ADDITIONAL READ-AHEAD
MATERIALS FOR RESIDENTIAL
PARKING WORKING GROUP
MEETING FIVE: PEER CITY POLICY
SUMMARIES
The read-ahead materials for Residential Parking Working Group Meeting Five included a table that
summaries parking policies in various jurisdictions around the United States. Here we have assembled
some longer summaries of those policies. Staff did not compose these summaries for all the cities
included in the table due to lack of time.
See the following summaries (click on names to jump to sections of this document)
Alexandria, VA
Boston, MA
Denver, CO
Chicago
San Francisco, CA
Portland
California (Statewide)
Additional background materials that summarize studies on the relationship between car-sharing and
private vehicle ownership can be found in the “Additional Readings” section of “Meeting Five” on the
“Documents” page of the project web site.
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Jurisdiction

Alexandria, VA
Does the jurisdiction have parking minimums for residential development?
Yes. The new standards establish parking ratios for new development, with allowances for lower ratios
when particular conditions are met. The ratios are:



Market rate project within ½ mile walkshed of metro: .8 spaces/bedroom
Market rate project outside walkshed: 1 space per bedroom

For affordable development, the following ratios are voluntary.




Affordable units at or below 30% AMI: .5 spaces per unit
Affordable units at or below 50% AMI: .65 spaces per unit
Affordable units at or below 60% AMI: .75 spaces per unit

Does the jurisdiction have parking maximums for residential development?
Yes. The final calculated parking ratio is both a minimum and a maximum. Modification of the
requirement may be requested via Special Use Permit.

Are exceptions to the zoning ordinance’s standards allowed and/or does the zoning
ordinance apply different parking standards in different parts of the jurisdiction? (Y/N)
Yes. There are credits which may be used to discount parking ratios for both market rate and affordable
development. These credits relate to proximity to transit, walkability index, percent studio units.

Does the jurisdiction require or allow for “in-lieu” fees or other compensation for parking
exceptions?
No.

How recently has the jurisdiction reviewed/updated its parking regulations or adopted
new parking policies?
2015

Does the jurisdiction explicitly mention or address "spillover" parking in its policy?
No
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Jurisdiction

Boston, MA
Does the jurisdiction have parking minimums for residential development?
The base zoning code has minimums in most districts. For residential development, floor-area-ratio
dictates the parking ratio; as FAR increases, parking ratios (per unit) decrease. This structure appears to
implicitly acknowledge the inverse relationship between density and automobile ownership.
FAR

Parking Spaces/Unit

0.3 or 0.5

1.0 space†

0.8 or 1.0

0.9 space†

2.0

0.7 space†

3.0

0.6 space†

4.0

0.5 space†

5.0

0.4 space†

† or, in the case of housing projects for elderly persons of low income, 0.2 space. Housing projects for elderly
persons of low income, as used herein, shall be deemed to mean such housing constructed under the Housing
Authority law of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and/or the United States Housing Act of 1937 as amended.

Does the jurisdiction have parking maximums for residential development?
Yes, in certain districts.
A guidance document from the Boston Department of Transportation (for use with special exception
projects) has parking maximum “goals” not parking minimum goals.

Are exceptions to the zoning ordinance’s standards allowed and/or does the zoning
ordinance apply different parking standards in different parts of the jurisdiction? (Y/N)
Yes. There are a few ways to change parking standards.
Review by the Zoning Board of Appeal
Much like in other jurisdictions, this is a standard remedy for case-by-case changes to zoning.
Article 80 Large Project Review
Applies to all projects that seek to build 50,000 square feet or more of space; these projects then follow
guidance from the Boston Transportation Department on parking maximum goals.
Planned Development Area
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Projects over 1 acre in area can go through this process.

Are procedures for granting exceptions to the zoning ordinance's standards different
based on development type or use (e.g. multi-family vs. Commercial office)?
Does not appear to differ based on land use, but does on project size. Projects less than 50,000 square
feet go through different processes than projects larger than 50,000 square feet.

Name of the agency or agencies responsible for approving parking exceptions


Boston Redevelopment Authority and Zoning Board of Appeal for Article 80 Project
Review
 Boston Redevelopment Authority and Zoning Commission for PDAs
 Boston Transportation Department (indirectly by publishing policy guidance).

What is the process for approving an exception?


Exceptions through the Article 80 Large Project Review must go through the Boston
Redevelopment Authority AND the Zoning Board of Appeal.
 The Planned Development Area process goes through the BRA and Zoning Commission.

