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Chapter 1. Introduction 
Parking is a valuable resource that can be used to promote economic development, 
especially in denser, downtown urban environments.  In Ann Arbor, the Downtown 
Development Authority (DDA) manages a diverse parking inventory, including on- and off-
street parking spaces, with the goal of balancing parking demand with maximum benefit to 
the community.   

Project History and Objective 
The Ann Arbor Downtown Parking Study was initiated as the first step in the City’s pursuit of 
a comprehensive parking strategy for Downtown.  Phase 1 focused on analysis of the 
existing parking supply and demand, and parking perceptions from the user end.  This report 
documents the efforts completed for Phase I of the Ann Arbor Downtown Parking Study, 
including the following tasks: 

1. Background research to establish Downtown’s economic, land use, and regulatory 
context, including documentation of employee travel characteristics, interviews with 
key local stakeholders, a summary of relevant zoning regulations, and illustration of 
the area’s land uses. 

2. Analysis of DDA’s parking inventory, including available supply and quantified 
utilization patterns during peak periods, input received via written survey and 
interviews with parkers, and projections of future demand based on proposed 
development. 

3. Summary of complementary parking inventories, specifically those owned by private 
companies, residents, and the University of Michigan.. 

4. Provision of meaningful opportunities for public involvement, including the survey 
and parker interviews described in #2, as well as a public workshop to discuss public 
perceptions and concerns on parking conditions, plus meetings with the project’s 
advisory committee. 

DDA’s Principles for Parking 
The DDA has invested significant resources, including time, money, and energy, in shaping 
the public parking system.  The following parking management principles have been 
developed and refined over the past 15 years and serve to guide the DDA’s parking 
investments.  They provide a philosophical context for considering the findings of the 
following report. 

¸ There is a cost and a value associated with every parking space. 
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¸ Parking is part of a transportation system, and should be understood in that context. 

¸ Parking is not a silver bullet - no one ever came downtown to park.  But the right 
balance of parking availability, location, and price is essential to downtown’s vitality 
and growth.   

¸ Automobiles are often tagged as the reason for problems in the downtown, but the 
negative impact of automobiles is usually less a cause than a symptom of faulty 
planning.   Cars make it possible for many people to use and enjoy the downtown.   

¸ It’s the people we want downtown, not necessarily their cars.  A “menu” should be 
created and constantly improved upon so people can make transportation and 
parking choices for themselves about the best way to come to and move through 
downtown, using such considerations as convenience, price, location, and 
transportation purpose.  

¸ You can’t force people to ride a bus based on economics or restricting availability of 
parking, because there are too many competing commercial buildings located outside 
downtown offering plentiful surface parking lots with free parking.      

¸ One of downtown’s strengths and appeal is its compact, walkable form, with short 
blocks, a clearly defined street grid, and a density of services, businesses, and uses in 
its core.  Well-managed parking enables people to take advantage of these assets. 

¸ The public parking system operations can and should be financially self-sustaining, 
with no need for tax subsidy.  The users of the system should pay for the system, 
including operation, maintenance, repair, and eventual additions to the system.  

¸ Public parking policies should be based on quantified data and analysis. 

¸ Parking is very different in an urban environment than in the suburbs, and it is 
important to understand the differences between these two settings.   

¸ Parking rates should be set to encourage different behaviors.  For instance, the 
availability of on-street parking meters conveys a great deal about the perceived 
convenience of shopping or doing business downtown, thus regular turn-over at the 
meters and long-term parking off-street must be encouraged.  Rate configuration can 
affect parking choices by making it less expensive to park in the surface lots than at a 
street-meter, and least expensive to park in the structures.   

Summary of Key Findings 
The following is a summary of the key findings described in this report, categorized as 
Background, DDA Inventory, Other Inventories, and Public Input. 

Background 
¸ Rates of Single-Occupancy Vehicles commuting to Downtown Ann Arbor are modest 

compared to regional and statewide travel characteristic, and are trending 
downwards.  
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¸ Downtown employees appear to embrace alternatives to personal automobile 
commuting, especially active forms of commuting (i.e., walking and bicycling), 
compared to regional and state norms. 

¸ Alternative mode promotion and commuter benefit programs are in place, but could 
use more promotion, especially in the “lead by example” form from the City and 
County. 

DDA Inventory 
¸ Existing conditions in Downtown present two distinct parking constraints: Evening 

on-street parking and midday off-street parking in monthly parking facilities.  

¸ Overall parking supply is sufficient to meet existing demand. Average daytime peaks 
of 83 percent are characteristic of a parking supply that is being optimally used.  

¸ Off-street utilization is higher than on-street during weekdays. Policies aimed at 
preserving on-street spaces, including off-street discounts, monthly permits, and time 
limits at meters, appear to be effective. On-street availability during weekday midday 
hours is over 30 percent across the study area, and within each analysis sub-area.  

¸ Concentrations of on-street parking shortages may create the perception of weekday 
parking shortages. Concentrations of highly occupied on-street spaces during 
weekday counts include: 

o Washington Street, west of Fifth Avenue;  

o The block of Washington Street, South Ashley Street, William Street, and 
Main Street; and 

o Campus-area streets, including blocks surrounding the Quad and within 
the South Campus sub-area.  

¸ The role of cost in parking and travel decisions is minimized. This is a result of a 
number of factors: 

o Off-street parking subsidies for commuters; 

o Free on-street parking after 6:00 PM; 

o Minimal rate differentials between parking options; 

o Location and facility-type preferences. 

¸ Surveys indicate that location is the biggest driver of parking demand across the DDA 
inventory.  While the Existing Conditions analysis found that parking is generally 
available at most times, location preferences are creating perceptions of parking 
shortages for many parkers.  

¸ 1-Hour and 30-Minute meters are under-utilized. In addition to a generally low level 
of occupancy at these meters, many of them appear to be located ineffectively. 1-
Hour meters are sometimes placed a block or two from retail/ restaurant uses, while 
spaces directly in front of these businesses offer two hours of parking (i.e., Liberty 
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Street, between Main and First Streets). Occupancies along South University Avenue, 
where all 38 spaces are restricted to 1-hour parking, are also especially low. Some 
30-minute meters are placed where there is no apparent short-term parking demand 
(i.e., Washington Street, between Division Street and the Liberty Square garage).  

¸ Wait list data indicate a concentration of commuter demand at facilities in the 
western areas of Downtown. Wait lists at Ann & Ashley and 4th & William are 
significantly longer than at other facilities. These garages also have two of the three 
highest daytime occupancy averages among facilities offering permits. Car-pool, van-
pool, go!pass, and other employer-supported programs may be especially effective in 
reducing permit pressure at these facilities.  

¸ Surveys and interviews indicated a number of positive Downtown parking conditions 
including: 

o High rates of park-once behavior (87%); 

o A diversity of trip generators (24% of daytime parkers were not there for 
work);  

o Long-term visitation relationships and high visitation rates among 
Downtown parking customers; and 

o The large majority of parkers find a spot within two blocks of their 
destination and do not feel they are charged too much.  

¸ Surveys and interviews also highlighted some areas of concern including: 

o Perception of security risks at parking structures; 

o Employees using on-street parking spaces which should be available for 
customers;  

o Some available off-street spaces appear to be, or feel, hard to find; 

o High rates of parking subsidy among daytime parkers; 

o Ineffective enforcement of time limits; and 

o Very short time limits may be hindering Downtown’s “Park Once” 
objective. 

¸ Among transportation alternatives, travel preferences indicate that transit appears to 
offer the greatest promise for shifting more employees away from personal auto 
commuting. Current transit barriers indicate that some form of express, or commuter, 
bus service offers a unique opportunity to capture a latent transit market among 
Downtown employees.  

¸ Annual added demand of between 50-100 new monthly parking permits is projected 
for DDA parking facilities. 
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¸ Strategies for addressing an anticipated demand for more than 50, and as many as 
100, new monthly-permits each year over the next five to ten years should be a top 
planning priority. 

¸ Strategies for addressing imbalanced utilization between available evening parking 
supplies should be a high planning priority. 

Other Inventories 
¸ University of Michigan facilities likely capture most of the parking demand from full-

time faculty and staff. Their permit system offers a number of significant advantages 
over use of DDA facilities including price, location, and the convenience of yearly 
payment.  

¸ Most accessory parking is significantly under-used. On-site commercial and 
employee lots rarely peak above 85 percent utilization and average just over 60 
percent. This amounts to a loss of space for higher, better, and more cohesive land 
uses for Downtown, and countless unnecessary curb-cuts that are disruptive to 
pedestrian traffic. 

¸ The backyard parking market arises largely from unmet monthly permit demand.  

Public Input 
¸ The Ann Arbor community is highly attuned to parking issues, with its members 

frequently possessing strong, well-informed, and often opposing opinions on various 
parking and related issues. A number of relationships between user groups and 
perspectives on parking issues have emerged over the course of this project phase.  

¸ In general, those most opposed to expanded parking supplies are residents. Those 
most in favor of more parking, and especially more parking permits, are commuters. 
Those who feel strongest in favor of maintaining parking lots are commuters. 
Residents, on the other hand, are decidedly mixed in their opinions about converting 
lots to mixed-use development. Those most averse to using garage spaces are 
commuters and women in general. The biggest concern among merchants appears to 
be overly aggressive meter enforcement (time-limit enforcement excepted).  

¸ Opposition to converting lots to stand-alone garages, in contrast, is general and 
widespread.  

¸ Commuter sentiment, as evinced through parker survey responses, is clear on a 
number of issues. In general they feel they pay too much for parking, if they pay for it 
themselves, and that there is not enough parking. 

¸ In addition, many feel that if parking gets much more complicated, working 
Downtown will not be worth the trouble.  

The Real Estate community is equally engaged in parking issues. The lack of monthly 
parking permits in particular is seen as a hindrance to marketing Downtown office space, 
and one of the biggest reasons for companies leaving Downtown space. Some feel that they 
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could fill vacant space at a premium if permits at a nearby facility were generally available, 
opening the potential for market-pricing strategies at monthly facilities. 
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Chapter 2. Background Research 
One of the most significant generators of parking demand for downtown districts is the travel 
patterns of those commuting into the district for work. The background tasks for Phase I 
therefore began with a review of Downtown employment and employee travel 
characteristics. 

