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The association of business trends in Seattle with changes in parking, traffic and mass trans­
portation conditions is presented in this study. Trends in retail activity are indicated by front­
footage information from land-use surveys, by regular and special tabulations from the U. S. 

ensuse of Business and b., the I deral R ei:ve B ard Index. Prop rty value changes are 
reveal d from pe ial tudie of a· • sed valuation and tax 'levie .. Duildi.11 °· permits how the 
proportion of office building and retail store onstruction in the central business district. 

Traffic and parking conditions in Seattle's downtown area were derived from special break­
downs of the comprehensive origin-and-destination and parking surveys of 1947. Much of the 
parking information was brought up to date and other field surveys have accumulated data 
with regard to two important suburban shopping centers, the university district and N orthgate. 
The use of mass transportation as a means of relieving parking and traffic congestion is also 
considered. 

e SEATTLE, the nineteenth city in size in the United 
States had a population of 467,591 in 1950; the popula­
tion of the metropolitan area, King County, was 
733,000. Per-capita income in the area is higher than 
the national average. While ·the national per-capita 
income was $1,387 in 1948, per-capita income in King 
County was $1,795.1 

The city is situated on a neck of land between Puget 
Sound at'1d Lake Washington. The terrain in much of 
the city is very hilly. Along the waterfront the hills 
have been graded down to give a comparatively level 
area for the business district. In addition to the hills, 
another traffic problem is created by the rather limited 
number of crossings provided over the Lake Washing­
ton Ship Canal connecting Lake Washington with Puget 
Sound. 

The city is a leading commercial, industrial, and 
financial center of the Pacific Northwest. It is an 
important distribution center for lumber, paper and 
pulp, wheat flour, canned salmon, fish, apples and 
pears, copper, mutton, hides, and furs. Leading prod­
ucts manufactured in Seattle include: food and kin­
dred products, textile mill products, apparel and other 
finished product from fabrics, furniture and finished 
lumber products, lumber and timber basic products, 
paper and allied products, chemicals, iron and steel 

1 ltoorNSON, MARILYN UJu;cK, ll'a•hington State Statistical Ab,trac,, 1952, 
Uni\'CNlity of Washington l'roo,,. Seattle, p. 126. 
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machinery, transportation equipment, aircraft and 
parts, ship building and repairing. 

SUITABILITY OF SEATTLE FOR STUDY 

The Seattle metropolitan region provides a suitable 
area in which to study the effects of parking on business 
trends. The city and its surrounding trading area have 
experience::l rapid population growth during the last 
decade. In addition, the geoirrnphy of the community 
has been conducive to the l -v I pment of imp< rtant 
suburban shopping centers. 

While the population of the city of Seattle has in­
creased from 30 ,302 in 1940 to 467,591 in 1950, or 
27.0 percent, vehi ·l registrations have increased from 
125,000 in 1940 to 196 000 in 1950, or 56.8 percent. 
During the . ume period of time the population of the 
metropolitan area, King County, in ·r ased fr m 505,000 
to 733 000, or 45.2 percent, while vebi le 1· gi trations 
grew from 162,000 to 291,000, or 67.9 percent.2 

The geography of the area tends to intensify traffic 
congestion in the central business district. The majority 
of residents live north of the downtown area while the 
greatest percentage of industry lies south of the central 
business district. As indicated by Figure 1, Seattle 
has an hourglass shape, tending to funnel heavy north 
and south traffic through the downtown area. 

'See Table 10. 
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The rapid increase in vehicles in the ar~a since 1946 
has intensified traffic congestion in the central business 
district and increased the demand for parking facilities, 
particularly in the shopping core of the downtown 
area. To relieve traffic congestion caused by the large 
percentage of through traffic in the central business 
district, the city is completing two bypasses. Without 

CENTRAL BUSI 
DIS 

Figure 1. Location of districts studied. 

these bypasses most of the heavy north and south 
traffic must pass through five streets. 

With increasing congestion in the downtown area 
and rapid population increases in outlying areas, sub­
urban shopping districts have expanded rapidly. The 
most important development has been the creation 
of the N orthgate Shopping Center. This center is one 
of the largest planned shopping centers in operation. 

The development of N orthgate and the expansion of 
other suburban shopping areas have raised questions 
about the relative future of the central business district 
in Seattle. 

DISTRICTS TO BE STUDIED 

In considering the economic effects of parking on 
business in Seattle, attention will be focused on the 
central business district and two large suburban shop­
ping centers, the university district and N orthgate. 
A brief description follows. For the location of these 
districts see Figure 1. 

Central Business District 

The city of Seattle is often described as possessing 
an hourglass figure. The central business district lies 
at the narrow throat. The narrowness is further con­
fined by the harbor on the west and the steep to­
pography on the east (see Fig. 2). At the south, the 
central business district stops at Jackson Street. At 
this south boundary are found railroad terminals and 
a warehousing district. Although groups disagree as 
to the exact location of the northern boundary, Lenora 
Street will be designated for purposes of this study. 
This boundary was used in several studies in recent 
years dealing directly or indirectly with downtown 
parking. Growth of the central business district can 
take place only in a northerly direction where level 
land exists in an area known as "The Re-Grade." Level 
land here was created by cutting down a hill. 

There are several districts within the downtown area 
as designated above. The wholesale district lies at the 
south end of the central business district between 
Jackson Street, the railroad yards, and Yesler Way. 
This is an area of old loft buildings. The topography is 
flat here. 

The financial district is next north. This district is 
largely between First Avenue and Third Avenue, Yesler 
Way, and University Street. At present this area con­
tains many major office buildings. Stores found in this 
area are mostly lunchrooms, stationery and office supply 
stores, and service-type stores which cannot command 
premium retail locations. 

The commission district lies adjacent to the water­
front along Alaskan Way and Western Avenue between 
Madison and Pike Streets. 

The retail shopping district downtown is widely 
spread. It extends from University Street north to 
Virginia Street. The heart of the district is between 
Union and Pine streets and Third and Fifth avenues. 
The peak retail corner, as measured by pedestrian 
traffic, is Fourth Avenue and Pike Street. The two 
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largest department stores, Frederick and Nelson and 
the Bon Marche, are located on Pine Street between 
Fifth and Sixth. avenues and between Third and Fourth 
avenues, respectively. Other large downtown depart­
ment stores are MacDougall-Southwick and J. C. Pen­
ney at Second Avenue and Pike Street and Rhodes 
at Second Avenue and Union Street. The leading 
women's specialty shops tend to be located on three 
blocks of Fifth Avenue between Pine and University. 

The central business district contains the preponder­
ance of shopping-goods stores in the city: department 
stores, apparel, jewelry, specialty shops, and variety 
stores. In addition, it contains the majority of banks, 
theaters, and office buildings. 

Because of increased traffic congestion and high rent 
values, decentralization has taken place in many fields. 
Many professional offices have been moved particularly 
to fringe areas, where room to expand exists and more 
adequate parking can be made available at a reason­
able cost. Since 1946, most office-building construction 
has taken place outside the central business district 
to take advantage of lower land values and an op­
portunity to provide adequate parking at less cost. 
Downtown retailers have faced increasing competition 
from retailers in outlying districts. Many new suburban 
banks and theaters have been erected in the past few 
years. 

The central business district is the hub of the public 
transportation system of the city. However, in common 
with other cities, the number of transit riders has fallen 
sharply since 1945, in spite of the population increase 
enjoyed by the area. Between 1945 and 1951, the 
number of transit revenue passengers carried dropped 
from 131 million to 78 million.3 

A parking survey made in 1947 in the central business 
district indicated a total of 15,855 parking spaces in 
the area. Of this number, 3,820 were curb parking 
spaces, 6,135 lot spaces, and 5,900 garage spaces. A 
similar survey by the city's traffic engineer in the 
summer of 1952 indicates a decline in the amount of 
parking available in the same area. At present there 
are 2,406 curb parking spaces, 4,699 lot spaces, and 
6,734 garage spaces for a total of 13,839.4 Increased 
restriction on curb parking has reduced the amount 
of curb space available. Some parking lots have been 
withdrawn and high cm~struction costs, combined with 
rising land values, has deterred the building of new 
garages or multi-level facilities. Since the war the po­
tential threat of municipally subsidized parking facili­
ties has also retarded private construction in the down-

' See Table 39. 
• See Table 30. 

town area. Now that this possibility has been lessened, 
plans are being made to construct at least three major 
new facilities. 

University District 

The university district is a large suburban shopping 
center. It was developed before the automobile be­
came such an important mode of transportation and, 
as a result, has parking problems second only to those 
of the central business district. In order to relieve 
parking congestion, the merchants and professional 
men have cooperatively developed a parking lot hold­
ing 120 automobiles on which they validate parking 
tickets. In addition, several retailers and service or­
ganizations have developed individual parking lots for 
their patrons. In order to increase the turnover of 
curb parkers, the University Commercial Club has 
prevailed upon the city to increase the number of 
parking meten, in the area. 

The stores in the district provide customers with 
most types of merchandise that can be found in the 
central business district. Retailers in the area include 
grocery, drugs, hardware, variety, furniture and home 
furnishings, appliance, automotive, shoe, apparel, dry 
goods, jewelry and gift, and book stores. The district 
lacks a large department store at present, although 
a small Penney's store is planning to expand within 
the next year. 

Many professional men have offices in the university 
district. In addition, there are four banks, three the­
aters, and numerous other service establishments. 

In addition to catering to students attending the 
University of Washington, the district is patronized 
heavily by residents of northeast Seattle and draws 
some trade from more distant residential areas. Compe­
tition from other suburban shopping centers has been 
intensified by the completion of N orthgate 3 mi. north 
of the university district. Figure 9 shows the pulling 
power of the major suburban shopping centers in 
Seattle. 

Although several northeast transit lines go through 
the university district, it is difficult to secure convenient 
public transportation from most suburban areas to the 
district. A recent survey made by the author in north­
east Seattle indicated that about 65 percent of the 
shoppers used automobiles to reach the university dis­
trict, 29 percent public transportation, and 6 percent 
walked. 

Northgate 

The N orthgate shopping center is one of the largest 
planned shopping centers in operation at the present 
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time. Since it is dependent almost completely upon 
automobile shoppers, it provides an opportunity to 
study the operation of a center where maximum parking 
provisions have been made for the shopper. 

The N orthgate shopping center began operation in 
April of 1950 with the opening of the Bon Marche 
Department Store. Construction was completed in April 
1952, and almost complete occupancy has now been 
achieved. The completed center provides an operating 
floor area of about 470,000 sq. ft., and an improved 
parking area of 1,088,000 sq. ft. Main parking lots 
accommodate 2,710 cars with an employees' lot holding 
an additional 328 cars. Other reserve parking areas 
are being hard-surfaced. As the area was recently an­
nexed to the city and is not reached by Seattle Transit, 
public transportation facilities are limited at the pres­
ent. A study made by the author in 1951 indicated 
that 95 percent of the N orthgate shoppers came by 
automobile on their last trip. 

In addition to two department stores, N orthgate 
provides the shopper with nearly every kind of retail 
store and service available in the central business dis­
trict. Seventy-eight retail establishments provide at 
least two competing stores in nearly every category. 
In order to offer complete facilities, a medical center 
has been included providing space for professional offices 
and a small hospital. A large theater, a bank, and a 
variety of service establishments round out the de­
velopment. 

As indicated in Figure 9, the majority of regular 
shoppers at N orthgate reside in the area north of the 
Lake Washington Ship Canal, but many customers 
live in areas which are closer to the central business 
district than to N orthgate. 

SCOPE OF STUDY 

The main purpose of this study is to explore the 
impact of parking on business trends in the Seattle 
metropolitan area. Although the influence of parking 
on the central business district is of greatest concern, 
the impact of parking facilities on suburban centers, 
such as the university district and N orthgate is also 
important. 

The first part of this study presents background 
material on Seattle and the three districts studied: 
central business district, university district, and North­
gate. 

The second section considers business trends in the 
metropolitan area. In particular, trends in number of 
stores and relative sales in the central business district 
and suburban shopping centers are analyzed. Informa­
tion on changes in property values in the metropolitan 

area, amount of new commercial construction in the 
central business district, as well as in suburban areas, 
and other business trends are considered. 

The third section presents current information on 
traffic and parking conditions in the downtown area 
so that data in the 1947 Seattle Parking Study could 
be brought up to date. Studies of the availability and 
use of parking facilities in the university and N orthgate 
districts are considered, as well. 

Since the use of mass transportation has important 
repercussions on the parking problem, data on the 
relative use of mass transportation and suggestions for 
increasing the use of public transportation are discussed 
in the fourth section of this study. 

As parking is only one factor influencing business 
trends, the final section deals with suggested addi­
tional research needed. On the basis of a pilot study 
analyzed in that part of this report, a comprehensive 
attitude study is recommended. In addition, more com­
prehensive research regarding requirements for new 
shopping centers and patrons' parking habits at existing 
centers is suggested. 

METHODOLOGY EMPLOYED IN SURVEY 

Many secondary sources of information were used in 
conducting the research for this report. Among the 
general sources of information on the parking problem 
are publications of the American Automobile Associa­
tion, Automobile Manufacturers Association, Highway 
Research Board, National Retail Dry Goods Associa­
tion, Urban Land Institute, and the U. S. Chamber of 
Commerce. Locally, information was secured from the 
Washington State Department of Highways, Seattle 
Chamber of Commerce, Building Owners and Managers 
Association and Automobile Club, N orthgate Com­
pany, and Larry Smith & Company. The reports and 
records of the following local governmental agencies 
were very valuable: the Building Department, Planning 
Commission, Traffic Engineering, and Transit System 
of the City of Seattle and the Assessor's Office, Planning 
Commission, and Treasurer's Office of King County. 
Of special value was the report of the Urban Land 
Institute made to the Mayor's Committee on Off­
Street Parking and Relief of Traffic Congestion. 

