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Executive Summary 
The purpose of this report is to provide recommendations on parking management strategies that can further complement the City of 

Ottawa’s parking management goals. This report examined the City of Ottawa’s 2016 Zoning By-law update for minimum parking 

requirements (MPRs) in Ottawa’s inner-urban area, along inner-urban mainstreets, and near rapid-transit stations, as outlined in 

Schedule 1A of the Zoning By-law. It asked the following two research questions:  

1. How is the City of Ottawa’s 2016 minimum parking requirements update meeting its intended effect in the inner-urban area? 

2. What are the best complementary parking management strategies that could support the City of Ottawa’s current parking 

management goals in the inner-urban area? 

To answer the first question, six development applications from before the MPR update and six from after the update in a 

specific ward within the inner-urban area were examined. These applications were examined to determine, if given the option for 

lower or removed MPRs, developers were opting to build to the new minimums. This helped explain the influence of the new MPRs 

on parking supply choices and the potential need for additional strategies to further encourage parking supply reduction. The Rideau-

Vanier ward was selected because, in terms of development applications, it was the most active ward since the MPR update. The 

results indicated that, after the MPR update, developers were providing a mix of parking supply. Some supplied parking to the new 

MPRs, while others supplied much more. The results showed there is room to provide more complementary parking strategies to 

encourage developers to provide less parking in the ward, thus being more consistent with the City of Ottawa’s goals for the area.  

To answer the second question, best practices from case studies and parking management strategies were examined in Chapter 

5 and 6 of this report. In Chapter 5, four noteworthy municipal case studies were researched to provide takeaway points on 

implementing progressive parking management strategies. These municipalities were: Halifax (Nova Scotia), Portland (Oregon), 

Seattle (Washington), and Birmingham (England). Information was collected through comprehensive research on their parking 

strategies, plans, and policies. In Chapter 6, four specific parking management strategies were studied. In 2008, Todd Litman of the 

Victoria Transport Policy Institute examined best practices on parking management strategies. Strategies in this report were selected 
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based on that work and include: parking maximums, pricing parking, unbundled parking, and financial incentives. Further information 

on parking management strategies was collected through a review of academic literature.  

Ultimately, this report recommended short-term, medium-term, and long-term strategies based on the early results of Ottawa’s 

2016 MPR update in the inner-urban area. It also examined best practices on parking management strategies that can be used to 

complement Ottawa’s current parking goals going forward. Based on the overall findings, the following were recommended:  

Short-term recommendations: 

• Use this document to consider, research, and build upon parking management strategies that complement existing City of 

Ottawa strategies and goals as outlined in the Official Plan and Transportation Master Plan. 

• Educate and discuss with decision makers, local developers, business owners, and landlords on the impacts, both in physical 

design and in monetary terms, of oversupplying parking as well as the benefits of offering less parking or providing 

alternatives to parking for consumers. 

• Collaborate with stakeholders such as OC Transpo, major development companies, and major employment providers in the 

National Capital Region, such as the federal government, on ways to incentivize alternative forms of transportation to 

customers and employees in lieu of parking as a way to reduce parking demand. 

Medium-term recommendations: 

• Implement more data driven approaches to collecting information on parking demand and run hypothetical models on what 

would happen if minimum parking was completely removed from an area, such as the Rideau-Vanier ward. The same can be 

done for maximum parking requirements. 

• Use development application review consultations with developers in the Rideau-Vanier ward as an opportunity to discuss the 

benefits of providing less parking supply.  

• Consider creating a parking calculator tool, such as that in King County, Washington, that allows developers to adjust for 

variables and calculate how much parking is “just right”. 
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Long-term recommendations: 

• Monitor parking demand in the inner-urban area with the intention of gradually removing parking oversupply, redeveloping 

existing excess surface parking lots, and analyzing how market demand is determining parking provided. 

• Consider applying the same parking management strategies and updated MPRs to more areas of Ottawa, if it is determined that 

parking demand has decreased in the areas they currently apply to.  

The report concludes that the City of Ottawa should further explore the parking management strategies and recommendations 

outlined in this report to complement its current and future parking and planning goals. The recommendations are to be used as a 

guide to further study and establish strategies that can impact how parking is supplied and how parking demand is managed in the 

inner-urban area. While market forces continue to play a dominant role in the amount of parking that is supplied, complementary 

parking management strategies that incentivize the reduction of parking spaces and that recognize the benefits of providing less 

parking can better influence developers to remove parking oversupply. Moreover, to be truly effective, these strategies need to work 

congruously with one another and the results should be continuously monitored.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
The importance of parking management 

Vehicle trips begin and end in parking spaces. Accordingly, parking is an essential component of the transportation system because 

vehicles need somewhere to park when not in use. A typical vehicle is parked 23 hours in a given day (Litman, 2006). With this in 

mind, parking management remains of critical importance to transportation planners. This stems further into land use planning. 

Parking spaces are a significant land use to consider as their amount, size, location, and design influence the developments they serve 

as well as commuters’ access to and from a site. Parking typically comes in two forms: on-street parking, which is also known as curb 

parking, and off-street parking, which uses allocated land off of the street network for cars to park. Both are necessary. This report 

focuses more on off-street parking. Off-street parking is needed because it avoids spillover and the overcrowding of on-street parking 

(Shoup, 2005).  

While it is not possible or even appropriate to remove all parking spaces from a city, there are ways to better manage parking 

supply. As history has shown, there have been attempts to manage parking effectively. Some have worked well and some have not. 

Typically, parking management trends were contingent on the time in history to which they were applied. Since the advent and 

proliferation of the automobile as a common consumer item, parking management was concerned with providing a generous amount 

of free parking at each destination to facilitate easy travel. This spurred the development of minimum parking requirements to regulate 

how much parking was needed per site and to ensure everyone had a convenient place to park. However, years later it was determined 

that this approach to parking was having consequentially negative effects on daily life, including increased pollution and vehicle 

congestion, by helping induce demand to drive through oversupplying parking. Subsequently, the goals of parking management have 

shifted to focus on reducing excessive parking where applicable as a way to discourage private automobile use and support other 

modes of alternative transportation, such as walking, cycling, and public transit. This can provide additional benefits, such as creating 

more accessible land use patterns, decreasing traffic congestion, making communities more attractive, safe and walkable, reducing 

pollution and vehicle accidents, and providing greater safety in mobility for those who walk or bicycle (Litman, 2006).  
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What are minimum parking requirements and why do planners require them? 

Minimum parking requirements (MPRs) are zoning provisions that require a certain amount of parking spaces be provided for any 

new or change of development to accommodate vehicle commuters. Parking requirements can be for motor vehicles or bicycles. For 

the purposes of this report, focus will be primarily on motor vehicle parking. The number of parking spaces is generally proportional 

to the scale of the development. For example, parking spaces may be determined based on the amount of gross floor area space, 

dwelling units, or customer seats (Moerman, 2015). Planners require off-street parking to ensure there is not a shortage of available 

on-street parking, which would result in traffic congestion. This is a strategy to circumvent spillover parking and cruising for curb 

parking, which occurs because on-street parking is often scarce. By requiring developers to supply enough parking on site to meet the 

demand created on the lot, an adequate supply of parking would be maintained (Shoup, 2005). Moreover, planners set these MPRs for 

land uses to satisfy peak demand times for free parking so that drivers will always have somewhere to park when arriving to the site, 

regardless of the time of day. Parking is also often priced as free to compete with the scarce supply of free curb parking (Shoup, 

2005).  

Shortcomings to minimum parking requirements 

The free off-street parking offered through MPRs helps to induce the demand for vehicle travel, which can actually stimulate car 

dependence, leading to traffic congestion as transportation infrastructure struggles to accommodate the vehicles on the road. MPRs 

can also be a limitation on the size of a development, as some developers may not want to supply as much parking as mandated in the 

minimum requirements and thus opt to supply less units or less gross floor area than desired for the development to offset the costs of 

providing the parking required. Moreover, parking requirements make it more difficult to redevelop a site because the new project will 

also have to meet those MPRs (Shoup, 2005). They also create an opportunity cost on the land, as empty parking lots could be used 

for other activities and uses (Button, 2006). As mentioned, these off-street MPRs focus on the ratio of parking spaces to the scale of 

the development, neglecting the consequences on urban design (Mukhija and Shoup, 2006). This ultimately results in an oversupply of 
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parking, which also intensifies urban sprawl by occupying a significant portion of the built cover and by lowering the density of many 

areas (Cutter and Franco, 2012).  

Moreover, with regards to surface parking, an oversupply of parking spaces is an inherently low-density development in itself, 

which makes it difficult to service economically by transit. Pedestrian trips between sites with large surface parking lots also become 

difficult, time consuming, and even dangerous. Large surface parking is most common in suburban settings, where the cost of land is 

much cheaper. This provides an incentive for developers to build in suburban areas and provide abundant parking (Smith, 2005). 

However, this can hinder municipal initiatives to curb urban sprawl and intensify target areas, such as those near transit nodes. For 

areas where land is scarce and expensive, such as downtowns and inner-city areas, providing the MPRs necessary can be impractical 

given fragmented ownership, irregular lot sizes, higher building density, and a municipality’s desire to make these areas more 

walkable, dense, and vibrant. Moreover, these areas are often less automobile dependent, so high MPRs can be counterintuitive 

(Manville, 2013). Overall, MPRs, which have been applied for decades, create a situation that increases parking supply beyond what 

may be economically optimal for developers and can work against the planning goals of a municipality (Litman, 2006).  

Hidden costs associated with providing free parking 

Developers, landowners, and business owners are often inclined to provide ample parking for a potential competitive advantage 

against competitors, as the presumption of a parking lot without sufficient spaces may deter customers from purchasing, renting, or 

visiting their site (Smith, 2005). However, when parking lots are developed with an overly generous amount of parking and are left 

relatively empty, it does not benefit these parties either, as the operating costs and rising land values associated with them directly 

influence profits. Moreover, parking costs will also depend on the type of parking a developer provides, such as surface, structured, or 

underground parking, which all have varying costs associated with them. Surface parking is the cheapest and it is more economical to 

build large surface parking lots on land that is less expensive, such as suburban areas. Therefore, suburbs often feature lower densities 

and less walkability. In more urban settings, land values typically reflect the buildings that are already present and surround the 
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development site. Since a developer’s goal is to yield a desirable return on investment, the developer has to decide where parking fits 

into the current market demand for it (Smith, 2005).  

Planners often follow parking demand studies that examine the peak parking occupancy observed at a site offering free parking 

(Litman, 2006). This, in turn, leads cities to require each land use to supply a minimum number of parking spaces to accommodate this 

peak demand, without considering how much the spaces cost to construct. This cost is then offset by the developer all the way down to 

the consumer through an increase in the cost of goods and services provided on the site. This is to accommodate for the cost of 

providing this “free” parking. As a result, products are more expensive to all, including those who do not park. The same issue persists 

for housing, where housing is also less affordable because land is tied up in driveways that are required under outdated MPRs. Even if 

the parking spaces are not used, they are being paid for through the costs of goods and services consumed (Shoup, 2005). 

A new paradigm for parking 

A paradigm shift entails a fundamental change in how a problem is perceived and how solutions are evaluated. The longstanding 

notion with parking was that more parking is better (Litman, 2006). Accordingly, MPRs ensured that developers provided an adequate 

amount of parking for every development. However, in recent years, academics and professionals have begun to criticise MPRs in 

contemporary studies and reports. A common criticism is that MPRs result in parking that is free or below market cost, which 

encourages and induces automobile use and demand. Another criticism is that MPRs are not based on sound principles and are often 

inflexible land use restrictions. This makes them susceptible to oversupply and confines progressive development or adaptive reuse of 

a site or lot (Engel-Yan, J and Passmore, D. 2010).  

As mentioned, MPRs are essentially based on traffic studies of peak hours at a time when peak demand is the highest. These 

studies often provide little to no information on geographic, democratic, or economical factors that affect parking demand, such as 

whether the sites are urban or suburban, or if parking is free or priced. This means the parking standards set are not adjusted to reflect 

specific conditions and are not highly transferable to different sites (Litman, 2006). Using this blanket and absolutist approach to 

MPRs on different land uses has led to the inaccurate implementation of parking requirements in areas that vary significantly in 
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density, use, and context (Shoup, 2005). Furthermore, these studies and surveys typically measure parking demand where parking is 

free, which is inaccurate. To truly measure the demand of a product, one must instead determine how much parking motorists would 

use under various prices and conditions. Transportation professionals are well aware of these deficiencies. However, the use of these 

parking standards is well established and codified in many zoning ordinances already, which makes them much more difficult to 

amend (Litman, 2006). Nevertheless, many municipalities around the world continue to take notice and are pushing for more 

progressive policy towards parking management. The City of Ottawa is a Canadian municipality that has recently reduced and, in 

some cases, removed MPRs in the inner-urban area of Ottawa, along inner-urban mainstreets, and near rapid-transit stations. This is a 

progressive step forward. This municipality will be the focus of the report.  