Employee Profile 
This section presents a profile of transportation behavior among Ann Arbor’s Downtown 
employees. The data used for this profile were collected from two primary sources: US 
Census Data (2000 and 1990), and a November 2005 report summarizing extensive surveys 
of downtown employees as part of an evaluation of the getDowntown go!pass program 
(“Go!pass Report”). The profile presents a summary of Downtown employment levels, the 
means by which employees commute, the number of daily commuting vehicles brought into 
the area, and the distance from which employees commute. The profile concludes with a 
comparison of employment levels and levels of capacity within the DDA’s parking system 
between 1990 and 2005.  

The Study Area 
For comparative purposes, statistical profiles were generated for the following designated 
areas: 

¸ Central Business District – Represented by Census Tract 4001;  

¸ Downtown District – Consisting of Census Tracts 4001, 4002, 4003, 4005, 4006, 
4007, and 4008; 

¸ City of Ann Arbor; 

¸ Washtenaw County; and  

¸ State of Michigan.  

The narrative discussion of the Downtown Employee Profile is focused on the Downtown 
District, as defined above. The official boundary of the Downtown District is drawn more 
narrowly, encompassing just one complete Census Tract (4001), along with minor portions 
of the six directly adjacent tracts. The Employment Profile was drawn from data covering all 
seven of these central tracts in order to provide a broader sense of travel behavior in this 
area. This broader study area will also account for DDA parking locations within the official 
boundaries, which are likely to accommodate demand generated by employment from the 
surrounding areas.  

Identifying characteristics unique to the more narrowly-defined official Downtown District is 
important, however, as this district is more directly oriented to CBD, rather than campus-
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oriented, conditions. Therefore, travel characteristics within Census Tract 4001 are isolated 
to represent these conditions.  

Employment 
Approximately half of all employment within the City of Ann Arbor is located within its 
Downtown District. In 2000 there were nearly 50,000 jobs, outnumbering residents in the 
same area by about 18,000 (see Figure 2-1). Roughly half of Downtown jobs (25,341)are 
located in Census Tract 4002, which extends northeasterly from the center of Downtown, 
and constitutes part of the “Downtown to Northeast” corridor that was a focus of the 
Mayor’s June 2006 “Transportation Vision.”  This vision calls for enhanced transit service 
along the corridor in response to its “rapid growth and positive economic developments.”1 

In comparison, 20 percent of Downtown employees work in the more narrowly defined 
CBD area (9,476). 

Figure 2-1 Downtown Residential and Employment Populations 
(Year 2000) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: United States Census 

Commute Modes 

Single-Occupancy Vehicles 
Single-occupancy vehicles (SOV) were the primary commute mode for 60 percent of 
Downtown employees in 2000 (see Figure 2-2). Surveys documented in the Go!pass Report 
indicate that by 2005 the Downtown SOV rate had dropped to 56 percent. The 2000 rate 
within the CBD area was slightly higher at 65 percent. 

Regionally, SOV utilization increases among employees as the employment area grows 
beyond the Downtown District. In 2000, Downtown SOV commuting was about 12 percent 
lower than the City average, which in turn was slightly lower than the Washtenaw County 
average.  The County average was more than five percent less than the statewide average of 
83 percent.  

                                            
1 “Mayor John Hieftje Presents his Transportation Vision at a Model for Mobility Event,” City of Ann Arbor, June 15, 
2006.  

  Residents Employees 
CBD 1,248 9,476 
Downtown District 30,361 48,523 
Ann Arbor 114,024 98,478 
Washtenaw 322,895 199,852 
Michigan 9,938,444 4,512,085 
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Figure 2-2 Commuter Mode Splits (Year 2000) 

  Employees Drove alone Bus Walked Bicycle Car Pool 
CBD 9,476 65.39% 5.99% 15.64% 1.88% 10.06% 
Downtown District 48,523 59.84% 7.56% 18.61% 2.46% 9.63% 
Ann Arbor 98,478 72.10% 4.53% 9.44% 1.34% 9.40% 
Washtenaw 199,852 77.52% 2.63% 6.26% 0.76% 9.32% 
Michigan 4,512,085 83.21% 1.21% 2.25% 0.22% 9.67% 

 
Transit 
As presented in Figure 2-2, Downtown employees rely on transit more than six times the 
Michigan average. While transit’s commute share drops the further jobs are located away 
from Downtown, employees within Washtenaw County still use transit more than twice the 
statewide average of 1.2 percent. Proximity to the urban core is not the only scale of transit 
usage, however, as employees in the CBD area use transit less frequently than the overall 
Downtown rate – 6 versus 8 percent.  

The City of Ann Arbor, it’s Chamber of Commerce, the AATA, and the DDA have sponsored 
a “Universal” transit pass program since 2000, in which employers purchase bulk transit 
passes at a deep discount to offer to their employees. Part of the Chamber’s Get Downtown 
program, the go!pass program provides annual unlimited-ride passes for Ann Arbor 
Transportation Authority (AATA) fixed route service to all Downtown employers at a cost of 
$5 each. To participate, employers must purchase a pass for each of their full-time 
employees.  While the program has met with a mixture of successes and setbacks, transit’s 
mode share has increased by six percent since it began.  

Walking 
An exceptionally high walking rate may be one reason that transit usage is not higher among 
Downtown and CBD employees. Nearly one in five Downtown employees walk as their 
primary means of commuting. While high walking rates are common among large university 
communities, the walking rate among CBD-area employees remains a relatively substantial 
16 percent. Some findings from the go!pass study also indicate a high propensity for walking 
among Downtown employees, including: 

¸ 15 percent of respondents in 2005 cited walking as their primary commute mode, 
while only 8 percent cited living within a half-mile of work (typically considered the 
upper limit of what is considered “walking distance”); 

¸ Over 13 percent of those living at least two miles from work cited walking as their 
primary mode of commuting; and   

¸ Nearly 80 percent of those who lived within one-half mile of work cited walking as 
their primary mode of commuting.  
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Active transportation is a particularly popular alternative to SOV commuting among 
Downtown employees, with walk and bike commuting accounting for over 20 percent of 
daily work trips (see Figure 2-3). 

Biking 
Biking is another alternative mode that enjoys popular support among Downtown 
employees, although less so among CBD-area employees. Downtown employees bike to 
work twice as often as the citywide average, which in turn is six times higher than the state 
average. While the overall numbers are not large, together with the considerable number of 
walking commuters, bicycling among Downtown employees indicates a population highly 
supportive of active transportation options.  

Figure 2-3 Active Transportation (AT) Commuting 

  Employees Walked Bicycle AT 
CBD 9,476 15.64% 1.88% 17.51% 
Downtown District 48,523 18.61% 2.46% 21.07% 
Ann Arbor 98,478 9.44% 1.34% 10.78% 
Washtenaw 199,852 6.26% 0.76% 7.02% 
Michigan 4,512,085 2.25% 0.22% 2.47% 

 
Carpool/Vanpool/Rideshare 
Carpooling is the one transportation activity for which average commute shares change very 
little between employees of Downtown, the City of Ann Arbor, Washtenaw County, and the 
State of Michigan. This is somewhat unexpected for a downtown area, where parking supply 
tends to be more constricted and parking fees tend to be higher. High rates among other 
non-SOV modes, however, may indicate that more active forms of transportation enjoy 
greater appeal among the local population.  

AATA offers significant support for carpool, vanpool, and ridesharing activities as part of its 
AATA Rideshare program,2 including: 

¸ A Guaranteed Ride Home program that offers up to six cab reimbursements of up to 
$50 each for carpooling, vanpooling, and ridesharing employees who unexpectedly 
need to leave work early or stay late; 

¸ Free computerized carpool, vanpool, and rideshare matching services; and  

¸ On-site information presentations and other promotional assistance. 

                                            
2 This support complies with the Authority’s goal of moving more people with fewer vehicular trips, though not 
necessarily though transit ridership. 
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Impact of Choice – Traffic Volumes in Downtown 

Commuters Per Private Vehicle 
Downtown’s commuter patterns result in approximately 33,000 private vehicles driven into 
Downtown each day (see Figure 2-4), mostly between 8AM and 9AM. This amounts to 
approximately 1.45 employees arriving in Downtown for every private vehicle driven.  This 
rate drops consistently as population boundaries move further away from Downtown, with a 
statewide average of just 1.14 passengers per private vehicle.  

Figure 2-4 Employees Per Private Vehicle 

  Employees Private Vehicles Employees/ PV 
CBD 9,476 6,921 1.37 
Downtown District 48,523 33,415 1.45 
Ann Arbor 98,478 75,388 1.31 
Washtenaw 199,852 163,439 1.22 
Michigan 4,512,085 3,953,300 1.14 

Source: United States Census  

Figure 2-5 presents the rates of employees per private vehicle among the seven Downtown 
census tracts. Rates are highest among tracts to the south and east, indicating the impact of 
university-based employment patterns.  
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Figure 2-5 Employees / Private Commute Vehicle 

Insert Landscape Map 
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In comparison, Figure 2-6 provides a projection of what could be expected should the city, 
county, and state occupancy rates be applied to downtown.  For example, when using a 
base of Downtown as 0, the occupancy rates for Ann Arbor produce an extra 3,700 more 
cars.  

Figure 2-6 Impact of Vehicle Occupancy 

  Employees 
Private  

Vehicles 
Employees/ 

PV 

Downtown  
Vehicles if This 
Occupancy Rate 

Added Downtown 
Vehicles if This 

Occupancy Rate 
Downtown 48,523 33,415 1.45  33,415 0 
Ann Arbor 98,478 75,388 1.31  37,146 3,731 
Washtenaw 199,852 163,439 1.22  39,682 6,267 
Michigan 4,512,085 3,953,300 1.14  42,514 9,099 
Source: United States Census 

Commute Distance 
Over 60 percent of Downtown employees live within 10 miles of work, and 34 percent live 
within two miles of work. As presented in Figure 2-7 and Figure 2-8, transit service within 
two miles of Downtown is fairly abundant, with most households located within a half-mile 
of fixed route AATA bus service.  

Figure 2-7 presents a map of census tracts from which Downtown employees commuted in 
2000. Shading represents the volume of commuters who reside in each tract, with darker 
shading indicating a greater number of employee residents. Downtown commuters originate 
heavily from areas to the northeast and southeast.   As indicated in the map, significant 
transit service is provided in these areas, with most residents living within a mile of fixed 
route AATA bus service.  