What are the variables that staff or other decision makers are directed to take into
account when considering exception requests? Or, what are the conditions under which
different parking standards are applied across different geographic areas?
Broadly, “existing land use, available parking supply, housing density, local street capacity, and
cumulative impacts of new and proposed development.”
Parking standards in the DOT document vary depending on “Sections of the City within Boston Proper.”
For example, in the Back Bay, the “Parking Ratio “Goals” are 0.5-1.0 spaces per unit, but in the
Charlestown neighborhood, the goal is 0.75-1.25
However, distance to MBTA (transit) stops is the most important.
The following types of housing may get lower ratios





Elderly housing
Lodging housed [sic]
Transitorial housing
Group residences

Does the jurisdiction use specific thresholds for these variables in considering exceptions
or different parking standards? If so, what are they?
“Near MBTA Station” is within a 10-minute walk of a station.
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“Distant from MBTA Station” is further than a 10-minute walking distance from a station.

Summary of District-based Parking Goals/Guidelines

LOCATION

Financial District/Government Center/

RESIDENTIAL
SPACES PER UNIT 2
0.5 – 1.0

Bulfinch Triangle, North End, West End/ Massachusetts General Hospital,
Beacon Hill, Chinatown/Leather District, Bay Village, Back Bay, South End
(west of Tremont Street)
South End (east of Tremont Street),

1.0 – 1.5

Boston Medical Center, Lower
Roxbury/Crosstown
Dudley Square/Mission Hill
Longwood Medical Area, West

0.5 – 1.0
0.75

Fenway/Kenmore, East Fenway
South Boston Waterfront
Allston/Brighton, Charlestown,
Dorchester, East Boston, Jamaica Plain, Mattapan, Roxbury, South
Boston (residential neighborhood)

1.0 – 1.5
Distant from MBTA
Station 3
1.0 – 1.5
Near MBTA Station
4
0.75 – 1.25

Hyde Park, Roslindale, West Roxbury

1.0 – 1.5

Notes: 1. With proposed MBTA improvements in place.
2. Lower parking ratios may be appropriate for housing types such as elderly, lodging housed,
transitorial housing, and group residences.
3.

“Distant from MBTA Station” is defined as greater than 10 minute walking distance from an MBTA Station.

4.

“Near MBTA Station” is defined as within 10 minute walking distance from an MBTA Station.
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Does the jurisdiction require or allow for “in-lieu” fees or other compensation for parking
exceptions?
No.

How recently has the jurisdiction reviewed/updated its parking regulations or adopted
new parking policies?
The document Parking in Boston (2001) appears to be the most recent addition to City parking policy.
This was part of a master transportation plan called Access Boston. The Department of Transportation is
updating the policy with an initiative called Go Boston 2030.

Does the jurisdiction explicitly mention or address "spillover" parking in its policy?
The Boston Department of Transportation guidelines document does state that “Any project subject to
or electing to comply with Article 80 Large Project Review should accommodate associated parking
activity onsite.”

Other relevant information
Recently, as the City has re-zoned neighborhoods, the parking requirements have moved to reflect the
Department of Transportation Guidelines.
Also, the downtown “Parking Freeze” applies only to commercial garages that do not serve another,
primary use. In other words, there is no freeze on parking to serve residential projects.

Documents and other sources consulted for this data and information
Source Name/Document Title

URL (if
applicable)

Ted Schwartzberg, Senior Planner, Boston Redevelopment Authority
Parking Guidelines by the Boston Transportation Department for use by the Zoning
Board of Appeal
Boston Zoning Code

See this web
site.

Downtown Parking Freeze (Description)