Research questions 
This study will provide a direction for the City of Ottawa to further improve and strengthen its MPR program and parking 

management strategies in the inner-urban area (Area X, Y and Z in Schedule 1A of the Zoning By-law – see Figure 1). The following 

research questions have been developed to further explore Ottawa’s parking policy and provide recommendations for the inner-urban 

area that has already been subject to progressive new parking provisions: 

1. How is the City of Ottawa’s 2016 minimum parking requirements update meeting its intended effect in the inner-urban area? 

2. What are the best complementary parking management strategies that could support the City of Ottawa’s current parking 

management goals in the inner-urban area? 
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Figure 1: Area for Minimum Parking Space Requirements in Schedule 1A of the City of Ottawa’s Zoning By-law No. 2008-250 
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Scope of work/purpose of report 

The City of Ottawa’s updated MPRs apply to the areas in the Zoning By-law 2008-250 Schedule 1A known as Area X (inner-urban 

area), as well as Area Y (inner-urban mainstreets) and Area Z (near rapid-transit stations). Area X is the largest area. It represents the 

inner-urban area, with boundaries stretching from the Carling-Richmond Road intersection in the west end to Montreal-Blair Road 

intersection in the east end. Inner-urban mainstreets, as well as rapid-transit stations both cut through the inner-urban area. Growth 

projections for the City of Ottawa estimate that 46,000 residents and 100,000 jobs will be added within the National Capital Greenbelt 

by 2031, with more than half of those expected in the inner-urban area. The updated MPRs will make it easier to accommodate 

various housing forms in the area supported by the Official Plan (City of Ottawa, 2015).  

This report will further focus on a specific area within the Ottawa inner-urban area. Ward 12, the Rideau-Vanier ward (see 

Figure 2 and 3), was selected. It encompasses part of the old City of Vanier, Lowertown, Sandy Hill, and the Byward Market 

neighbourhoods, encircled with the Ottawa River in the northwest and the Rideau River in southeast. The inner-urban area is quite 

large and consists of five wards. By narrowing it down to a particular sample of this area, a more thorough assessment can be made. 

The Rideau-Vanier ward was selected because the area has seen the most active development since the MPR update in all of the 

applicable wards and it encompasses land from all three applicable areas – Area X, Y, and Z. This provides an opportunity to analyze 

all three of the major areas impacted by the updated MPRs.  

The purpose of selecting a study area is to examine how many parking spaces were provided in development applications 

within that study area. The results will be tested against the former and updated Zoning By-law provisions for MPRs. This is to assess 

whether the proposed parking in those applications were at the absolute minimum required, or if developers provided more than that. 

This will determine whether, if given the option for lower or removed parking requirements, developers have opted to choose to build 

to the new minimums or not. If they did, this may indicate that, if given the option through zoning provisions, developers prefer to 

offer less parking. This would mean the policy changes to the parking requirements have an influence on developers’ parking supply 

choices. If they did not opt to build to the minimum, opting to instead offer a higher number of parking than the minimum, it may 
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mean that lower parking requirements are not as influential as market demand factors in directing how parking supply. It could also 

mean that additional complementary parking management strategies are needed to further encourage parking supply reduction. While 

the Zoning By-law update is a long-term strategy, this will be useful in assessing whether there has been an immediate impact on 

parking provided at new developments since the update or not. It will also inform this study on what best practices in parking 

management strategies can complement the parking requirements update to produce results consistent with the City’s parking goals. 

Figure 2: City of Ottawa wards; and Figure 3: Ward 12 (Rideau-Vanier ward) 
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Chapter 2: Methods 
Site selection 

The City of Ottawa was selected as the study area of this report because, based on its 2016 MPR update, it is evident that the City and 

many residents are in favour of progressive changes to the existing parking management policy. Moreover, the MPRs in the inner-

urban area and near rapid-transit stations has been reduced and, in some cases, eliminated as a result of the update. The City of Ottawa 

went through an extensive process that involved advanced studies and public consultations before implementing these updated 

provisions. As a result, the public was involved in the process and, since the provisions were passed without appeal, it is evident that 

developers, landowners, business owners, and residents in the inner-urban area are generally accepting to the change (City of Ottawa, 

2016). This can provide opportunities to further discuss and enhance Ottawa’s parking management strategies to incorporate more 

progressive policy options, which will be discussed in Chapter 6 and Chapter 7.  

Data collection 
To determine if developers have taken the new MPRs and implemented them in their new development applications to their intended 

effect since the Zoning By-law change, 12 development applications will be examined from the Rideau-Vanier ward. Six applications 

from just before the Zoning By-law was updated will also be examined to examine the effects of the older MPRs on proposed parking 

in development applications. Six proposals after the Zoning By-law change on July 13, 2016 will be examined to assess the number 

parking spaces proposed relative to the new MPRs. This data will inform the eventual recommendations in Chapter 7.  

Methods of data analysis 

The data will be analyzed through the collection of development proposals submitted to the City of Ottawa and accessible through the 

Development Application Search Tool on the City of Ottawa’s website. Six applications will be selected from before the MPR update 

occurred. They will be selected based on proximity to the MPR update date. Examining these six applications provides greater context 

using primary data to understand how much parking developers were requesting before the MPR update. This allows the proposed 

parking in the development applications to be tested against the MPRs at the time of submission to determine how much parking they 
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were providing. If many developers were requesting variances to provide less than the old MPRs, it helps to justify the reduced or 

eliminated MPRs in the update. Another six development applications will be examined from after the update to determine if the 

newer development applications were also reaching the absolute minimums or if developments provided more than the updated MPRs. 

Knowing this information provides insight into how developers are reacting to the new updates, whether the new minimums are 

working to their intended affect, and if developers are again requesting further variances to provide even less parking than the new 

MPRs. To provide time to analyze the results and write the report, the collection of applications post-update will conclude by 

November 1, 2017. The results will help inspire the case studies examined in Chapter 5, the parking management strategies researched 

in Chapter 6, and inform the overall recommendations outlined in Chapter 7.  

Limitations of research 
When comparing 12 development application proposals, it is important to note that every proposal is different and based on site-

specific characteristics, locations, land uses, and the developers’ visions for the proposal. Therefore, when comparing the amount of 

parking provided by developers at the different times and places, it is critical to note that there are certain factors that influenced the 

developer’s decision to add a specific amount of parking that may be done for reasons outside of the zoning provisions. They may 

have provided that much parking because of various external factors. They could possibly have had the intention and desire to provide 

less parking, but not the economic feasibility to do it. Therefore, one cannot assume that because more parking was proposed than 

required, the developer disregards or disapproves of lower MPRs entirely. Nevertheless, it affords an opportunity to examine parking 

management strategies that complement the updated MPRs and which can entice developers to provide less while mitigating the 

external influences outside of policy that influence their decisions.  
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Chapter 3: Background on the City of Ottawa’s Parking Policies 
The City of Ottawa’s parking management regulation tools 

The City of Ottawa uses various regulatory tools to coordinate and manage its parking goals. Some of these tools include municipal 

parking needs and supply assessments, allocation of parking revenues to specific targeted areas, and public parking pricing, bicycle 

parking and carpool strategies, and among others (Official Plan). The following are some of the key documents used to direct parking 

management goals for the City of Ottawa.  

Zoning By-law (2008) 

Parking requirements are enforced through the City of Ottawa Zoning By-law. They were first written into Ottawa’s first 

comprehensive Zoning By-law in 1964. At the time, Ottawa had not yet amalgamated surrounding municipalities, such as the Vanier 

area (then the Town of Eastview). These former municipalities had their own by-laws, which were later harmonized into Zoning By-

law 2008-250 for the current City of Ottawa in 2002 (Moerman, 2015). The City’s MPRs for most land uses had not been primarily 

revised since 1964 and those requirements started to work against many of the City’s key planning goals. For example, development 

proposals seeking variances or zoning amendments to reduce parking supply may actually support the City’s current planning goals 

and it is costly and burdening for developers to have to seek further approval for parking that ultimately supports the City’s 

transportation goals (Moerman, 2015). The MPRs for the inner-urban area in Zoning By-law 2008-250 were amended in By-law No. 

2016-249 and the new MPRs came into force on July 13, 2016. 

Moreover, Ottawa has invested considerably in its transit network, as it continues to improve its light rail transit system over 

the next decade. New parking requirements work to shift the focus to transit-oriented developments and intensification along transit 

corridors and nodes. Furthermore, they support maintaining neighbourhood character for established urban communities that existed 

prior to the proliferation of the automobile, which is especially prevalent in the inner-urban area. They also provide greater flexibility 

for urban design and land use as communities continue to evolve (City of Ottawa, 2016). Essentially, by providing the necessary 

regulatory tools to reduce or eliminate parking requirements in certain areas, the new MPR provisions support Ottawa’s planning 



SHIFTING TO MORE PROGRESSIVE PARKING POLICY 
 

19 

policies and allow the City to be better equipped to manage goals and reach desired planning outcomes. The MPRs for the City of 

Ottawa are examined in detail in the later subsections of this chapter. 

Parking By-law (2003) 

The City of Ottawa’s Parking By-law 2003-530 regulates traffic and parking on highways in Ottawa. It prohibits parking and stopping 

of vehicles in certain areas, such as loading zones, bus zones, and taxi zones, among others, and in circumstances, such as in front of 

emergency exits. It also sets out provisions for paid parking zones, use of parking payment devices, and the manner of parking at a 

parking meter. Moreover, Part C of the Parking By-law determines the number of parking to be provided for the physically disabled as 

well as the size of the parking spaces. Section 122(1) states that every owner and operator of a public parking area shall provide 

reserved parking spaces for the exclusive use of physically disabled persons or those conveying physically disabled persons to park 

their motor vehicles (Parking By-law, 2003). Minimum numbers reserved for disabled persons parking are outlined below in Table 1:  

Table 1: Minimum number of spaces reserved for the physically disabled 
Capacity of Public Parking Area (No. of Parking Spaces) Min. No. of Spaces to be Reserved for Physically Disabled Persons 
1-19 0 
20-99 1 
100-199 2 
200-299 3 
300-399 4 
400-499 5 
500 and more 6 

 
Official Plan (2003) 

There are numerous planning goals that the new MPRs support across various planning documents. The City of Ottawa’s Official Plan 

supports the new MPRs, as the proposed amendments advance its goals for promoting a range of affordable housing options in 

complete neighbourhoods, as well as efforts to reduce automobile dependency in intensification target areas such as near rapid transit 

stations (City of Ottawa, 2016). Policy 4 of Section 4.3 of the Official Plan (2003) includes guiding goals for reducing MPRs. It states 

the City of Ottawa may reduce parking requirements for uses located within 600 metres of rapid-transit stations and for uses where the 
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need for on-site parking can be balanced with efforts to reduce reliance on the automobile. Furthermore, the City may use the Zoning 

By-law as well as cash-in-lieu of parking agreements as tools to reduce parking requirements. Cash-in lieu of parking revenues are to 

be used for the acquisition, establishment, laying out, or improvement of additional parking lots or facilities and other parking related 

activities (Municipal Parking Management Strategy, 2009). Policy 48 of Section 2.3.1 states cash-in-lieu options allow the City to 

enter into agreements with developers to reduce or eliminate the provision of on-site parking otherwise required by the Zoning By-

law, subject to the payment of money to the City. Moreover, the City also recognizes that parking requirements may hinder affordable 

housing options, so Policy 49 of Section 2.3.1 states the City will implement alternative development standards for affordable housing 

development. This can include measures such as reduced parking standards in areas serviced by transit. ���  

Section 2.2.2 of the Official Plan (2003), entitled “Managing Growth Within the Urban Area”, favours the intensification of 

locations that are strategically aligned with the transportation network, with specific focus on the rapid-transit network. This 

complements less parking. Moreover, to promote compact, mixed-use development and achieve the City’s density targets, some 

strategic direction policies for parking, as outlined in Policy 13 of Section 2.2.2 of the Official Plan, include: reductions in parking 

standards and the creation of municipal parking structures, establishing maximum limits for the provision of on-site parking, 

considering waiving minimum parking requirements, maximizing opportunities for on-street parking, and considering target 

designations as priorities for the creation of minimum parking structures. Furthermore, Section 2.3.1 of the Official Plan states that 

complementary measures will be needed to enhance the attractiveness of transit over private automobile use and these measures 

include controlling parking supply and pricing parking appropriately. 