Figure 2-8 presents a map of census tracts from which the CBD area draws most of its 
employees. Compared to the commuter shed for Downtown, the CBD tends to draw more 
heavily from closer-in tracts directly to the south. These areas offer excellent transit access, 
with most households being within a quarter-mile of fixed route service.  
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Figure 2-7 Commuters to Downtown Jobs 

Insert Landscape Map: 

Figures\Figure 7.pdf 
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Figure 2-8 Commuters to CBD-Area Jobs 

Insert Landscape Map: 
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Parking  
According to the Go!pass Report, the cost and availability of parking were cited as key 
factors in affecting commute patterns.  Other parking-related findings contained in the 
Go!pass Report include: 

¸ Over 60 percent of employees stated that parking was easy or very easy to find; 

¸ Roughly 62 percent of employees who were offered on-site parking at work must pay 
for it; and   

¸ The average cost of parking is $92 per month. 

Parking Demand and the DDA Parking System 
Both employment levels and demand for parking have remained fairly consistent since 
1990. According to surveys described in the Go!pass Report, roughly 26 percent of 
Downtown employees park at work. The remaining demand utilizes approximately 24,000 
parking spaces per day for Downtown commuters. 

TDM in Downtown - Stakeholder Interview 
One August 7th, 2006, the Project Team conducted a telephone interview with Erica Briggs 
of the City of Ann Arbor Chamber of Commerce. Ms. Briggs is the director of the Chamber’s 
getDowntown program which promotes commuting options and sponsors the go!pass transit 
benefit program. This program allows employers to provide unlimited ride passes for Ann 
Arbor Transportation Authority services to their employees at the annual cost of $5 per pass; 
the program is financially subsidized by the DDA. 

General Comments 
Ms. Briggs expressed support for the study and interest in participating in the project’s 
advisory committee. She suggested that the study maintain a focus on, not just parking, but 
the transportation issues related to parking. She also suggested an additional question for the 
project’s parker survey:  Are the parkers paying for their own parking, or using a permit 
provided (or subsidized) by an employer? 

She explained that many employees receive free monthly permits, or subsidies for permits, 
for DDA parking spaces. These permits are either purchased by their employer, or are 
wrapped into the employer’s lease agreement.  

According to Ms. Briggs, while the City of Ann Arbor does participate in the go!pass program 
(except for the Fire and Police departments which are exempt from participating), the City 
could be more of a TDM leader in the community. Specifically, the City could be better at 
promoting go!pass and other available TDM programs to its employees, and providing 
active-commute amenities such as showers, lockers, and on-site secure bike parking. 
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State of the Go!Pass Program 
The Chamber of Commerce is focused on developing an alternative to charging employers 
for go!pass program participation. The implementation of the $5 annual fee, and the 
mandate that passes be purchased for all full-time employees, resulted in a 50 percent drop 
in pass use in 2003. While the pass saves both employees and employers more than the $5 
annual fee, the program has yet to recover from this drop in ridership. The fee was initiated 
with the goal of creating a sense of “buy-in” that might encourage participating employers to 
promote pass use and make the most of the program’s benefits. The COC has concluded that 
this has not worked, and it is looking into options for returning to offering passes free of 
charge, with the goal of getting passes into the hands of all Downtown employees.  

The original goal of the program was to reduce the cost of meeting employee parking 
demand for downtown employers, especially small businesses.   Steady increases in fuel 
costs have had a positive impact on employer participation. Ms. Briggs noted one 
Downtown firm that had long resisted participating recently sought to enroll, citing that their 
employees had begun to ask for it in response to the increased cost of driving.  

Bicycle Commuting 
Ms. Briggs stated that she was in close contact with the bicycling community, and presented 
the following perspective on bike commuting: 

¸ A lack of showers and lockers presents significant barriers to commuting by bike. It 
was suggested that zoning could require new buildings to provide such facilities. 

¸ The COC has sponsored “Curb Your Car Month” and “Bike Winter” campaigns to 
increase non-auto commuting. These events have enjoyed popular support and 
participation. 

¸ DDA-provided bike lockers are great. The biking community would like to see more 
bike hoops throughout Downtown. 

Promoting TDM in Ann Arbor 
Ms. Briggs suggested that City-sponsored parking offered as an incentive to bring Google to 
Downtown should include requirements for a TDM program to manage parking demand. 
The COC supports Google locating Downtown, and believes that it will need, and should 
receive, ample parking as part of its negotiations with the City. She would like a 
commitment to an active TDM program be part of the deal however.  

She cited Madison, WI as a good example to follow for working with employers/ 
buildings/landlords to implement TDM programs.  
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At the conclusion of the conversation, Ms. Briggs expressed interest in participating in the 
project’s Advisory Committee, and provided the following documents for purposes of the 
study: 

¸ August 2006 go!pass Statistics (excel spreadsheet); and 

¸ Opportunities for Parking Cash-Out in Downtown Ann Arbor by D. Scott TenBrink, 
August, 2005. 

Zoning and Land Use  
The City of Ann Arbor regulates land uses within its municipal boundaries through the Code 
of the City of Ann Arbor (Codified through Ord. No. 7-06, enacted March 20, 2006; 
Supplement No. 23, Update 1), and most specifically, Title V Zoning and Planning.  The 
City’s vehicular and bicycle off-street parking requirements for developments within the 
Downtown District, including requirements for new and re-use developments, are presented 
below.  Downtown’s existing land use conditions are presented in Figure 2-9. 
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Figure 2-9 Downtown Ann Arbor Existing Land Uses 

Insert Landscape Map: 

Figures\Figure 9.pdf 
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Ann Arbor Parking Requirements 
The City of Ann Arbor requires that parking spaces are available for the use of occupants, 
employees, or other users of the building for which the space was provided.  Parking spaces 
can be provided on the principal parcel or off-site within 500 feet of the parcel if the parcels 
are zoned the same, or the second parcel is zoned “P.”  Reasonable charges to the 
occupants of the building for use of the parking spaces or bicycle parking spaces are 
permitted. 

The City Administrator oversees the regulation of parking in the city, and demand-based 
rates are established by a resolution of the City Council.  The required number of vehicular 
and bicycle parking spaces is determined by the land use and type.  If the property owner 
deems parking requirements to be excessive they may apply to the City for a deferment of 
up to 40% of the required spaces.  

Parking space dimensions are at minimum 9’ x 18’ or 8’ x 18’ if marked for small cars.  
Technical details about parking size, illumination and design are in 5:168.  

Parking Regulations for the Downtown Development Authority District 
The Downtown Development Authority district has additional parking standards.  No off-
street parking is required for structures that do not exceed the normal maximum permitted 
PUD floor area or for structures zoned PUD where floor area does not exceed 300% of lot 
area.  However, structures that exceed the normal maximum floor area by providing floor 
area premiums, or PUD-zoned structures that exceed 300% of lot area, must provide a 
greater supply of parking. These larger structures require one off-street parking space for 
each 1,000 square feet of usable floor area for residential uses, and 1 space for each 500 
square feet for non-residential uses. The required parking spaces may be provided in a 
public parking lot or structure pursuant to an agreement with the city. As an alternative, 
these required parking spaces may also be provided privately on- or off-site if shown on an 
approved site plan. 

No bicycle parking is required for development within the DDA district. 

The Downtown area includes sites zoned with the following designations (see Figure 2-10): 

¸ O – Office 

¸ PL – Public Lands 

¸ P – Parking 

¸ R4C – Multiple Family Dwellings 

¸ C1 – Local Business 

¸ C1A – Campus Business 

¸ C1A/R – Campus Business/Residential 
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¸ C2A – Central Business 

¸ C2A/R – Commercial/Residential 

¸ C3 – Fringe Commercial 

¸ M1 – Limited Industrial 

¸ M1A – Limited Light Industrial 

¸ PUD – Planned Unit Development 

¸ ORL – Office/Research/Limited Industrial 
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Figure 2-10 Downtown Zoning Designations 

Insert Landscape Map: 

Figures\Figure 10.pdf 
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Parking Lots 
Chapter 59:5:161 defines a parking lot as “the total surface area on 1 parcel of 1,200 or 
more square feet or 5 parking spaces used for parking and maneuvering of motor vehicles.”  
This also includes unenclosed parking structures.  The Code does not include regulations for 
commercial valet parking services. 

Regulation of Parking Uses on Residential Lots 
Motor vehicles are not allowed to be parked on the front open space of a residential lot, 
except on a driveway. In residential zones with multi-family uses, parking spaces or lots are 
permitted behind the front setback line in front open spaces, if the following are met:  

¸ Greater than 100 feet street frontage; 

¸ 20,000 square feet land area; and  

¸ 20 dwelling units. 
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Figure 3-1 Study Area 

Insert Landscape Map – color or black-and white version 
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Figures\Figure 11.pdf 

 

Black-and-white: 

Figures\B&W Figs 11&13_18\Figure 11_B&W.pdf 

 

 



A n n  A r b or  D o w nt o w n  P a r k i n g  S t u d y  •  P h a s e  1  F i n a l  R e p o r t  

D O W N T O W N  D E V E L O P M E N T  A U T H O R I T Y  
 
 

Page 3-4 • Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates 

This page intentionally left blank. 

 

 

 



A n n  A r b or  D o w nt o w n  P a r k i n g  S t u d y  •  P h a s e  1  F i n a l  R e p o r t  

D O W N T O W N  D E V E L O P M E N T  A U T H O R I T Y  
 
 

Page 3-10 • Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates 

This page intentionally left blank. 

 

 



A n n  A r b or  D o w nt o w n  P a r k i n g  S t u d y  •  P h a s e  1  F i n a l  R e p o r t  

D O W N T O W N  D E V E L O P M E N T  A U T H O R I T Y  
 
 

Page 3-11 • Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates 

Figure 3-5 Downtown On-Street Parking Utilization -  
Weekend Evening 
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Figure 3-6 Downtown Off-Street Parking Utilization -  
Weekday Midday 
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Figure 3-7 Downtown Off-Street Parking Utilization -  
Weekday Evening 
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Figure 3-8 Downtown Off-Street Parking Utilization -  
Weekend Evening 
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The primary focus of the utilization analysis outlined below is to identify where and when 
vehicles are parking. While these conditions can be observed directly, identifying the 
“why?” behind these choices is more speculative. To the extent feasible, however, the study 
will address this question by analyzing the relationship between utilization and pricing, 
location, and convenience and ease of use, along with length of stay restrictions (time 
limits). 

The analysis begins with a review of conditions found within the study area as a whole, and 
then focuses on each of the sub-areas.  

Study Area 
Figure 3-9 summarizes utilization patterns for the study area.  

