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May 12, 2019 

 

RE:   JIPMP and UVM’s on-campus parking deficits 2019-2024 

 

Dear Planning Commission: 

 

Please consider the following comments regarding the May 9, 2019 version of the 2019-2024 

Joint Institutional Parking Management Plan. 

 

 

1. CDO Article 8.1.1, which is provided as Attachment #1 to this letter, lists four objectives 
regarding city requirements for institutional parking. One of the objectives is to “ensure 
that there are adequate parking facilities to serve the uses of the property.”  UVM’s 
section of the JIPMP fails to meet this CDO requirement for two reasons: (i) UVM 
calculated parking deficits for 2019-2024 are not adequately addressed by its TDM 
strategies; and (2) the current and future parking deficits are significantly larger than 
UVM estimates. Per my calculations, UVM currently has an 850 parking space deficit. 
This will grow to a 1000 parking space deficit by 2024.  My and UVM estimates current 
and future parking deficits are before considering event parking demand.  When UVM 
begins hosting larger events than it does today, which is its plan, the UVM parking 
deficits will increase by an additional 250 to 750 parking spots. (Refer to points #10 to 
#13 below.) Marked up copies of UVM Tables 4-15 and 4-23 are attached to show these 
calculations. 
 

2. CDO Article 8.3.4 and 8.3.5, which is also provided in Attachment #1 to this letter, 
indicates that an institutional parking waiver of 50% to 100% of the required parking for 
a development project, can be granted IF the institution’s 5-year JIPMP “more 
effectively meets the intent of this Article and the goals of the municipal development 
plan than would strict adherence to the underlying requirements of this Article.”  In my 
opinion, the Planning Commission should inform the DRB that, for the two reasons 
stated above, the JIPMP does not does support providing UVM with a parking waiver for 
this 5-year 2019-2024 period.  Instead the Planning Commission might want to consider 
suggesting that parking waivers be withheld, overall and on a project by project basis, 
until we see how well UVM implements its TDM strategies and to what extent it reduces 
its current and future parking deficits.  

 

3. Provided below is a list of the UVM Transportation Demand Management (TDM) ideas 
that UVM mentions on pages A-24 and A-26 of the new JIPMP.  Note that for the next 5 
years, the potential reduction in parking demand is not enough to solve UVM’s parking 
deficits.  Also, note by closely reading UVM’s text, that UVM uses wording such as 
“could” or “explore” instead of “will” in describing some of these ideas. This indicates 
that UVM is not making a firm commitment to the idea’s implementation. 
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UVM’s Transportation Demand Management Strategies (pages A-24 and A-26) 

 

Timing for 

Implementation 

 

Program Description 

 

Potential Reduction in 

Parking Space Demand 

 

June 2019 Construction Project ends. 

195 parking spaces will 

become available when 

construction project ends. 

195 parking spaces will 

become available. (This 

reduces the parking 

deficit but isnt’ a TDM 

strategy.) 

2019-2020  

Academic Year 

UVM will offer to 

warehouse 40 to 80 student 

resident cars. 

 40 to 80 parking spaces 

may become available if 

this many students 

voluntarily sign up 

2020 UVM plans to provide 

convenient moped and 

motorcycle parking. 

Mopeds and motorcycle 

use will do nothing to 

reduce UVM’s parking 

deficit from October to 

March, which is the bulk 

of the Academic year.  

2020 UVM plans to provide 

convenient car-pool parking 

and promote the program. 

Good idea but car-pool 

use is so small now that 

unless people feel 

compelled for economic 

reasons to start car-

pooling, this TDM idea is 

unlikely to make a 

significant dent in 

UVM’s parking deficit. 

2020-2021 UVM plans to provide more 

bike parking on campus 

(covered and indoor) to 

encourage inclement weather 

riding. 

Good idea if the stations 

are at all the buildings, 

and not just at the dorms. 

In addition, UVM’s 

TDMs need reduce the 

number of UVM student 

and employee commuter 

cars parked on city 

streets so that there is 

more space in the street 

for bike lanes.   

SUBTOTAL  Net impact of TDMs by 

2021 

Maybe 40 to 80 parking 

spaces are gained. 