See this web
site.
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Summary of a Parking Modification Report for a Downtown Mixed-Use Project in the City of
Kirkland, WA (2014)
Kirkland is a growing city of 87,000 people, located on the shore of Lake Washington, directly
east of Seattle. Formerly the headquarters of retail giant Costco, it is now home to several small
technology companies, and Google, Microsoft, and IBM all have a presence in the city. Kirkland
was the first municipality in Washington State to adopt a complete streets ordinance (2006).
GENERAL INFORMATION
The Kirkland Zoning Code (KZC 105.103.3.c) allows an applicant to request a reduction of the
required number of parking stalls, based upon a parking study prepared by a licensed
transportation engineer. The study must provide at least two days of data for morning,
afternoon and evening hours. Two comparable study sites must also be evaluated. A parking
reduction may be approved if the parking demand and utilization study determines that the
number of spaces proposed is sufficient to fully serve the use.
PROJECT INFORMATION
The project is a mixed-use four-story building containing 73 apartment units (87 bedrooms),
7,140 square feet of restaurant and retail space, and 118 parking stalls. The developer
requested a parking modification to reduce the number of required residential parking stalls
from 95 to 81. (Retail/commercial minimum parking requirements are already being met). The
developer also requested approval of a shared parking plan to meet parking demand by time of
day. 37 shared parking spaces would be shared by all uses, including residential visitor parking.
PUBLIC COMMENT
Kirkland requires that notice of a parking modification request be distributed to owners and
residents within 300 feet of the subject property. Three public comments were submitted, all
expressing concern about parking impacts to neighboring streets.
ANALYSIS
The subject property is zoned CBD 7 (Central Business District). In the CBD 7 zone, a residential
use must provide a minimum of 1 parking stalls per bedroom and an average of at least 1.3
stalls per unit. For this project, the code requires 95 parking stalls for the residential portion.
Data prepared by the applicant was reviewed by the City’s Transportation Engineer, who
concluded that the proposed 1.11 parking stalls per unit would be sufficient to fully serve the
proposed residential use.
Staff also reviewed available data and tested the project through the King County Right Size
Parking Calculator (available at rightsizeparking.org). The calculator is based on an exhaustive
collection of King County data for multifamily residential parking utilization. The data includes a
survey of 228 sites throughout the County, totaling over 33,000 housing units (including 1,904
units in Kirkland) and over 50,000 parking stalls. As a predictive model, the Right Size Parking
Calculator estimates a parking demand of 1.07 stall per unit for the proposed project.
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CONCLUSION
After reviewing the study prepared by a consultant and City Transportation Engineer’s
recommendation, the City agreed that the data provided supports a reduced residential parking
standard for the applicant’s modification request. The request for a parking modification was
approved.
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Jurisdiction

Denver, CO
Does the jurisdiction have parking minimums for residential development?
Yes, 1.5 for a multi-family unit unless in certain zoning districts where there will be 1 per dwelling unit. If
unit is restricted to residents 60 years and older, 1 space per 3 dwelling units. If assisted living, .75
spaces per unit (zoning administrator could decrease required amount to .5).
A 20% reduction is granted for Inclusionary Housing Ordinance developments with affordable housing
(for-sale = up to 80% AMI, or if a “high cost structure, not more than 95% AMI; rental = up to 65% AMI
or 80% AMI for high cost structure for no less than 15 years).Must include 10% of units as affordable.

Does the jurisdiction have parking maximums for residential development?
No.

Are exceptions to the zoning ordinance’s standards allowed and/or does the zoning
ordinance apply different parking standards in different parts of the jurisdiction? (Y/N)
Applies to units in the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (projects with more than 30 units)

Does the jurisdiction require or allow for “in-lieu” fees or other compensation for parking
exceptions?
No

How recently has the jurisdiction reviewed/updated its parking regulations or adopted
new parking policies?
2010

Does the jurisdiction explicitly mention or address "spillover" parking in its policy?
No
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Chicago
The City of Chicago changed residential parking requirements through a two-step process, in 2013 and
2015. Prior to 2013, Chicago had a typical 1:1 residential parking requirement. The 2013 TransitOriented Development (TOD) ordinance reduced this requirement to 1 space per two units, but only for
development within 600 feet of a rapid transit stop. An exception was made for developments on
officially designated “Pedestrian Streets”, which extended the rapid transit stop distance to 1,200 feet.
The TOD ordinance was amended in 2015, and the new ordinance took effect on November 1 of that
year. Under the new ordinance, land zoned for business and residential (B), commercial (C), downtown
(D), or industrial (M) uses within 1,320 feet (1/4 mile) of a rapid transit station is freed from any parking
requirement whatsoever. On a Pedestrian Street, the TOD district is expanded to 2,640 feet. The
reduction from residential parking requirements is granted only if parking is replaced with
alternative transportation options, such as a car sharing station on site, or bike parking.
However, residential developments seeking to include parking ratios of less than 1 space per 2 units
must go through the city’s administrative adjustment process (zoning administrator). If the zoning
administrator grants density bonuses and eliminates the parking requirement, the project must also
comply with Pedestrian Street design regulations, regardless of whether or not it is on a pedestrian
street. These requirements include wider sidewalks, trees, raised planters, outdoor seating, special
lighting, bus shelters, transit information kiosks, and/or some type of weather protection for
pedestrians, if possible.
The new legislation also increases the density allowance for certain parcels within the expanded
TOD districts if the developer provides on-site affordable housing. Under the reformed TOD
ordinance, buildings that provide the required affordable units on-site get the maximum density
bonus. However, the entire TOD ordinance applies only to developments with an FAR of 3 or greater.