The Official Plan (2003) also has specific strategic objectives for parking management. Under Policy 46 of Section 2.3.1, the 

City maintains the following strategic objectives related to parking: 

a. To produce short-term parking that supports the needs of local businesses, residents, institutions ���and tourism destinations; ��� 

b. To limit the supply of long-term parking in a matters that balances transit ridership objectives with ���the needs of automobile 

users; ��� 
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c. To support intensification and minimize the amount of land devoted to parking through measures ���such as parking 

structures and arrangements to share parking among land users; ��� 

d. To continue to regulate both the minimum and maximum parking requirements for development ���within 600 metres of 

existing and proposed rapid transit stations, recognising that the regulations may vary in response to the contextual 

influences of the geographic location and the stage of rapid-transit development. The Zoning By-law parking provisions for 

lands within 600m of rapid-transit stations will be amended to respond to any changes or expansions of the rapid transit 

network (Official Plan, 2003, Policy 46, 2.3.1). 

The Official Plan also explains that the City implements Transportation Demand Management (TDM) policies as part of its 

efforts to reduce automobile dependency. The aim of TDM is to create partnerships with the private sector, and other governments and 

non-governmental organizations including educational institutions and community groups to “… make alternatives to driving more 

attractive, build positive public attitude towards them, and provide information and incentives to encourage individuals to reduce their 

car use” (Official Plan, 2003, Policy 2, 2.3.1).  

Transportation Master Plan (2013) 

The City of Ottawa intends to meet its transportation goals through the Transportation Master Plan. The City of Ottawa’s 2013 

Transportation Master Plan has multiple strategies that work in concert with the new parking requirements. These include such 

directions as: acknowledging different transportation needs in various areas, focusing on transit-oriented development in transit nodes 

and corridors while supporting intensification in these areas, and ensuring that walking, cycling and transit are residents’ first choice 

for transportation (City of Ottawa, 2016). As outlined in the Plan (2013), a recommended action to create a supportive built 

environment is to reduce the impact of surface parking. The Plan states that surface parking is an inefficient use of land and reduces 

the effective density of developments, complicates safe and convenient walking routes between buildings or from buildings to transit 

stops, and can favour cars over transit, walking, and cycling. The Plan supports opportunities for shared parking and multi-level 

parking structures over surface parking, as well as discouraging the temporary use of vacant lands for all-day parking where zoning 
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does not permit such a use. The Plan (2013) also encourages maximum parking requirements and reduced minimums for 

developments within 800-metres walking distance of rapid transit stations. It also considers applying maximum parking limits and 

reduced minimums for developments within 400 metres of transit priority corridors outlined in the Official Plan.  

Another recommended action to encourage sustainable mobility choices outlines making carpooling more attractive as well as 

enhancing City of Ottawa parking facilities and services. The City is also aware of the importance of using public parking as a 

strategic tool of influencing travel behaviours through adequately managing its supply and price. The Plan (2013) also states the City 

will conduct parking studies for different areas within Ottawa based on criteria including on-street parking utilization during peak 

periods, potential for integration with community design plans, and City funding and resources outlined in annual budgets and the 

term of council priorities.  

The Municipal Parking Management Strategy (2009) 

The Municipal Parking Management Strategy is based on the role of the parking program established through the Transportation 

Master Plan and was the result of extensive consultation in 2008 and 2009 with business improvement areas, community associations, 

church representatives, and members of the public (Municipal Parking Management Strategy, 2009). Five objectives clarify the 

Municipal Parking Management Strategy’s purpose. These objectives can be reasonably achieved within an expected timeframe and 

with the available resources. They serve as the basis for policy and performance appraisals. They are:  

1) Provide and maintain an appropriate supply of affordable, secure, accessible, convenient, and appealing public parking.  

2) Provide and promote affordable short-term parking services, and fair and consistent enforcement services, that support 

local businesses, institutions, and tourism. 

3) Promote, establish, and maintain programs and facilities that encourage the use of alternative modes of transportation 

including public transit, car/van pooling, taxis, auto sharing, cycling, and walking. 
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4) Support residential intensification and resolve parking problems within residential areas caused by significant traffic 

generators or conflicting uses of the roadway, including implementing on-street permit parking programs to relieve area 

residents and visitors from parking regulations directed at the non-resident. 

5) Ensure the revenues generated by the Municipal Parking Program are sufficient to wholly recover all related operating and 

life-cycle maintenance expenditures; contribute to a reserve fund to finance future parking system development, operation, 

and promotion; and then assist in the funding of related initiatives to encourage the use of alternative modes of 

transportation. 

Moreover, the Strategy (2009) outlines parking rate guidelines. On-street and off-street public parking rates, hours, and 

locations will be set by Council on an annual basis as part of the approval of the Parking Management Program Work Plan and Budget 

approval, based on the results of local area parking studies. However, on-street public parking rates, hours, and locations may be 

varied by staff at any time throughout the year so long as it is consistent with the Municipal Parking Management Strategy and within 

the range approved by City Council as part of the annual budget, and the local ward councillors, Business Improvement Areas, and 

community associations agree. They may also be varied to reflect seasonal and market adjustments as well as encourage alternative 

modes of transportation.  

The Strategy (2009) also states that on- and off-street rates and hours for different areas should only vary where there is an 

appropriate justification for the variance and a comparison of rates and hours in various locations will be included in the annual report. 

An annual report will be prepared and provided to Council each year and it will include a review of performance measures, an 

overview of goals, objectives and their progress from the current year, a financial overview of the program, identification of new 

program initiatives, and budget implications and marketing information about availability of parking for various needs. The Strategy 

must also align with policy documents and programs such as the Highway Traffic Act, Municipal Act, the Official Plan, the 

Transportation Master Plan, and the Cycling Plan. Tools for implementations include: community design plans, neighbourhood 

planning initiatives, the Zoning By-law, the Traffic and Parking By-law, Local Area Parking Study Program, and Parking 
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Stakeholders Consultation Group.  To be successful, the Strategy must coordinate with on- and off-street paid parking programs, the 

on-street permit parking program, the tour bus strategy, the cash-in-lieu of parking program, and parking enforcement. 

Local Area Parking Study Program (ongoing) 

The City of Ottawa has a Local Area Parking Study Program that initially collected data on parking in Downtown Rideau and the 

Byward Market as part of the Parking Studies Unit. This was established in 2009, with technical reports and summary reports 

published in 2011. These local area parking studies analyzed parking activities in the two study areas to determine the total number of 

parking spaces as well as observed and recorded uses of the spaces during specific time periods (Parking Studies Unit, 2011). Since 

then, additional local area parking studies have been completed in Westboro, Old Ottawa South, Glebe, Chinatown, Little Italy, 

Centretown, and Kitchissippi.  

Overview of Ottawa’s review process for parking requirement update 

The City of Ottawa undertook an extensive review process prior to updating its MPRs. This included a review of best practices from 

Montreal and Toronto, an academic research review on MPRs, and a review of the concepts and history behind spillover parking. Two 

discussion papers were also circulated to the pubic for comment. The first was a review of options for new parking requirements and 

the second was on draft recommendations. The final recommendations were subsequently adopted by City Council on July 13, 2016 

and were not appealed (City of Ottawa, 2016). The recommendations for amendment were detailed in a Planning Committee Report 

submitted on June 11, 2016 and passed by Council on July 13, 2016. Staff at the City of Ottawa conducted extensive research to 

understand the intricacies of MPRs, especially with respect to the various factors that influence the parking supply provided, such as 

market demands, land restrictions, and policy direction.   

Current Zoning By-law parking requirements compared to previous version 

The parking provisions are found in the Zoning By-law 2008-250, with By-law No. 2016-249 created to amend the old MPRs for the 

applicable subject areas within the Zoning By-law. This report focuses on the parking provisions for the inner-urban area, along inner-

urban mainstreets and near rapid-transit stations, which have been reduced or eliminated under the Zoning By-law changes in 2016. 
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Under By-law 2016-249, Section 101(1) states, “Within the areas shown as Areas B, C, D, X and Y on Schedule 1A, off-street motor 

vehicle parking must be provided for any land use at the rate set out in Table 101 below”. Furthermore, Section 101(2) states that, 

within Area Z in Schedule 1A, no off-street motor vehicle parking requirements are required. Table 101’s list of land uses and 

accompanying parking requirements is quite extensive. Therefore, Table 2 of this report, found below, has been extracted from Table 

101 of the By-law 2016-249 to display some notable updated parking requirements for the land use types in the prescribed area. For 

comparison, Table 2 below also presents the old Zoning By-law MPRs from before the update. However, before proceeding to the 

table, it is important to first note that, under Section 101(3) of the By-law 2016-249, the following is stated: 

101(3) … within the area shown as Area X on Schedule 1A: 

(a) In the case of a building containing residential uses, no off-street motor vehicle parking is required to be provided under 

this section for the first twelve dwelling units and the parking requirements under Table 101 apply only to dwelling units and 

rooming units in excess of 12.  

(b) Where a non-residential use located partly or entirely on the ground floor has a gross area of 200 square metres or less, no 

off-street motor vehicle parking is required to be provided. 

Table 2: Comparison of previous MPRs with updated MPRs for the City of Ottawa 
Table 101: City of Ottawa Minimum Parking Space Rates Comparison 
Land Use PREVIOUS Area A and B Minimum Parking 

Requirements 
NEW Area X and Y, and Area Z Minimum 
Parking Requirements (By-law 2016-249) 

Dwelling: detached, duplex, linked-
detached, semi-detached 

Area A: 1 per dwelling 
 
Area B: 1 per dwelling 

Area X and Y: 1 per dwelling unit 
 
Area Z: None 

Dwelling: three unit Area A: West of the Rideau Canal – none, East of the 
Rideau Canal – 0.25 per dwelling unit 
 
Area B: 0.5 per dwelling unit 

Area X and Y: 0.5 per dwelling unit 
 
Area Z: None 

Dwelling: townhouse Area A: N/A 
 
Area B: N/A 

Area X and Y: 0.75 per dwelling unit 
 
Area Z: None 

Dwelling: stacked, low-rise apartment, mid-
rise apartment 

Area A: West of the Rideau-Canal – none, East of the 
Rideau Canal – 0.25 per dwelling unit 

Area X and Y: 0.5 per dwelling unit 
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Area B: 0.5 per dwelling unit  

Area Z: None 

Dwelling: mixed-use building on lots 
abutting Bank St., Bronson Ave., Elgin St., 
Somerset St. West, and North of Queensway 

Area A: N/A 
 
Area B: None 

Area X and Y: None 
 
Area Z: None 

Dwelling: mixed use building, all other 
cases 
 

Area A: West of the Rideau Canal – None, East of the 
Rideau Canal 0.5 per dwelling unit 
 
Area B: 0.5 per dwelling unit 

Area X and Y: 0.5 per dwelling unit 
 
Area Z: None 

Retirement home Area A: 0.25 per dwelling unit or rooming unit plus 1 
per 100 m2 of GFA used for medical, health or personal 
services 
 
Area B: Same as Area A 

Area X and Y: 0.25 per dwelling or rooming unit plus 
1 per 100 m2 of GFA used for medical, health or 
personal services 
 
Area Z: None 

Rooming house Area A: West of the Rideau Canal – none, East of the 
Rideau Canal- 0.05 per rooming unit 
 
Area B: 0.25 per rooming unit 

Area X and Y: 0.25 per dwelling unit 
 
Area Z: None 

Secondary dwelling unit within a detached, 
linked-detached or semi-detached 

Area A: None in the case of a secondary unit within a 
detached, linked-detached or semi-detached dwelling.  
 
Area B: Same as Area A 

Area X and Y: None 
 
Area Z: None 

Secondary dwelling unit within a duplex 
dwelling 

Area A: 1 in the case of secondary dwelling unit within 
a duplex. 
 