Major Change Impacting UVM on-campus parking demand: 

2021:   Expanded PFG 

Complex project will be 

completed in 2021 and will 

UVM will have daytime 

and evening peak hours of 

parking demand. Event 

UVM told the DRB and the 

Act 250 office that it will 

host up to 5000 spectators 
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be actively marketed for 

event space rental use, like 

a conference/convention 

center. UVM’s forecasting 

documents show an 

increase in the number of 

events from about 100 a 

year to 150 a year. 

parking demand is not 

considered in the new 

JIPMP, and should be. 

at one time in the PFG 

Complex, and up to 7300 

spectators at one time on 

the Athletic Campus.  This 

is significantly larger than 

what we’ve experienced to 

date, such as 3000 persons 

for sold out basketball 

games and 4000 for sold 

out hockey games (it has 

been a while.) 

 

Continued: UVM’s TDM Strategies (pages A-24 and A-26) 

 

Timing for 

Implementation 

 

Program Description 

 

Potential Reduction in 

Parking Space Demand 

 

2021 UVM plans to create 

and publicize 

CATRIDE last mile 

service to connect 

LINK commuters. 

Good idea. How many parking 

spaces does UVM commit to 

making available via this 

program? 

2021 UVM will explore 

opportunities to park 

commuters in off-site 

lots or park and ride 

facilities. 

Good idea but UVM is not 

making a firm commitment to 

do this.   Hence, for purposes 

of CDO Article 8.3.4 and 

8.3.5, UVM’s JIPMP does not 

meet CDO requirements for 

granting a parking waiver. 

Long-Term (5 to 10 years) 

(2024-2029) 
UVM plans to reduce 

parking availability on 

campus by relocating 

residential students 

from commuter lots to 

off campus locations 

outside of Burlington 

and providing 

transportation as 

needed. 

UVM has not mentioned if this 

will apply to nearly all 

residential students or just 

some.  Nor has UVM provided 

a reason for not implementing 

this plan near-term. Thus, the 

JIPMP, as presented, does not 

meet the requirements of CDO 

Article 8 because we don’t 

know to what extent UVM will 

use this idea to eliminate its 

parking deficit.  This TDM 

idea, and the one directly 

above, are the only two TDM 

ideas on this list where UVM 

can directly control the size of 

its parking deficit.  All the 
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other ideas help, and should be 

implemented, but do not solve 

the problem. 

TOTAL 2019-2024 Total # of parking 

spaces that will become 

available through 

UVM’s TDMs. 

UVM hasn’t quantified what 

it will achieve except for the 

goal of freeing up 40 to 80 

parking spaces in 2019 

through warehousing. 

Conclusion: UVM’s section of the JIPMP does not meet requirements of CDO Article 

8 because UVM has not made a firm commitment to eliminate its 2019-2024 parking 

deficits. 

 

 

4. For this reason, I ask the Planning Commission to withhold supporting the issuance of a 
parking waiver until UVM provides an acceptable detailed implementation plan for 
eliminating present and future parking deficits. An acceptable plan needs to be timely, 
not harmful to adjacent neighborhoods, include quantifiable metrics of success, and be 
measured and reported along a specific implementation timeline. The ideas UVM offers 
on pages 4-25 and 4-26 do not indicate a UVM commitment and readiness to eliminate 
the current parking deficit.  
 

5. In calculating its parking demand and parking deficits, UVM has too narrowly defined 
“primary mode” for SOV and car-pool commuters. (Please refer to Attachment #2.) UVM 
defines primary mode as those who drive to campus 5 or 6 days a week. UVM has not 
included student commuters who drive to campus 4 days a week or commuters who 
drive to campus 7 days a week in the primary mode definition. Reference Figure 4-9 on 
page 4-12 to see data regarding what % of student commuters drive to campus 4 and 7 
days a week.    For student commuters who live within ½ mile, the sum of those who 
drive 4 to 7 days a week is 8%. Thus, the demand generator for this user group should 
be 8% and not the 4% that UVM used in Table 4-15 on page 4-19.  In a similar approach, 
the correct demand generator % for student commuters who live more than ½ mile 
away is 31% + 1% for car-poolers. Thus 32% should be used as the demand generator for 
this user group instead of the 28.8% UVM used in Table 4-15 on page 4-19. Correcting 
the definition of primary mode, increases the demand generator % and significantly 
increases the calculated on-campus parking demand and on-campus parking deficits for 
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2019 and 2024 by another 300 parking spaces. Just based on this change, and before 
considering other corrections to their analysis, the UVM has a 700 parking space deficit 
instead of 414 parking space deficit. Please see attachments for marked up versions of 
UVM Tables 4-15 and 4-23. These are provided as attachments #3 and #4 to this letter. 
 