Primary sources of data were explored to bring addi­
tional light on the economic effects of parking on 
business in the Seattle area. To secure information on 
trends in retail sales in Seattle, special tabulations 
were received from the Bureau of the Census. Data on 
property valuation trends were obtained from special 
tabulations of records in various city and county de-
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partments, as well as interviews with some of the lead­
ing property-management firms. Information on the 
availability and use of parking facilities in the various 

districts required field work in addition to secondary 
data available. Attitudes of retailers toward the park­
ing problem were secured by interviews. 

Business Trends in Metropolitan Seattle 

This section of the report analyzes business trends 
in the Seattle metropolitan area, particularly with 
reference to the relative importance of the central 
business district as compared with the leading suburban 
areas. The first subsection analyzes retail trends within 
the area as indicated by front footage devoted to 
retail stores, by special tabulations of the 1939 and 

evening shopping in suburban centers, lack of adequate 
public transportation from downtown to new suburban 
areas, and changes in the efficiency of retailers. The 
author feels that a comprehensive attitude study would 
be desirable to measure the relative importance of 
various factors on consumer's shopping preferences in 
the Seattle area. 

TABLE 1 
F n oNT FOOTAGE" OF S ELECTED TYPES OF RETAIL ESTABLISHMENTS IN DOWNTOW N AND SuBUI\BAN SEATTLE, 1909 AND 1938 

1909 Footage 1938 Footage 
Type of Business 

Downtown Suburban Total Downtown Suburban Total 

1909 % I 1938 % 

Downtown Suburban Downtown Suburban 
-- --- --- ---

T oialb ..... ... ... . .... ... 36,746 25,231 61,977 126,691 215,014 341,705 59.3 40 .7 37 .1 62.9 

Shoe stores ............. . 516 103 619 1,243 186 1,429 83 .4 16 .6 87.0 13 .0 
Clothin g .. .. . .. ... . . .. . .. 1,813 154 1,967 5,002 1,009 6,011 92.2 7.8 83 .2 16.8 
J ewelry .... . . '' ..... ... .. 839 135 974 1,139 429 1,568 86. 1 13 .9 72 .6 27.4 
Dry goods .. ............. 1,663 830 2,493 3,691 1,577 5,271 66. 7 33 .3 70 .0 30.0 
Furs ... . . . ... .. .......... 139 60 199 448 218 666 69.8 30 .2 67 .3 32 .7 
Sporting goods . ........ . 116 0 116 536 260 796 100 .0 0.0 67 .3 32 .7 
R estaurants . . . . . , , . , .... 2,544 1,336 3,880 9 591 7,802 17,393 65 .6 34.4 55 .1 44 .9 
Furniture .... ... .... ,. 1,597 557 2,154 2,303 2,888 5,191 74.1 25.9 44.4 55 .6 
H ardware . .. .. .. , , . , ... , 411 832 1,243 1,260 2,309 3,569 33. 1 66 .9 35 .3 64.7 
Florist s ..... . . .. ......... 103 42 145 1,060 2,04t 3,101 71 .0 29 .0 34 .2 65 .8 
D rug ... ........ . . ...... , 946 1,423 2,369 2,296 6,024 8,320 39.9 60.1 27 .6 72 .4 
Meat market ..... . , ..... 628 2,010 2,638 874 2,424 3,298 23 .8 76 .2 26 .5 73.5 
Bakery-retail. . ..... . .... 169 605 774 608 3,099 3,707 21. 8 78 .2 16 .4 83 .6 
Grocery .... ............ 2,432 6,810 9,242 5,763 34,934 40,697 26 .3 73 .7 14 .2 85 .8 

of boundaries . " Ci t,v limi1 cuttle in HlO!l in ·lucled ncnl'ly all 1trCHl:l wilhi11 10a 
1, n;xe; ludcs gnsu l iJ1e st:1 t.io11s in '.11)38 ; all ·p s of bu.sincss no indi cll ed. 
So u n . 1::: l cporL 0 11 Lu.nd Use ~ o ning urvc,v Ci ly of ouu l.e, J une, ma 

1948 Censuses of Business, as well as by data from 
special studies of customer preference for major shop­
ping areas. 

Another measure of the relative position of the cen­
tral business district compared with leading suburban 
areas is change in property valuation. The next sub­
section analyzes changes in property values as reflected 
by trends in assessed property valuation. 

Other data of value in appraising the position of the 
central business district in the metropolitan area are 
new construction of retail stores and office buildings 
and changes in office building occupancy. This in­
formation appears in the third subsection. 

It should be pointed out that changes in the economic 
position of the central business district in the Seattle 
metropolitan area may be heavily influenced by other 
factors in addition to parking and traffic congestion. 
Among these may be population increases in suburban 
areas, high land values in the central business district, 

RETAIL SALES TRENDS 

Front Footage of Retail Stores. in Central Business Dis­
trict and Other Districts 

Early figures on sales trends within the city of 
Seattle or the metropolitan area are not available. 
However, a comparison of front footage of retail bus­
iness establishments within Seattle in 1909 and 1938 
is of interest. Since gasoline stations were not included 
in the 1909 study and this type of business uses such a 
large tract of land, they are excluded from the 1938 
totals. The adjusted figures, appearing in Table 1, 
indicate that while the total retail front footage in­
creased 244.8 percent in the central business district, 
it increased 752.2 percent in all suburban areas. Stated 
in different terms, in 1909 the central business district 
contained 59.3 percent of the total front footage de­
voted to retail stores in Seattle, while in 1938 it con­
tained 37.1 percent. It should be noted that a study of 
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this nature somewhat understates the relative impor­
tance of the downtown area, as it does not indicate 
multiple floor space. 

Of greater significance are comparisons of the growth 
in retail front footage in the central business district 
with suburban areas by selected types of business. 
As given in Figure 3, the relative expansion of retail 
stores in suburban areas has been greatest in furniture 
and flower stores. In addition, suburban areas experi­
enced substantial percentage gains in bakery, grocery, 
and drug stores. It is reasonable to expect that the 
downtown area would decline in relative importance 
in the retailing of convenience items, such as groceries, 
bakery products, and drugs, which tend to be pur­
chased close to home. Flowers, because of their relative 
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Figure 3. Percentage of Seattle retail front footage in central 
business district. 

perishability, might logically fall into the convenience 
classification as well. However, the expansion of furni­
ture stores on the fringe of the downtown district and 
in suburban areas has been very noticeable. High rentals 
for the extensive floor space required for furniture 
stores, as well as a desire for more convenient parking, 
may have been contributing factors to decentralization. 

In spite of the fact that there was a substantial drop 
in the relative importance of downtown retailing in 
Seattle from 1909 to 1938, there are several lines in 
which slight increases ,vere registered in the percentage 
of front footage devoted to downtown stores. This 
trend was evident for outlets handling shoes, dry goods, 
hardware, and meats. 

The relative importance of downtown stores in 1938 
was greatest in the shoe, clothing, dry goods, jewelry, 
and fur lines. All of these lines involve shopping items 
for which the consumer generally prefers large selections 
and comparison shopping. The relative strength of 

downtown sales in these fields is verified in the break­
downs secured for the 1939 and 1948 Retail Censuses. 

Sales Trends in the Metropolitan Area 

Total Sales. Comparisons of retail sales transacted 
in the city of Seattle with those of the metropolitan 
area, King County, are of interest. Table 2 indicates 
that between 1929 and 1948 the percentage of county 

TABLE 2 
RETAIL SALES TRENDS, SEATTLE METROPOLITAN AREA 

192\J-1948 

Retail Sales-King Co. Retail Sales- Seattle Seattle 
Sales 

Year - --

As a% As a % As•% o( 
(dollars) of 1929 (dollars) of 1929 County 

Snlcs 
--- --- ---

1929 278,092,000 100 .0 252,169 ,000 100 .0 90.7 
1935 184,408,000 66 .3 163,185 ,000 64 .7 88 .5 
1939 238 ,317 ,000 85 .7 208,537 ,000 82.7 87 .5 
1948 753,744,000 271.0 613,665,000 243 .4 81.4 

SOURCE: U. S. Censuses of Business, State of Washington. 

TABLE 3 
POPULATION TRENDS, SEATTLE MmTROPOLI'l'AN ARl,JA 

1930-Hl50 

King Co~nty I Seat t le 
Seattle as a 

Year 
% incrcu~ 

% of County 
Population 1':. 1;;~:~J~• Population in decade 

Population 

I 
---

1930 ,l53, 517 19.l 365,583 15 .9 78.9 
1!)40 504,980 .o 368,302 1.4 72.9 
1950 732,992 45.2 462,440 25 .6 63.1 

SOURCE: U.S. Censuses of Population, State of Washington. 

TABLE 4 
PER CAPITA RETAIL SALES, SEATTLE] ANO RE-"IAI NDEll. 

OF KING Co-u w.rY 
1929-1943 

Per Capita Retail Sales Per Capita Sales % of 1929 

Year 
Renminucr of Seattle Remainder of Seattle King County King Count.,v 

1929 $689 .77 $264.70 100 .0 100 .0 
1935 444 .63 196.89 64.5 74.4 
1939 566 . 21 217.88 82 .1 82.3 
1948 1,339 . 17 611. 32 194.2 230.9 

SOURCE: Tables 2 and 3. 

retail sales transacted within Seattle fell from 90.7 
percent to 81.4 percent. Population figures during ap­
proximately the same years indicate the trend of sub­
urban growth in the metropolitan area. Table 3 shows 
that between 1930 and 1950 the percentage of the 
total county population residing within the city de­
clined from 78.9 percent to 63.1 percent. As is true in 
most metropolitan areas, a considerable amount of 
retail purchases of residents outside the city limits tends 



60 PARKING AS A FACTOR IN BUSINESS 

to be made within the city. It would appear that in 
spite of the population growth of suburban areas, the 
ratio of sales within the city is remaining higher than 
the ratio of population within the city. 

Comparisons of per-capita retail sales in Seattle with 
those of the remainder of the county shed more light 
on the subject. As indicated in Table 4, in 1948 per­
capita sales within the city are more than double those 
outside the city. While a slightly greater increase in 
per-capita sales is indicated in the county from the 
period 1929 to 1948, the gap between sales per capita 
in King County and the city of Seattle is still very wide. 
It is reasonable to assume that county residents are 
making a somewhat greater percentage of purchases 
outside the city as a result of improved shopping fa-
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Figure 4. Retail sales in Seattle as a percent of IGng County 

by census categories. 

cilities and less congestion in the new areas. The growth 
of large suburban centers near Seattle has occurred 
since 1948. Undoubtedly, the development of new fa­
cilities in the last four years will tend to increase sales 
per capita in the county faster than in the city. 

By Groups of Stores. Comparisons of retail sales 
within the city of Seattle with total county sales in 
1948 by the ten census categories5 in 1948 indicate the 
relative strength of city stores by groups. Figure 4 
reveals that especially in the general merchandise group, 
apparel group, and furniture-and-appliance group, the 
percentage of business done by city stores is greatest. 
In these fields comparison shopping and variety of 
selections are important buying motives. On the other 
hand, suburban stores are relatively stronger in the 
lumber, building, and hardware group, food group, 
and gasoline service station group. In the latter three 
groups, consumers generally prefer to trade close to 
home. These stores also require a high ratio of parking 

• See ~ppendix for list included under each group. 

area to operating area and can seldom pay the high 
land rentals necessary for central-business-district loca­
tions. 

Retail Trends as Indicated by a Comparison of the 1939 
and 1948 Censuses of Business 

Special tabulations secured from the Bureau of Cen­
sus for the 1939 and 1948 Censuses of Business, permit 
comparisons to be made of the relative volume of 
retail trade in the central business district with the 
rest of the city. The first comparisons deal with the 
number of retail stores by the major categories reported 
in the census. 

TABLE 5 
RisTAIL S ,\l,BS, BY 1[A,10R CENSUS CATEGORIES, 

f:A'l'TLE ANO KING CouNTY 

1948 

Categories of Stores8 Seattle King Co. 

Total . . .. ... . .... . ....... $613,665,000 $753,744,000 

General merchandise .... 134,472,000 140,911,000 
Apparel. ............ . ... 46, /i02 , 000 49,877,000 
Furniture furnishings 

36,231,000 and appliance . . . ...... 31,187 ,000 
Automotive . ....... .. ... 90,215 ,000 106 ,498,000 
Eating and drinking .... 52,207,000 64 ,064,000 
Drugs and proprietary 

stores . . .. ............. 18 ,584,000 23,477,000 
All others . ... . . . . .. . ·· •· 70 ,524 ,000 90,524,000 
Gasoline service sta-

tions .......... . ... . .. . 26 ,854 ,000 36,854,000 
Food group .. . . .. , ...... . ll8 170,000 167,605,000 
Lumber, building and 

25,881,000 37,733,000 hardware . . ............ 

Seattle 
as a% 
of King 

Co. 

81.4 

95.4 
93 .2 

86 .1 
84 .7 
83.1 

79 .2 
77.8 

70 .6 
70 .5 

68.6 

• See appendix for complete list of stores included under 
each category. . 

So i e: nsus of 13u inc : 1030, Retail Tmdo-W11shmg-
ton, Table 15, pp . - !) . enau·· of Business: 1948, Retail Trnde­
Washing on, Bullet,in No. l -R-46, Table 103, p. 46.08. 

In Number of Retail Stores in the City . However, 
before dealing with the central business area, it is of 
interest to review changes in the number of retail 
stores in the entire city between 1939 and 1948. During 
this period, in which the population of the city increased 
about 25 percent, the number of retail stores declined. 
As indicated in Table 6, the total number of retail 
stores in Seattle dropped from 6,563 to 5,754. Most of 
this decline occurred in the food group where a trend 
towards fewer and larger units was very marked during 
the period. Declines also were registered in the apparel, 
gasoline-service-st,ation, drug, and all-other categories. 
On the other hand, the number of retail stores in the 
eating and drinking group; general merchandise group; 
furuiLure, Iurnishiugs, and appliance group; automotive 
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group; and lumber and building materials group in­
creased. 