Figure 3-9 Study Area Utilization 

Study Area Occupancy Spaces Available 
Location Spaces Weekday Weeknight Friday 

Night 
Weekday Weeknight Friday Night 

On Street 1,063 68% 98% 100% 339 19 2 
Off Street 4,647 84% 35% 47% 760 3,030 2,446 
Both 5,710 81% 47% 57% 1,099 3,049 2,448 

Source: Project Team, Field Surveys, September 2006 

Occupancy for the combined inventory of on- and off-street spaces ranges from 47% to 81% 
between the three survey periods. This leaves between 1,099 to 2,448 spaces available at 
any given time, a 20% capacity buffer for accommodating occasional spikes in demand.  

Local conditions, however, are likely to vary within such a large area and inventory, beyond 
the impact of time of day and day of week factors. Other factors likely to shape parking 
patterns within Downtown include: 

¸ On-street versus off-street spaces; 

¸ Garage versus lot spaces; 

¸ Parking rates; 

¸ Time limits; 

¸ Monthly versus hourly parking (including whether monthly permits are provided);  

¸ Location/proximity to key trip generators; and 

¸ Special Events (see Appendix C). 
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A closer look at the factors shaping parking conditions within each time period reveals 
characteristics useful for more closely analyzing the supply/demand balance within the DDA 
inventory.  

On-Street Parking 

Weekdays  
About two-thirds of the study area’s 1,063 spaces are utilized during a typical weekday 
midday. With the remaining 340 spaces available during this peak utilization period, 
weekday availability appears to be quite good, with open spaces likely to be found with a 
quick search.  

Occupancy by Time Limit 
Time limits are established for spaces within commercial cores to provide access to 
businesses and other land uses that depend upon publicly provided parking for their visitors. 
This is often seen as a mutually beneficial arrangement, as the surrounding businesses gain 
free customer parking supplies while the community gains a more concentrated, walkable, 
and vibrant commercial core. 

To be effective, time limits must generate regular turnover of spaces while at the same time 
providing enough parking for visitors to comfortably patronize local establishments. In most 
cases, availability rates of 15% or higher are sufficient to support nearby businesses, which 
translates into one to two available spaces on every block with ten parking spaces.  
Therefore, a look at metered space utilization can provide insight into how well time limits 
match the needs of the parking market. Figure 3-10 provides a summary of on-street 
occupancy rates by time limits. This comparison is limited to spaces offering between 0.5 
and 4 hours of parking. Limits below this level are typically located directly adjacent to 
businesses with particular access needs, while limits higher than this are clearly not meant 
for the short-term parking market. 

Figure 3-10 Occupancy and Time Limits - Weekdays 

Space Type Spaces Occupied Utilization Rate 
Half-Hour Limit 38 19 50% 
1-Hour Limit 240 149 62% 
2-4 Hour Limit 696 524 75% 
All 1,063 724 68% 

Two-hour meters are the most common among these short-term spaces, and appear to be 
well allocated to serve the parking market by providing both enough spaces and enough 
time for parkers to complete their trips. At 75% average occupancy, however, the time limit 
of many of these meters could likely be expanded to three or four hours, while still 
preserving an optimal 15% availability rate. A 62% occupancy under peak conditions at 1-
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hour meters indicates that there may either be too many of these meters, or that a number of 
them are ineffectively located. The number of half-hour spaces is quite few and are not well 
utilized. 

Evenings 
Ann Arbor meter enforcement is only in effect between 8:00AM and 6:00PM.  Shortly after 
6:00 PM, once meter payments are no longer required, on-street spaces throughout the study 
area begin to quickly fill up. On weekday and weekend evenings, most blocks are 
essentially filled to capacity. Availability is scattered, requiring much longer space searches, 
and reducing the likelihood of finding a space on a preferred block compared to the midday 
period.  

Off-Street Parking 
Weekdays 
Off-street occupancy peaks during the weekday midday, with 84% of the inventory utilized. 
Utilization rates among individual facilities, however, vary significantly enough to merit a 
closer look at the factors affecting use.  

Monthly/Hourly Lots 
One factor shaping parking patterns on weekdays is the distinction between parking 
locations that offer monthly permits and those that do not. Permits offer a discount for 
regular commuters as well as the convenience and simplicity of paying for parking just once 
each month. It would thus be expected to find significantly higher occupancy rates at 
facilities offering monthly permits (see Figure 3-11).  
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Figure 3-11 Occupancy by Permit Provision - Weekdays 
Location Permits Capacity Vehicles Occupancy  

City Hall N 33 9 27% 
Kerrytown N 25 18 72% 
Main & Ann N 46 43 93% 
Farmer's Market N 75 38 51% 
4th & Catherine N 51 46 90% 
Main & William N 24 12 50% 
South Ashley N 134 85 63% 
South 5th 
(Library) N 185 176 95% 
1st & Huron N 162 158 97% 
All Hourly 735 584 79% 
First & William Y 108 78 72% 
Fingerle Y 55 26 47% 
Maynard Y 770 628 81% 
Forest  Y 558 558 100% 
Liberty Square Y 562 442 79% 
4th & William Y 775 678 87% 
4th & Washington N 273 228 84% 
Ann & Ashley Y 811 701 86% 
All Monthly 3912 3337 85% 
All   4647 3921 84% 

A comparison of occupancy rates between these facilities reveals a higher utilization at 
facilities that provide monthly permit options for commuters. The difference, at just three%, 
however, is much less than might be expected given the convenience and savings offered by 
permits. Other factors, such as location, preference for lots over garages, and extended 
visitor parking demand are likely to play a part in this fairly even balance between monthly 
and hourly parking. 

Weekday and Weekend Evenings 
Availability within the off-street inventory increases tremendously in the evenings compared 
to midday: 65% of off-street spaces are available during weekday evenings and 53% 
available on weekend evenings. Again, variations between facilities at this time are 
significant. Below is a look at some of the factors shaping these variations.  

 Cost  
Parking rates across the DDA inventory vary much more significantly during evening hours 
than during the day. On- and off-street meters are generally free of charge after 6:00 PM, 
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while garages and some parking lots continue to charge hourly rates for parking. There are 
three basic rates charged after 6:00 PM: 

¸ $0.80 per hour; 

¸ $1.00 per hour for three hours, and $1.10 per hour beyond three hours; and  

¸ A flat $2.00 entry fee.  

As a result of these variations, and the reduced concentration of permit holder parking 
following conclusion of the work day, the impact of parking costs at this time is likely to be 
more pronounced than at any other time during the week. Figure 3-12 provides a 
comparison of evening utilization at facilities and the cost of parking at each location for 
three hours of shopping, dining, and/or entertainment.  

Figure 3-12 Evening Cost and Occupancy 

Cost For 3 hours Spaces Weekday Evening Occupancy Weekend Evening Occupancy 
Free (On-Street) 1,063 98% 100% 
Free Off-Street 417 49% 66% 
$2.00 811 12% 30% 
$2.40 2,938 32% 44% 
$3.00 481 79% 81% 
Free - Total 1,480 84% 90% 
Pay - Total 4,230 33% 46% 
All 5,710 47% 57% 

As expected, free parking is much more popular than pay parking, and on-street spaces 
(which tend to be closer to parkers’ destinations) are much more popular than off-street. A 
closer look at off-street parking utilization, however, reveals some less expected results. 
While free parking is more highly utilized than pay parking (49% versus 33% on weekday 
evenings, and 66% versus 46% on weekend evenings, respectively), among the pay parking 
options, utilization actually increases along with rates. This indicates that parking choices 
are being influenced as much by other factors as by cost. While some of these factors can be 
discerned from quantified parking utilization data, parking choice factors will be explored in 
detail in the Parker Profile task for this study. 

Facility Type – Garages Versus Lots 
In general, parkers prefer lots over garages. The reasons for this vary, but some of the most 
common are: 

¸ Security – Garages often contain poorer lighting and more hidden spaces than lots 
such as stairwells and elevators, making them feel less secure to some parkers.  

¸ Time – It often takes more time to enter and exit multi-level facilities. 
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¸ Ease of Use and/or Comfort Level – Drivers are typically more familiar with using 
lots than garages, creating a feeling of uncertainty regarding the process of entering, 
paying fees at, and exiting unfamiliar structures.  

Another reason that patrons prefer lots is vehicle-size.  The popularity of Sports Utility 
Vehicles and large personal trucks means that many of the vehicles driven by parking 
customers simply do not fit in parking structures very well. This is especially true of older 
structures (Maynard and 4th & William) where ceiling heights are low, and small structures 
(4th & Washington) where the aisle widths are tight. 

The DDA has also made a policy decision not to assign monthly permits in many of the 
surface lots located in the more central areas of Downtown.  The objective of this policy is 
to allow these more convenient facilities to be available to all, and not limit their 
attractiveness to permit holders.  

Additionally, typical payment options, time limits, and parking rates within the DDA garages 
indicate an intention by the DDA to target the long-term/commuter market at parking 
structures. Most offer a monthly permit option, and all offer long-term parking at a flat hourly 
rate that is 20% lower than that at on-street meters. Targeting such a market helps create a 
customer base of regular users that can become increasingly comfortable with these 
structures. This is supported by higher occupancy rates at the DDA garages during the 
weekday midday period than at the DDA’s surface lots (see Figure 3-13 for a summary of 
occupancy rates at garages and lots).  



A n n  A r b or  D o w nt o w n  P a r k i n g  S t u d y  •  P h a s e  1  F i n a l  R e p o r t  

D O W N T O W N  D E V E L O P M E N T  A U T H O R I T Y  
 
 

Page 3-50 • Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates 

This success is reflected in survey responses, which indicate that very few of those parking in 
Downtown park again before leaving (13%). This combined with fairly high parking stay 
averages indicates that this high level of park-once behavior is not simply a result of 
commuters and quick-errand runners. Rather, responses point to a high comfort level among 
parkers with walking between more than one Downtown destination.  

The only constituency with a comparatively high rate of parking multiple times is daytime 
on-street parkers.  One-third of these parkers move their vehicles to other Downtown 
parking spaces. This may be attributable to the nature of Downtown visits at this time, with 
quick errand-running between multiple shops and services likely being more common 
during a weekday than during the evening. This may also be an indicator, however, of on-
street time limits (which are eliminated at night) being too short to allow parkers to complete 
multiple trips without moving their vehicle.  

Paying for Parking 
Overall, 62% of survey respondents indicated that they pay all the costs of their parking. 
The% of daytime parkers is closer to 50%, while 75% of evening parkers pay all costs.  