6. UVM’s parking demand calculation also needs to include the 198 students and 85 
employees who park on-street. (Refer to UVM’s on-street parking data, page 2-24, Table 
2-7.) For year 2024’s supply and demand analysis on page 4-24, a portion, (113 of 198), 
of this parking demand is accounted for in the student user group that lives within ½ 
mile, which leaves 85 students who park on the street but are not captured in the 
UVM’s parking demand calculation. Similarly, UVM employee on-street parking (another 
85 parking spaces) has not been reflected in the demand section Tables 4-15 and 4-23.  
For this reason, UVM’s estimated parking deficit needs to be recalculated and increased 
by 85+85 = 170 parking spaces in year 2024, and by a similar amount in 2019. 

 

7. On page 4-19, in Table 4-15, UVM states that it has a supply of 4590 parking spaces. 
(Please refer to an Attachment #5 to this letter to understand how UVM determined 
that it has 4590 parking spaces.) This count includes 157 ADA spaces (per missing table 
from the 3/9/3019 report) and 74 short-term (no permit) parking spaces.  These two 
categories should be excluded when calculating UVM’s parking supply because they are 
special use spaces. Hence, UVM’s available parking supply is less than UVM has stated.  
4590 minus 157 ADA spaces minus 74 short-term spaces = parking supply of 4359 
spaces.  This increases UVM’s parking deficits by another 231 parking spaces. 

 

8. In this JIPMP, UVM needs to include the Parking Space allocation by Parking Lot table 
that was provided on pages A-4 to A-7 of the 3/12/2019 version of the JIPMP report.  
(Please refer to Attachment #5 of this letter.) That table, which has typically been part of 
the JIPMP, is extremely useful for understanding how UVM allocates its parking supply 
among different user groups and where that parking is located.  I think this is the one of 
the purposes of UVM providing the JIPMP, so the detail should be provided. This table is 
essential for knowing how all the pieces fit together in UVM’s supply and demand 
forecasting.  For example, in Table 4-15 on page 4-19, UVM says that commuters (who 
live more than ½ mile away) peak hour parking demand is 1122 permit parking spaces.  
(Those who live within ½ mile are part of demand but they do not have a permit to park 
on-campus).  However, in the 3/12/2019 table that should be added back into the latest 
version of the JIPMP report, UVM indicates that it has allocated 1,327 parking spaces to 
commuters in 2018.  If one believes that UVM allocates spaces based on peak demand, 
(why would you ever allocate more spaces than peak demand?) then this allocation 
possibly indicates that commuter parking demand among those who live >1/2 mile from 
campus is closer to 1327 spaces and not the 1122 shown in UVM’s supply and demand 
analysis and deficit calculation.  This is another bit of evidence indicating that UVM’s 
peak hour parking deficit is larger than UVM has reported in the JIPMP.  (Every user 
group has a visually different permit and UVM’s total parking space inventory is 
allocated distinctly to each different user group. UVM could count parking permits by 
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type during peak hour by parking lot if it wanted to improve its analysis. The missing 
table is essential for understanding and evaluating UVM’s supply and demand analysis; 
and for comparing it to UVM assumptions based on survey data.)  

 

9.  In Attachments #3 and #4 to this letter, I’ve shown the cumulative impact of these 
various adjustments to UVM’s parking space calculations.  Instead of having a 414 
parking space deficit in 2019, I believe UVM’s current parking deficit is closer to (850) 
parking spaces. This is after adding back in the 195 spaces that become available in June 
2019 because of the completion of a construction project.  Similarly, in year 2024, I 
believe that UVM’s midday parking deficit (excluding event parking demand) is closer 
to (1100) parking spaces.   The magnitude of these deficits means that UVM needs to 
implement TDM plans promptly; and that the TDM needs to have a sufficiently large 
impact (warehousing 40 to 80 cars is not sufficient).  These plans should not be delayed 
or figured out later. CDO, Article 8.3.5 is our leverage. It would be a serious mistake to 
grant a waiver without receiving firm commitments regarding solutions, metrics, and 
timelines. Prior to supporting the granting of a parking waiver, be sure to include clauses 
in the Planning Commission letter regarding the JIPMP about what next steps are 
appropriate if UVM does not implement as agreed upon or what to do when the parking 
deficits are larger than UVM has forecast. 