Area B: Same as Area A 

Area X and Y: 1 per dwelling unit 
 
Area Z: None 

Bank Area A: None 
 
Area B: 2.5 per 100 m2 of GFA 

Area X and Y: 1.24 per 100 m2 of GFA 
 
Area Z: None 

Bar Area A: None 
 
Area B: 6 per 100 m2 of GFA 

Area X and Y: 3 per 100 m2 of GFA 
 
Area Z: None 

Community Centre Area A: None 
 
Area B: 4 per 100 m2 of GFA 

Area X and Y: 2 per 100 m2 of GFA 
 
Area Z: None 

Convenience Store Area A: None 
 
Area B: 2.5 per 100 m2 of GFA 

Area X and Y: 1.25 per 100 m2 of GFA 
 
Area Z: None 
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Hotel (excluding restaurant which is 
calculated as per restaurant requirement) 

Area A: 0.5 per 100 m2 of GFA 
 
Area B: 1 per guest unit for up to 40 guest units, and 1 
per 6 guest units over 40 guest units 

Area X and Y: 1 per every 2 guest units for up to 40 
guests units and 1 per 12 guest units over 40 guest 
units 
 
Area Z: None 

Instructional Facility Area A: None 
 
Area B: 2.5 per 100 m2 of GFA 

Area X and Y: 1.25 per 100 m2 of GFA 
 
Area Z: None 

Museum Area A: 0.75 per 100 m2 of GFA 
 
Area B: 2 per 100 m2 of GFA 

Area X and Y: 1 per 100 m2 of GFA 
 
Area Z: None 

Office  
 
(i) Within 600 m of rapid transit station 
(ii) Other cases 

(i) Area A: 0.75 per 100 m2 of GFA 
(i) Area B: 1.8 per 100 m2 of GFA 
 
(ii) Area A: Same as (i)  
(ii) Area B: 2 per 100 m2 of gross floor area  

Area X and Y: 1 per 100 m2 of GFA 
 
Area Z: None 

Place of Assembly Area A: None 
 
Area B: 10 per 100 m2 of GFA 

Area X and Y: 5 per 100 m2 of GFA of assembly area 
 
Area Z: None 

Place of Worship Area A: None 
 
Area B: 10 per 100 m2 of GFA 

Area X and Y: 5 per 100 m2 of GFA of assembly area 
 
Area Z: None 

Restaurant: fast food and full service Area A: None 
 
Area B: 3 for first 50 m2 of GFA plus 10 per 100 m2 of 
GFA over 50m2 of GFA  

Area X and Y: 5 per 100 m2 of GFA 
 
Area Z: None 

Retail store Area A: None 
 
Area B: 2.5 per 100 m2 of GFA 

Area X and Y: 1.25 per 100 m2 of GFA 
 
Area Z: None 

School: secondary Area A: None 
 
Area B: 2.5 per classroom (includes portables)  

Area X and Y: 1.25 per classroom, includes portables 
 
Area Z: None 

School: other Area A: None 
 
Area B: 1.5 per classroom (includes portables) 

Area X and Y: 0.75 per classroom, includes portable 
 
Area Z: None 

Service and repair shop Area A: None 
 
Area B: 2.5 per 100 m2 of GFA 

Area X and Y: 1.25 per 100 m2 of GFA 
 
Area Z: None 
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Shelter Area A: 1 per 100 m2 of GFA, min. of 1 
 
Area B: 1 per 100 m2 of GFA, min. of 1 

Area X and Y:  
 
Area Z: None 

Shopping centre 
 
(i) Within 600 m of rapid transit station 
(ii) Other cases 

(i) Area A: 0.75 per 100 m2 of gross leasable floor area 
(i) Area B: 3 per 100 m2 of gross leasable floor area 
 
(ii) Area A: Same as (i) 
(ii) Area B: 3.4 per 100 m2 of gross leasable floor area 

Area X and Y: 1.7 per 100 m2 of leasable floor area 
 
Area Z: None 

 
Underground parking provisions 

Another provision worth noting from the By-law No. 2016-249 amendment is Section 101(6)(c), which, in the updated requirements, 

states, “…where all parking spaces provided or required for a permitted land use are located below grade in the same building as that 

land use, the parking required by Table 101 for that land use may be reduced by the lesser of: (i) 10 per cent of the required parking 

spaces; or (ii) 20 parking spaces.”  

Visitor parking provisions 

Visitor parking is also subject to MPRs for certain land uses in addition to the ones for regular parking space rates. Under the By-law 

No. 2016-249 amendment, off-street visitor motor vehicle parking must also be provided for apartment dwellings (low-rise or mid-

high rise), dwelling units in a mixed-use building, stacked dwelling, and townhouse dwellings. However, additional provisions under 

Section 102 of the By-law state:  

102 (2) …within Areas B, X, Y and Z, no visitor parking spaces are required for the first twelve dwelling units on a lot. 

(3) … within Areas X, Y and Z, no more than thirty visitor parking spaces are required per building, and within Area B no 

more than sixty visitor parking spaces are required per building. 

(4) In the case of a townhouse dwelling or stacked dwelling, where each dwelling unit has a driveway accessing a garage or 

carport located on the same lot as that dwelling unit, and in the case of a planned unit development, where a dwelling unit has a 

driveway accessing its own garage or carport; no visitor parking is required for that dwelling unit. 

Table 3 lists the minimum visitor parking space requirements:  
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Table 3: City of Ottawa minimum visitor parking space rates 
Table 102: City of Ottawa Minimum Visitor Parking Space Rates (By-law 2016-249) 
Land Use Area X, Area Y and Area Z on Schedule 1A 
Apartment dwelling, low-rise or mid-rise 0.1 per dwelling unit 
Dwelling units in a mixed-use building 0.1 per dwelling unit 
Stacked dwelling 0.1 per dwelling unit 
Townhouse dwelling 0.1 per dwelling unit 

 
Shared parking provisions 
Shared parking provisions are listed under Section 104 of the City of Ottawa Zoning By-law 2008-250. They were not amended. 

Section 104(1) states that where more than one of the uses listed in Table 104 are located on the same plot, parking spaces may be 

shared between uses and the total of parking spaces required for all the uses on that lot may be reduced from those required in Table 

101 (condensed in Table 2 above) to those listed in Table 104 of the Zoning By-law. Table 104 is outlined below in Table 4. Section 

104(2) of the Zoning By-law explains how to use Table 104 in the calculation process for the number of parking spaces required for a 

lot under the shared parking provisions. First, the developer must multiply the number of parking spaces required for the land use in 

Section 101 by the percentages shown in Table 104 for that use in each of the eight time periods. Next, the developer would repeat 

that step for each of the uses on the lot. For each time period, the developer would then add the parking space calculations for all the 

uses to arrive at the cumulative total. The largest cumulative total for all the uses in any time period is the number of parking spaces 

required on the lot. However, it is important to note, under Subsection 3, these provisions do not apply to shopping centres.   

Table 4: City of Ottawa shared parking provisions 
Table 104: Percentage of Required Parking Permitted to be Shared  
 

Land Use 
Time Period 
Weekday Saturday 
II Morning III Noon IV Afternoon V Evening VI Morning VII Noon VIII Afternoon IX Evening 

(a) Office; medical facility; research and 
development centre 

100% 90% 100% 15% 20% 20% 10% 5% 

(b) Bank 80% 100% 100% 10% 80% 100% 60% 10% 
(c) Retail store; retail food store; personal 75% 80% 85% 75% 60% 90% 100% 50% 
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service business; convenience store 
(d) Restaurant bar 30% 90% 60% 100% 30% 80% 50% 100% 
(e) Cinema; theatre; amusement centre 40% 40% 60% 85% 40% 70% 80% 100% 
(f) Visitor parking required for residential 
use in Section 102 

50% 50% 75% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 

To provide an example of how the shared parking provisions work, a hypothetical development is proposed: 

• Retail store building 1: 3,700 square metres 

• Retail store building 2: 3,250 square metres 

• Retail store building 3: 2,000 square metres 

Under the current MPRs, 1.25 vehicle parking spaces are needed per 100 m2 of GFA for a commercial building. Therefore:  

• Retail store 1 parking spaces = 3,700 square metres / 100 *1.25 = 46.25 (or 46) 

• Retail store 2 parking spaces = 3,250 square metres / 100 *1.25 = 40.625 (or 41) 

• Retail store 3 parking spaces = 2,000 square metres / 100 *1.25 = 25 

For the 3,700 square metre building, 46 parking spaces are required. For the 3,250 square metre building, 41 parking spaces 

are required. For the 2,000 square metre building, 23 parking spaces are required. Next, the developer would apply the calculations 

from the shared parking provisions in Section 104(2) to land use (c) of Table 104. Following the steps outlined in the Zoning By-law, 

the developer would have to multiply the amount of parking in each of the buildings by the percentages allotted in Table 104. The 

time period total that is the highest will be the amount of parking required. 

Table 5: Example of how shared parking provisions work 
 

Buildings 
Time Period 
Weekday Saturday 
II Morning  III Noon IV Afternoon V Evening VI Morning VII Noon VIII Afternoon IX Evening 

Retail store building 1 46 * .75 = 34.5 46 * .80 = 36.8 46 * .85 = 39.1 46 * .75 = 34.5 46 * .60 = 27.6 46 * .90 = 41.4 46 * 1.0 = 46 46 * .50 = 23 
Retail store building 2 41 * .75 = 30.75 41 * .80 = 32.8 41 * .85 = 34.85 41 * .75 = 30.75 41 * .60 = 24.6 41 * .90 = 36.9 41 * 1.0 = 41 41 * .50 = 20.5 
Retail store building 3 25 * .75 = 18.75 25 * .80 = 20 25 * .85 = 21.25 25 * .75 = 18.75 25 * .60 = 15 25 * .90 = 22.5 25 * 1.0 = 25 25 * .50 = 12.5 
Time Period Totals 84 89.6 (or 90) 95.2 (or 95) 84 67.2 (or 67) 100.8 (or 101) 112 56 
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In this case, parking for Saturday afternoon is the highest, therefore, 112 parking spaces would be required to be provided if all three 

sites were to share their parking lot.   
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Chapter 4: Analysis of Development Proposals in the Rideau-Vanier ward 
Profile of the Rideau-Vanier ward 

Under the old Zoning By-law provisions for MPRs in the inner-urban area, Rideau-Vanier Ward fell into 2 areas: a small pocket in the 

northwestern portion of the ward in Area A (central area) along Colonel By Drive as well as Area B (inner city area), which 

encompasses the majority of the ward. Under the By-law update, the majority of the Rideau-Vanier ward falls into Area X (inner 

urban area), with a small pocket in the northwestern portion of the ward along Colonel By Drive under Area Z (near major LRT 

stations). Furthermore, there are some inner-urban mainstreets that cut through the ward.  

Parking results from development proposals before the July 13, 2016 MPR update 
The following subsection examines six development applications from before the July 13, 2016 MPR update collected from the 

Development Application Search Tool on the City of Ottawa’s website. They will be examined against the MPRs before the update to 

see how much parking was provided. The proposal submission dates ranged from December 2015 to May 2016. The purpose of this is 

to determine if the MPR update was warranted based on proposal submissions made previous to the date of update. The six 

applications were chosen based predominantly on their proximity to the date of the update. Moreover, these proposals were clear in 

their development intentions and provided a Planning Rationale Report that addressed their parking directly in proportion to the 

proposed units and/or gross floor area of the projects. The total motor vehicle parking spaces were examined against the measurements 

for requiring parking at the time of application. It was also important to look for a diversity of application types and uses. The goal 

was to select proposals that were close to the date of the update because they are recent enough to examine if developers were 

requesting relief from the parking minimums frequently based on the City’s parking goals. Bicycle parking information was also 

included in this study for added context. The results are summarized in Table 6. 
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Table 6: Parking results for development proposals before MPR update 

*Not explicitly provided, thus estimated based on GFA provided 
 
Figure 4 details the locations of the six examined developments within the Rideau-Vanier ward from before the Zoning By-law 

update. Images from two of the proposals examined above in Table 6 accompany it in Figure 5 to provide the reader with insight on 

some of the design features proposed and the overall layout of the development. Proposal 1 was selected to show a development with 

# Description Measurements  Total spaces 
proposed 

Minimum 
required 

Compliance/Rationale Type of 
parking 

Avail. bicycle 
parking info 

1 A three-storey residential 
unit 

8 residential units 0 4 A minor variance was requested to remove the need for parking from 
this site. This is on the basis of the site’s accessibility to transit, active 
transportation opportunities and double the minimum requirement for 
bicycle parking. 

None Minimum of 4 
required, 
while 16 are 
proposed. 

2 An addition to an existing 
dwelling unit to 
accommodate a new office 
use. 

131.17m2 of Gross 
Floor Area (GFA) 

2 2 The proposal complies with the new parking rates proposed, as it 
consists of two rear yard parking spaces, which are accessed by the 
existing driveway. 

Surface Minimum 1 
per 250 m2 of 
GFA required, 
which is met. 

3 An eight-storey mixed-use 
development, including 
adaptive re-use of a 
church for retail food 
store, restaurants and 
residential units. 

58 residential units,  
830 m2 of GFA for 
retail, 310 m2 of GFA 
for restaurant on ground 
floor and 320 m2 of 
GFA above ground 
floor* 

44 (40 for 
residents and 
4 for visitors) 
 
No parking 
for retail or 
restaurant 

66 (5 visitor 
spots, 61 for retail 
or restaurant) 

A Zoning By-law Amendment requests to vary from the minimum 
parking requirements for visitors from 5 to 4 spaces, and for the retail 
food store/restaurant uses from 61 spaces to 0 spaces, given the 
available on-street parking, regular transit service and the local-serving 
nature of the proposed commercial space and existing businesses along 
the street. 
 