Pedestrian Streets
Chicago Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 17-4-0500
Pedestrian streets exhibit most or all of the following characteristics:
17-4-0502-A have a high concentration of existing stores and restaurants;
17-4-0502-B have a continuous or mostly continuous pattern of buildings that are built abutting
or very close to the sidewalk;
17-4-0502-C have doors and entrances abutting the sidewalk; and
17-4-0502-D have many storefront windows abutting the sidewalk.
The complete list of Chicago’s designated pedestrian streets is on this map:
https://data.cityofchicago.org/Transportation/Pedestrian-Streets/w3m8-5y6d
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Jurisdiction

San Francisco, CA
Does the jurisdiction have parking minimums for residential development?
Yes. For certain locations and uses, there is a table in the Code that specifies the minimum quantities of
off-street parking for each. Where the provided parking exceeds the table minimum specifications, a
separate section explains how much above that amount is permitted. Parking that does not exceed
these amounts is considered “accessory” to the use. Parking that DOES exceed these amounts must be
approved as a conditional or principal use.
For other locations and uses, there is no minimum or parking requirement at all, but there is a maximum
that may be deemed “accessory”, described in more detail below.

Does the jurisdiction have parking maximums for residential development?
Yes. SF maximums take the form of an upper limit above the permitted ratio for a given district/use
combo. They provide a table by use or activity and the number of off-street spaces permitted.
For buildings requiring 3 or more spaces, this threshold looks to be 150% of the requirement.
For buildings with no minimum requirement, there is a separate maximum set, above which the parking
would be approved only conditionally.
Pre-existing/grandfathered parking in excess of maximum permitted is considered and regulated as
“noncomplying”.
Any off-street parking space dedicated for use as a car-share parking space is not credited toward the
total parking permitted as accessory. (doesn’t count against the maximum)

Are exceptions to the zoning ordinance’s standards allowed and/or does the zoning
ordinance apply different parking standards in different parts of the jurisdiction? (Y/N)
Yes. Different standards/ratios are applied to different districts. There are tables that set these out.
There is also a long list of criteria which are considered under a conditional use application for nonaccessory parking in mixed use districts (this is when the parking proposed exceeds the requirement).
These criteria include (but are not limited to): the parking must be available to the general public, must
provide spaces for carsharing vehicles, must meet pricing requirements, must be managed for short
term occupancy, cannot unduly impact pedestrian, transit or bike movement or overall traffic in district,
must not be accessed from a protected Transit or Pedestrian Street. (Section 157.1 and 158.1
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There are accommodations in the code for providing required off-street parking not on the same lot as
the structure or use served, provided it is within 600 feet walking distance and available for the lifetime
of the structure or use served.
There are accommodations for the collective provision and joint use of off-street parking.
There are also exemptions/exceptions from off-street parking (and freight loading and service vehicle
requirements) related to topography, wide sidewalks, special districts, and to improve conformity with
other requirements of the code.

Does the jurisdiction require or allow for “in-lieu” fees or other compensation for parking
exceptions?
Not exactly.
Off-street parking spaces may be reduced and replaced by bicycle parking spaces. Once bicycle parking
spaces replace an automobile parking space, such bicycle parking may not be reduced or eliminated.
Such bicycle parking spaces may however be converted back to automobile parking space under certain
conditions.

How recently has the jurisdiction reviewed/updated its parking regulations or adopted
new parking policies?
2015