Off-Street 
According to the survey responses, off-street parking during the daytime period is subsidized 
more often than not, with just 46% of respondents at this time indicating that they pay all 
their parking costs. However, this number varies greatly between destinations. Between 10 
and 15% of parkers at some large garages (4th & Washington, 4th & William, and Liberty 
Square) pay all costs, while all costs were paid for by 100% of parkers at many smaller 
locations, including South Ashley and 1st & Washington. This indicates how monthly 
parking permits facilitate parking subsidies for Downtown employees.6 

Parkers’ share of parking costs appears to rise in the evening hours at off-street facilities, as 
commuters with parking permits and other forms of parking subsidy are frequently replaced 
by those traveling to Downtown on personal business.  However, parking permits still 
provide a significant contribution to offsetting the costs paid by drivers with 24% of evening 
parkers receiving some sort of subsidy for their parking expenses. 

On-Street 
The cost of on-street parking is much more difficult to subsidize, or even validate, than off-
street parking. This is reflected in the high daytime rate of parkers paying all parking costs 
(86%).  On-street parking is free after 6:00 PM and therefore is not considered. 

                                            
6 While 4th & Washington does not offer monthly parking permits, due to construction at the 4th & William facility, 100 
permits for that facility were shifted to 4th & Washington for a period of time that included the Parker Survey. 
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Commuter Share of Parkers 
Commuters comprised about two-thirds of overall survey respondents, making up 78% of 
daytime respondents and 42% of evening respondents. As anticipated, daytime off-street 
parking is dominated by commuters (more than 80%).    In contrast, with meters that offer 
few opportunities to park beyond two-hours, day-time on-street parking would be 
anticipated to accommodate only the employees who make multiple trips to and from their 
office during each day (i.e., real estate brokers who leave and return frequently).   

The survey, however, reveals that over half of daytime on-street parkers indicated that work 
was their primary destination. This is likely a result of both a limited parking enforcement 
staff and an exceptionally low fee for violating a parking regulation ($15.00 - reduced to 
$10.00 if paid within 24 hours).  When the worst case scenario repercussion for parking 
beyond time limits amounts to a fine of little more than the cost of parking in a legal, and 
likely much less convenient, space there is minimal incentive to follow the regulations.  This 
is a critical issue for maintaining economically productive rates of turnover at Downtown’s 
on-street spaces.  

Another generator of commuter parking demand for on-street spaces is employees working 
evening shifts. Those arriving around 4:00 PM or later have the opportunity to pay for two 
hours of parking, and remaining in the same space legally all night. This obviously limits 
curbside opportunities for the visitors driving high on-street utilization rates on weeknight 
and Friday night peak hours.  Extension of on-street meter regulation times beyond 6:00 PM 
would help shift these employees to off-street facilities, freeing up on-street spaces for 
customers. 

Loyalty to Location 
Just over half of parking respondents indicated that they “always park” where they were 
parked on the day of the survey. This rate is expectedly higher during the daytime (66%), 
when commuters make up a majority of parking customers. These parkers are sometimes 
tied to a specific location by a parking permit, but more frequently have arrived at a favored 
location, based on location, prices, ease and comfort of use, or a combination thereof, and 
have learned how to ensure a space there each morning. 

Evening parkers conversely are much less likely to have a favorite spot, nor to have had the 
opportunity of finding, through trial and error, where they are most likely to find a space 
close to their destination. Most significantly perhaps, these parkers are much less tied to the 
same destination for all Downtown trips. Thus, they are more likely to park in one location 
for a trip to a South Campus sports bar and another location to visit a chocolate shop on 
Washington Street. The demand from these parkers is therefore more open to management, 
and may provide the DDA with the opportunity to maximize underutilized parking 
resources. 
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Findings - Parkers 
The following section presents the travel and parking characteristics most frequently cited by 
Downtown parkers.  The responses are summarized in Figure 3-34, and are described in 
additional detail below. 

Figure 3-34 Parker Characteristics 

Type of Parker Average Weekly Trips Drove Alone Average Distance Travelled 
Day 5.2 86% 15.7 
Evening 3.5 64% 10.7 
All 4.5 77% 13.7 

Source: Project Team, parking customer surveys and interviews, September 2006 

Days per Week Traveling to Downtown 
On average, parkers travel to Downtown four to five times per week. Daytime parkers 
average just over five trips per week, slightly higher than the number of typical commute 
days. Evening parkers average 3.5 trips per week, which is anticipated to represent a wider 
combination of employees, visitors, and residents that during the daytime.  

Vehicle Occupancy 
Nearly 90% of daytime respondents drove alone to Downtown, which is likely attributable 
to two factors:  a) the cost of parking not being a significant burden for most commuters and 
b) resources dedicated to encouraging carpooling being limited, with no advertising and 
limited personnel.  

Ride sharing among evening parkers is much more common due to several reasons tied to a 
shift in Downtown’s economic activity between midday and evening.  While offices are one 
of Downtown’s most significant trip generators during the day, evening trips tend to be 
generated by restaurants and entertainment venues. The lower comparative wages of 
evening workers give them more financial incentive to share commuting costs than those 
among daytime employees.  In addition, the balance of work- to consumer-trips shifts 
strongly toward consumers during evening hours. The social nature of these trips typically 
generates a higher rate of ride-sharing, and thus a higher level of vehicle occupancy among 
their vehicles.  

Distance Traveled 
On average, people traveled almost 14 miles to get Downtown.  Trips among daytime 
respondents averaged nearly 16 miles, while evening respondents drove, on average about 
11 miles.  More revealing is that over half of evening trips are five miles or less and nearly 
75% within ten miles, compared to only 40 and 55% for daytime trips, respectively.  These 
distances indicate that Downtown is more of a regional commuting destination and a more 
local social destination. 
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Various modal options exist depending on how far away a person is from the final 
destination (see Figure 3-35); these are generally tied to a maximum one-way trip time of 30-
40 minutes.7 

Figure 3-35 General Distances Supported by Alternative Modes 

Alternative Mode Supportable Range  
Walk Up to 1 Mile 
Bike Up to 5 Miles 
Local Bus Up to 10 Miles 
Express Bus/Rail 1 to 30 Miles 

Source: Project Team, parking customer surveys and interviews, September 2006 

Figure 3-36 below provides a more detailed summary of the distance that parkers indicated 
they travel to Downtown.  

Figure 3-36 Distance Traveled to Downtown 

Distance Traveled 
(miles) Average 

Less 
than 1 1 to 5 5 to 10 

10 to 
30 Over 30 

Day 15.7 5% 36% 16% 30% 14% 
Evening 10.7 3% 51% 20% 18% 8% 
All 13.7 4% 42% 17% 25% 11% 

Source: Project Team, parking customer surveys and interviews, September 2006 

Very few of those driving to Downtown appear to be coming from less than one mile, or 
walking distance, away. Based on these responses and the modal splits among Downtown 
employees, 8 it would appear that, for the most part, those that live close enough to walk to 
Downtown do so.  

Over 45% of overall respondents travel five miles or less, a distance that can reasonably be 
covered by bicycle (see Figure 3-35). 36% of daytime respondents fall into this category, an 
important factor in assessing the market for bicycle commuting in Downtown. While 51% of 
evening respondents could bike to Downtown, those attending evening functions are 
generally less likely to engage in this level of active transport due to other factors, including 
lighting and roadway conditions. 

                                            
7 Transportation Cost and Benefit Analysis Guidebook, Victoria Transport Policy Institute, 2003; Guide for the Planning, 
Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities, American Association of State highway and Transportation Officials, 
July 2004; Cycle-Friendly Infrastructure, Guidelines for Planning and Design, Bicycle Association, 1996 
8 18.96% of those traveling to Downtown jobs walk as their primary mode of transportation, see Ann Arbor 
Downtown Parking Study: Employment Profile Report. 
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Although the average distance traveled by those coming to Downtown is greater than typical 
local bus ranges, about eight% of employees commute by AATA bus service daily,9 while 
nearly half are estimated to use the service at least once per week.10 

Alternative Modes 
Primary Mode 
91% of overall respondents drive as their primary means of travel to Downtown. This rate is 
higher among daytime parkers compared to evening parkers, at 94 and 87% respectively. It 
is worth noting however, that this is a survey of parkers, and as such it is not unexpected to 
find such a high rate of auto-dependency among responses. Figure 3-37 below provides a 
summary of responses regarding what alternative modes parkers have used in the past.  

Figure 3-37 Primary Modes 

Type of Parker Driving/Parking Walking Transit Bicycle 
Day 94% 3% 2% 1% 
Evening 87% 8% 3% 3% 
All 91% 5% 3% 2% 

Source: Project Team, parking customer surveys and interviews, September 2006 

Alternatives Used 
Over 80% of respondents have used other means of travel to get Downtown. Evening 
parkers were even more likely to have used alternative modes, 89% compared to 77% of 
daytime parkers (see Figure 3-38). This underscores Downtown’s high level of quality multi-
modal opportunities. For those that must, or choose to, use another mode to reach 
Downtown, there is a range of options, and few must remain totally reliant upon personal 
auto travel.  

Figure 3-38 Other Modes Used 

Type of Parker Walking Transit Bicycle 
Day 33% 26% 18% 
Evening 39% 29% 21% 
All 35% 27% 19% 

Source: Project Team, parking customer surveys and interviews, September 2006 

                                            
9 2000 U.S  Census data.  
10 “Evaluation of get Downtown go!pass Program” report, 2005. 
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Alternatives Interest 
More people have made use of alternative travel options than are interested in making them 
their primary mode of travel. While more than half of all parkers expressed at least an 
interest in modes other than driving (transit, walking, or biking), 42% of respondent 
indicated that they definitely would not change their current primary transportation mode 
(see Figure 3-39). Interest in alternative modes was generally consistent between daytime 
and evening parkers, 57% and 59%, respectively. 
 

Figure 3-39 Interest in Alternative Modes 

Type of Parker Transit Walking Biking Will Not Change Current Mode 
Day 28% 16% 13% 43% 
Evening 33% 17% 9% 41% 
Total 30% 16% 12% 42% 

Source: Project Team, parking customer surveys and interviews, September 2006 

Among the basic options, transit appears to offer the best promise for attracting mode shifts, 
as about the same number of respondents cited having used this mode and finding it the 
“most attractive” alternative to their primary mode. Nearly one-third off respondents 
indicated that transit was the most attractive alternative to driving. This preference was 
slightly higher among evening parkers (33% compared to 28% of daytime parkers).  

Walking was another popular mode among parkers expressing interest in non-driving 
options. Given the geographical constraints of this mode, 16% of parkers interested in, and 
about one-third having used, this mode indicates significant support for Downtown as a 
desirable place for walking.  