Central Business District. When comparisons are made 
between the number of stores .in the downtown area 
as a percentage of the total number in the city in 1939 
and 1948, a small decline is showri. In 1939 the central 
business district had 26.6 percent of all retail stores in 
the city, while in 1948 it had 23.0 percent. When the 

field and general merchandise category remained almost 
stationary. In fact, a slight gain was registered in the 
general-merchandise group. Very little change in the 
relative importance of the central business district was 
indicated in the gasoline-service-station or lumber, 
building, and hardware groups. However, the relative 
amount of business transacted downtown in these cate­
gories of stores is relatively small as compared with 

TABLE 6 
NUMBER 01' R ETAIL STORES IN SEATTLE AND IN 8ELEC'l'EIJ DISTRICTS, 1939 A ND 1948 

Seattle 

1939 1948 

Central Business 
Districta 

1939 1948 

Central Business I Univ. Dist.a 
Dist. as a % of City 

1939 1948 1939 I 194s 

Univ. Dist. as a 
%of City 

1939 1948 
-----------------1---- ---·----1---- ---1----- --- --- ------
Total. . . .. . ..... ... . .. . .. ... . ... ....... . . 

Food group ..... .. .. ....... ... , .. ... . .. . . 
.l!::1Ling 1tn I dri11ki11g plt1 cs . . . ... ....... . 
Gen. mcrch . group, g nernl slOJ" -s ....... . 
Apparel gl'oup . . . ........ . . . . . .. ...... . . 
li'urniLur , furnishings, nppli anc ::1 group .. 
AuLomoliv group .... .. ... . ..... ..... . . 
lusoline service slnti ns . .. . ..... .. . . . . 

Luml.i r, bui lding, and ltar<lwnre group .. . 
Drug :wd pror,l'ietnry stores ............ . 
All other r tml stores ....... . .. . .. ... ... . 

6,563 

2,055 
1,330 

117 
470 
222 
134 
670 
213 
249 

1,103 

5,754 

J,391 
1,337 

150 
434 
298 
191 
662 
235 
221 
835 

1,746 

271 
493 

21 
321 
87 

6 
30 
23 
57 

437 

1,326 

148 
412 

24 
250 
59 

4 
30 
21 
40 

338 

26.6 

13 .2 
37.1 
17 .9 
68 . 2 
39 .2 
4.5 
4.5 

10 .8 
22.9 
30 .6 

23 .0 

10 .6 
30.8 
16 .0 
57.6 
19.8 
2.1 
4.5 
8.[) 

18 .1 
40.5 

213 

50 
35 

4 
32 
12 
g 

12 
4 
6 

4g 

201 

26 
37 

7 
39 
19 

7 
15 
6 
7 

38 

3.2 

2.4 
2.6 
3.4 
6.8 
5.4 
6.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.4 
4.4 

3.5 

1.9 
2.8 
4.7 
9.0 
6.4 
3.7 
2.3 
2 .6 
3.2 
4.6 

" Based upon special tabulations received from the Bureau of the Census. 
Non;: Central Business District includes Census Tracts M-1, M-2, and 0-1. University District includes Census Tract D-6. 

ten census categories are considered, 6 the percentage 
of retail stores down town declined in every classifica­
tion except gasoline stations and the all-other category. 
The largest percentage decline took place in the furni­
ture, furnishings, and appliance group (see Fig. 5). 

The relative importance of the central business dis­
trict in retailing as reflected by sales figures is perhaps 
of greater significance than number of stores. As in­
dicated by the 1948 figures (see Table 7), the central 
business district accounted for 34.8 percent of the 
of the city's retail sales. The relative importance of 
the downtown area, when measured by the ten major 
census categories, varied from 85.2 percent in apparel 
to 1.0 percent in the automotive group. The central 
business district appears to have the greatest per­
centage of sales in the apparel and general merchandise 
group (largely department stores). These are the cate­
gories in which a wide selection of merchandise and an 
opportunity for comparison shopping are important 
factors to shoppers. The area appears to be relatively 
weak in the automotive, gasoline-service-station, and 
food groups (see Fig. 6). 

Between 1939 and 1948, the percentage of retailing 
done in the central business district declined from 39.6 
percent to 34.8 percent. Between these two dates the 
relative popularity of the downtown area in the apparel 

• See appendix for complete list of stores under each category. 
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Figure 5. Number of retail stores in central business district 
as a percentage of Seattle total. 

most other groupings. It is interesting to note that 
the percentage of sales achieved by downtown furniture, 
furnishings, and appliance stores dropped from 65.3 
percent to 32.3 percent from 1939 to 1948. 

A comparison of sales of downtown retailers with 
total retail volume in the metropolitan area, King 
County, reveals a picture similar to the previous com­
parison of downtown sales with total city sales. As 
indicated in Table 8 and Figure 7, between 1939 and 
1948 the percentage of county retail sales transacted 
in the central business district declined from 34.7 per-
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cent to 28.4 percent. As shown when comparisons were 
made with city sales, the relative volume of sales in 
the downtown area declined in all retail categories, 
except in general merchandise. However, the percent­
age of county sales secured by downtown stores in the 
food group, eating-and-drinking-establishment group, 
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Figure 6. Retail sales in centml business district as a 
percentage of Sc., Lle total. 

university district between 1939 and 1948. As indicated 
in Table 6, the number of retail stores in the district 
as a percentage of the total in the city increased from 
3.2 percent in 1939 to 3.5 percent in 1948. When com­
parisons are made by types of retail stores, relative 
gains were greatest in the general merchandise group; 
apparel group; and furniture, furnishings, and appli­
ance group. In the automotive category, a large per­
centage decline was experienced in the number of stores 
in the district. Sales comparisons between 1939 and 
1948, however, indicated an increase in the percentage 
of business secured by district automotive stores. 

According to the 1948 census figures, the university 
district had a relatively high percentage of stores in the 
apparel and furniture-furnishings-appliance groups. It 
contained 9.0 percent of the city's apparel stores and 
6.4 percent of the furniture-furnishings-appliance out­
lets. 

Between 1939 and 1948 the percentage of Seattle's 
retail trade obtained by university-district merchants 
increased from 3.0 percent to 3.7 percent. As shown in 
Figure 8, the largest relative increases were experienced 

TABLE 7 
RETAIL SAT,ES IN SEATTLE AND IN SELECTED DIS'l'RICTS, 1!)39 AND 1948 

Seattle" Central Business I Cent. Bus. University Univ. Dist. as a 
(Sl,000) Districtb District as a % Districei % or City ($1,000) of City ($1,000) 

1939 1948 1939 1948 1939 1948 1939 1948 1939 1948 --- ------- --- --- ---
Total. . ... .. .. . . ... .. . . ... . ... . .. , ........... 208,537 613,665 82,679 213,785 39.6 34.8 6,335 22,652 3.0 3.7 

Food grour . . .. . . . ... ... .. . ....... ..... , ... 41 ,043 118,170 7,693 13,017 18 .7 11 .0 1,532 3 ,992 3.7 3.4 
Ea.(.ing 1U1( dri11king places . ...... .... . .. . . . 18,105 52,207 9,530 23 ,59,!< 52 .6 45 .2 776 1,899 4.3 3.6 
Gen. merch . groups , general stores .... . .. .. , 42 728 134,472 26,377 84,063d 61. 7 62 .5 449 1,357 1.0 1.0 
Apparel group . ..... .. . ...... . . ..... . . .. .... 17 257 46,502 15,034 3!),622 87 .1 85 . 2 560 3,063 3.2 6.6 
Furn., furn ishings, appliances group . . ..... , 8 ,860 31,187 5,785 10,063° 65 .3 32 .3 487 2 ,326 5.5 7.5 
Automotive group ..... . .... .. • • • •• • 4 • • •• 28 , 903 90,215 521 860• 1.8 1.0 586 3, 657 2.0 4.1 
Gasoline service stations . . ... .. . . . . ······ . 12 , 195 26,006 955 2,04!) 7.8 7.9 357 879 2.!) 3.4 
Lumbor, buildb1g and ,ht1rdware group ...... 7,450 25,881 1,058 3,573 • 14.2 13 .8 145 569 1.9 2.2 
Drugs and propriet,u·.v stores .. .... .... ...... 7, 341 18,584 3,409 7,680 ·16.4 41.3 326 1,012 4.4 5.5 
A II thcr reLu.i I stores ........ . . . , ,, . '. 24,655 70,441 12,317 29,264° 50.0 41.5 1, 117 3 ,898 4.5 5.5 

• Census of Business: 1939, Retail Trade-Washington, Table 15, pp. 8-9. Census of Business: 1948, Retail Trade-Washington, 
Bulletin No. l -R-46,.Table 103, p. 46 . . 

b Bas d upon ·pe •i1Ll tal ulations r ccived from the Bureau of the Ceusus. 
• ]iigllres e imfLLed, 1ic uni figures wi ~hh Id by 'ensus to avoid disclosure. Estimated by taking average sales per store in other 

downtown census tracts . 
<l Variety store sales estimated . 
NOTE: Central Business District includes Census Tracts M-1, M-2, and 0-1. University District includes Census Tract D-6 . 

and the drug-and-proprietary group declined more rap­
idly between 1939 and 1948 than the percentages of 
city sales for these groups. As shoppers tend to buy a 
large percentage of these convenience categories of 
items close to home, the rapid population increase 
enjoyed by county areas would tend to be reflected in 
these sale comparisons. 

University District. The special breakdowns received 
from census permit retail trends to be shown for the 

in the apparel, furniture-furnishings-appliance, and au­
tomotive groups. 

It is of interest to note that in 1948 the university 
district was strongest in terms of percentage of business 
in the furniture-furnishings-appliance and apparel 
groups. 

From a sales standpoint, in 1948 the district was 
weakest in the general-merchandise category. The area 
lacks a large department store but does have several 
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variety stores. In the last census, the university dis­
trict accounted for more sales in the automotive group 
than the central business district. 

The importance of the university district as a subur­
ban shopping center is indicated by the fact that the 

TABLE 8 
RETAIL SALES , CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT COMPARED WITH 

KIN G COUNTY ---
Central Business Central 

Kint County• Districtb 
Business 

(T ousand District as 
Dollars) (Thousand a% of Dollars) King Co. 

1939 1948 1939 1948 1939 1948 
- -- --- ---

T otnl. .. .. . ..... ' ... ..... .. . 238,317 753,744 82,679 213,785 34. 7 28.4 

Food group ... , .. .•. . . , ... , 50,060 167,605 7,693 13,017 15 .4 7 .8 
E ating rmd drinking places 20,802 64,064 9,530 23, 594° 45,8 36 , 8 
Generul merchandise group, 

general stores .. .. •• -· 44,910 140,Ull 26 , 377 84, 003d 58 . 7 50, 6 
Apparel grou p , .. . •... . . . . • 17,548 49,877 15,034 39, 622 85. 7 79 . 4 
Furniture, furnishings nnd 

appliances group ,. 9,411 36,231 5,785 10, 063° 01.5 27.8 
Automotive group . , .... . .. 32,092 106,498 521 860° 1. 6 0,8 I 
Gasoline service stations , . . 16,497 30,854 2,049 955 5. 8 6. 0 
Lumber, building, & hard-

ware group ... , .. . ~- .. 9,720 37, 733 1,058 3 , 573° 10, 9 ,9. 5 
Drug nnd proprietary stores 8,325 23,447 3,409 7, 080 40, 9 32. 8 
A II other retail s tores .••.... 28,952 90,524 12,317 29, 264° 42.5 32.3 

a Census of Business: 1939, Retail Trade-\Vushington, Tuble 15, pp. 8-0 
Census of Business: 1948, Retail Trade- Washington, Bulletin No. l-R-46 
Table 103, p. 46.08. 

h Special tabulations received from the Bureau of the Census. 

' 

c Figures estimated, actual data withheld by Census to n void disclosures . 
Es timuted by tuking average sales per store in other downtown censm; tracts . 

ti Vru·i ty store, tJ.lso estimated . 
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Figme 7. Retail sales in central business district as a • 
percentage of King County total. ■ 

district tends to be relatively more important in the 
shopping-goods categories of stores than in convenience 
goods, such as foods and eating establishments. 

Recent Sales Trends. It is unfortunate that compara­
tive sales figures for the various areas cannot be se­
cured after 1948, so more recent shopping trends may 

be shown. Although more up-to-date sales figures are 
not obtailable, the creation of the large N orthgate 
Shopping Center with 470,000 sq. ft. of operating space, 
as well as the development and expansion of other 
smaller shopping centers, has undoubtedly increased 
competition for downtown retailers, as well as stores in 
other suburban areas, since 1948. Property-manage­
ment executives and real-estate consultants expressed 
opinions that N orthgate, for example, was draining 
retail trade from the downtown area, the university 
district, and other older north-end shopping centers. 
It appears likely that suburban centers are capturing 
much of the expansion in retail business in the metro-
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Figure 8. R etail sales in university district as a percentage 
of Seattle total. 

politan area which results from population increases. 
The next census will permit a more accurate appraisal 
of recent sales trends. 

Federal Reserve Index of Department St,ores Sales Com­
pared with Total Retail Sales 

Another possible indicator of downtown-store sales 
is the Federal Reserve Board Index of Department 
Store Sales for Seattle. Although the specific stores 
used in the index cannot be divulged by the Federal 
Reserve Board, it is known that the index contains 
only department and large specialty stores in Seattle, 
the great majority of which are located in the central 
business district. 

A comparison of the Federal Reserve Index of De­
partment Store Sales is made with total retail sales in 
Seattle during census years. This comparison, Table 9, 
indicates that department-store sales have risen faster 
than the index of total retail sales in Seattle. Since 
department and specialty stores deal heavily in shop­
ping items in which large selections are important, 
further evidence is offered to the effect that the down-
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tlrns congcsle I or 11s whore t.urn v r of pitrking will f:lcilitu.tc 
t h(l mov<>,m II L of trnfii · 11 n I pernii t b tt · r use or s •rvi cs in 
Lile ,~re1i . 

While in some n r ns low e nforcement, as rela ted t pa rking, 
is w II admin istered, lil>Us of over ime pa rking wit,hin Lh 
9 A.i\l. to 4 P.i\l. p riod sboultl be limin1tted. 