 

10. UVM ‘s on-campus parking deficit has been the subject of Board of Trustee meetings. 
This indicates that the problem is real, pervasive, and not intermittent.  The Board of 
Trustees has asked that the parking deficit be addressed.  Perhaps the Planning 
Commission’s and DRB’s acceptance of the JIPMP should be postponed until the city has 
an opportunity to review the consultant’s report that is due to UVM in mid to late May.  
Also, UVM’s Campus Master Plan calls for reducing parking internal to campus, so UVM 
can use its real estate for other purposes.  We need to make sure that the plan(s) that 
UVM implements don’t result in the use of our neighborhood streets as UVM’s parking 
lot. Nor should UVM shuttles use neighborhood streets adjacent to campus. Main Street 
and Colchester Avenue are constructed to be durable under truck weight vehicle traffic 
and are thus as truck routes better suited for UVM shuttles, which are quite large and 
heavy – weighing about 30,000 pounds each. We will have little leverage to influence 
UVM’s choice and implementation of TDM strategies if this JIPMP is approved as 
written. UVM’s TDM ideas, as mentioned on pages 4-25 and 4-26, are too little and too 
late.  Hence, the people of Burlington will be best protected from UVM’s adverse 
impacts by requiring UVM to revise this JIPMP report in order to provide more detailed 
plans and timelines -  as described in my point #2,. The selected plans need to provide a 
win-win for UVM and the surrounding neighborhoods. For this reason, it may be helpful 
to have the report revised (to correct calculations and add specificity and commitment 
to the TDM ideas) and return to the Planning Commission for another review before it 
goes to the DRB. 

 

EVENT PARKING DEMAND 
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Over and beyond the daytime parking deficits caused by employees and students, UVM’s section 

of the JIPMP fails to consider event parking demand.  There are three important considerations 

with respect to event parking demand:  

• Gutterson’s increased seating capacity (changing from 4500 to 6300) should be factored 
into the calculation of the number of required parking spaces per CDO Article 8;  

• UVM will experience increased parking demand because UVM plans to host an 
additional 1000 to 3000 spectators at one time on the Athletic Campus than it has in 
the past;  

• The JIPMP needs to be revised to show a parking supply and demand analysis for events 
that bring 3000 to 7300 spectators to the Athletic Campus at one time. 

 

11. In the 2014-2019 JIPMP, when UVM calculated the CDO required number of parking 
spaces, UVM reported that Gutterson has a seating capacity of 4500 seats – which 
reflects Gutterson’s fixed and portable seating capacity. (Please refer to this letter’s 
Attachment #6). However, in the 2019-2024 JIPMP, on page 4-23, UVM did not disclose 
that Gutterson’s seating capacity will be increasing from 4500 to 6300 seats.  The plans 
for Gutterson’s 6300 seating capacity was confirmed by UVM’s Athletic Director in UVM 
Board of Trustees in February 2017 (their meeting minutes are available on-line) and 
during testimony with the Act 250 Commission in October 2018.  Hence, the CDO 
required number of seats is larger than UVM presents in the 2019-2024 JIPM. The 
required CDO calculation is 1 parking space for every 4 spectator seats.   Therefore, the 
required number of parking spaces should be 450 more than UVM indicates in Table 4-
21 on page 4-21.    (6300 minus 4500) divided by 4 =  450 more parking spaces required 
than UVM indicated in this JIPMP. 