Popular interest in commuting to Downtown via bicycle is another indicator of an active 
population among Downtown travelers. That 12% of those driving to Downtown on a given 
day would express an interest in, or regular use of, bicycles for Downtown trips supports the 
overall perception of a visitor and commuter population that is remarkably open to 
alternative travel modes.  

Reasons for Driving 
Among those that drive as their primary mode of transportation, convenience, distance, and 
travel time were the most prominent reasons for preferring this mode (see Figure 3-40). 
While 60% of the surveyed population is interested in using alternative modes for at least 
some of their trips, they presently find driving more convenient, faster, and more feasible 
given the distance they must cover.  
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Figure 3-40 Reasons for Driving 

Reasons for  
Preferring Driving Convenience Distance Travel Time 

Limited 
Mobility 
Access 

Lack of 
Bike 

Facilities Other 
Day 45% 27% 21% 2% 2% 4% 
Evening 44% 24% 24% 4% 1% 4% 
All 44% 26% 22% 2% 1% 4% 

Source: Project Team, parking customer surveys and interviews, September 2006 

Convenience may indicate that bus schedules do not conform well to their travel patterns, or 
that locking and maintaining a bicycle, or that some drivers may need to use their vehicle 
multiple times during the day (i.e., sales representatives and realtors).  A lack of bicycle 
facilities, indicated as a primary reason for regular driving by one% of respondents, is a 
specific form of inconvenience experienced by Downtown travelers.  

Distance and travel time are related to the extent that, the greater the distance one must 
travel to get downtown, the more likely it is that traveling by transit or bike or walking will 
take significantly more time than driving. These responses might also come from parkers 
who reside too far from bus service to walk to a stop. These travelers may feel that they live 
too far, or that driving to a park-and-ride location and then riding the bus takes too long.  

Cost of Parking 
Approximately one-third of respondents described the cost of their parking as too high (see 
Figure 3-41). While one goal of parking management is customer satisfaction, price will 
always be a point of contention for some customers. Given that DDA parking spaces are 
located within a vibrant, in-demand, downtown district, and that such parking spaces bring 
in revenue to offset a portion of the cost of the resource, a 37% rate of survey respondents 
stating rates are too high can be considered reasonable.  
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Figure 3-41 Perception of Parking System Price 

  

Source: Project Team, parking customer surveys and interviews, September 2006 
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Considerations in Choosing Parking Facility 

Figure 3-42 provides a summary of responses of parkers asked to identify their primary 
consideration in choosing where to park. 

Figure 3-42 Factors in Choosing Parking Facility 

Type of Parker Location 
Ease of Finding 

a Space Price Safety/ Security 
Employer 

Paid Other 
Day 53% 21% 13% 9% 1% 3% 
Evening 51% 20% 18% 8% 1% 3% 
All 52% 20% 15% 8% 1% 3% 

Source: Project Team, parking customer surveys and interviews, September 2006 

By far the most common factor for choosing where to park is location. Approximately half of 
all parkers cited this as their primary consideration, with daytime parkers citing it somewhat 
more frequently than evening parkers. Ease of finding a space is the second most common 
primary factor for all parkers. This consideration encompasses both a parker’s comfort level 
with navigating the parking facility and confidence that open spaces exist there.   Together, 
location and ease of finding a space represent factors of convenience, and it is convenience 
that is the greatest factor for most parkers. 

Price is a more distant third among primary considerations for those parking during the 
daytime compared to evening parkers. This is likely a result of parking cost subsidies 
received by commuters and is further supported by the input received on the reasonableness 
of the cost to park.  

Although price is cited more frequently by evening parkers than daytime parkers, the fact 
that this is a primary consideration for less than one-fifth of evening parkers is interesting 
since parking rates vary more at night. Parking is free at all on-street spaces and at many 
DDA surface lots, while some surface lots offer a flat rate discount of $2.00, after 6:00  PM. 
Meanwhile DDA structures and most large surface lots continue to charge the same rates as 
for daytime parking. The fact that these rates determine parking choice for less than 20% of 
evening parkers indicates that the difference between paying nothing and paying the top off-
street rate is not significant. The fact that on-street spaces experience such high demand at 
these times11 indicates that these free spaces are preferred foremost for their location and 
ease of use. That these spaces are offered free of charge as well only adds to the exceptional 
level of demand for these spaces in the evenings.  

Since parkers value convenience over price, Ann Arbor has the opportunity to assign parking 
rates based on these priorities.  The closest and easiest to find parking spaces can be priced 

                                            
11 On-street utilization averages 98 percent on weekday evenings and 100 percent on Friday evenings, 
see Ann Arbor Downtown Parking Study: Existing Conditions Report. 
.  
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higher because they are worth more to parkers; parkers who do not share this value will still 
have the opportunity to park at lower-priced spaces further away. 

Among those indicating that they “always park here”, responses were similar. Figure 3-43 
below summarizes response rates among those that indicated that they always park in the 
same location.  

Figure 3-43 Factors for Most Loyal Parkers 

Type of Parker Location 
Ease of Finding  

a Space Price Safety/ Security 
Employer 

Paid Other 
Day 53% 21% 13% 9% 1% 3% 
Evening 51% 20% 18% 8% 1% 3% 
All 52% 20% 15% 8% 1% 3% 

Source: Project Team, parking customer surveys and interviews, September 2006 

Comments 
At the end of the survey form, respondents were asked for any additional comments. 
Comments regarding the cost and availability of parking were numerous enough to merit a 
closer analysis. Another frequent subject among comments was concerns and preferences 
regarding garages versus surface lots. Figure 3-44 summarizes the nature of the comments 
received on these subjects.  

Figure 3-44 Key Comment Categories 

Comments Amount/ Availabilty Cost Perception of Garages 
Positive 20 14 6 
Negative 35 52 15 

Source: Project Team, parking customer surveys and interviews, September 2006 

In general, unsolicited comments are more likely to come from those that feel strongly about 
the subject of the comment. Those who feel that availability, cost, or the state of security at 
garages is just fine are not likely therefore to be represented in the figures above. While 35 
parkers responded that more parking should be provided, 20 respondents felt strongly 
enough that parking availability is sufficient, or that more parking would be a bad thing, to 
add this as a comment.  

The issue of cost is similarly relevant. Although those calling for less expensive parking 
outnumber those who feel costs are reasonable, 14 respondents provided positive feedback 
about the cost.  

While the majority of these comments support providing more and cheaper parking, the 
number of contrasting comments indicates that Downtown parkers are divided on these 
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issues. This reflects a parking public with a nuanced understanding of the broad implications 
of parking in a downtown district - that more and cheaper is not always better and a 
reasonable fee is a fair exchange for the service provided.  

The other common sentiment expressed in survey comments worth noting involves concern 
over parking in garages. Fifteen comments were received expressing either strong disfavor 
with garages in general, or concerns about security at garages specifically. This indicates a 
potentially significant barrier to attracting on-street parkers into garages during times of high 
on-street demand. Among negative comments regarding parking structures, the 4th & 
William garage was cited specifically as lacking a sense of security. Meanwhile, the 4th & 
Washington garage was cited in a number of comments as an exemplary garage, specifically 
for security reasons in a couple, and the Library Lot was mentioned as a particularly favored 
lot among those citing concerns about garages.  

Parker Interviews 
In addition to the written surveys, Project Team members directly interviewed a total of 21 
parkers after drivers parked in the following DDA parking facilities: 

¸ 4th & Washington; 

¸ 4th & William; 

¸ Farmers’ Market; 

¸ Kerrytown; 

¸ Liberty Square; and 

¸ Maynard. 

Interviews were conducted between September 13 and September 15, 2006 and were 
conducted during three time periods: morning peak, midday, and Friday evening. Interviews 
were kept brief to prevent detaining parkers during these peak use periods.  The interviews 
consisted of the following core questions (though general comments related to additional 
topics were also encouraged and recorded: 

¸ How much do you pay for parking typically? 

¸ What is the longest it has taken you to find parking? 

¸ Have you ever not been able to find a parking space in Downtown? 

¸ How far are you from your destination? 

¸ Will you be parking anywhere else before leaving Downtown? 

¸ Would you say that you rely on driving to get Downtown more, less, or about the 
same as in the past? 

¸ How often are your trips to Downtown for work versus other destinations/ purposes? 

¸ How long have you been coming Downtown (years)? 
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Figure 3-45 provides a summary of the responses collected during these interviews. The 
complete interview responses are included in Appendix F. 

Figure 3-45 Parker Interview Response Summary 

Responses All Morning Midday Evening 
Average Daily Cost $2.53 $2.73 $2.80 $2.15 
Average Stated Longest Time to Find Space (minutes) 10.2 11.5 9 12.5 
Percent of those who said that they could  
not find a space at least once 28% 25% 40% 20% 
Percent parking 0-2 blocks from destination 74% 83% 80% 70% 
Percent parking 3-4 blocks from destination 26% 17% 20% 30% 
Percent leaving without parking anywhere else  74% 75% 80% 90% 
Average length of time parker  
has been travelling to Downtown (years) 8.9 5.5 13.2 13.1 
Percent that drives more now 26% 42% 0% 20% 
Percent that drives less now 4% 0% 0% 10% 
Percent always for work 26% 42% 20% 10% 

Source: Project Team, parking customer surveys and interviews, September 2006 

The collected responses provide a portrait of the typical parking consumer in Downtown 
Ann Arbor. This consumer: 

¸ Pays, on average, about $2.50 for parking per trip; 

¸ Has never had to look for a space for longer than 10 minutes; 

¸ Has never not found a space at a particular location; 

¸ Parks within two blocks of his/her destination; 

¸ Parks only once while Downtown; 

¸ Has been traveling to Downtown for just under ten years; 

¸ Uses a car for Downtown trips with about the same frequency as he/she did five years 
ago; and 

¸ Travels to Downtown for more than just work. 

While the interviews are a qualitative snapshot of public input, the responses received are 
complementary to other project efforts, including the written surveys and the quantitative 
analysis of parking utilization.  The resulting portrait describe a downtown, and a downtown 
parking system, that serves its constituency exceptionally well. Spaces close to destinations 
are easy to find, and most of those making multiple trips can do so while leaving their 
vehicle in the same place. Parkers do not see Downtown as simply a place to work, driving 
in during the morning and out during the evening. And, considering the inclusion of 
students in the interview pool, the length of time that interviewees have been traveling 
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downtown indicates that parkers find traveling to Downtown, including parking, a 
worthwhile experience.  

A number of other interesting trends are revealed by the collected responses, including: 

¸ Parking is cheapest in the evenings, despite many morning and midday parkers citing 
no costs due having an employer-provided parking permits.  