We strenuously u rg vigil ance in nforcement of ,Li l pnrking 
rcgul,iUon. n n condition )rcceden t t,o ffici nL t raffic r gula ­
Lion. 

Pcinel Recomm nrlations Regarding O.ff- ttcel Pai·k­
iny /11 ( 'tatc111ents by Warren L. 1( rris, from Pr enta-
ti. n , ion, /fay 2, 1052.) 

I n gcnc1•1il , iL was found that t ho southerly end or the central 
bu iuess distl'ic 's demand for off-st.J· et parking facilities wns 
weighl d Lowr~rd nll -dn • parking needs; whi le Lh dcm11nd 
upon Lh north rly cxi t in • oll' - treet pnrking 11ccommodotion 
tended more towi1rd trnnsi n t, 01· in-1111d -ouL r <1uiremcnts, 
wit.h 1\ trnnsi.tion I tw en tbo two Clxl.r mos. 

Ta.king t.h more cone •nt. rat.ed retail r s hoppin.g d ist,ri t 
ns hounded hy 'L wart. and nivcr. ity 'tl'(Jcts , First. Avenu 
o.nd ixt.h Avenue, whi ·h presumably cnrrica the ov rwh lmio 
mnjority of retail sales in t. hc ntral bu ·iness di t. r.i ct; we find, 
I\C ·ord ing to Lhc Cit, , 's LrLI ulnLion Lhnt his r t11il district i 
surrouud <l wi h n l aud of two b lo<lks in which thcr exist 
t.od1~y 2,125 [)ll cs in nrn.g accorumodu.t.ion a nd 3,·l68 in park­
ing lot nccommo<lat.ions. Wit hin I.his reta il distri ct. itself, thcr 

xi t. 1,016 g1irnge space u.nd 34.6 pttl'king lo t spaces or a t,ot1'l! 
or 6 054 existing car spaces sP.rving t his defin •cl retail ur n . 

Whil<~ every off-st1· et pn,rking faci li ty of these numcrat.cd 
wns not. individually chc •k •d ns of Lh d:i of inspection hy Lho 
two rnprescnt,aLivcs of t he Pmrnl , May 1st 1ind 2nd, t\ v ry 
Iii cr:11 sampl ing was mad . Not. one facility wn found, between 
he hour r 1 :30 r.M . :tnd 3 :30 r.M., to be oc ·upicd t,o c11p1,c ity. 

Io fact, h highest. occupancy was found to be , 0% and s ' verrd 
modern foci li ics w r found Lo he I as t hnn 50% occupied . 

In Lh soutlle rly portion or Lhe c n'Lrn l b usiness district 
whore off- t re parking accomrnodat.ions •at,cr more to t he 
nll-dny parkers of l. h wholcsnl and fin itncinl d isLri Ls, n s imi ­
litr lu k of abso rp t ion WM noL d. Besides, t ite r ·• wns a numl er 
of combi111\tion gas and oil -p11rking lot foc ili Lics ad vertising 
"free nil do.y purkin g with purchas of 10 allons of gasoline." 

This so ms to indi 1Lt.c nil.her conclusiv ly Lbn, t he oxisUng 
Sllf ply of ofT-st.r o pr1rking fa ·ili Uos subsL11nLi1Ll1y exceed t h 
urrcnt dem.nncl. 

Pein l Rccmnmendation .. ~ Ucyarrlin(J E:i,'ist·ina PclC'l:ti­
ties.22 ( tu.tern nts by ,, ar1· n L. [ l'l'i s fr m Pre.·ent.a­
tion • · ·ion, 1\fay 2 1 W52.) 

While Lhe sL p grndc of rt rnr,jority of enUI 's e11Sl-west, 
str t,'3 i11 t he ·c11 Lra l business di,Lric may hav iLs hnndica.ps 
so fnr 11s w 11,k cir ulntion systems and soft, leg mu ·cles :ir 

nc rned, tlrnL f•ature l •11<ls itself rather ide1tlly L cffici nt 
<l volopmen t of mulLipl deck pa rking fllcilitics. The UmiLed 
uso or this ndvnnt.ng of Lopogrnphy may be 11Uribu L cl to two 
fo.cl,ors : (1) U1 ndequn.cy of existing supply tu rd (2) Lhe 1!Lrin­
g nc of Lhc nttl' building ·ode and fi l'C rogulnt.ions wiLh 
respect Lo t.110 construcLion of multipl e deck gum es. 

'l'hc Panel is or l,hc opinion t hnt t he buildfog code i undul y 
severe 1111d thaL l,he ends of saf •Ly nn h served 11d quately 
hy some ,no lifi •,n. ion or Lh code rnquire mc nl,s . ln spi te f Lh 
p rcsenL ridcqlmcy of parking supply, t he Panel recom me nds 
n. r -study of Lh huil ling code r q11ire mc11 t.s 1 wi t h n view Lo 

"Ibid., p. 8. 
"Ibid., pp, 8-9. 

modificuLion of Lhei r ll,pplicat,ion Lo op •n mul t iple cl ck p11.rki ng 
1,1nrngcs. Tlmt rovi w should be made t.o Lh ond LhaL when Lhc 
need fo r ex pa nsion of fu iii i .· arises, Lhis prohl m will hav 
1 11 dispos d or i11 ndvimc , riiLh r than ex po Ling pro pccl,ivc 
dov lopers to prepare plim and sp cificat.ions on t.hc gamble 
that t hey will be approv cl. 

Future Expnn ·ioll of F'aciliti s: U is t he ·on ·lusion of t he 
P:lllel thaL ou th' base of t he xisting facilities nn l urre nt 
J)ubli c improv ments, th re exists the t>p1>ortuni ty for nmpl 
inc rease to meet n foreseeable incr ase in dc111 tu1d . 

The ·onclusion is ha d upon Lire I e licf thu L (1) a more 
coopemtive co I for bui lding requirem nt.s will cn1tblo nrn.ny 
existing parking lots Lo in ronse pr sent ca.po.ci ty by 50% to 
100% t hrough couv •rsion to open-de k cnlnrgemcnL; nnd (2) 
a substantial add ition to ofT-sLrcet parking will be made I y 
crcnti ng a po.1·king foc iLi ty und r t.hc Alask11n Way ViaducL 
project--whe her he n commodation is by t he parking m lcr 
o r a. priv11Le op rator m Lhod. 

F cs: On x11min11tion by snm1 ling of parking f hMges, 
t he Pn n I is of t he opinion t,hat curren~ f cs charged hy privnte 
operators I.L I' c nservat.ive . 

'Types of parking I t-s: In 1)118 ing, I.he [ an I obsc rv<'~'I thnt, 
h rfl ar .·ccssivc numb rs of s moll p:ll'king lot.uni t.sin r In­
ion to he L t:tl c1tr spncc . Larg•r uni ts would re ul t in mor 
conomioal open1Lion and impr v d ervico t.o Lh pnrkin g 

publi ·. 

Pa,·lcing Legislation-Proposed Parking Authority 
Legi lat-ion, 1951.23 

WnsWngf,1>11 cities 01111 not estnblish muni ipnlly owned or 
opernted olT-str eL parkin, fncilit.ics. P rmissivc legis lntion 
was introduced aL t he 1951 L:iLe Lcgisl1.Ltur ·'s sessions . This 
propo eel a.ct, known ns 'cnnlc Hill 643, failed r passage . 
Thi bill wns sponsored by t he, cnttk 'hamhcr of 'om mc rco 
u.11d varioui; W11shiugton cities. 

In outline, th proposed net relati ng to puhli ly own d ofT­
street parking facilities included the foll owing: 

The ·i ies ilr pe rmi tted o u ·e their power of eminent. dc,­
muin t.o acquire 1>rop rty for ofT-st.1·0 t parking J urposcs. 

Pa rking foc ili ics must h offer d ror 1 a$ t,o highest bidder, 
but, if n bids itrc received, city can operate, huL must put up 
liid ve ry Lh roc ye:~rs. No provision in bill requiring lease 
agre mcnt. before city ncquircs proper ty. (No provi ion t.h,iL 
facilities must be operated I y private ent rprisc.) 

ity may def my co t of prelimi na,r , plCLnning, nginec1-ilig, 
economic surveys ,1nd ndministrativc cxpen . i y m1ty nlso 
ndva ncc mon y L 11.cquire facilities, but it mu be paid back. 
( T sp citied t ime Lo reimburse 1011,n. o financing by revenue 
bond pledgi ng pa rki11g m Lcr rev nucs as gu11rnn Ly t pny 
bonds.) 

Mas • r pl a n for p1Lrl<l11g must. b 1w pllt'cd by ity plnnning 
commis ion and adopLod nfl r publi c h nrings. Public hearings 
provided uL various steps. (No rlctcrmination t. lmL pnrking is 
best u c of la nd lJ for proper ty L11ke11 Lhrough ondemnation . 
"In lieu of t.\xes" payments no t mud mand nLory .) 

'on ta ins Local lmprovemc11 Diatrict provision . ln tc nL is 
t.o mnk it a.pplicablc to ou Llying n ighborhoods a n l f, sm(l.lle r 
cities nnd I.owns. ( othing Lo prohi bit. ui:;o or L. 1. D . itr down ­
town eatt.le but, locnlly, cons id r d too diffi ·ul Lo fi.gure 
"bencfi ting property.") 

lat -ments in 07)1JO ition lo J>arl ing 1tllwrity Lcgi -
lation.24 

Th , 'en I.le Downtown a rngc asocial.io n 01>po~cd Lhe 
l gislntio n wi t h Lhci:;e 11.1"umcnt.s: 

"!hid., p. 61. 
"Ibid., pp. 61-62. 
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Ill1111kcL righf, to condcm u privnf,ely- wn d prop rt, ' for 
garngcs r pnrking lol,s is 1101, 11cccS81try and would b hnnnful 
Lo proJJorty own rs. (Associr1Uo n violcutly Of)I)O-' d to use of 
omiu •nt domnin .) 

i y compe it ion wiLh p1•ivatc cnterpri c will be ruin us 
foJ• the latter :mt! will require t he ci ty .v ntunlly to l,11.kc over 
1.111 pn.rking gnr~ges nnd lots. 

Right. or city to fix p,u-king rntcs high euough "a lc:11 l" 
Lo pn comltruction 11ncl opcrnt.ing c ,. ts menus th y will noL 
be e high enough t.o provid 11ny pronL for :~ private lcsiw1·. 

lnlontions oJ t,hoso favoring Lh bill are indic1l ed from 
p.ropos11.ls in lh 1947 D Parking urv y. 

Thi Associa tion nnd others oppos d h le islation bas d 
upo11 u pi·oposnl coul11.in d in th P nrking 'un· y. This listed 
I proposed sit.es L he acqui red at twic the 11 ·ses d vo lue 
whi •h ·r nt d violent op·position hy owners. Tho surv y also 
figured gurnge constru<i'Lion II S500 per stall wh re11s ib was 
olaimcd Sl ,500-S2,000 would be t;he <:os . Obje ioJ1 wus also 
taken to rP,venue fro.m shops rd, garn •c and loL sites, us 1111 indi-
atio11 tho,L the i y would go into busfoess other than p1Hking. 

Tho Association offer <l t hese n.ltornntives o n l'u.rklng 
Authori y: (l) urb parking met ' r rate s hould ho rnised 
from 5 o 10 cent.a nnd p11rkiug time should b ·ul, fr m one 
hour Lo one-hnlf hour ,. hiss in ko_r dcm1u1d pine s und bet.tor 
eJ1forcement r th parking limit,. (2) The i y should r quire 
n w bui ldings to inolud parking spnoo. (3) Th City sliould 
ncournge cx11n11sion of business Lo outlying di tricts which 

would n void inercnsing downtown c:ongcstion. 

Panel nc(;()mm nclalions.2& ( t tem nts by 8.1'1' ll L. 
·Moni , from Presenta ri n ion, 1fa, 2 ] 952.) 

The Pnn I hn found it impractic:tl ~o compel by 0t·diu:rn ·e 
t,h i1tclusion of specified p1irking fn.cili t.ies in any n •w construc ­
Lio11 wit.hiu Uie limits of IL ·e11 Lrn.l busiucs.~ dist,ri ·t . 

l)uhli · vs . .Privntc Owner,~hip and ntrol: Tho 1·b:Ln 
l,and fo Lituto .hus steadfnsUy suppor -ed privnt en erpriso 
in business, in contra I, to int.rusi.on of ovemn1011L into busi ­
ness operation. IT-street ptLrking hn b com a ub t:111t.i11l 
business i1ct.ivity iJ1 ho niled tn.tes. n.pilal investee! iu 
off-street parking facilities by private iuvc t,m·s nncl operators 
has become v ry subst.an tinl. 

In some cities where pn.n ls fr m L hnv studi • d ·entrnl 
bu in ss dist.riots, th 11ppliOt1tioJ1 or ii local provisio11 of emi­
nent domllin in th - :icquisition of site for off-stree t pn.rking 
hns b en n.pproved :ind re ommended, providing t.he op rn ion 
of the p11rki11g facilities n sites so ass mbled nnd acquired 
wus turned over, t.hrougb duo process, l private operation. 
The I11stit.ut.e's approval 1rnd r conimend1ition has b en giv 'll 
in siLun ions wh re the obstacles o private lnnd assembly 
1tnd o. ·quisition were such as Lo leave no other cours open to 
mee a crit.im1I ne d of the community. 

Th Pi111ol nlso ha. 11. definite conviution hat. nny Jund nc ­
quired Lht'ough the process of ()minent, dom11.in for olT-streel, 
ptLrking should bear .it.-s no.rmn l u!!Scssed Lnx r som form of 
pnymen quivo.lcnt, !.hereto. 