Under-
ground 

Minimum of 
24 required, 
while 47 are 
proposed. 

4 A four-storey residential 
addition to an existing 
heritage building that is 
13.3 metres in height. 

8 residential units 0 0 (from By-law 
exclusion) 

East of the Canal, 0.25 parking spaces per dwelling unit are required, 
which equals 3 spaces. However, Section 139 of the By-law excludes 
any parking for low rise, dwelling for dwelling units 12 and under. No 
parking is proposed for the development and the existing driveway will 
be removed, enhancing the ��� Daly Avenue streetscape. 

None Minimum of 4 
required, 
while 6 are 
proposed. 

5 A seven-storey mixed-use 
condominium building 
with retail space at grade 

68 residential units and 
346 m2 of GFA for retail 

55 (34 
residential 
spaces, 12 
visitor spaces 
and 9 retail 
spaces) 

54 (34 residential 
spaces, 11 visitor 
spaces and 9 
retail spaces) 

All parking meets the minimum requirements of the Zoning By-law. Under-
ground 

Minimum of 
35 required 
and 35 are 
proposed.  

6 A six-storey mixed-use 
building, with retail space 
at grade and residential 
dwelling units above.  

31 residential units plus 
420 m2 of GFA for 
retail at grade 
 

30 (20 
residential 
spaces, 4 
visitor spaces, 
6 retail 
spaces) 

27 (16 residential 
spaces, 4 visitor 
spaces, 7 retail 
spaces) 

Parking meets the minimum requirements of the Zoning By-law, 
however, the amount allocated to each land use differs.  

Under-
ground 

Minimum of 
18 required 
and 18 
proposed. 
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zero parking spaces proposed. Conversely, proposal 6 was also selected to display a development proposal providing more spaces than 

the absolute minimums. All images used were taken from the documents submitted by the development parties and found in the City 

of Ottawa’s Development Application Search Tool.  
 

Figure 4: Development application projects examined before the MPR update 

 
Image created via Google My Maps. 
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Figure 5: Proposal 1 (left) and Proposal 6 (right) 

 
 
Analysis of size and type of projects 

As evident in the six development proposals taken from before the updated requirements and found in Table 6 above, the sample 

shows that proposals met the absolute minimum requirements in almost all cases or requested further relief from them to provide less. 

Moreover, almost all proposals, except for one, which has two parking spots, had either no parking (like proposal 1) or parking 

underground (like proposal 6). This provides evidence to support the updated MPRs that came into place on July 13, 2016 and 

highlights that many developers in the area wanted to meet the minimums or provide less parking. This helps justify the MPR update 

in removing generally gratuitous parking requirements.  
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Parking results from development proposals since the July 13, 2016 MPR update 

The same process was done for six development proposals from the Rideau-Vanier ward submitted after the July 13, 2016 MPR 

update. Proposals were collected until November 1, 2017. These six proposals were examined because they were all submitted after 

the MPRs were updated and are therefore subject to the updated requirements. However, it is important to note that some proposals 

that were submitted after July 13, 2017 were not selected for this study because the proposals were extensions to an existing site that 

did not require additional parking. Table 7 details the results of the selected proposals.  

Table 7: Development application projects examined after the MPR update 
# Description Measurements Total spaces 

proposed 
Minimum 
required 

Compliance/Rationale Type of 
parking 

Avail. bicycle 
parking info 

7 Three-storey low-rise 
apartment building. 

14 residential units 2 1.2 No off-street motor vehicle parking is required for the first 12 dwelling 
units. Therefore, 2 dwelling units need to be considered for parking. 
The 2 dwelling units have a requirement for 0.5 spaces per unit. 
Therefore, only 1 parking space is required. Visitor parking applies at a 
rate of 0.1 spaces per unit, since the proposal is a low-rise apartment 
building with more than twelve 12 units. Therefore, 1.2 spots are 
required overall and 2 are provided. 

Surface 6 are 
proposed. 

8 Four-storey apartment 
building. 

55 residential units 23 23 No off-street motor vehicle parking is required for the first 12 dwelling 
units. Therefore, 43 dwelling units need to be considered for parking. 
The 43 dwelling units have a requirement for 0.5 spaces per unit. 
Therefore, 21.5 parking spaces are required. Visitor parking applies at 
a rate of 0.1 spaces per unit, since the proposal is an apartment building 
with more than 12 units. Therefore, 21.5 spots are required as well as 
4.3 visitor parking spots, bringing the total required to 25.8. However, 
a 10 percent reduction is allowed since the parking is underground. 
Therefore, 23 spots are required, which is what is being proposed.  

Under-
ground 

28 are 
proposed. 

9 A multi-purpose facility 
including an emergency 
shelter with beds, 
specialized medical care 
and services. 

6,159 m2 of gross floor 
area (GFA) 

40 (13 visitor 
space, 27 staff 
spaces and 3 
company 
vehicle 
spaces) 

81 An Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendment requested. Based on 
the GFA, a total of 81 parking spaces are required. The proposed 
amendment will seek to reduce this number, given the location of the 
subject property and the known characteristics of site users. 

Surface Minimum of 4 
required, 
while 8 are 
proposed. 
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Figure 6 details the locations of the six examined developments within the Rideau-Vanier ward from before the Zoning By-law 

update. Photographs from two of the proposals examined above also accompany it in Figure 7. Proposal 9 was selected to show a 

development requesting even less than the new minimums. Conversely, proposal 12 was also selected to display a development 

providing more spaces than the new minimums. 

 

 

 

 

 

10 Redevelop former 
church for a mixed-use 
development. 
 

749 m2 of GFA for the 
restaurant, 124 m2 of 
GFA for the retail store, 
283 m2 of GFA for the 
instructional facility or 
museum (undecided), 
417m2 of GFA for the 
place of assembly, 
1,836 m2 of GFA for 
the office, 358 m2 of 
GFA for the 
community centre, and 
58 residential units or 
80-100 hotel units 
(undecided) 

90 73 Overall, the total amount of regular parking required for the proposal is 
73 spaces, and the total amount provided is 90 spaces  

Under-
ground 
 

Minimum of 
45 required, 
while more 
than 45 indoor 
and more than 
15 proposed. 

11 Three-storey consulate 
building 
(redevelopment). 

311 m2 of GFA 
 

4 3.1 The Zoning By-law states that 1 parking space per 100m2 of GFA is 
required, so 3.1 parking spaces for this proposal. Four parking spaces 
are provided. 

Surface Minimum of 2 
required, 
while 4 
proposed. 

12 Four-storey mixed-use 
redevelopment with 
three floors residential 
and ground floor 
commercial. 

33 residential units and 
346 m2 of GFA for 
commercial 

29 12 No off-street motor vehicle parking is required for the first 12 dwelling 
units. Therefore, 21 dwelling units need to be considered for parking. 
The 21 dwelling units have a requirement for 0.5 spaces per unit. 
Therefore, only 10.5 parking spaces are required, rounded to 11. Two 
spots are also required for visitor parking, bringing the total to 13. 
However, since the parking is underground, the Zoning By-law allows 
for a 10 percent discount, so only 12 spaces are required.  

Under-
ground 

Minimum of 
17 spaces 
required, 
while 44 
proposed. 
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Figure 6: Development application projects examined since the MPR update 

 
Image created via Google My Maps. 
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Figure 7: Proposal 9 (left) and Proposal 12 (right) 

 
 
Analysis of size and type of projects 
Out of the six development proposals examined, the result were mixed. In some cases, three developers were meeting the minimums 

or were quite close to them. The amount of extra parking generally ranged from 1 to 3 additional spots. Moreover, one proposal 

requested a variance to allow for 41 less spots than the minimum. Conversely, two of the developments proposed 17 parking spaces 

more than the MPRs. This shows there are areas where other progressive parking management strategies may be able to incentivize 

developers to provide less parking.  However, interesting to note, the two proposals that proposed more parking than the MPRs also 

proposed to have underground parking to accommodate this, thus meeting the overall character of the area and the streetscape.  

Nevertheless, it is still important to also note that not all developers will want to meet the MPRs for numerous reasons that are 

not directly related to policy. For example, a developer may be reluctant to take risks on providing less parking than market demand 
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indicates. Since there is a range of parking space amounts proposed in this small-scaled study, it is reasonable to examine further 

options for progressive parking management strategies and municipal best practices. A case study analysis in the following section 

will inform takeaway points about current parking management strategies from four municipalities that the City of Ottawa can 

consider when advancing parking management strategies. A more advanced look at selected strategies will then be examined in 

Chapter 6. 
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Chapter 5: Case Study Analyses 
The following section examines four municipal case studies and provides key takeaway points for consideration that further support 

the recommendations section of this report that follows. It is important to note that the contextual, demographic, and social trends of 

these four municipalities may differ from those of the City of Ottawa. Therefore, the takeaway points are meant to be broad enough so 

that they can be considered in the Ottawa context. These four cities were selected because they have created progressive or noteworthy 

parking management strategies that provide lessons and considerations that can inform the City of Ottawa’s continued parking 

management goals. It is important to note that the City of Ottawa may already currently consider or implement some of these 

takeaway points. Nevertheless, they are still included to further reinforce and highlight best practices.  

Halifax, Nova Scotia 

Population: 403,390 (Census Profile, 2016 Census: Halifax, 2016) 

Halifax removed MPRs from its downtown area in its Land Use By-law for Downtown Halifax and the Downtown Halifax Secondary 

Municipal Planning Strategy. Both were implemented in 2009, with updated amendments in 2015 and 2014, respectively. The 

Downtown Halifax Secondary Municipal Planning Strategy (the Plan) was recognized at the 2010 Canadian Institute of Planners 

Awards for Planning Excellence. Extensive consultations took place over the span of three years prior to the completion of the Plan. 

The resulting Plan delivers a new 25-year vision for Halifax’s downtown. It is the primary document that guides decisions for 

development and investment in downtown Halifax. A Land Use By-law, as well as design guidelines, to manage development growth 

downtown accompanied the Plan (Downtown Halifax Municipal Planning Strategy, 2014).  

Two major advances to parking management were provided in the Plan. First, under Policy 76, a complete removal of all 

motor vehicle parking requirements in the downtown area was initiated, leaving only minimum bicycle parking requirements 

mandatory. This was done through provisions to exempt downtown developments from on-site parking requirements as a means of 

encouraging other forms of transportation. Second, under Policy 77, a provision was established to no longer permit the establishment 

of commercially operated surface parking lots in multiple precincts of the downtown area. Surface parking lots are only permissible 
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when accessory to another use. For instance, no more commercially operated surface parking lots whose primary use is to profit off of 

parking spaces are permitted. Moreover, when an accessory use, the lot size is limited to 20 cars and must be located behind the 

building mass and invisible from the street. The Land Use By-law instead attempts to encourage the redevelopment of existing surface 

parking lots while restricting future surface parking development. It also uses design guidelines as a tool to integrate acceptable 

structured parking developments as opposed to surface parking (Municipal Planning Strategy, 2014). By restricting commercial 

surface parking, the City of Halifax attempts to encourage more short-term vehicle trips downtown as well as the use of other modes 

of transportation, thus making it a more vibrant and walkable area (Downtown Halifax Municipal Planning Strategy, 2014).  

Other parking management policies of interest in downtown Halifax include colour coded parking meters that are coded 

according to the maximum parking time they allow. For example, red indicates 30 minutes of maximum parking allowed, grey 

indicates 90 minutes, green indicates two hours, and yellow indicates three to five hours (Park Smart in Downtown Halifax, n.d.). A 

paper, known as the Downtown Parking Pitch, was created which functions to identify parking-related issues and actions to take to 

solve them. It was created in partnership with downtown business area improvement districts, the Halifax Regional Municipality, a 

committee for the Halifax Harbour known as Waterfront Development, and private parking lot operators. The document pitches ideas 

for parking management improvement and identifies who needs to work on it (The Downtown Parking Pitch, 2017).  

Takeaway Points 

• Encouraging the redevelopment of existing surface parking lots while restricting future surface parking could be an effective 

strategy if paired with strong incentives for active transportation and transit use.  

• Collaborate with local stakeholders to get to the root causes of parking management issues as a means of establishing more 

efficient parking management policy.  

