most new parking spaces is recommended for the mid and long term time 
frames.  

Sources of funding include: 

 Municipal capital budget voted on annually at Town Meeting. Projects could be 
funded as line items in the budget. Larger projects, such as reconstruction of the Depot 
Street lot, could be funded through municipal bonds approved by the voters. Bonds can be 
financed in a number of ways, but by far the most common approach is with a special 
property tax assessment dedicated to the bond payment. 

 Transportation Impact Fees. The Town could establish impact fees on a per vehicle trip 
basis to fund improvements such as sidewalks, roadway and intersection improvements, and 
parking. Impact fees need to be based on a rational and defensible connection between 
anticipated development and the necessary improvements. Projects funded with impact fees 
must be identified in the municipal capital program. Impact fees could be used to cover the 
non-federal fund match requirements of competitive grant programs described below. 

 VTrans Transportation Enhancement and Bicycle and Pedestrian Competitive Grant 
Programs. On-street parking could be funded through these programs as part of a sidewalk 
project. These programs require a 20% non-federal match which is typically provided by the 
municipality.  

 Vermont Downtown Program Grants. Richmond village is an officially designated village 
center and is eligible for state funds through the State Downtown Program, administered by 
the Department of Housing and Community Affairs within the Agency of Commerce and 
Community Development. This program includes the Downtown Transportation Fund 
(DTF) and the Downtown Reinvestment Fund (DRF). DRF grants have been used to fund 
parking facilities, bicycle and pedestrian projects and streetscape improvements. Both 
programs are funded through legislative allocations from the state’s transportation budget 
and require local matches (75% for the DTF and 25% for the DRF).
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Table 12: Summary of Recommendations 

Short Term
( <2 years)

Mid Term
(<5 years)

Long Term
( > 5 years)

Village Create and distribute a Richmond Village Parking 
Brochure Efficiency X $1,000 Town

Post in local businesses and on town 
web site, distribute annually in Times 
Ink and Town Annual Report

Village Lease parking for employees in lots near the core. Efficiency X Varies Business owners

Village Lot coverage bonus in exchange for public use of 
private parking Efficiency X None Planning 

Commission
Add appropriate language in zoning 
regulations.

Village Focus economic development efforts on office, 
service, and residential uses Efficiency X

Economic 
development 
committee

Village Implement parking pricing using "Pay and Display" 
ticket dispensers Efficiency X $6,500-$7,000 

per meter Town

Monitor effectiveness of other parking 
management strategies. Refine 
potential revenue generation. Seek 
input on pricing from business 
owners.

East Main Street (US 2)
Stripe parking spaces on each side of US 2. On US 
2 westbound approach to Jericho Road -close office 
building driveway, construct bulbout at corner. 

Efficiency X $7,000 Town and VTrans
Review with VTrans District 5 
Transportation Administrator. Discuss 
driveway closing with land owner.

East Main Street (US 2) Sidewalks on each side of US 2. Include on-street 
parking in design. Efficiency X $520,000 Town 

Jericho Road - next to 
Laundromat Stripe existing informal on-street parking spaces Efficiency X $1,000 Town

US 2 at Richmond Corner 
Market and Bridge Street 

Commercial Block
Install bike racks Efficiency X $500 

Install parking directional signs and lighting Efficiency X $5,000 

Delineate and expand lot with gravel base and 
surface, additional lights, granite curbing at strategic 
locations, and signs

X $60,000 

Full build-out of lot with pavement, additional 
landscaping, and amenities X $120,000 

Depot Street On-street Stripe one on-street general use space and one 
loading zone space on the north side of the street

2 New 
Spaces X $500 Town

Check w/ Richmond Home Supply 
about using a 15 minute time 
restriction rather than a loading zone.

Bridge Street - Pleasant St to 
railroad crossing Build a sidewalk and on-street parking. 5 New 

Spaces X $90,000 Town Requires retaining wall.

Bridge Street - Railroad 
crossing to Town offices Build a sidewalk and on-street parking. 13 New 

Spaces X $120,000 Town

Bridge Street Alley Lot New off-street lot 18-24 New 
Spaces X $175,000 Town and (2) 

Land Owners
Discuss possibility with both land 
owners.

Jericho Road - just north of 
Laundromat Sidewalk and on-street parking 2 New 

Spaces X $61,000 Town Requires purchase of right-of-way.

Exit 11 Park and Ride Lot Use as intercept lot for village New spaces X TBD Town, CCMPO, 
VTrans

Ensure this purpose is considered in 
scoping process that is just starting

Huntington Road, Jericho 
Road, US 2 East

Locate and establish informal intercept parking 
facilities to serve special event parking needs New spaces X TBD Town Stay aware of potential opportunities.

TBD = To Be Determined

Depot Street Off-Street Lot

Location Description Project Lead and 
Partners

Cost EstimatePurpose Implementation Time Frame

Need formal agreement with 
landowner. Total cost, including mid-
term recommendations is $180,000. 

Notes/Comments/Next Steps

10-16 New 
Spaces

Town and Land 
Owner
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6.0 SUMMARY 

This report presents an analysis of parking needs within the village of Richmond, VT. It identifies 
deficiencies and recommends strategies to manage the existing supply more efficiently and presents 
alternatives for adding new parking spaces.  

The study includes an inventory of the existing parking supply, data collection to determine the 
number and duration of parked cars during peak periods, and a comparison of existing demand to 
national data sources. The analysis concludes that parking demand exceeds capacity within the village 
core. The rest of the study area has a sufficient number of parking spaces to satisfy demand on 
typical weekdays and during spikes generated by most special events.  

Different approaches to managing the parking supply are discussed and evaluated and concept plans 
are presented for improvements to existing parking facilities and for new parking spaces. About half 
of the recommendations are geared towards improving the management and efficient use of existing 
parking spaces. In addition to the management strategies, the potential exists to create 30-40 net new 
parking spaces in the village. Of these new spaces, 19-24 are located within or directly adjacent to 
village core.  

An implementation plan is included that suggests timing for the recommendations, identifies next 
steps, and discusses potential funding sources. Given the funding requirements and construction 
challenges associated with building new parking spaces, most of the short-term recommendations are 
focused on management and efficiency strategies. Construction of most new parking spaces is 
recommended for the mid and long term time frames.  
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