'o fnr 11.s tho it,y or eatt.le is conue.rned, the Pnncl secs no 
present. n d what.soever for the 01111. •Lmeut of legislation o 
permit. tbe muniuipal nuLhorities to ncquire 11111 I sol ely foi· 
off-street pnrki11g f1wilities by ~he uso of cmineut domnin; 
nor does need for su ·h nppeo.r imminent in the foreseeable 
future . I11 a ny vent,, it is t he ·011 lusion of Lhi.s Panel t.hnt 
th r • is no ocension in 'enUle for I.he municipuli~y l,o cm.lmrk 
upon 1,he 1>11 ines of owning nntl op mUng off-s r •et p:i rkiug 
f:icilitics to serv adequuloly a nd properly the pnrkin11: need 
fits cit.ii !IS. 

" Ibid., pp. 9-10. 

STEPS BEING 'rAKEN TO IMPROVE DOWNTOWN PARKING 

By the City 

A number of steps have been taken by various 
divisions of the city government to provide more ade­
quate parking in the central business district. At the 
present time, over 200 parking meters are being in­
stalled un l r th laskan V{ay viaduct to accommodate 
short-time parkers. The installation of these n w m iers, 
however, will not relieve parking need in r •lo to 
areas in greatest need of parking facilities. As a result 
of the Urban Land Study, as well as independent sur­
veys by the City Traffic Engineering Department, the 
city council has approved reducing pll.rking meter tim 
from 1 hr. to ½ hr. in the enl,i r c ntral bu. inc>· dis­
trict. At present, the majority of m ter cl pace pcrmi · 
hour parking. By speeding up the Lurnover of park r. 
using curb space, more cars can be accommodated in 
the c • n ral business district. 

The City Planning Commission has proposed an 
amendment to the building code which would require 
adequate provision for parking to be made by any 
new building or major alteration of a1 exi in.g building 
in areas outside the central business dis ri.ct. Th pro­
posed amendment requires each individual dwelling 
unit to provide off- treet parking for one vehicle. Re­
quirements for ot h r new true ures vary with the 
type and size of facility being erected. Considerable 
oppo ition to the propos I r linance has b en offered 
at b a.rings, and som ·hanges h:iv been mad in the 
original proposal. 

If off-street-parking facilities are requirnd for new 
c.oustru tion u id the central business district, it is 
likely that the downtown ar a may also b includ cl at 
a later date. However, high laud values would make it 
difficult t,o require t.hc provi i n of as hi •h a ratio of 
parking downtown as in otlter areas of the city. 

By Retailers 

RetaHer in fowntow1. 'eattl · have not been 
active in providing or subsidizin_ parking faciliUe 
merchant in a m1mber of thei- iti s. . Lhe pre nt 
time, only on large depat'tm nt store i validatiu 
tickets for dow11town parker·. Rhodes Depa.rtm nt 

tore validates parking ticket for ·h pper at the 
Four SLores Garag-e pcrmittilig 2 hr. of parkiilg for 25 
cents. A few of ·he "mailer retailer til ·o validate park­
in tickets for hopp r. but M a who! the practic i 
relo.fa ely un.imp rtMt. 

!J•ed ri k ~ r I on, whi h ha.· re -n Ly complet d a 
major xpan ion of it downLown cl partment tore, is 
located in an a-rea with a large deficit of clo -ly located 
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parking pa . l:,lan a,re und r consideration to under­
write the con Lrn ·tion f add itional parking fuciliLie 
within a I lo ·k of t h · stol' to b op rated by an inde­
p ndent p ttr1 'ng concern. Actual n.·tructioi plans 
are being held bacl until le expen i,7e mulhideck 
parking fociliti .· a.re pel'Initted u:udel' the attle Build­
ing ode. 

Whil the large downtown retailers are aware of the 
hnporta1 e of parkin facilities to their hopt rs, they 
po sibly uld do more to inform tho local pul lie f 
the availability of facilities within a block or two of 
thei1· tore,. uburban area are mpbasizin the avail­
ability of pal'king facilities surroun ling their establish­
ments and publi h maps from time to time to point 
ut parking-lot location . imilar promotion by large 

downtown r •ta,il r would assist downtown shoppers 
to fin :I parkin, facilities during peak p •riod and to 
av id cong tion in a f w very conveni ntly located 
lots and garages. 

CONCLUSIONS ON DOWNTOWN PARKING 

The decline in number of avai labl piu:J-ing space · in 
th - cen·tral bu ine distrir-t has be n fail'ly rapid during 
the past 5 yr.\, hile the cil,y xperi n •cl a, 22.5-perccnt 
incr ru in vehicle regi trat i n between 1047 and 1052, 
pal'king space in the downtown ar a. declined 12.7 
percent. Thi r duction in parki1 g ·pace j • parLi ularly 
seriou , becau tho maj rity of lo. parking i urb 
space, which ha th highest turnov·er. cupMcy fig­
ures in the ar a -, n -ratin · the mo t parking d mand 
downtown show the la k of U1'p1u off-. treet pace 
even wh n no unu. tuil demand cor ditions ar pre ent. 
If the pre ent decline in down own pad ing spac con­
tinues, it could have serious repercussions on the futnl'e 
of the area. 

While some steps are b ing taken to allevia - the 
shortage of parking space, uch a horteniug the maxi­
mum meter time and planning the onstruction of 
JimH d additional off-st1· et faciliti -• , additional effort 
might be focused on the cr ation of mor . pace and 
the more-complete utilization of existinrr parking fa ili­
ti ·. 

Further tep which might as i ·t downtown parking 
are: (1) ·h r>vi. ion of th I uilcLiug code to p rmit 
lower cost multilevel parking faci li tie.; (2) more-rigid 
cnfol'cement of cut·b parking regulati n ; (3) i11orea ed 
publicity regal'ding the availabiliLy of ff- tl'e t facilities 
i11 are adjacent to ome of the ch ief d wntown park­
in , nerators; and (4) mor -:wtivo ·upport for the 
creati n of additional parking facilities I r tho · gronps 
who will uff r greatest lo,· if downtow, parki111>· 
co11gcstioi1 iucrea s. (Th rban Land , t11dy p in -d 

out that Seattle department stores had done less to 
promote ad quute · downt0\1 n parking facilitie than 
1· • tailers in mo.L other metrop litan i~reas studied.) 

UNIVERSITY DISTRICT PARKING 

Parhng probl m in the university di tricL ar cond 
in eriousnoos to t;ho , of the central busine di trict. 
The sh pping a,rea wn built up before the automobi l 
became such an important mod of trarr portatiou anti 
inadequate provisions wer made for automobile park­
ing. Pa.i:king probl m , wjthin th di trict are al o in­
t n ified by oth r fa ton;. arkers living in apartment 
house and other multiple dwelling limit the amount 
of curb pace which can be u eel by those hopping and 
tr n acting bu ine- in the university di trict. AJ o, 
th district i adjacent to th niversity of W asbington, 
wh large enrollmenL of eattle student cl'eat ad­
ditional pr · me on parking fa ilities. 

A recent urvey made by th author among residents 
of northeast Seattle indicated that ab ut 65 p rcent 
of the shoppers used automobiles to reach th university 
district, 29 percent public rnn portation, and 6 percent 
wall· d. If. a study w re made of more di · ·ant shopp r 
patronizing Lhe univ rsity district, an even higher per­
ccnta e of automobile users would und ubt,edly be 
found. 

Steps Taken to Improve Parking Conditions 

In ord r to relieve parking conge tion, the merchants 
and professional men in the univ t·sity district have 
coop ratively rlev loped a parking lot holding 120 auto­
mobile on which they validate parking tickets. A 
validated parking ticket entitles a parker to 2 hr. of 
free parking. This lot tends to be used largely by those 
parking over an hour or during periods when other 
parking facilities appeal' to be full. 

Several retailers and el'vice establishments have de­
veloped individual parking lots for t heir patrons. n 
of the largest l ts of thi type is the University Ba,nk 
Lot, accommodating 101 cars. Although the bank is 
-lo ed m st evening. , the parki11g lot remain open to 

accommodate vening shoppers 011 Thursday when lis­
trict stores are open. 

To increase turnover of curb spaces, the University 
Commercial Club was able to have the city increase 
the number of meters on streets adjacent to the shop­
ping area. 

In order to relieve the pressure of student parkers 
on curb spaces on streets close to the university district, 
the University of Washington developed a large lot 
in the northwest part of the campus holding 830 cars. 
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Figure 16. University district parking areas. 

Although a charge is made for parking, the lot is wide! , 
patroniir, i by • tndents driving to school. Plans a.re 
beiug made to xpand student parking facilities in the 

immediate future so that an additional 390 vehicles 
may be parked on the campus (see Fig. 16). 

Parking Space Available 

A SUl'vey of parking space in the univ r ·ity di tdcl; 
indicates that J 297 spaces are available for short-time 
parkers and 339 for those parking all day. The facilities 
included are those within a block or two of the shopping 
streets in the district. A complete summary of available 
parking spaces is included in Table 34. 

TABLE 34 
UNIVERSITY Dr "'l'Rtc'I' p ARKING FACILITIES 

Ugtl t, 1952 

Type 

I. li'or hort.- ime pa rkers 
rce~ mct.ercd ... ...... ....... . 

br t. fre ..•. .. .•.... . , .. .... . 
Garage nnd • rvicc stn:Lion .... . 

h 1:ip r' pnrking lot . . ....... . 
up rm~rkct lots . . . .. . . , .. ... . . 

Ilank lot ...... ... ..... ... .. ... . 
Individunl cust.om r lots ... .. . . 

No. o{ 
Spaces 

420 
314 
187 
120 
103 
101 
50 

Total.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... , 1,297 

II. For a ll-da park rs 
Mont.hi , pnrking and storage .. . 
Privuf. mp] yocs lots ...... . . 

Total . .. . ...... .. ... . . . ..... . 

197 
142 

339 

Pcrc~nt of 
Tow! 

32.4 
24.2 
14.4 
9.3 
8.0 
7.8 
3.9 

100.0 

58.1 
41.9 

100.0 

SouncE : Survey of Parking Facilities, August, 1952. 

With the opening of th 1 orthgate Shoppin • nter, 
2 mi. to the north of the univer ity distcic n,dd itiona.l 
attention is being focused n the pal'kin , Jl • -cl f he 
u11i,,,r ity area. It is contemplated tha ome dditionnl 
smaller parking lots will short! b d v -lop -d tu1d co-
operatively supported by bus.ill men in the area. 

Occupancy of Parking Facilities 

In order to check the occupancy of hort-time park­
in r la iliti in the tmiversity di trict, parking spa es 
being u · d w re checked for a week. The w -k elected 
wa ot10 during which weather conditi n and hopping 
conditions appeared to be not unusual. Th mvey was 
mad from 1 : 30 to 3 : 30 in the aft,et·noon, when p iirking 
for daytime shopping i generally at H peal·. A indi­
cated in Table 35, vacant parking paces ranged from 
30.7 percent on Friday · o 42.7 percent on Tu clay. 
The ratio of vacant padcing spaces on t h bopper's 
L t was considerably J,jgher than for th Dank Lot or 
met red spacP-S. Both Lhe hopper's Lot and the Bank 
Lot, a.re elf-park.in, facilit;ie ·. 

The tendency for th hopper's Lot to have a greater 
p rcenta e f ,.,aoanci may be the result of sev ral 
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factors. The Shopper's Lot is located 17':i blocks from 
the main shopping street in the district, while the Bank 
Lot is only 7'!2 block distant. Most parkers resist having 
to walk a block or more when parking in a suburban 
district and attempt to find curb spaces or free lots 
located closer to their destination. In addition, the user 
must have a parking ticket validated to secure free 
parking for a time period up to 2 hr. It appears that the 
present Shopper's lot handles those who wish to park 
more than an hour or those who cannot find free parking 
closer to their destination. 

All of the stores in the university district remain 
open on Thursday evening. Evening parking was 
checked on two successive Thursday evenings. As in­
dicated in Table 35, total vacancies in all the three 

TABLE 35 
OCCUPANCY OF PARKING SPACES IN THE UNIVERSITY DIS1'RICT 

August, 1952 --
St ,cct-Mc1cr Bank Lot SI, 1111crs Lot r otnl Va.• 

(~20 (101 110 cnru:y (6-1 1 
haih1bl ) Available) ;\,•uilnl,le) Po. siblc) 

Date 
No., No. I No. I &.,-v ... % Va- % Va- % v,,. % 
nnl cant cant cnnt 

I. Aftcrnoon- 1:30-3:30 

(Mon ,) August 18, .... . . , 122 29.0 31 ao.1 65 54 . 2 218 34.0 
(Tues.) August rn , ...... 170 40.5 40 30 .0 64 53. 3 271 42. 7 
(Wed.) August 20. .. 161 38 .3 30 20. 7 62 51. 7 253 39.5 
(Thurs ,) August 21 .. ... 143 34.0 3:; 32.7 03 52.5 239 37 .3 
(Fri.) August 22 . . . .. 105 25.0 35 :14.0 57 47 .5 197 30 . 7 

('l' l111 n;.) A11s:us t 7 ...... l 11 
('J'l,u n,.) An1111s t 21. .... . 

2.0 I l) I 6.0 I i2 
1.0 :JO 20 . 7 :1.1 I 00 .0 l M 

2, . :1 72 I 13.0 
11 .2 

facilities checked were 11.2 percent and 13.9 percent. 
Curb facilities on both evenings were filled almost to 
capacity. When one considers normal parking turnover 
and the difficulty of finding a space when only 8 to 11 
out of 420 curb spaces were vacant, curb facilities could 
be considered to be at practical capacity. The tendency 
for parkers to search out curb spaces, even when few 
are available, indicates the aversion of many parkers 
to lots when other facilities are available and their 
desire to park as close as possible to their destination. 

The survey of pa1;king-space occupancy indicates 
that parking facilities in the university district are 
inadequate when stores are open on Thursday evening. 
It is also evident that parking facilities ,vould be lack­
ing during peak daytime shopping periods, such as just 
before school opening, Christmas, and Easter. 