• If eliminating MPRs, eliminate them in the downtown core first and assess developer and public receptiveness to expanding 

those into other areas of the city.  
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Portland, Oregon 

Population: 639,863 (Portland, Oregon, 2016) 
The City of Portland is often seen as leader of progressive parking management policy. In 1995, Portland adopted its Central City 

Transportation Management Plan along with its current parking regulations. Portland has maximum parking requirements for all land 

uses in the commercial business district, which dates back to 1975, where Portland set a cap of approximately 40,000 parking spaces 

downtown. This included existing and new facilities. The cap has increased marginally since then to accommodate downtown 

business growth. Nevertheless, city officials consider these policies successful in helping make the downtown a more attractive place 

for businesses, residents, and tourists. Parking maximums have also been said to help increase transit use in Portland (Litman, 2006). 

The City of Portland also reduced parking requirements for developments along its light rail corridor (NYC Department of Planning, 

2011). The Portland region also implements numerous smart growth measures, including urban growth boundaries, multimodal 

transportations strategies, and incentives for higher density infill development to encourage sustainable parking management. The 

region shifted transportation investment funds from highway capacity expansion to rail development to work with current land use 

policies and create more transit-oriented development, which has significantly improved walking and cycling in Portland. This, in 

turn, has encouraged more active transportation (Litman, 2006).  

Moreover, in 2016, the Portland Bureau of Transportation (PBOT) expressed interest in collecting more data driven 

information to manage citywide parking. Accordingly, as part of the Citywide Parking Strategy, the PBOT worked with the public to 

develop a “Performance-Based Parking Management” concept, which is an objective, data driven process to better manage both on- 

and off-street parking through policy goals and targets. It is an approach to identify evaluation measures using data to inform changes 

to parking rates, policies, and programs. This aims to create demand-based parking practices as a means of allocating parking spaces 

in metered areas. The goal is to increase parking availability awareness to reduce traffic congestion from drivers looking for parking 

(Portland Bureau of Transportation, 2016).  



SHIFTING TO MORE PROGRESSIVE PARKING POLICY 
 

44 

The City of Portland also created strategies to improve pedestrian conditions in Portland. It adopted a two-part pedestrian 

improvement plan, which outlines the policies and plans for improving walking conditions and detailing a design manual for 

pedestrian facilities. These are implemented through the Portland Pedestrian Design Guide and the Portland Pedestrian Master Plan. 

These documents prioritize pedestrian improvements, taking into account the current conditions of the area and the demand factors 

involved (Litman, 2006). Portland also has a SmartPark program that favours short-term users at municipal parking facilities in the 

downtown, with the first four hours of parking being much cheaper per hour than any subsequent hours (Litman, 2006). Moreover, 

some developers in Portland provide transit passes to all residents as a means of significantly increasing transit use while reducing 

parking demand (Litman, 2006).  

Takeaway Points 

• Improving walking and cycling conditions through pedestrian focused plans can work in concert with parking policies to 

encourage active transportation and entice less demand for parking. 

• Working with developers can better incentivize transit use and alternative modes of transportation, while discouraging 

automobile use and parking demand.  

Seattle, Washington 

Population: 704,352 (Seattle, Washington, 2016) 

In Seattle, there has been no MPRs for housing downtown since the mid-to-late 1980s and MPRs were updated multiple times in the 

last decade to include many commercial and multi-family zones as well as additional Urban Centre, Urban Village, and transit-served 

areas (City of Seattle, 2015). Seattle’s current policies attempt to tailor how much parking is provided based on residents’ needs and 

alternative transportation choices. Areas that are within walking distance of where transportation service is greatest and areas that are 

consistent with citywide growth strategies are targeted (Parking Review, 2015).  Seattle has recognized that constructing parking is 

expensive for housing providers and too much parking is making housing unaffordable for some. In 2015, a parking space in a 

structure can cost $20,000-50,000 per space in Seattle (Parking Review, 2015). However, given Seattle’s growing population, there 
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has been concern about accommodating enough parking overall in the future if the goal is to encourage developers to offer less 

parking now (City of Seattle, 2015). Nevertheless, as stated in a parking review report to Council and Committee on April 13, 2015 

from the Department of Development and Planning as well as the Seattle Department of Transportation, “We believe continuing our 

current parking policies, along with adding residential transportation options and using on‐street parking management strategies, is the 

most rational, responsible and equitable choice we can make. Increasing parking requirements for vehicles would be costly and 

counterproductive” (Parking Review, 2015, p. 1). 

Parking is oversupplied by about 30 percent on average throughout King County, which is the county Seattle belongs to. 

However, developers still often provide excess parking. From 2012 to 2015, it was reported that a little more than 75 percent of the 

219 new developments during that period provided parking where no parking was required. Meanwhile, only 12 percent of the 19,000 

new units were built without parking (City of Seattle, 2015). Accordingly, Seattle continues to look into ways of encouraging 

developers to provide less parking or to share parking spaces, where appropriate. In November 2017, the Seattle Department of 

Construction and Inspections as well as the Seattle Department of Transportation sent a recommendation proposal to City Council to 

increase opportunities for shared parking and setting or reinforcing progressive parking policies in places where Seattle invests in 

frequent transit service. In the report, an initiative to create a new parking category called “flexible-use parking” was proposed to 

allow for greater shared parking in certain zones. The strategy would allow off-street parking resources to be used by anyone for any 

length of time. This would allow parking owners to make their underused parking resources available to the public at competitive 

rates, while discouraging costly oversupply at the district level. The goal of this is to maximize the use of the existing parking supply, 

provide an economic benefit to the owners of parking spaces, reduce the long-term need to build parking in future developments, and 

reduce the pressures of on-street parking as Seattle continues to grow. This would require distinguishing between accessory parking, 

which is reserved to serve specific uses, and flexible-use parking, which is to be shared and publicly available. Moreover, in high 

demand parking areas, this proposal’s goal of greater availability of well-priced off-street parking could help improve the supply and 

demand balance for on- and off-street parking if the off-street parking attracts greater use over time (Director’s Report and 
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Recommendation Neighborhood Parking Reform, 2017). The Mayor of Seattle sent his recommendations to City Council, who are set 

to discuss the recommendations in 2018 (Neighbourhood Parking, 2017). 

Seattle also has a free-floating car sharing program, which has over 1,000 free-floating vehicles available for users to rent, use, 

and leave within the boundary area the program operates in. Seattle also has a bike share program that operates in a similar manner 

(Parking Review, 2015). Moreover, another tool worth noting in Seattle is King County’s map-based web tool called King County 

Right Size Parking Calculator that lets users estimate parking use for multi-family developments to determine how much parking is 

“just enough” in the context of specific sites. The calculator is based on a model using local data of parking collected in 2012 at over 

200 developments in urban and suburban localities in King County. Essentially, the user adjusts the scenario using variables related to 

the building and its location, which includes transit, job, and population data. This resource is meant to inform developers on the 

factors impacting parking demand and help them consider the appropriate levels of parking supply to provide (Right size parking, 

n.d.).  

Takeaway Points 

• If developers are not willing to lower parking supply to meet new minimums, offering incentivised programs and working with 

developers to consider alternatives, such as shared parking, can mitigate the oversupply of parking.  

• Establishing data driven approaches to extract information on parking supply and demand will allow for greater accuracy in 

understanding parking trends as well as creating policies and strategies that are realistic and attainable within the given 

context.  

• Creating a tool such as the Right Size Parking Calculator will teach developers on how much parking is the “right” amount 

within the given context of the development and the variables that influence it.   
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Birmingham, England 

Population: 1,124,600 (Population in Birmingham, 2016) 
In England, parking policies at both the national and local level seek to limit unnecessary car travel, especially for local trips within 

city areas. At the national level, Planning Policy Statement 4: Planning for Sustainable Growth was published in 2009 and allows local 

planning authorities to determine maximum parking standards for non-residential developments and minimum standards for people 

with disabilities (Car Parking Guidelines, 2012). Under Section 13.2 of the Parking Policy for Birmingham, Policy EC 8.1 states, 

“Local planning authorities should not set minimum parking standards for development, other than for parking for disabled people” 

(Birmingham Parking Policy, 2010, p. 63). Birmingham follows these standards, as outlined in the City’s Parking Guidelines 

Supplementary Planning Document (Birmingham Parking Policy, 2010). 

The Birmingham Parking Policy sets out a comprehensive approach to managing provisions for on- and off-street parking, 

control, and enforcement in Birmingham. In creating the Parking Policy, Birmingham created a hierarchy of parking needs to assist 

the overall parking management and prioritization process (Birmingham Parking Policy, 2010). The Parking Policy highlighted that 

parking is not solely about vehicles and its management should take uses and pedestrian needs into account. Accordingly, three 

hierarchical types are considered as policy has been adopted: 1) road users, 2) vehicle types, and 3) road types.  

Birmingham adopted Car Parking Guidelines in 2010 within the Parking Policy. It sets out car parking standards that 

Birmingham City Council will apply when considering development applications. In identifying car parking standards, the most 

important considerations outlined were: 1) the need to minimize congestion and promote sustainable travel by encouraging public 

transport where practical, 2) the need to ensure operational needs of new developments are met, 3) the need to ensure on-street parking 

remains at capacities that can be accommodated on roads, 4) the need to maintain the quality of the environment in residential areas, 

and 5) the need to avoid unnecessarily creating car parks on land where development pressures are high (Car Parking Guidelines, 

2012).  
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Furthermore, the Guidelines indicate that a one-size-fits-all approach may not be appropriate, as some areas have less public 

transit service and lower development pressures than others. Therefore, the Guidelines recognize that local issues need to be taken into 

account when applying these standards. The Guidelines took this a step further and divided the City of Birmingham into three distinct 

areas to reflect varying levels of accessibility to public transit. Generally, these are the Birmingham City Centre area, the outer parts of 

the City Centre, and the remainder of the City of Birmingham. Nevertheless, despite these distinctions, some land uses remain uniform 

throughout Birmingham because these parking standards are most appropriately determined by the operational needs of the activity. 

For example, places of worship, hospitals, nursing and elderly care homes, to name a few, tend to require the same amount of parking 

regardless of specific location (Car Parking Guidelines, 2012). However, while developers now have more discretion when providing 

parking spaces in Birmingham, this has come with some problems. For example, municipal planners have allowed developers to build 

student halls of residence, extend university and hospital facilities, and develop apartment blocks with little to no parking spaces and 

this has led to increase congested spillover parking on public roads in adjacent neighbourhoods such as Edgbaston and Selly Oak 

(Elkes, 2016).  

Takeaway Points 

• Dividing the city into areas based on distinctive sub-local contexts will allow for more effective parking management 

strategies that take into account diverse needs.  

• It is imperative that, if implementing a strategy as comprehensive as Birmingham’s, best efforts are made to ensure the 

approval of minimal to no parking for a development will not have adverse impact on peripheral areas.  

• Working with developers to analyze hypothetical traffic and parking demand scenarios will help to avoid potential impacts 

with providing less parking.  
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Chapter 6: Parking Management Strategies and Options 
Commuter influences relative to parking  

First and foremost, there are a number of influences on commuters that are worth considering before examining parking management 

strategies. These influences can have direct or indirect effects on a commuter’s desire to drive to a site and park. There are external 

factors such as weather, physical ability, personal preference, etc. People also pay the cost of travel in either time or money and may 

value each differently depending on their current situation. If an individual values time more than the cost of commuting, that 

individual will likely choose to commute and incur the monetary cost associated with that mode of travel, such as driving a car. 

Conversely, if an individual values money more than the time it takes to commute, that individual may opt to take a longer commute 

because it costs less, such as walking or cycling. The acceptability of travel is also dependent on conveniences and the activity being 

completed at the end of the commute. For example, a long walk may be unacceptable for a customer wishing to pick up a single 

product at a convenience store. Typically, the shorter the stay, the shorter the acceptable walking distance (Smith, 2005). Another 

example is a customer looking to purchase items beyond that person’s carrying capacity. If a customer is purchasing a lot of items or 

larger items at a store, that customer is more likely to drive for the convenience.  

Parking management options (four selected based on Todd Litman’s ITE checklist) 

Parking management options in this report are based off of Todd Litman’s parking management best practices list for the Institute of 

Transportation Engineers. Todd Litman is an acclaimed Canadian transportation researcher who is the founder and executive director 

of the Victoria Transport Policy Institute. The Victoria Transport Policy Institute is an independent research organization with the goal 

of developing solutions to transportation problems (VTPI, 2016). Litman’s list compiles 21 strategies of best practices in parking 

management. Furthermore, his list includes the estimated reductions in parking requirements that these strategies can provide, as well 

as whether the strategy directly influences the reduction in vehicle traffic or not. However, not every strategy is feasible or appropriate 

in every situation or location (Litman, 2008). Therefore, four noteworthy strategies have been selected examine further based on the 
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City of Ottawa’s parking goals. These strategies can work to further complement or reinforce Ottawa’s current and future parking 

management strategies. These are:  

1. Parking maximums 

2. Parking pricing 

3. Unbundled parking 

4. Financial incentives 

These four strategies have been selected because, out of the 21, the City of Ottawa has, through various transportation and 

parking policy, expressed a desire to create, encourage, enhance or better understand the use of these tools as a method of guiding 

parking management. These examined policies are not entirely new to the City of Ottawa, but a rich academic review of them can 

better prepare the City of Ottawa for potential implementation and support in the future. The following section will examine the four 

options in greater depth to provide an understanding of what they entail and how they can be used to achieve desired results. This will 

inform the policy recommendations section later in this report.  