¸ On average, the longest time parkers have ever had to search for parking is around 
ten minutes, with little variation between daytime and evening parkers.  

¸ Re-parking around the lunch hour seems to be the most problematic in terms of being 
able to find a space in a selected facility. 

¸ Those arriving downtown in the evenings tend to park the farthest from their 
destinations.  This is attributed to the high utilization of on-street spaces that are free 
and not constrained by time limits, thereby restricting use for the entire evening to the 
first vehicle parked after 6:00 PM. 

¸ Those arriving during midday and evening times are more likely to be longtime 
Downtown regulars.  

¸ Those parking in the morning were much more likely to state that they drive more 
now than before.  

One unexpected finding is that those approached for an interview during the morning rush 
were much more agreeable, with no one, in fact, declining to be interviewed and most 
displaying a generally favorable attitude toward the subject of parking. In contrast, those 
who were approached for interviews during a Friday evening were more likely to decline 
being interviewed than to participate. Furthermore, many of those declining to be 
interviewed, nonetheless offered strongly negative comments regarding their experiences 
finding a space. Many noted being late for dinner or other social engagements due to the 
time it took to park.  

This is somewhat unexpected, if one anticipates that those parking vehicles prior to 9:00 AM 
might be in a rush to avoid arriving late to work, or might generally be in an unfavorable 
mood just prior to starting the workday. Likewise, it might be expected that those on the 
brink of, not only the weekend, but an evening of dinning, recreating, and socializing in a 
popular nightlife location, would be in a favorable mood, and generally less rushed than the 
morning commuter.  

Since parking is generally available in the evening (up to half the total inventory is 
unoccupied), additional signage and information to guide parkers to open spaces may 
significantly improve the Downtown experience.  
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Key Findings 

Parking Activity and Experiences 
Location is the biggest driver of parking demand across the DDA inventory.  While the 
Existing Conditions analysis found that parking is widely available at most times, location 
preferences are creating perceptions of parking shortages for many parkers. Drivers want to 
park in very specific locations, whether to be close to their destination, or because they have 
a parking permit at just one location.  

Otherwise the surveys and interviews support the findings of the Existing Conditions analysis 
that the parking system is functioning very well, offers a high level of service to parkers, and 
for parking policies support a healthy, vibrant, highly walkable Downtown.  These 
conclusions are highlighted by the following parker characteristics: 

¸ An 87% park-once rate; 

¸ A 3.5 hour average parking stay – indicating a high rate of multiple stop visits; and 

¸ Low search traffic – three-fourths of drivers find a space within five-minutes.  

Other responses indicate a vibrant, in-demand Downtown, including: 

¸ Diversity of trip generators - nearly one-fourth of daytime parkers are not there for 
work; 

¸ Long-term relationships – parkers have been traveling to Downtown on average for 
nearly nine years; and 

¸ High visitation rates – evening parkers average 3.5 trips per week.  

Other responses indicate that the parking system offers a high level of convenience at an 
acceptable price, including: 

¸ Three-quarters of interviewed, off-street parkers were parked within 2 blocks of their 
destination; 

¸ A significant majority of parkers (63%), when asked, did not indicate that parking 
rates were “too high”; and 

¸ On average, interviewed, off-street parkers paid $2.50 for parking, a fairly low rate for 
a successful downtown district, and off-street stays averaging four hours. 

Susceptibility to Change 
Nearly 60% of respondents indicated at least some interest in using alternative modes for 
Downtown trips. Among these respondents, transit is by far the most popular option (30%). 
Furthermore, most respondents (56%) live within serviceable distance for local bus service, 
and over 80% of parkers have used at least one form of alternative transportation for 
Downtown trips. However, the most commonly cited reasons for driving indicate a market 
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that may be more susceptible to change to a commuter, or express, bus service than any 
other currently available mode.  

Convenience, distance to work, and travel time were indicated as reasons for preferring 
driving to Downtown by 90% of respondents who prefer driving. These reasons each 
present barriers to attracting drivers over to local bus transit, the only form of mass transit 
currently serving Downtown. An express, or commuter, bus service, however, could offer 
significant improvements over local bus service in all three areas.  

Areas of Concern 
The surveys and interviews highlighted the following six key areas of concern regarding 
existing parking conditions. 

1. Perception of security risks at parking structures. 
Garages are consistently cited as undesirable by survey respondents. While some prefer 
garages, and most may have no serious objection to them, the number of unsolicited 
comments received on this issue warrant some concern about the perception of the facilities 
containing two-thirds of the DDA inventory.  Perceived safety must be addressed as part of 
any strategy for improving the utilization imbalance between on- and off-street parking 
during evening hours.  

Safety concerns seem to be a mix of generalized doubts about safety in structures, as well as 
concerns about specific aspects of some structures including: adjacent land uses at some 
(liquor store), lighting, and “blind spots; these comments were frequently cited for the 4th & 
William and Ann & Ashley structures.  In comparison, many parkers indicated that the 4th 
and Washington structure was preferable due to the openness and visibility of both the 
structure itself and its main stairwell.  

2. Employees using on-street parking spaces.  
53% of daytime, and 24% of evening, on-street parkers indicated that work was their 
primary destination. These parkers average nearly four hours of parking at one-time, see 
Figure 3-46 below.  

Figure 3-46 Average Stay – On-Street Employee Parking 

Type of Parker Average 
Day 3.4 
Evening 5 
All 3.7 

Source: Project Team, parking customer surveys and interviews, September 2006 
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Existing conditions indicate that, although overall daytime utilization is low (68%), 
availability is constrained in certain areas with a high density of retail and service 
destinations. Meanwhile, evening on-street conditions indicate a chronic lack of availability, 
while nearly one-quarter of all spaces are filled by employees for five hours at a time.  

3. Off-street facilities have available spaces that are hard to find.   
Several off-street parking facilities have excess capacity, yet parkers have difficulty finding 
open parking spaces.   

Figure 3-47 presents seven facilities where utilization is less than 50% in the evening, yet up 
to half the parkers needed more than five minutes to locate an open space.  This indicates an 
opportunity for parking management to shorten search time and improve the parking 
experience.  

Figure 3-47 Off-Street Facilities with Available Parking and Long 
Search Times 

Facility Utilization Space Found within 5 Minutes 

4th & Washington 45% 50% 
Maynard 39% 59% 
Forest 30% 62% 
4th &William 35% 62% 
Ann & Ashley 12% 62% 
Liberty Square 33% 50% 
Farmer's Market 36% 71% 

Source: Project Team, parking customer surveys and interviews, September 2006 

4. A high rate of parking subsidy among daytime parkers.   
Less than half (46%) of daytime parkers at off-street locations indicated that they pay all 
costs. While parking validation from local stores may account for some of the other 54%, 
most of it likely represents employer subsidies. While this may often be a key strategy for 
attracting and retaining employees for Downtown businesses, it removes the effects of 
parking costs from those making travel mode choices.   

5. The value of on-street parking is undermined by ineffective enforcement of time limits. 
The priority of on-street parking in a commercial district is to provide short-term parking for 
customers, loading/unloading, and short-term employee use.  The more spaces “turn over”, 
the more cars each space can accommodate in one day; with more cars, more commerce 
can be conducted using the same parking resource. 
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Maintaining turnover is the purpose of time limits and fines for vehicles that remain in one 
space for too long.  Without effective enforcement and discouraging penalties, time limits 
can be ignored and the parking supply becomes the resource of a minority, providing the 
city a limited return on the potential value of these spaces.     

Limited parking enforcement low violation fees ($10.00 - reduced to $7.00 if paid within 24 
hours) generate minimal incentive to follow time limit regulations.   

Options for addressing this issue include: 

¸ Implementing graduated fines (first offense at no charge, and a scale of increasing 
fines for each subsequent offense); 

¸ Improving enforcement through reallocation of staff resources; or 

¸ Managing turnover through meter rates rather than time limits – meter technology 
exists to allow the DDA to charge customers directly for actual time parked, and to 
charge a varying rate related to length, and timing, of stay.  

6. On-street time limits may be hindering Downtown’s “Park Once” objective. 
If enforcement of time limits is generally ineffective, a tight time limit will be more effective 
at scaring away visitors needing more than one-hour of parking, than in discouraging 
everyday commuters from feeding meters all day long. This produces a “worst case” type of 
scenario in which the same parking management tool discourages desired forms of parking, 
freeing up spaces for undesirable forms of parking. So, while strategies for enforcing time 
limits are explored, existing limits should be analyzed to ensure that they offer enough time 
to encourage park-once visitation habits.  

Parker surveys indicate that one-third of parkers at time-restricted spaces parked more than 
once while in Downtown, while only one-tenth of parkers at unrestricted spaces did so. 
Utilization surveys indicate that 1-hour meters are used much less frequently than 2-4 hour 
meters, 62% compared to 75%. While some uses may depend upon the availability offered 
by 1-hour meters, a 62% utilization average indicates a public investment that is significantly 
under-used. The 75% average for meters offering two, three, or four hours is much closer to 
the ideal of 85% occupancy for downtown curb spaces.  

These are all indications that the location and volume of very short-stay time limits are 
proving counter-productive to effective use of Downtown curb space. Changes to these 
limits should be explored. 

Projections 
The sections presents parking demand projected forward from existing conditions 
documented during this study. In particular, this chapter is concerned with projecting 
demand which may aggravate existing, or generate new, parking constraints within the DDA 
system.  
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A review of Existing Conditions, as detailed in the Existing Conditions chapter, indicated two 
areas of parking supply constraints – on-street parking during evenings and off-street parking 
during weekday midday periods. 

Existing Constraints 

Evening On-Street Parking 
On-street spaces on most blocks during evening hours are completely full shortly after meter 
regulations expire, leaving parking opportunity severely limited for those arriving much after 
6:00 PM. Downtown’s “emerging role as the cultural and entertainment center in the 
region” 12 can be expected to catalyze growth in demand for evening parking, as regional 
patrons are more likely to rely upon personal auto transport than are local residents. 

The existing constraint however is generated more by parking preference than by a lack of 
supply. While these spaces fill up quickly and remain full throughout the evening hours, 
there exists ample availability at off-street facilities throughout Downtown. This is a result of 
preference for on-street spaces over off-street alternatives, a preference that intensifies when 
these spaces are free and unrestricted.  

The prospects for addressing this constraint by increasing on-street spaces, through the 
introduction of angled parking for instance, are modest at best. Rather, demand management 
strategies are the more likely solution to this constraint. This represents both a parking 
opportunity and a parking challenge for Downtown.  