The section of the university district in greatest 
need of additional parking space is University Way 

from 43rd Street to 47th Str •t,. II w v r, xi ·t,ing 
, tnwtures and high land valtt 11 ndja' nt prop r y 
mak • i diffi 'ult, for , ew pa.rkjng fa Hi Li s (,o be creat •d 
clo. 1, thfa area of gr ates nec~d. It. app ar · to I 
practically impo. ibl fol' a long-establi hed uburba.n 
area like th u11i versity di trict t dupli ate Lb parking 
facilities whi h n w enter. like Northgat ha ve b ell 

able to p.lal'1 on trn ·t where land acquisition prices 
p rmi l d U e provi. i II of a high ratio of parking space 
to business area. 

The university district's Shopper's Lot tends to be 
used when other facilities are filled or by parkers stay­
ing longer than an hour. On the basis of previous sur­
veys made by the project director, it is evident that 
continuous promotion is needed to keep the public 
informed of available parking facilities. In 1950 a sur­
vey of residents of northeast Seattle indicated that 
nearly 40 percent of those interviewed had not heard 
of the Shopper's Lot. Since then the University Com­
mercial Club has increased publicity regarding their 
lot and other free parking facilities available in the 
district. A large sign has been erected at the entrance 
to the lot and small plaques have been attached to 
light poles in the shopping area to inform drivers of 
the existence of the Shopper's Lot. In addition, periodic 
publicity regarding available district parking facilities 
has been featured in the district newspaper. 

NORTHGATE PARKING 

Parking Facilities Available 

One of Lhe nation' · large planned h pping center , 
orthgate, h been laid out, o accommodat a. Jar re 

number f pa.rker ··. A.t pt·e e11t, public rau portation 
fo ·iii ties to the ·ent rare practically nonexi ten . I!ow­
ev r, as the di tri t in which Nor hgat is locat d has 
I • n annexed to Lhe ity of eattle and other area.c; 
adjacent to the ce1 t r al' • contemplating an11exa.Wo11, 
extension of city ntn ·it line lo J orthgate may be a 
po ·ibili y i11 the futur . t, pre. ·ent, howev r, t he 
shopp.ing ·enter is aim ·t ompletely depend n upon 
hopper wh t ravel th re I y automobile. Th ff- treet­

parking Jaciliti indicnted in Table 36 are a.vuilab_le t o 
shoppers and mploy> ·S. 

\ indicated in Jiigme l7, th main parking lot ar 
located in areas distributed to th> w t, north and 
east of the stores in the center. The ur a are t,he on 
generally used by shopp 1 • coming to th, cent r. 1-
though a p1v d, mark -cl lo · iwcommodi~ ing32 ciu•:; 

is provided for mployee: fl t, of F ifth \.v nu · N .K, 
i t ha hee11 u. ed very spa ri.n yly 11p o he pr · nt Um . 
The overflow lots located to t he outh of the c nter 
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have re nL!y be n hai·d surfaced. b · rvation of vel'­
flow loti· indicates Ii I u • except. during p a.k p ri ds 
befor }ll'i ·tm · r dming. pecial promo ion al ev nLs. 

In gener,ti, the main I ha I e I plann d t make 
parkin a · '" nien p . ·ible for the sh ppm·. 

TABLE 36 
PARKING FACILITll:JS \ 'A ll.ABLE, NoRTHGATE 

Fa ll, l052 

Number of Cars 

l\fain Piu·king Lol,s ................ . .. ... . 2,710 
328 J.~mp.loy e Parking Lot ................. . . 

Overflow Parking Lots ............. . , . . . . 962 (est.) 

Total .....................•....... . . ... 4,000 
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1 -·-

" ~ 
¥ 

"' .. "' ~"' ., 
" 

"' ..,., 
"'N 
►"' 

~ ,. .., 

T hj lo i asphal pnv d. Parking row al'e marked 
with contra, ting white-c ncrete divi ion , and ach 
parking . tall is indioat d ,d h y llow-painted line . 

ngl parking pre 11il ·. Traffi control is n .. i. •d b 
~h n ·e of arr w to direct traffic into proper lanes and 
to exits. At pr . ent, five gat ar provided on tine 
sides of the project to provide di per ed el trance and 

xit As indicate I by Figure 17, the main parking lok 
surround (,ho r tail store and service establishm nt , 
so excessive walking is kept at a minimum for patrons. 

TABLE 37 
RATIO OF PARKING A1tEA TO O1•~:RATING FLOOR SPACE, 

NonTHGA'l'I:: 

l'nrkin,: Arcn 

sq.fl. 

Without re· rve lots ...... 1,0 ,000 
With res rv ' lots.. ... .. . . I, :376,000 

TABLE 38 

J)<:rolins 
Floor S1mte 

SI/, j /, 

470,000 
470,000 

Ratio 

2 .3 
2.() 

AVERAGE SALE l\ftn•troo OF DETERMINING PARKING 
lt~:QU I REMENTS 

I. 'iven d11.l11 
1. 'ho/Jpi ng • nt.er lo i 11-

cl11c c l lii l nr n, of 500,000 ·q. f . 
2. E Umnl d Annual nl f S30,000,000 
3. Av rng Daily lmi of 100,000 
4. Avcrag J urchf1 e S 

lI. D:1lu se ·urccl from t nnnt 01· 
parking studi 

l . ~um bet· of p r.·,m · per 
l,rn nsact i n i 

2. Number of au ult · J er 11u ­
Lomohil 

a. Average dnil y t.u rnov 1· o[ 
pnrk d lltl o,nohile. 

-J . Wt:: kly pc: k factor is 
Jl r. Det rminntion of pnrki11g re-

q u ir ·menl 
l. The numb r of l,r:ln :L -

t im1s per duy <:an b d - --=":5:-­
t rmin d froi11 Lh nv , rage 
du ily stt.le:· 11ml iwcragc 
stll or nv rng p11r ·hns 
fiw.irc . 

0 .7/i 

1.7 

•1.0 
L.00 

20,000 t I'll 11S:L ' ­
t.ions p r day 

2. T l c numb 1· of peopl 20,000 X 0.75 = 15,000 
makiug purch:n1cs 1s d - peopl 
!ermined hy r.nulliplyin, 
Lh L1·1111Stl ·lions by ~h 
people p r runsncl,ion . 

3. Th number of nu t.om - 15,000 = ,' , 2-I car 
h iles is fou11d by dividi11 1.7 
t,h people by t Ii persons 
pr C!Lr. 

-1. The numhcr of spaces 
needed l pnrk !.he car 
is foUlld by u.ividing lh 
curs by lhe daily urnov r 
of ca.rs. 

5. To provide spa. es for pe:Lk 
nc1;umul111.ions, the St>n. ·e 
r quir m nL is multiplied 
by t.he p uk fa ·tor. 

6. To prov,ide 15-p re nt 
nf ly foci.or (s lf-p:irkin, 

facilit ies n,ppoitr full wh n 
-pe r c nL cupied). 

;'' .2-1 
4.0 1,01.' pa ·cs 

1,918 X 1.66 = 3,184 

3,184 X 1.15 = 3,662 

In addition, the main lot is broken into sections to 
avoid Lraffic cong · tion. 

At present, th main problem for the automobile 
user is inadequate roads leading to the NorLhgat area. 
Although 110th Street to the north is four lane · adja-



84 PARKING AS A FACTOR IN BUSINESS 

n to h center, it narr w · two lan · in botb d ir ·-
tion a few block away. re t xtcnding north and 
ou th of th project, are al o nanow, t\\ o-laned ' tree ts 

that arn iun.dequate to handle tb p a.k traffi generated 
by evening hopping. It is al o vident tha car tu min l' 
left into the proje t, particularly along 1if h venue 
N .E. and on 110th t.reet, , ill on tribute to traffic 
congestion. It is fortunate, however, that the enter 
doe no b rder 011 h main north- outh artel'ial 
·arrying heavy traffic to and fr m the cent.et· of the city 

Adeqii,acy of Parking pace 

possible m a. ure of the adequn.cy of Torthgate 
parking faciliti i a omparison f parking area to 
opera ing fl or pace. iudi ·ated in Table 37, without 
the r rve parking lot , the ratio of pa.rk.ing area, to 
operatitP Aoo1· pace i 2.3. With the re erve lot. ·pa e 
in l.uded, the ratio i 2.9. 

Parking -tudi made by a real-estate onsulting 
linn indicate that large hopping centers hould have 
a _parking area to operatin floor pace ratio of 2 to l 

to Ln,ke ar of normal peak parking demands and a 
raUo of 3 t 1 to accommodate holiday p ak requir -
m nts.26 lt. would appear that nth ba is f the e id 11 
ra ·i , adequat parking proviefous have b n made 
at N orthgate. 

Average Sale Method of Determining Parking Require­
ments 

I w uld be ver useful if planners of shopping centers 
could det rmine the parking reqwrem nts of shopping 
ceuter 01 th ba i · of economic potential rath r ha,n 
ntirely on p t xperience. possible means of de r-

minin, parking need i by the use of the "avera e ale 
me hod." for re ·earch i · n • d -d to determine ome 
f th data needed, n well a th va.lidity of the method 

sngg ' t d. The met,hod of de rminin..,. parking require­
ment w II a th data riven wer dev loped out of 

t.1.1cli mad by Larry mith & ompany from parkin 
·urv •y f two larg We t oast hopping ent r ( ·eo 
Table 3 ) . 

" hoppi11g Cente, Parking, Larry Smith and mpnny, ct1llle, IU51, p. 6. 

Use of Mass Transportation as a Means of Relieving Parking and Traffic Congestion 

USE OF MASS TRANSPORTATION IN SEATTLE 

Trends in Transit Usage 

shown i11 Table 39, he u e of ma· t ran portation 
a· indicated by number of revenue p ·engers ca1Tied 
and annual rcvenu rides per capita ha' dl' pp d rapidly 
in , ttle since l.045 .27 'rhi declining trend h1 the u. e 
of ma a-transportation faciliti js L-ypical of till lar ye 
meLropolitu.n centers iu , Worid War II. t i inter­
esting to note, how vel', that annual r v nue rid per 
capita in eattle in 1951 were high r than in_ 1940. 
The reason for annual p r- ·apita rides being higher 
now than in 1940 is probably a higher percento. , of 
employment now rather han a higher percentag of 
tran it use. If present trends coJ1tinue, per-capita ride 
figures will drop b -low tho e of 19 0 in a year or tw 
(see 1 ig. 1 ). 

Transit Usage, Origin and Destination Study 

The 194.7 origin-and-cl stination tndy indicated that 
for all trips survey d, 34.6 p rcet1t of eattle resid nts 
used ma LTan 'po1-tation, while the remainder u d 
automobile and other mean. of individual transp rta­
tion to r ach their de tina ion. 

pedal tabulation of rigin-and-clestination daWi. 
in<lictttes ·some intere tin data on Lhe use of tran it 

21 Mass-transportation faoil!ties are traokless trolley a_nd bus. 

fa iUtie · by ·hopp rs raveling to ome maj r ea t1 
·h pping center . s ·how11 in Tai le 40 42.4 p r ent 
f hopp rs having he central bu. ·11 ss di Lri ta thefr 

d ti nation u eel publi tnmsportatfon. s exp cted, the 
percentage u ing tran it faciliti to reach uburban 
shopping ' nters wa mu h muller, ranging from 20.3 
p rce11 for We t cattle to 15.'! percent for Roo · v 1 . 
, 'ince t,ran iL facilitie funnel into the downtown area, 
i i r a on a.bl to expect a higher percen Lag of use for 
the cl wutown area than for any subu rban hopping 
cenLer ( ee Fig. 19) . 

SUGGESTlONS TO INCREASE USE OF 

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 

ne method of reducing raffic and parking difficul­
ties, ps:u'ticularly in the central business di trict, is to 
in rea ·e the u e of public tran ·portation into the area. 
Greater u ·e of ma tntnsportation_ would r due traffi 
conge ion and the pre urc on exi ting parking facili­
ties. 

veral urge tion have he n made to make Lransit 
more attn\. tive Lo ridel's, particularly hoppe1 . mong 
the sng e tecl way. of in rea ing the patr na.ge of _public 
Lro..n ·portati I are : 

1. , ea. LI Trnn it Sy Lem would offer reduced fares 
from 10 A.i\r. to P.M., th ir off-peak time, to make it 
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more a Ta. t,iv f r sh pp 1· t ti le ou th it- facilities. 
It i al'gu d ba:t low r far would timulu e consider­
ably greater traffi · and on · quen tly in rea. ·e r venue 
to th • '!'ran it yst m. Openi.ting o 't · for trolleys ar 
nearly th same, regard le. s of whether the vehicle is 
nearly mpty or full. 

Year 

---
1929 
1935 
1939 
1940 
1941 
1942 
1943 
1944 
1945 
1946 
1947 
1948 
1949 
1950 
1951 

TABLE 39 
UsE OF SEA'rTLE TRANSIT SYSTEM 

1929-1951 

Population 
Revenue Passengers 

City of Scuttle 
No. % of 1939 

319,324 67,599, 475 129.5 
367,773 48,065,656 92.1 
30 , 056 52,190, 854 100.0 
36 ,302 56,843, 685 108.9 
381,290 68,417,206 131.l 
300,5 0 95,528,358 183.0 
395,308 115,855,374 222.0 
1LO0 , 76-1 128,961,395 247 .1 
412,554 131,167, 111 251.3 
•1'14 ,502 117,130,05!) 225.6 
454,160 106,807, 225 204.6 
458,240 99 824,055 191.3 
-160,5 I) 92,997,874 178 .2 
462,440 83, 802,774 160 .6 
46 , 000" 77,755,449 149.0 

AnnwLI Revenue 
Ri<lcs per Capita 

187 
131 
142 
154 
179 
244 
293 
317 
318 
265 
236 
217 
202 
181 
161& 

, Cl nc.1-: : "G neml Report. on Seattle 'J'rw1sil yslem," W. 
. Gi lmm1 , omp11n •, 1051, Table 5 ; It eor Is of 'imt le 

Truu i , y tem. 
• Estimated. 

lllOtll[illfl1'A 

ISO 

100 

so 

0 ...___.__.....___.___.__....____.__..._~ _ __,__~__._ _ _.___,_ __ 

lt1t 1935 i,31J ~OI 1941 194Z 1943 1'344 1'145" t'Jt6 9'47 l'J49 1949 1950 1951 

SOURCE T~ble 40 

Figure 18. Annual revenue ri.<les per capita, Seattle transit 
system. 