Parking maximums (with minimums or without minimums) 

Parking maximums place a limit on the number of parking spaces that a developer can build. They prevent them from building 

additional spaces outside of the maximum allotted (NYC Department of City Planning, 2011). Parking maximums have become a 

common parking management strategy in major American city’s downtowns, such as Boston, Chicago, New York, and San Francisco 

(Makhija and Shoup, 2006). Parking maximums are an option that the City of Ottawa has already stated they have interest in. While 

the parking requirement study conducted in 2016 dealt strictly with minimums, the City of Ottawa expressed in their discussion paper 

a desire to look further into parking maximums in the future. There are different ways in which parking maximums can be established 

and managed. Maximums can work in concert with minimums, providing developers with a specific regulated range of parking spaces 

to provide. Like minimums, maximums are most commonly established relative to building characteristics such as units or gross floor 
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area provided. However, it is important to not set maximums too high, or they will not have much of a restrictive effect (Weinberger, 

Keahny and Rufo, 2010). 

Parking maximums can also be used on their own, without any minimums. This would mean that developers are free to 

implement as much parking as they want, so long as they do not go over the prescribed maximum. Maximum parking requirements 

give developers the freedom to better define their parking supply. By allowing them to provide as little parking as they want, this can 

enable better urban design, more density, and more interesting sites. From a residential perspective, new housing can even be provided 

on properties where it might not have been feasible because of lot size limitations or the high cost of providing driveway and garage 

parking on smaller lots. Therefore, these provisions would allow more housing to be targeted towards populations that are less likely 

to own a vehicle, such as younger households or below-median income households seeking affordable housing options (Director’s 

Report and Recommendation Neighborhood Parking Reform, 2017). Moreover, the maximums would help regulate parking so that 

parking is not supplied in excess as well. Nevertheless, it would still be important to monitor parking supply to ensure that enough 

parking is being provided to accommodate cars, if minimums were to be removed completely in favour of maximums. 

Strategies for parking maximums are usually implemented in large urban centres as part of various integrated programs to 

reduce excessive parking supply, encourage transit use, support more compact development, and encourage active modes of 

transportation, among others. When there is a desire to manage parking, maximums may be more tolerable than attempting to coerce 

developers to provide less parking through restrictive policies (Litman, 2006). As Todd Litman (2006) said, “Parking maximums that 

apply equally to all businesses in an area may be more acceptable and effective than expecting each business to reduce their parking 

supply” (p. 94). Parking maximums are suitable in areas where developers, if unregulated, would likely supply excess parking, such as 

major commercial centres or residential complexes. However, it is important to note that some businesses may consider area-specific 

parking maximums to be disadvantageous compared with competitors who have unrestricted parking elsewhere in a city and may even 

shift business activity from commercial districts to suburban locations where they can be more generous with parking supply. 

Accordingly, parking maximums and caps on parking should be implemented alongside other strategies aimed at improving travel 
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options and addressing spillover problems throughout the city (Litman, 2006). Moreover, implementing maximum requirements alone 

would require studies to be undertaken to determine how much parking is too much. Conversely, letting market demand dictate how 

much parking should be provided may be appropriate in some cases and using maximums to ensure there is less oversupply could 

guide this. 

Pricing Parking 

According to Todd Litman (2006), “Pricing parking is one of the most effective ways of affecting parking and travel demand” (p. 

131). Pricing parking requires motorists to pay directly for using parking facilities. Local governments and property owners typically 

implement them (Litman, 2006). The City of Ottawa supports managing public parking supply and pricing as a tool of promoting 

alternative modes of travel. This is detailed in the Transportation Master Plan and guided through the Municipal Parking Management 

Strategy. All areas with paid public parking are monitored annually for utilization, with a demand target of 75 percent to 85 percent of 

capacity (Transportation Master Plan, 2013). Accordingly, the City of Ottawa would be inclined to continue to encourage efficient and 

effective ways of pricing parking for its own inventory while collaborating with private parking providers on best practices for private 

priced parking.  

 According to the Urban Land Institute, there are three main reasons why some charge for parking. First is to recover some of 

the parking spaces’ capital and operating costs. Second is to manage parking use. Third is to manage transportation demand (Smith, 

2005). Priced parking typically reduces parking demand 10 to 30 percent compared to free parking (Litman, 2006). However, most 

parking is inefficiently priced, as prices rarely vary by time or location to accurately reflect marginal costs. Paying for parking 

directly, as opposed to paying indirectly through the products and services users purchase on the site, is more efficient and fair 

because it gives consumers the choice to save money by using less expensive parking or opting to not drive to the site at all (Litman, 

2006). This is even more beneficial for customers who do not own a car, as they do not have to incur the costs of indirectly 

subsidizing parking for customers who use parking (Shoup, 2005). 
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The Urban Land Institute explains four primary options for parking management through pricing: (1) free and uncontrolled 

parking, (2) fees based on length of stay, (3) charging market-rate fees but validating customers’ tickets for reduced fees or free 

parking, and (4) collecting flat fees from all users at all entries (Smith, 2005). Fees based on the length of stay work well when trying 

to keep employees from parking in spaces prioritized for customers. The first two or three hours can be charged at a nominal rate, if 

not free, with higher fees charged for longer stays. Parking from individuals who are not using the site is an issue that pricing parking 

can better enforce as well. The most controlled method of preventing people from parking at a site they do not use is through flat fees 

(Smith, 2005). However, this is a frustrating method for many motorists because it often requires them to pay a particular flat rate 

while predicting the maximum amount of time they will be parked for. This can result in users purchasing relatively larger time blocks 

than they may need. Litman (2006) recommends time-variable rates, which involves prices that vary over time, with higher rates 

during peak periods, combined with improved travel options such as walking, cycling, and public transit. Another method is through 

validating parking, which can be used to manage parking by having the servicer or retailer validate its customers at a discounted rate 

or free after purchase or use of the site (Smith, 2005). 

Municipal planners are often concerned with paid parking in downtowns and central business districts in particular. Pricing 

parking is particularly appropriate in areas with high land values, as well as with traffic and parking congestion problems, which 

typically occur in dense downtown areas (Litman, 2006). Pricing parking works well in these areas as long as there is continued 

demand to visit. An issue occurs when a customer can get a similar product or service closer to home without having to pay for 

parking. Essentially, where competition for customers and users is strong, free parking factors into patronage at a business if one can 

get the same product at more convenient locations without having to pay for parking. Nevertheless, free parking alone cannot 

guarantee the success of businesses. It is the experiences offered as well as the products served that can make the difference. 

Downtowns that currently thrive do so because they offer distinctive retail, dining, and entertainment experiences. A chain store 

downtown typically will not be the sole reason someone visits downtown. Customers with a modest income will tolerate parking for a 
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fee if they want or need goods and services they cannot get anywhere else or if they want to be part of the experience offered 

downtown. Overall, a reasonable charge for parking will not hurt an otherwise desirable destination (Smith, 2005).  

Litman (2006) recommends pricing be implemented with improved user information, enforcement, and other management 

strategies to address potential challenges. Prices during peak periods and at the most convenient locations should be high enough to 

shift modes, times, and destinations to result in a maximum occupancy rate of 85 to 90 percent. If charges are too low, parking supply 

will become saturated, causing motorists to cruise around in search of a parking spot. Conversely, if prices are too high, parking will 

be underutilized. Finding a balance is paramount (Litman, 2006). As basic consumer economics explains, a person consumes a good 

when the utility of doing so is higher than the disutility of its costs. If the cost of the good is lower than an individual’s willingness to 

pay, the good is more likely to be consumed (Taylor, Miller, Iseki, and Fink, 2008). Pricing methods that are convenient and 

structured so motorists only pay for the amount of time they are parked can help mitigate potential issues. Furthermore, accessible 

information on parking availability, price, pricing methods, and travel options can prepare motorists for any change (Litman, 2006). 

For municipalities implementing priced parking, it is also essential to show that revenues from priced parking are used in ways that 

clearly benefit the communities the fares are collected in. Special groups, such as low-income motorists, people with disabilities, and 

tourists, can be offered discounts or exemptions with a proper promotional and management strategy as well. Moreover, 

improvements to alternative modes of transportation and road maintenance with the funds collected can also make priced parking a 

less controversial option going forward (Litman, 2006).  

Overall, governments can influence prices directly because they often control a major portion of the parking supply. They can 

also lead by example for private developers considering pricing parking. Introducing priced parking can be both a positive parking 

management strategy and a contentious issue for developers and landowners. Therefore, it is important they have the proper 

information on best practices. Working with consultants to create municipal guides for private developers to reference and use could 

be helpful in attaining support for more priced parking.  
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Unbundled Parking 

Unbundled parking separates the costs of parking from that of housing and other building uses. This allows the customers to choose 

how much parking to purchase based on individual needs. Unbundled parking is beneficial because it allows homeowners and renters 

to pay only for the parking they need. This has positive benefits on housing affordability as well by allowing lower income households 

to forego the costs of paying for parking if they do not own a vehicle. For new construction in inner-urban areas where the land values 

are high and there is adequate access to transit, it may not be necessary for a developer to provide one or more parking spaces per unit, 

and therefore, a developer can provide less and offer parking spots on a rental basis instead.  

Essentially, it is up to the developers and landowners to unbundle their parking supply. However, public policies can be used 

to support or require it. Litman (2006) outlines how municipalities can guide and influence the unbundling parking process in four key 

ways. First, MPRs can be eliminated or reduced for developments with unbundled parking. Second, parking can be required to be a 

separate line item in building leases to make the cost of parking explicit to renters. Third, transportation management associations and 

parking brokerage services can facilitate unbundled parking. Lastly, enforcement of parking regulations to avoid spillover problems 

for vehicle owners off site can mitigate issues. So, while the discretion is typically in the hands of the developers or landowners, the 

municipality can work to encourage it. A city can also discuss and promote the option on a case-by-case basis to developers to 

encourage them to unbundled parking where applicable (ter Schure, Napolitan, and Hutchinson, 2012). This can happen during the 

development application review process or pre-application consultation. 

Nevertheless, most developers and landowners still bundle parking with housing because off-street parking requirements in 

zoning ordinances are often too high to allow them to recover the costs of unbundling. For example, as Donald Shoup (2005) 

explained, if cities require developers to provide two spaces per apartment and a landlord unbundles parking, many residents will 

think the second parking spot, and maybe even the first, is not worth the cost. This leaves the landlord with an oversupply of parking 

that he/she cannot recover the costs from or add to the cost of rent. Therefore, it is paramount that unbundling parking works with 

parking requirements to ensure that developers are able to recover costs. Moreover, if parking is unbundled and tenants are unwilling 
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to pay, they may find cheaper alternatives like parking on the street, thus causing parking spillover. Therefore, to discourage spillover 

in residential neighbourhoods, cities can prohibit overnight curb parking or charge market prices for curb parking, which can produce 

considerable revenue to pay for public services (Shoup, 2005).  

Unbundled parking impacts the parking demand in a similar way that pricing parking, as mentioned above, does. However, 

unbundled parking usually faces less opposition because it allows for more discretion by developers and consumers to choose options 

based on their needs. Nevertheless, similar to pricing parking, unbundled parking may also increase administrative and enforcement 

costs to property managers and may lead to spillover problems if some renters avoid the costs of rent by parking off site. Nevertheless, 

unbundled parking is an effective strategy because parking can be unbundled in almost all situations where building space is rented, 

leased, or sold. It can also be applied to residential, office, retail, and industrial land use scenarios. Litman (2006) writes that 

unbundled parking can be particularly appropriate in buildings with parking shortages and where housing affordability is a planning 

objective for the area.  

Financial incentives 
Financial incentives provide landowners or commuters with financial rewards for reducing their vehicle trips or shifting to cheaper 

alternatives. The rewards reflect the savings collected from reducing parking supply. Some of these options include: parking cash-out 

options where commuters can choose cash instead of parking subsidies, transit benefits where commuters can choose a subsidized 

transit pass instead of parking subsidies, universal transit passes where a group purchases discounted transit passes for all members, 

and discounted or preferential parking for ridesharing, such as carpool vehicles. These financial incentives typically reduce automobile 

travel by 10 to 30 percent, depending on the value of the incentive and the quality of travel alternatives (Litman, 2006).  