The opportunity lies in the capacity of under-used off-street supplies to accommodate 
significant increases in evening parking demand. The challenge is to improve the balance 
between on-street and off-street demand, either by increasing the cost of on-street parking or 
making available off-street options more attractive. 

While evening parking demand is projected to grow, existing off-street supplies offer 
sufficient capacity to accommodate this growth. Demand management strategies are 
recommended to shift demand away from constrained on-street supplies.  

Weekday Midday Off-Street Parking 
The total inventory of spaces included in the off-street facilities (hourly and permit) are 
frequently filled to near capacity during the midday hours on weekdays. Occupancy at these 
times averages 84%, though utilization at many facilities peaks in the mid-nineties.13  Unlike 
evening on-street conditions, there is no available supply of under-used off-street parking 
spaces to which demand could be shifted at these times. While on-street utilization averages 

                                            
12 “Recommended Vision & Policy Framework for Downtown Ann Arbor”, Calthorpe Associates and Strategic 
Economics, 2006. 
13 See Ann Arbor Downtown Parking Study: Existing Conditions Report. 
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less than 70% at midday, the total supply of such spaces is inadequate to absorb a significant 
amount of existing or future off-street demand.  

Without the option of shifting demand to an alternate supply, strategies for addressing this 
constraint are limited to managing the level of demand and/ or adjusting supplies. This 
raises the level of importance for quantifying a projection of demand for this type of 
parking. 

Projecting Weekday Midday Off-Street Demand 

Hourly  
Hourly parking is generated by a number of Downtown land uses including shops, services, 
restaurants, educational and civic destinations, and cultural and entertainment venues. A 
shift toward a regional customer base for many retail and service establishments and the 
increasing prominence of University-based activity indicate that moderate growth in hourly 
parking demand is likely.  

Within the DDA inventory, hourly parking is accommodated off-street at both hourly lots 
and spaces reserved for hourly customers in some monthly parking garages.  

Hourly off-street facilities average just 79% occupancy during the weekday midday peak.14  
This level of occupancy is well below the 85-95% threshold considered to represent 
potential constraints at off-street locations. Existing capacity is therefore expected to 
accommodate any likely increase in hourly parking demand at these locations. 

Spaces for hourly parking at monthly parking garages are maintained by the DDA, which 
manages the level of monthly parking based on observed availability for short-term parkers. 
According to operators and direct observation, garages frequently fill up during midday 
hours, leaving hourly patrons who prefer these locations to seek other options. This is 
particularly problematic for accommodating visitors seeking to spend more than four hours 
in Downtown. Clearly, there is little capacity to absorb any amount of growth in hourly 
parking demand at these locations.  

It is projected that expected growth in hourly parking demand will continue, or intensify, 
weekday midday off-street parking constraints, particularly at monthly facilities.  

Daily (Non-Permit Holding Commuters) 
Downtown employment levels dropped slightly, roughly 2.5%, between 1990 and 2005. 
Additionally, between 2000 and 2005, the single-occupancy vehicle mode share for 
Downtown commuters dropped from 61 to 56% while rates for carpooling, park-and-ride 
and transit use, walking, and biking all grew15.  

                                            
14 Ibid. 
15 See “Employment Profile” technical memorandum 
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Some University of Michigan trends, however, including increasing enrollment and higher 
rates of new students arriving with personal vehicles, may offset the decreases in daily 
parking demand from this downward trend in employment levels. 

Daily parking demand is projected to remain near present levels.  

Monthly (Permit Holders)  
The seven monthly DDA facilities experience the highest rates of weekday midday 
utilization in the parking system.  While midday off-street occupancy averages 84% across 
the study area, monthly facilities average 85% compared to just 79% at hourly lots. 

All monthly facilities have extensive wait lists for new permits. A significant private parking 
market, where individual commuters purchase the right to park in private backyards, has 
grown out of this constraint.16  Bulk permits are nonetheless regularly sought and acquired 
by developers of new residential and commercial buildings in Downtown, as well as new 
tenants in existing office spaces.  

Demand for monthly parking is expected to grow consistently into the future, intensifying 
the existing midday peak constraints at monthly off-street facilities.  

As shown in Figure 3-48 below, among generators of midday off-street parking demand, 
monthly parking is the area of greatest existing constraint, and is expected to grow more 
dramatically than either daily or hourly parking demand.  

Figure 3-48 Parking Demand Generators 

Conditions Weekday Midday Parking Generators 
Existing Projected 

Hourly Parking Somewhat Constrained Moderate Growth 
Daily Parking  Not Constrained No Change 
Monthly Parking Extremely Constrained Significant Growth 

 
Projecting Monthly-Permit Demand 

Existing Land Uses 
For the most part, releases of permits to tenants moving into existing space represent a shift 
of existing permits from one user to another. Since employment levels have decreased 
slightly over the last 15 years, and modal splits indicate a trend toward reduced vehicle 
commuting among existing employees, demand for permits among tenants of existing 
developments is expected to drop slightly. Conservatively, this source of demand can be 
treated as static, projected to remain at current levels.  

                                            
16 See “Backyard Parking Conditions” technical memorandum.  
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New Construction 
Although there is a wait list for new permits at all monthly facilities, occasional releases of 
new permits do occur. Most commonly such releases are tied to new development, where 
the developer seeks to use permits to accommodate either anticipated project demand, or 
parking requirements set by the City Council.  

Whether monthly-permits are sought for employees or residents, the release of new permits 
puts constraints on the existing supply at off-street facilities. Most permits are the full-access, 
standard parking permit, allowing the holder 24-hour access to spaces. The full impact of 
this demand may therefore be expected during the midday constraint period.  

Figure 3-49 summarizes the rate at which project developers sought permits, and the rate at 
which permits were provided to them, between 2000 and 2006. Source data is included in 
the Appendix  to this memorandum. 

Figure 3-49 Projected Parking Demand Trends (New Development) 

Parking Demand from Development Trends 
Permits Req/ Year 45.4 
Permits Granted/ Year 43.1 
Permits Granted/ Requested 95% 

 Source: Ann Arbor Downtown Development Authority 

 
These rates provide a pattern of demand that, assuming the continuation of current parking 
policies, should be expected to determine future demand for DDA permits. Figure 3-50 
below outlines projections for new permit demand five, ten, and fifteen years beyond 
existing conditions.  

Figure 3-50 Projected Demand for DDA Parking Spaces 

DDA Space Demand New Permits 
Annual Growth from 
Development* 43.1 
Google's Contract** 250 
Projected Demand Growth   

 by 2012 465.4 
 by 2017 680.8 
 by 2022 896.2 

*Assumes the current policy context continues. 
**In late 2006, Google, Inc. was granted a sum of 400 monthly permits for DDA-managed spaces by the City. It is assumed that 
the 252 spaces held by the McKinley Town Centre development will form a part of this grant, leaving a total of 148 new monthly 
permits provided. This is treated here as an isolated incident, and not included in the calculations of annual trends, due to the 
unique scale and nature of this new tenant.  
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Assuming the current policy context remains unchanged, a baseline of annual added 
demand for about 43 new monthly parking permits is projected for new Downtown 
development approvals. With the addition of the permits promised to Google, Inc., this rate 
of demand growth means that by 2012, there will be demand for about 363 more permits 
than there is demand for today. This means that, by that time, additional capacities allowing 
for the issuance of over 360 additional permits will be necessary to maintain existing 
conditions. These conditions include a long wait list for permits, and the spillover demand 
for alternative monthly parking arrangements such as “backyard” parking.17  By the year 
2017 demand for 579 additional permits is projected; demand for nearly 800 permits is 
projected for 2022. 

Again, these figures represent a base assumption that parking policy remains unchanged 
from its current form. Potential policy changes will be the focus of the second phase of this 
study, along with the potential impact on this growth in demand for monthly parking 
permits. 

Potential New Constraints 
A number of emerging trends and policy directions are likely to affect future demand for 
public parking in Downtown. The following provides a brief summary of those most likely to 
have such an impact.  

Smart Growth Policies 
As the region continues its pursuit of Smart Growth strategies for shifting more population 
growth to central Ann Arbor, residential demand for public parking may increase. Past 
evidence of on-site provision and utilization would indicate that this increase is likely to be 
minimal. 

South Campus Up-Zoning 
As part of the strategy to increase the Downtown residential population, much of the South 
Campus area was recently up-zoned to allow mid- to high-rise residential development. This 
type of development is expected to increase the concentration of resident-owned vehicles in 
this area. Developers of this type of building are likely to pursue monthly parking permits in 
DDA garages for their tenants. Accommodating such requests is likely to require capacity 
expansion for the DDA system. 

Economic Development 
Efforts to reverse historical declines in employment levels, should they succeed, would be 
expected to increase the demand for monthly parking permits. The recent expansion of 
Google, and the large supply of permits guaranteed to the company as incentive, points to 
the potential parking impact of revitalizing Downtown’s employment base.  
                                            
17 See “Backyard Parking” memo. 
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Summary 
Expected growth in the demand for monthly parking permits is projected to remain the most 
significant area of parking constraint in Downtown Ann Arbor. Extensive wait lists for these 
permits, and high occupancy rates at the facilities which accommodate them, offer no 
capacity for expanded demand. Historic development trends however indicate that demand 
for roughly 45 additional permits will be produced at new construction projects each year. 
Furthermore, acceleration of development activity should be expected from recent changes 
including a push for centralized regional population growth and recent zoning changes 
within the DDA boundaries.  

Current strategies for accommodating new permit demand have been limited largely to 
reducing the number of spaces within monthly facilities that are reserved for hourly parking. 
This supply however, which offers the only significant source of extended visitor parking, is 
already constrained.  

Strategies for addressing an anticipated development demand for more than 50, and as 
many as 100, new monthly-permits each year over the next five to ten years should be a top 
planning priority for the DDA and the City.  

Visitor parking is projected to grow at a moderate rate as a result of a continued shift in the 
orientation of local goods and service providers, from the local to a regional market. Visitor, 
or short-term, parking demand can also be expected to as a result of a growing student 
population with increasing rates of vehicle-ownership.  

This growth, while expected to be moderate compared to demand for monthly-permits, does 
raise concerns about on-street parking in the evenings. This is an area of already strained 
conditions that, while created more from a demand imbalance than actual lack of parking 
opportunity, helps create an impression that Downtown lacks sufficient parking. 
Overcoming this perception is a key economic development issue as local merchants appear 
increasingly reliant upon a regional customer base. 

Strategies for addressing imbalanced utilization between available evening parking supplies 
should be a high planning priority for DDA and the City.  

 