2. eattle Tran it y tern would !for free rides for 
one how- for a ll individual d tin.eel for t.h c ntral 
bu in · di tric during th v ning hat all owutown 
.-tores ar pen. Returnin .. , hopp rs woul I pay for their 
rid home. It is argued U1n.L great r r v nue wotLld 
re ult from much greate1· traffic stimulaLe I. 

T hi plan might, involve operating and policy diffi-

ultics. It would be difficult to determine destinations 
of many pa. en er . In addition, suburban ·hopping 
distric · may fe l that imilar privileges shm1ld be 
offered to ho1 per. during he evenings their stores 
are open. 

TAllJ,1!: 40 
MEANS OF Tn . .\.lX l'OJITA'l'I N S Eil BY IIOl'l'Ens TO 

REACH M_AJOll ~}AT'l'L!,J '1-rOl' PING J~N•ri, n s 

1017 

Auto Public Total 
District Transportation 

No. % No. % No. % ---- ---- -----
Downtown . . .. ...... 1467 57.6 1081 42.4 2548 100.0 

nivorsiLy .......• .. 209 79,2 55 20.8 · 264 100.0 
Roosevelt . . ........ 214 84.6 39 15.4 253 100 .0 
Hallo.rd ..... .... . .. . 212 72 .8 79 27.2 291 100.0 
Broadway .. , .... . .. 220 68 .5 101 31.5 321 100.0 
West ttLUc . . ... . - . 106 70.7 44 29.3 150 100.0 

SouRcE: pccin.l ~al>ulnl,ion prcpu.rod from rigin -D irrn­
tion Traffic Surv y Da~11, cnLtlc Mc ropolitnn Arca, 19'17. 
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Figure 19. Means of transportation used by shoppers to reach 
major Seattle shopping centers. 

3. The downtown retailers would buy the use of the 
transi system for an hour in the evening to stimulate 
evening shopping. This plan could be offered to any 
di trict <lei-iring make a similar arrangement. 

4. The city could subsidize the transit system to 
make use of transit more attractive. It is argued that 
it would be ' more economical to subsidize mass trans-
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porlalion than to subsidize the ·reation of additional 
pu.rlciJi • facilities in the central business distdct. 

FEASIBILITY OF SUGGESTIONS TO STIMULATE 

GREATER USE OF MASS TRANSPORTATION 

In addi ion Lo the pr vion. l indica · d diffi ·ulLles 
of ad pting any of the abov plan , ther, i )t 
wheth rthe u. e of ran portati011 can I eiu d. 
Th gr win • u · o mobil · i11 nearly every metro-
poHtan cen r inc war indi •at that,, in spite of 
trafii c; ngestion and pai·king difficulti s, an incr a.sing 
percentag of th pul Ii prefer to u e automobil . . 
It e m · loubtful wh h r a certain 
i m of the du,y or free ri for short 

pet·i in the veninf; ,,, ill th u of 
ransportati n. It i · iJ e hat, in 
f the fa t that mploy ·an porta.-

ti 1 1 01 of th pers nnel 
pro he at.ti . t.h pro-
vi i e in• mployees. 

Wh n r iler • nporta.11 ·e 
of ma . ,ation to t futur th y ,. nerally 
are of the op.inion that Lhe Lrencl to" ard. Lhe greater 
use of the autornobil wou]<l b difficult to reverse. 

CONCLUSION 

As nearly half of h• people ut, ring and leaving the 
central bu iness district u ·e ma:· tran p rtatiou, it is 

importan to the health of the downtown area that good 
ma:· - transportation be provided. Reports of independ­
ent organization indi at that h municipally operated 
Seattle Tran ·it y -t m i ing efficiently run.28 In 
spite of adv r op ra.ting errain,, attle has one of the 
f \\' y. t •ms with an v r-all operating speed of over 
11 mph. Th fare st1·u ture of 20 cen · for a single rid , 
ix token · for l, ·ompo.res favorably with other large 

cities in ·pite f high labor co t and hilly terrain. 
De ·linjn r patronaae c: mbined with steadily mount­

ing operating expenses hav f r ed fares on Seattle 
Tran i to I c jn 't' a ·ed from 10 · nts during the war 
year to h present fare of 20 cent. . The ·prcad- uL 
tenain f , ea ti whi h will be ag l'M aLed by 11 w 
antt xat;ion of erriiory and th 11e . sity f r ext.en ion 
of tran. i facilitie. to additional suburban areas is 
also fo ·u ·-ing atten ion II h de irability of adopting 
a zone far y:t m. I · i argu that a zone-fare plan 
would tend to imulat more short distance rides, 
which t nd to b dis ·ouraged by a high flat-1·u.L • fare. 

thou h ther is no a uranc•~ that redu d fares 
duri11g . la ·k periods will guarani incr a ed patron­
age, it might be well to exp rimen with r du ·eel fares 
during nonp ak h urs of the day or free ride. durin r 

ev ni.ng- h pping nigh · as a means of stimulating use 
of public t;nrn, portu.ti n. 

Conclusions and Proposed Research 

An analysis of busih ·s tr nds in m rnpolitan ea.t ·le 
indicates that the rela i ve imp or tan e of h • central 
l u. in s di trict a. compared with suburba11 c ntel'S 
bas de •lined. It i apparent hat uburban area · and 
fringe areas smToundin ,. th d wntown dj tri t are 
securing the greatest percentage of n w bu in and 
new commercial con trn tion r ulLing from the •rowth 
of the metropolitan area. While a a whol the c ntral 
business district ha· not decliued in th amount of 
bu. ines.· being haudled, i relative importance has de­
creru - I. A.lth ugh recent staLi ic. are not available in 
ma11y fields, it is apparent hat th rapid development 
of ubtu·ban center ha continued ·inc the last census. 

One of the factor contributi11g to the •rowth f 
suburban shopping · nter in the area ha. been in­
creasing parking aud traffi ·onge tion in the central 
business district. Th re ha be n a ub. tantial reduction 
in the number f I n,rkin spa e 1wailnble within the 
confines of the clow1.1town area within the last 5 yr. 
However, dow11town-pa1·king difficulty is only one fac­
tor contributing LO 1,he gr wth f suburban centers. 

Th rcla. ively Jn,r"'e p pulation inc1·• _ es enjoyed by 
ot1 lyin r ul urban area ·, high land valu sin the central 
bu.-iness di. tri, t, venin shopping ill suburban ·enter , 
la k of adequate public transportation b w n do\\ n­
town and new . uhurban di ·tricts, and the building of 
new, planned shopping centers hav uU con ribut d 
to de e11trali1.atio11 . How ver, withou a. omprehen ·iv 
attitude tu<ly it is diffi ult to determin the r Ja.Liv 
importan · f parking n th dev lopment of suburban 
centers. 

PROPOSED ATTIT DE STUDY 

Procedures Followed in Pilot Study 

In the pring of 1952 a pilot attitude study was 
onducted by m mbers of · he proj c dir ctor's mar­

ket.in re. car h la s at th iniversity to determine 
fa ·tors infiu ,iring di trir:t. hopping pr r r n and 
t.h · r lo.live imp rtn,11 •e of parking in cl termining pref­
erence.·. AfLcr building and testing a preliminary ques-

2s W. C. G1Ll\1AN COMPANY, Seattle Tra11sit System, General Report, December 
21, 1951, page 41, 
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tionnaire, sLude11L · mad rLpproximately 180 interviews 
in a limited area or northea ' , et~l, ·le. 

Whil the st\mplc used in th test ill\ esbign,ti n is 
somewhat small to be statistically reliabl and inter­
viewing was confined to on geographic a,t· a of th city 1 

a number of tenta ive generalizations may b dmwn . 
These generalizat;ion honld be vel'ifi cl in a larger, 
more representa,tiv ampl of attle ,., idents. A copy 
of the questioitnaire u:ed app ar in ·he appendix. 

Results of Pilot Study 

Reason. for Preferring lwpping District. Respondents 
wer a. l·ecl in whn.t ·hopping center they did most of 
their hoppin.g for it m except groceries. Because of 
th limit cl geographi area covered, th di trict pref-

rences were not; . ignificant, but th rea ons for hop­
ping in suburbttn a rea or in th • ' ntra.l htt'ine. s d'i..·­
t rict are of vaJu . 

The mo't-important reas n giv n for prefenin t,he 
downtown sl oppi.11, T center wa "htrg r selection, m.ore 
stores.' The breakdown of r tai l . ales for the 1939 
and 1948 Census of Busiu · t,•nd to bea1· Lbi out, 
as Lh ·entral busin distri. t wa relatively trong t 
in the hoppin good. ategories, parti ·ularly clol,hing 
and general rnerchandi.-e. her impor an r a on given 
for p11tronizing the downl,own a.rea, in Lb ir order r 
importance inclucl · : ' "onveni n to work,'' 'b t r 
p11bli transportat,ion," "avai ln,bili y of cha1·ge-a -
ount ·,' and " lower prices." 

n tb 1,hex baud, th mo ·t-important r aso111; for 
pre[ 1Ting ubut·ban . hopping c .nter w r onv nj-
n e to horn " and larger ·elections of m r hanclise 

than mailer cent r .. 11 "Le ·· conge ion" and 'be ter 
parkin faciliti ' were fa tors of le:s r importance. 

Th most-important rea ons given f 1· pref ning bo h 
d wntown and uburl an. hopping nter · .-ugge· Urnl, 
factors other Lhan parking and nge tion are importa.nt 
to mo ·I, ·hopper. when sele tin r a shoppi11 r ent r for 
item other than conv niences. 

1.'yp of il1 ercluinclis Bought or Services sed on 
Last 'Pi•ip. A compal'i on of the types of merchandise 
whi<:11 w re I ought, or ervices u. e<l on shopp r ' last 
trips to the centl'a.l hu ine :· distric and to a uburban 
shopping center h w important dill 1·en s. n lru t 
trips to . uburban centers, th large. t perccntii,. of 
shopper purcha ·ed conveni II e item., such gro­
cerie , I a.k ry product·, l' drug . relativ ly Jn.rg ­
P r nLage f shopper. pur hased child r n s lothing 
or vi ited a bank. Table •.U indicates th <'omplctc 
picturn. 

On their Ju t trip to the central business district, 
the largest 1 ercentage of shoppers purchased women's 

·loLhing. th •r categoriei· f m 1· haudi ·e purch1u; cl 
by a, relativ ly lar r p t'(' · nLR > r. hopper. were men' 
n,n<l c:hildr n's clothing. While dow1ttow11 a .-urpl'isin •ly 
htrg perce.ntage of shopper.- bough gro · ry and bakery 
p1·oducLs. The importanc of servi e · i indicated by 
Lile lar e percentage vi i ing bank:, 1·e taurants, doc­
tor and t,heat r . 

~1 eans of Transporlation ll. n their la t Tip o 
a, suburban en er, 58 per ent of the responde1 u ed 
Rutomobi l ·, LS percenL public rausportat,ion, and 2-~ 
perc n t walked. n their la .. t rip dO\\llt wn, howevei•, 
0 p r n u eel automobile · and 60 p 1· n I, publi · 

TABLE 41 
TYPES OF MERCHANDISE PURCHASED OR SERVICES UsED 

ON LAST TRIP 'l'O SHOPPING CENTER" 

i\for handisc 
Alipliunce .. .. . ....... . ...... . 
'oLhing (childr n' ·) .. ..... .. .. . 
la t hing (m 11 1s) .......... . . . 
lolhiug (worn u's) ... ......... . 

Drugs .. . ... . ..... _ . . ....... , ... . 
]i'urniture ..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 
Oro· ri!? .., bakery goods . .... .. • 
Il nrclwnr .................. , .. 
ho s ( hildron' ) .............. . 
hoes (men's) . .. . ............ . 

Shoes (womcu' ) ............. .. 
'foys ........................... . 
Yarclu ve ..... . ..... . ... . ....... . 

Lher . .............. , .. • .. , .. .. . 
Services 

Bank ........................ , .. 
Restnurnnt, .... .......... .. .. .. . . 
1 led icid scrvi c ................. . 
Th 1LLer .....•...•..•.•..•. 

Central 
Business 
District 

% 
3.8 

11 .2 
13 .5 
33.6 
10 .7 
4.5 

16.3 
1. 7 
6.2 

13.5 
8.4 
2.8 

14.6 
21.9 

9.0 
9.5 
0 .5 
3.9 

Suburban 
Center 

% 
2.4 

21.3 
9.8 

14.6 
29.3 
3.7 

43.4 
7.3 
6.1 
1.2 
3.7 
4 .9 
6.7 

28.7 

23.2 
7.2 
4.9 
6.7 

SouRcE: Attitude Study, Northeast Seattle, Spring, 1952. 
• Many respondents mentioned more than one item. 

tt·M:port,aLion. Tb - percentag .- using public trn.n port,­
ation uudoub dly ar higher han for the entire ity, 
n the area in which interviewing took place enjoys 
b tter-tlrn.n-averag ~ ublic tran ·portation to downtown 
as well as to adjacent submban centers. 

Parking ·in entral Bt~·ines Disti·icl. f tho e dri, ing 
to the central business distri ton theil' la t vi it, n arly 
61 percent paid to park in a lot or aracre. In addition 
20 percent used curb facilitie , perc 11(; free [< ·iliLie 
provided by merchants, whilo th remaining 11 percenL 
just cruised or didn't rememb r. 

l(; i.· of int rest t,o not, Lhat 53 per ·ent f tho e inter­
vi.ew d pref l'I' d u in public transportntion when go­
ing down own, 4,0 perceu~ nu automobil and percent 
were undecided. Th perc nt,u,ge preferring public trans­
portation, however, may have been biased upward by 
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better-than-average transit service from the area sur­
veyed. 

Family Characteristics Influencing District Pref­
erences. Cross classification of district prefer nces for 
, hopping with family characteristics indical;es several 

ndencies worthy of verification in a more-compre­
hensive survey. A higher percentage of families with 
children tend to prefer suburban areas than do families 
with no children or families containing two or more 
adults over 60 yr. of ag . 