 Cash-out options for parking spaces allow commuters to choose the subsidized parking space or cash equivalent. This strategy 

is typically used for employee and staff parking. Financial incentives are a beneficial strategy to managing parking because they also 

offer non-drivers with benefits comparable to parking subsidies provided to motor vehicle users. Furthermore, they can be 

implemented in both urban and suburban settings where: an employer does not have a sufficient amount of parking available to 
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employees, an employer leases parking spaces to employees, or a developer is looking for ways to save money by reducing parking 

demand and thus supply (Litman, 2006). Ideally, parking cash-out and transit options should equal the value of a parking space, which 

typically falls around $50 to $100 per month (Litman, 2006). The City of Ottawa can encourage this by implementing strategies that 

allow employers to capture savings from reduced parking. This can include reduced or more flexible parking requirements.  

Offering transit passes in lieu of parking spaces can also reduce parking demand. Offering subsidized or, in some cases, free 

transit passes can shift use away from the car for some commuters, therefore reducing the demand for parking. Transit passes work 

well for offices, universities, stadiums, hotels, and apartments, among others. For example, for an office, several transit agencies, such 

as those in Dallas, Denver, and San Jose, offer employers the option of buying “eco passes” at discounted rates, which allow 

employees to ride on all local transit lines at a discounted price. The costs are kept very low because employers would buy eco passes 

for all employees regardless of whether they ride transit so they can acquire them at a highly subsidized rate. Providing transit passes, 

such as the eco pass example, in lieu of parking converts an upfront capital cost for parking spaces into an annual subsidy for transit. 

For the most part, these transit passes can also be a tax-deductible expense for employers, thus realizing another government incentive 

that makes them cheaper than providing ample parking (Shoup, 2005).  

Incentives can also be made to encourage ridesharing and carpooling, such as discounted or preferential parking for rideshares 

(Litman, 2006). The City of Ottawa has already expressed interest in its Transportation Master Plan (2013) to develop a ridesharing 

strategy for the National Capital Region with a focus on carpooling to workplaces and educational institutions in areas that are less 

well served by public transit. Accordingly, the City supports working with employers and educational institutions to provide 

incentives such as preferential parking to employees and students who carpool. The City of Ottawa has expressed interest in carpool 

lots as well. The City operated one carpool parking lot on Carp Road south of Highway 417. The Ontario Ministry of Transportation 

also has several carpool parking lots in the area as well (Transportation Master Plan, 2013). Making designated free carpool parking 

spaces or preferred spaces for carpooling cars can better incentivize carpooling. The City can also allow developers to provide less 

parking if they establish carpool and ridesharing programs on site and the governments can also offer a subsidy or tax break for 
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providing carpool spaces. However, when implementing carpool lots, it is important to have strong and reliable public transit linkages 

to carpool lots to accommodate those commuters whose destination may not be within adequate walking distance.    

Worth mentioning under this subcategory is smart growth incentives. The term smart growth means land use initiatives that 

aim to create more compact and accessible development (Litman, 2006). Smart growth incentives work to prevent urban sprawl. They 

support and are supported by parking management strategies, which reduce the amount of land required for parking thus allowing for 

more compact development and encouraging active transportation. Smart growth can be achieved through public infrastructure capital 

improvement programs, which can be structured to encourage smart growth development. This infrastructure can include roads, 

schools, and utilities. Furthermore, adequate public facility standards can limit development to areas that are adequately serviced by 

public infrastructure for services such as water, sewer, and emergency response. Or, developers can be required to pay for these 

upgrades themselves (Litman, 2006). As mentioned, these strategies for smart growth can improve parking management because they 

work to contain sprawl. Containing sprawl encourages developers to build in already compact areas, where parking requirements may 

be stricter, thus reducing the overall parking supply in the city. Density bonuses can also encourage developers and businesses to 

reduce excessive parking supply (Litman, 2006). Parking rights can be treated as a transferable resource, in which case governments 

can trade or sell them to developers.   
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Chapter 7: Policy Recommendations 
Policy recommendations 

Overall, as the case studies and parking management strategies and options reflect, there is potential to implement, update, or support 

new parking management strategies in an effective and efficient way that can benefit the City of Ottawa’s current parking 

management goals and objectives. More specifically, these policies can be applied to the Rideau-Vanier ward. The following section 

outlines short-term, medium-term, and long-term recommendations that can guide how the City of Ottawa considers and implements 

new parking management strategies. This three-stage approach is appropriate because it will allow for recommendations to be 

monitored, adjusted, and improved upon as more information becomes available.  

Based on the findings from the “Analysis of Development Proposals” section (Chapter 4) of this report, the new MPRs are 

being used to reach lower parking supply, but there is still room for continued improvement. While parking will always be needed, 

and policies cannot be coercive in nature to force commuters to change their commute patterns, there are strategies that can help 

incentivize the reduction of motor vehicle use, thus lessening the demand for parking. The following recommendations hope to 

support the City of Ottawa’s continued goals for mitigating oversupply and spillover parking, while shifting commute patterns away 

from private motor vehicles and encouraging alternative modes of travel.  

Short-term recommendations 

In terms of short-term recommendations, the City of Ottawa can establish the following:  

o Use this document to consider, research, and build upon parking management strategies that complement existing City of 

Ottawa strategies and goals as outlined in the Official Plan and Transportation Master Plan. 

o Educate and discuss with decision makers, local developers, business owners, and landlords on the impacts, both in 

physical design and in monetary terms, of oversupplying parking as well as the benefits of offering less parking or 

providing alternatives to parking for consumers. 
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o Collaborate with stakeholders such as OC Transpo, major development companies, and major employment providers in the 

National Capital Region, such as the federal government, on ways to incentivize alternative forms of transportation to 

customers and employees in lieu of parking as a way to reduce parking demand. 

Essentially, parking policy can only be effective if the right parties buy into the idea. This starts with proper awareness and promotion. 

The City of Ottawa recognizes this in its Official Plan and Transportation Master Plan. Many of the strategies highlighted in these 

plans should continue to be built upon. Parking management strategies that are transparent, collaborative, and justifiable within the 

given context they are applied to can be the most effective. Parking management strategies need to be economically justified if the 

appropriate stakeholders and decision makers are to accept them (Litman, 2008). Moreover, with proper interest and funding, the City 

of Ottawa can work with consultants to create parking management guides that developers can reference when considering City-

supported parking management strategies. For example, the City can work with consultants to create a guide to pricing parking. Using 

the City’s various parking studies, a guide can be created to estimate the best parking prices that developers can charge to customers 

based on time and demand. How developers are incorporating these guides into their development proposals can be further discussed 

during development application review consultations.  

Medium-term recommendations 

In terms of medium-term recommendations, the City of Ottawa can establish the following: 

o Implement more data driven approaches to collecting information on parking demand and run hypothetical models on what 

would happen if minimum parking was completely removed from an area, such as the Rideau-Vanier ward. The same can 

be done for maximum parking requirements.  

o Use development application review consultations with developers in the Rideau-Vanier ward as an opportunity to discuss 

the benefits of providing less parking supply.  

o Consider creating a parking calculator tool, such as that in King County, Washington, that allows developers to adjust for 

variables and calculate how much parking is “just right”. 
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For change to happen, those making decisions need to have the right information and tools. This includes policy makers, developers, 

and landowners. Medium-term recommendations build off of the short-term recommendations to increase awareness and collaboration 

among appropriate stakeholders and decision makers. Monitoring and managing data on parking supply and demand is paramount to 

understanding the contextual influences that drive parking supply and adjusting for change. The City of Ottawa does a commendable 

job collecting data on parking inventory through the Local Area Parking Study Program. This can be built upon to provide data 

necessary to simulate what target areas, such as the Rideau-Vanier ward, would look like if, for instance, MPRs were completely 

eliminated. The same can be done for maximum parking requirements with or without accompanying MPRs. Different scenarios can 

be examined, such as: all developers providing no parking, all developers reducing current parking supply by 50 percent, some 

developers providing no parking, etc. Accurate simulations and models can help determine potential challenges that may come with 

new parking management strategies and can be used to foresee areas that deserve special attention.  

Long-term recommendations 

In terms of long-term recommendations, the City of Ottawa can establish the following: 

o Monitor parking demand in the inner-urban area with the intention of gradually removing parking oversupply, 

redeveloping existing excess surface parking lots, and analyzing how market demand is determining parking provided. 

o Consider applying the same parking management strategies and updated MPRs to more areas of Ottawa, if it is determined 

that parking demand has decreased in the areas they currently apply to.  

Long-term recommendations would be to expand the parking management strategies beyond the inner-urban area, where applicable 

and feasible. Moreover, it is important to note that impacts generally increase over time as programs and strategies mature (Litman, 

2008). Substantial change will not happen overnight. As this report has alluded to, it is also imperative to have the right 

complementary strategies in place to manage parking spillover and other potential issues that may be caused by new parking 

management strategies.  
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Potential for future research 

The report has yielded the potential for future research on how parking requirements influence commuter patterns and parking supply 

in the inner-urban area, with a particular focus on the Rideau-Vanier ward, and how other progressive parking management strategies 

can complement further reducing or eliminating MPRs. The parking management strategies and options presented in this report under 

Chapter 6 are meant to guide further studies for the City of Ottawa to implement within the appropriate context. Moreover, the case 

studies illustrated in Chapter 5 provide takeaway points to consider when implementing goals and objectives related to various parking 

management strategies. Overall, this report and its recommendations can be used most effectively for scenario-based planning, 

looking at the hypotheticals of providing even less parking requirements as well as complementing them with some best practices in 

parking management. 
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Chapter 8: Conclusion 
In conclusion, uncovering the optimal parking supply on a given site is no easy feat. There are many variables at play. These include: 

the number and types of trips to the destination, the range of travel and parking options available, and the means to which parking 

facilitation can be managed feasibly (Litman, 2006). Nevertheless, with smart and progressive parking management strategies that 

work in concert with one another, planners can hope to achieve greater results over time. This report has looked particularly at how 

parking management strategies can complement parking requirements in an attempt to reduce parking demand and, subsequently, 

parking supply. Through the selection and study of four policies – parking maximums, pricing parking, unbundled parking, and 

financial incentives, this report has examined areas that should receive continued consideration by the City of Ottawa and which 

should work in tandem with the City’s goals of reducing excess parking supply and promoting alternative modes of transportation.  

A particular focus was given to the inner-urban area of Ottawa, and more inclusively, the Rideau-Vanier ward. The City of 

Ottawa updated its zoning provisions for minimum parking requirements in 2016 to reduce and, in some cases, eliminate MPRs for the 

inner-urban area, along inner-urban mainstreets, and near rapid-transit stations. The Rideau-Vanier ward encompasses part of this 

area. Six development applications in the Rideau-Vanier ward were examined from before the Zoning By-law update happened to 

assess how much parking developers were typically providing. Results showed developers were, in most cases, requesting variances to 

provide less. Six development applications were then examined from after the Zoning By-law update happened to assess how much 

parking developers were typically requesting with the reduced requirements. The results indicated that the amount of parking provided 

by developers was fairly mixed, with some providing close to the minimums and some providing much more. While the results are 

context and development specific, it shows there is still room for improvement in enticing developers to potentially provide less.  

Ultimately, the research conducted in this report informed short-term, medium-term, and long-term recommendations for the 

City of Ottawa. These recommendations are intended to inform actions that will affect future results. They are to be used as a guide to 

further study and establish strategies that can impact how parking is supplied and how parking demand is managed. It is recommended 

that these strategies be implemented and examined in an isolated area, such as the Rideau-Vanier ward, and phased into larger areas 
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once results can be properly measured. It is important to note that change will be gradual and continuous. It is therefore imperative 

that those making decisions on how parking is supplied and managed continue to be collaborated with and provided the guidance and 

information needed. Change cannot happen in isolation. Moreover, market forces play an integral role in parking supply and demand 

and must be taken into account. If landowners opt to not directly pass on parking charges to their consumers, local planners who wish 

to encourage less private motor vehicle ridership can do little about this (Cervero, 2007). However, while it is difficult to change 

market forces with policy alone, policies that financially incentivize the reduction of parking spaces for landowners and that recognize 

the benefits of providing less parking can best influence developers to do so. If developers provide less parking, adequate strategies to 

encourage other forms of transportation, such as public transit ridership, are more likely to succeed in shifting commuter patterns as 

well. Continuing to monitor how developers are considering the City of Ottawa’s MPRs when submitting development applications 

will provide a better understanding of how their decisions are or are not meeting the City of Ottawa’s goals of removing excess 

parking.  
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