 

12. Although UVM states in the JIPMP that it does not intend to host two major events 
concurrently in Gutterson and the Tarrant Event Center, (and it also told the Act 250 
Commission and the DRB the same thing), the wording is tricky because UVM told the 
Act 250 Commission, in a letter dated February 7, 2019 (copy provided as Attachment 
#7), that UVM would like to host up to 5000 spectators at one time by concurrently 
using Gutterson and the Tarrant Event Center (for the same event or for different size 
events). For example, using the Tarrant Event Center and Gutterson for a tradeshow or 
convention with 5000 participants; or having a sold-out event in just Gutterson with 
5000 spectators since its new seating capacity will 6300. This number of event 
attendees should raise some concerns because former City Councilor Dave Harnett 
mentioned during a city TEUC meeting in 2018 that based on his frequent experience, 
UVM has on-campus parking deficits when it hosts varsity basketball games. A sold out 
UVM basketball game attracts 3000-spectators. Thus, hosting 5000 spectators at one 
time means significantly larger parking deficits than those already experienced unless 
UVM implements an appropriately sized TDM plan to free up on-campus parking for the 
additional spectators. (This brings us back to my point #2 and the table shown above).    
 

13. Hence, because of the PFG expansion and UVM’s plans to use it almost like a conference 
and convention center, evening and weekend peak parking demand will become a 
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bigger factor and the cause more frequent and additional times of parking deficits. For 
this reason, the current version of the JIPMP needs to be revised to address event 
parking demand.   The JIPMP needs to include a section that shows how UVM is going to 
manage parking demand for 5000 spectators since not all will be resident students who 
walk to the event.  Likewise, UVM needs to provide in the JIPMP a plan on how it will 
accommodate the parking needs of 7300 spectators that UVM wants to host on the 
Athletic Campus at the same time by using indoor and outdoor venues concurrently.  
When UVM starts to hosts 1000 more spectators on the AC than today’s largest events, 
UVM will need 250 more parking spaces (# seats divided by 4) than it has estimated in 
this JIPMP.  Likewise, hosting 7300 spectators at the same time on the Athletic Campus, 
which UVM says it wants to do, means 3300 additional spectators than a sold-out 
hockey game.  Hence UVM will need 825 more parking spaces than it has estimated.  
(3300 additional spectators divided by 4 = 825 additional parking spaces needed) These 
large events will not be held midday during the academic year, but we know from 
Councilor Harnett’s and other persons experiences that UVM has parking deficits in the 
evening when it hosts 3000 spectators for basketball games.  Therefore, evening parking 
demand for large events is relevant even if resident students account for a portion of 
the spectators.  Not all of the additional spectators will be resident students or people 
or walk to campus.    

 

14. When UVM applied for a permit for the Virtue Field stadium, the Athletic Director at 
that time guaranteed that UVM would never host indoor and outdoor events 
concurrently.  This promise was not captured by the DRB in it minutes, but it can be 
seen in CCTV Channel 17’s video of the DRB hearing.  Because UVM (wrongly) 
forecasted that it would have a 748 parking space surplus in 2019, the DRB allowed 
UVM to provide ½ of the required parking for the Virtue Field 2500-person stadium.  
Now, despite its parking deficit, UVM is saying that it will host events concurrently on 
the Athletic Campus and have up to 7300 spectators on the Athletic Campus at one 
time.  Thus, UVM is ignoring the guarantee it made when requesting a parking waiver 
for Virtue Field’s stadium. There is a lesson here that we need to require UVM to keep 
its promises. Will city officials hold UVM true to its statements that it will not host two 
events concurrently in the Tarrant Event Center and Gutterson?  We also need UVM to 
not wait until 2021 to start and grow a remote satellite parking program for commuters 
as a means of addressing its current and growing parking deficits.  There is the risk that 
UVM may be hoping that the city will open resident permit parking streets to paid public 
parking before UVM has to start a remote satellite parking program. This would be 
adverse to adjacent neighborhoods and hinder city efforts to establish in street bicycle 
lanes. 

 

15. Since event parking demand is going to be a major factor, any new parking that UVM 
builds should be on the Athletic Campus adjacent to Main and/or Spear Street.  
However, a sufficiently large remote (outside of Burlington) satellite parking would be a 
better solution environmentally and a win-win for the city and the university. 
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16. Last, it would be helpful if UVM provided information regarding the parking situation 
and number of student cars on campus for those students who live in Redstone 
Apartments and Redstone Lofts (a total of 600 beds).  The student user group data 
reflects this student population, but it seems that UVM has excluded those cars and 
those parking spaces from its parking space inventory and parking demand total 
because the land is leased to 3rd parties and they manage those on-campus parking lots. 
Does this mean, if these students’ cars are included in the tally, that more than 22% of 
UVM’s students have cars on campus? Was the demand factor of 22% adjusted to 
exclude this supply and demand?  