When family income is taken into consideration, 
suburban shopping areas appear to be more popular 
with middle-income groups. A strong preference for the 
lowntown ai·cti was indicated by the low-incom fam­

ilie. and a slightly high r than average preference for 
do\\ ntown by he higb-income families. 

Proposed Study 

On th, ba i of the pilot . tudy, it is recommended 
that 11. mor -compr hensive attitude study b mad 
in the eattl area to determ:ine the factor in.fluencing 
shoppers' selections of districts. Results of the pilot 
survey and other evidence uncovered in this study 
indicate that parking and traffic conge t ion are not the 
only important factors influencing hoice of districts. 

It is suggested that the following factors be explored 
in a comprehensive attitude study: (1) di. tricts pre­
ferred for shopping goods and services; (2) reason for 
preferring the downtown area or suburban hopping 
centers; (3) means of transportation used to get to 
shopping centers; (4) parking facilities u ed downtown. 
by automobil u ers; (5) preference for type of parking 
facilities, a) self-service or attendo.nL servi e and b) 
lot or garage; (6) rea tion to public transportation 
versus au mobile to get downtown; and (7) social 
and economic factors influencing preference for down­
town or suburban areas. 

In order to get a repre ·etttativ sample of , eattle 
residents, it is recommended that 600 to 1,000 in tet­
view be condu t d in s veral cen u. trnc in eatUe. 

en us trncts would be ·el cted to give a r pr sentative 

pi ·tu re of ·hoppi11g habit i11 th me ropolitan a.r>n .. 
'.l' ra. ·t · 11 ould IP ·hos • n 011 !,he ha i · of Lhe f llowing 
crit ria: neiLrness to c;enLral I u.' ine. disl,ri I, and. ulmr­
bu1\ Mea ·, availabiliLy of pul Ii· trnn ·portaLion, and 
economi • tatu of famili s in ar ,a. rand ms I ction 
f addr e would b mad wiLhin the cen u tract . 
In t he pr po d atti ude tudy, i j recommend l 

that experienced interviewer· b u-ecl. Thi: would p r­
mit the use of more opeu-cndcd que ·tion or depth 
interviewing than was possible in h pi.I • tudy with 
student interviewers. 

Desirability of Conducting Attitude Study in Seattle 

Seattle would be an excellent area in which to con­
duct an attitude tudy for the following rca ons: (1) 
exi ·teuce f evernl large uburban hoppin cen rs 
which ·an actively compete with central business di -
la-l t on hoppin i em·; (2) rela,tively high percen rige 
of autom bile own 1·. hip in area; (3) wid · geo •raphic 
at· a co ered by ciLy and i~ immediat t radino- area; 
and ( ) xi tence of well-ma11ag I tran it y tem. 

In addition, it appears wi e o detel'mine whether 
factors influencing districL h pping prefer · nee diff r 
in repres nl:ative cities. Tbi · would be parti ularly 
true regardin r shoppei ' attitud, oward parking a,ncl 
traffic congestion. 

PROPOSED STUDY OF PARKING AT PLANNED 

SHOPPING CENTERS 

In addition to the recommend d attitucl . tud , it i 
suggested that more-compr hensiv data be · cured 
on. parking habit and parking requirements at tbe 
n w, planned. ul urba.n shopping enters. Data cmed 
by tudies of parki11g habits at plann d hoppi1 g n­
ters, su 'h as , cattle'· orthgate, regarding peak park­
ing accumulat.ion, turnover, averag car o 'cu pan ·y, 
and averag . purchase· pel' vehicl , would b useful 
in the determination of parking requirement of 11ew, 
planned enters. more-thorough valuaUon of me h-

d of determining he parking r quir ment of planned 
ce.ut rs , ould b de irable as well. 
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APPENDIX 

BREAKDOWN OF RETAIL SALES CLASSIFICATION 

GROUPS USED JN CENSUS OF BUSINESS 

Food Gro1tp 
Grocery sLorns (with or without fresh meats) 
i\l[cal. markets 
Fish (sen rood ) mnrkct.s 
FruiL st.ores, vcgeLnblc mn1·kets 

'nncl) nut, conrecl,ioncry stores 
Dniry produ t st.ore 
Milk dealers 
Bakery products stores 
Egg, pounry dealers 
Delico.Lesse11 stores 
Ot,her food sLor s (spe ialties) 

Eatfog (tn(l r>r i.nkiny Places 
Restaurnnl,s, coJoterius 

'nterers 
Lunch counters, rcifreshment sl.ands 
Drinking places {beer, 11,le, •Le) 

Gimercu. Mercharidis cmd 0 11,cl'(Ll 'lore 
;,eneml stores (usu:-dly ntrnl ) 

Dcp!\l't.ment stores 
Dry goods 
Variety stores 

Apparel Group 
1\<Ien's, boys lathing stores 
i\lt n's, boys' ful'nisbing stores 
li'11mily clothing stores 
Women's rc11cly-t-0-we1u· stores 
i\l.[i(lir1e1·y storei:; 
Hosiery stores 
Corset, lingerie stores 

ppnrel necessary, specialty stores 
, hoe stores 
Custom tailors 
Furi·iers 1111d fur !!hops 

hildren's ancl infant-I!' WCiLr sLores 
tl1er npparcl stores (sp ci11ILies) 

Fw"1iiturc, P·rirnishinus ruul Jlpplfonce Group 
Furniture stores 
Floor covering stores 
Drn,pery, curtain, upholstery stores 

hinn, glassware, mctalware stores 
Antique stores 
Other home furnishings stores 
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lfoni;ehold appliance stores 
Bn.(lio stores 

Aulomol,ive Group 
Motor v hicl (new nnd u ·eel) dealers 
Motor v hicle (used) deniers 
Tire, bnttery, HCC sory deniers 
Motorcycl deniers 
Aircraft dealers 
Boat dealers 
Other 11,uLomotive dealers (trailers, etc.) 

Gasoline Bcrvice Stations 
St,1~tions primarily engaged in selling gas, oil and lubricating 

oils 
Lumber, Bm:lding, Hardware Group 

Lumber yard 
Building mnLerials dcnl rs 
PninL, glnss, wal lpaper &tor s 
Renting and I Lumhing 1uipment stores 
Elec ricnl supply cl nlcrs 
Hnnlwnre stores 
Fnrrn-cquipment dealers 

Drug tore and Proprietary Stores 
Drug stores 
Proprietary stores 

Other ReU,il Stores 
Liquor stores 
Second-hand stores 
Fuel deolers, except fuel oil 
Fuel oil leolers 
Ice dealers 
Hay, grai u feed s ores 
]i'11rm, gnrdcn supply stores 
Jewelry store 
Book stores 

t1Ltioncry stores 
Sporting goods stores 
Bicycle sLo rCl:I 
Florists 

ignrstol'CS and st,n.n l 
N ws den.lors, n wsstands 
Girt, novelLy, souvenir stores 
Music stores 
Luggage, leather goods stores 
Option! goods stores 

nmeru., ph tognLplii supply stores 
me , store mnchine nnd cquipm nt dealers 

A II other retail tores 



QUESTIONNAIRE 

UNIVERSITY 0~' WASHINGTON M. A. E 

MARKETING ANALYSIS 1 Call_ 
PARKING SURVEY 2 Call_ 

Addre.~----------------------
I. Disltict 7Jr ifer1mo1,: 

1. Jn 1~·hat shopping cenLnr(s) clo you or mombers of your 
f1tm1ly do mo t; of your shopping for items oLhcr Lhnn 
gro l'ies? ('Rank 1, 2, 3) · 
--. 11L. Bus. DisL. _ Northgato 

o.ll ard __ Ro · v It, 
--13roadwny __ · nive rs ity 
__ IJtlke Cit,y __ lh r __ · ____ _ 

2. Why is most r your shopping don in Lhis di l,ri t? 
__ De le r qunlity mer- __ Larger JecLion-

cha ndi~e mor sLores 
__ 'onveni e nt Lo hom __ Less onge Li n 

onvenie nL l,o wo1·k __ Better pnrking f1Lcil -
redi lu.rgc nc- iLic 
counl,s __ J3c!Ler public t r1111 -
,fiv e rv service porl,11tion 

· • ri nd hip __ ··tore in smalle r arCfl 
__ Low r prices 01,hcr _____________ _ 

II. Last lri1>- ub1rrba,1. center 
1. When did you Inst vis it, t he __ shopping c n Lor? 

(Pre ( •1-r d suburlmn shoppi ng con Lor indi :IL d in 
Question L, l) 
__ Within th Ins!, we •k __ Ov r I month ngo 
__ Over J week ngo , but Jc s __ Don'L rnmemher 

thaa 1 mon Lh 
__ Docs 11't shop in s uburban cenl,el' 

2. ,vhi ·h or t, he following Ly1 e. of mercha ndi se worn 
hougli l o!· scrvic:es ust!d on rour In. t 1,rip? ( se r.nrd) 

f>ph n nccs __ . 'ho s (~ten's) 
o hing ( hildron's) __ , ho •s (Women's) 

__ lot,hing (Me n's) __ 'roys 
__ ,lot,hi11g (Won'urn's) __ yt\t" Ing . 

1·ugs __ 13nnk 
'ur.ni Ill' CSL!Wl'IIII ~ 

__ CroCC!rics ~· hnk ry __ Medi ·,,I Servi ce 
goods __ Theale r 

__ }fordw:sro __ Others _____ _ 
__ • hoes ( hildrc n's) 

~- Wh:i l moons or lrnnsportnLion did you ltSo on your 
!:1s t, Lrip? 
__ Own cor __ Wnlk d 
__ Friend's cn,r __ Lhcr (specify) __ 
__ Public t rn1'1sporLtLtion on't, remomhcr 

4. (n ff car us cl. Where wns i t, pu,rko<l? 
__ Cul'I, a mcL 1· __ Puid gnmgo 
__ 'urb , no m I, •r __ !?rec pnrking area (sp -
__ Paid pa rking I L ify) ______ _ 

__ QLhc1· (spo •Hy) __ _ 
cm' t, rem rnher 

(b) Why did you park there ? _________ _ 

(c) TTow long we re .vou parked Lher ? _____ _ 
5. (a) l f C(II' n()l used on las/ l ri71. Did you have the use 

or a Cnl' for 11hopping on your In.st, trip? 
Y S-- No __ 

(h) ff /I .~, why didn'i you d rive on your last, trip? 

90 

QUESTIONNAIRE (Concluded) 
III. Cmtral Husiness District 

1. When did you las shop in the Central Business Dis­
Lric ? 
__WiLhin the last week __ Qver 1 month ago 
__ ()ve r 1 week, but less __ Don't remember 

Lhan I mon t h ago 
oe.s11't shop iu c nl .. Bu . Di$t. 

2. ,Vlti ch of Lh . following 1,_ypcs or m rchn.ndi c we re 
hough( ors rv1c llSf\d Oil ~ our Ins!, l rip? (Us l\rd) 
--Afl plmnces hoes (l\fon's) 
-- o hing ( .., hildrcn 's) __ S hoe (Women' ) 
__ lothing (M n's) __ Tovs 
-- lot,hing (Wom ,n' ) __ Ya1·dag<1 

rugs __ 81~11k 
•urnil,ur __ Rest,aun\ nt 

__ Groceries & bakery g <ls cd icitl ervic 1 

l a.nlwnre __ Th ator 
__ Sho (Chiltlron 's) __ Qt h rs, • ____ _ 

3. Wh11 1_neitn. or LrnnsportuLion did y u us on your 
li1sL rip? 
__ wn c11 r __ Walk d 
__ Pri<:nd's c11r __ Qt.her (sp •cify) ____ _ 
__ J3u ij __ Don't, rc1ncml;er 

4. n. lf c1n- used. Wh r wn iL p~uked ? 
-- usb, ttl, m L r __ Paid go.rn~e 
__ urh , no m tcr r l' e pnrk111g urea (sp c-
__ l'nid p1Lrking lot ify) ___ · ____ _ 

__ Qt.h(ir ( peci(}•) ___ _ 
b. Why did y ou pa.rk t he r ? . 
c. now long we1·1 you plll'k cl ? ________ _ 

5. If cw· nol used on lnsl trip: 
a . Did you h,we he use or n en I' 1'01· s hoppi 11g 011 your 

las t I.rip ? Yes__ No__ · 
h. H ,ves , why didn' t you clriv 0 11 _vou1· lu. I, trip? 

6. (a) At 1>r' ·out do you pr r r lo go downtown using 
publi c l,rt\n \> rLuLion or your own car? 
'nr__ I ublic: t nu,s.__ Undecided __ 

(b) If a prafcrcncc why? ___________ _ 

7 . If more parkin fa ' ilit.i c wer nvai lnhl do wntown 
would you visit. t he down t,own l\l'M mor ort,011 ? 

Yes__ No__ DI 
8 . Comments _________________ _ 

IV. Classification Sec/ion 
1. Sex of respond nt M__ F _ _ 
2. Number of persons in household: 

Age group Male Female 

5 or under 
6-13 
14-20 
21-59 
60 or over __ _ 

3. H married couple, is I.he wir workiug? Yes_ No __ 
4. Possession of family cn rs __ 

t one: 

5. Ji'or clMsificitLion purpo~c onl y, indi ·nl,c h y number 
l,lie l 1·01,d grout} t·epresen i11g 1.oLnl YEARL

0

Y income 
or all me mbe r · of fa mil y in ho,umholcl. (Living nt, 
hom s ·M d .) 

I - ·n le r 1,000 VU 6,000 Lo S0,99U 
Il- SJ ,ooo to l,9!lO vm ,ooo S7,9!l9 

Ill- 2,000 Lo 2,99!1 I X- ,000 t,o ,U99 
lV- 53, 000 Lo 3,909 X 9,000 o 0,90!1 
V- ~,000 to S4,90!J XT- 10,000 or over 

VI 5,000 t.o S5 ,1)09 - . I. 
In rvi we· Dnt.__ ____ _ 