 

17. Why does UVM use a Peak % on campus number for residential students? If they have a 
permit, their parking spaces need to be available to them 24/7.   If the peak % numbers 
were changed from 82.6% and 90.7% to 100%, then the residential student parking 
demand is 1366 parking spaces instead of the 1234 shown in Table 4-15. This 
adjustment could further increase the parking deficit by an additional 100 spaces. 

 

Thank you for considering this information. 

 

B. Headrick 

 

 

Attachments: 

#1: Referenced sections of CDO Article 8 regarding Institutional Parking Requirements 

#2: Percentage of Students who drive to campus as “Primary Mode” & Definition of 1’ mode. 

#3: Marked up (edited) version of UVM’s supply and demand parking space forecast for 2019 

#4: Marked up (edited) version of UVM’s supply and demand parking space forecast for 2024 

#5: Table from 3/9/2019 version that shows parking spaces by user group and parking lot. (This 

same table was not included in the 5/9/2019 version and should be added to the report.) 

#6: UVM use of CDO’s defined methodologies (GSF and Number of spectator seats) for 

determining number of required parking spaces.  2014-2019 method VS 2019-2024 method. 

#7 UVM letter to Act 250 Commission stating that UVM would like to host up to 5000 

spectators at one time (concurrently) in Gutterson and Tarrant Event Center.  (Refer to DRB 

meeting minutes from 7/2018 for UVM comments regarding it plans to host up to 7200 

spectators at one time on the Athletic Campus.) 
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ATTACHMENT #1:   Referenced sections of CDO Article 8: Institutional Parking 
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ATTACHMENT #2:  Percentage of Students who drive to campus as “Primary Mode” & 

Definition of 1’ mode.  UVM’s definition is too narrow and used % too small. 

 

UVM defined primary mode as those who drive to campus 5 to 6 days a week.  UVM should 

have also included those who drive to campus 4 days a week, and those who drive to campus 7 

days a week.  This would increase the relevant % from 4% to 8%, which impacts the calculated 

parking demand. 

 

Likewise, for students who  live more than ½ mile away, UVM should have included commuter 

students who drive  4 and/or 7 day days a week when determining what % drive to campus as a 

primary mode. This adjustment increases UVM’s demand generator for this user group from 

28% to 32% (and perhaps more when looking at the car pool numbers). 

 

These percentage changes increase UVM’s parking deficit by about 300 parking spaces.  
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ATTACHMENT #3:   Edited version of UVM’s 2019 Parking Demand, Supply, and Deficit 

calculation. 
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ATTACHMENT #4: Marked up (edited) version of UVM’s supply and demand parking space 

forecast for 2024 
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ATTACHMENT #5:   Last page of missing table.  Entire table can be seen on pages A-4 to A-7 

of the 3/9/2019 JIPMP.   Previous 5-year JIPMPs included this detail. It is essential for analyzing 

UVM’s data. Should be added back into the 2019-2024 JIPMP. 
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ATTACHMENT #6:  CDO methodologies to calculate minimum required parking spaces 
This	is	a	screen	shot	from	UVM’s	2014-2019	JIPMP.		It	shows	that	UVM	reported	Gutterson’s	

seating	capacity	of	4500	seats	(fixed	and	portable	seats)	when	forecasting	how	many	parking	
spaces	would	be	required	in	2019	if	CDO	institutional	parking	requirements	were	imposed.			

	

	
	
Therefore,	in	the	2019-2024	JIPMP,	UVM	needs	to	include	Gutterson’s	expanded	seating	
capacity	to	determine	how	many	parking	spaces	CDO	would	require	in	2024	if	CDO	Article	8	
parking	requirements	were	imposed.		But	UVM	has	not	done	so.				
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ATTACHMENT #7:  UVM letter of February 2019 to Act 250 Commission saying that UVM 

would like to host up to 5000 spectators at one time in Gutterson and Tarrant Event Center. 

 

 

 
UVM letter signed by Lani Ravin. 