Does the jurisdiction explicitly mention or address "spillover" parking in its policy?
No
A note about TDM applied to development in SF:
The draft framework for their Development TDM program does not appear to use TDM as in-lieu of
parking, or to mitigate parking under-supply. It would simply require TDM as an additional condition of
development. The target "points" of the TDM program are based on the land use mix and the number of
accessory parking spaces proposed.
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Portland
In 2013, the City of Portland (OR) backtracked on a very progressive no-minimum residential parking
requirement, succumbing to neighborhood pressure ten years after the policy took effect. Rules newly
revised in 2013 now require developers to provide parking in multi-family residential developments of
greater than thirty units, with the amount of parking required per unit on a tiered scale, based upon
building size. However, up to 50% of the requirement can be “bought down” by the developer, through
the provision of extra bicycle parking, motorcycle parking, or spaces for carshare or bikeshare. In certain
cases, at the City’s discretion, the minimums would not apply if to do so would negatively impact the
neighborhood.
Minimum parking requirements based upon 2013 zoning amendment:
31-40 units: 1 space per 5 units
41-50 units: 1 space per 4 units
50+ units: 1 space per 3 units
The above requirements apply to sites within 500 feet of a transit line where 20-minute peak service is
provided, or within 1,500 feet of a light rail station. (Existing parking requirements in other
neighborhoods are not changed.)

Background, History, and Context
The 2013 rules are a response to neighborhood concerns; as a number of new, large apartment
buildings without parking were being built, neighbors believed that side street parking and traffic
problems would result. (A city-commissioned study later found little congestion near recent no-parking
developments.)
In 2002, an amendment to the city’s zoning code waived parking requirements for new commercial and
multi-family residential developments “well served” by public transit. Portland was well placed to enact
such a legislative change. Beginning in 1973, the Oregon state legislature created urban growth
boundaries, and passed legislation that both mandated state land use planning goals, and also set forth
considerations for transportation planning, among which were energy conservation and environmental
concerns. Furthermore, local transportation plans were required to “avoid principal reliance on only one
mode of transportation.”
Buttressed by this multi-modal framework, a statewide commission, the land conservation and
development commission made a transportation planning rule in 1991 that required Portland to adopt
land use regulations that would result in “…a ten percent reduction in the number of parking spaces”
over a certain time period.
In 1993, Portland became the first U.S. city to publish a climate action plan, one that would require a ten
percent reduction in per capita vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by 2010. This plan was greatly expanded in
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2001, with Portland’s local action plan on global warming, one policy of which states: “Make the private
cost of driving reflect the full cost to society.”
The 2002 amendments to Portland’s zoning code were a direct descendent of these foundational plans
and policies. Prior to 2002, large multi-family residential developments in Portland required, at a
minimum, one parking space for every two units. In the 2002 amendment, this was revised as follows:
< 30 units, residential zoning, within 1,500 feet of a light rail station or 500 feet of a transit stop with 20minute peak service: NO MINIMUM parking requirement
31-40 units, similar zoning and location: 1 space per 5 units
41-50 units, similar zoning and location: 1 space per 4 units
51+ units, similar zoning and location: 1 space per 3 units
Most important, minimum off-street parking requirements were removed completely for new
residential buildings of any size, as long as they were built on lots zoned for commercial use, and the
“well served by public transit” criterion, described above.
A 2009 combined City of Portland/Multnomah County climate action plan and its concept of the “20minute complete neighborhood” would seem to affirm the 2002 zoning amendment. In fact, the 20minute neighborhood became a centerpiece of the City of Portland’s “Portland Plan” on 2012, further
articulated by eleven “vibrant neighborhood centers” goals.
Among the results of the 2002 amendment, it was found that reducing or eliminating parking
requirements did incentivize new development, largely because it reduced the cost of construction to
developers (some of which was passed on to tenants), and increased their return on investment.
Interestingly, empirical evidence suggests that eliminating parking requirements does not appear to
result in lower vehicle ownership among the tenants of the residential buildings built under the 2002
zoning amendments and, perversely, may even contribute to an increase in vehicle ownership, as the
cost of vehicle ownership is lower in an unbundled building, as are the monthly rents in a building with
no parking.
However, even though residents of these buildings do still own their vehicles, studies indicate that they
are using public transit, or other alternative means of transportation, for commuting purposes, about 64%
of them. (These studies are based on small sample sizes, so one must be cautious in extrapolating
general assumptions from them.)
The Portland 2002 experiment, and its 2013 retrenchment, raises three questions:
1. Does the elimination of off-street parking requirements subsidize new development at
the cost of established residents’ comfort, or does the elimination merely put an end to
developers and tenants being forced to subsidize established residents’ easy access to
curbside parking?
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2. Should Portland continue to operate the curb as a commons, or should it somehow
privatize curbside parking?
3. If Portland does privatize the curbside, should the right to park “run with the land” or be
unbundled from neighborhood home ownership?
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California (Statewide)
California Assembly Bill 744: Reduces Minimum Parking Requirements for Projects with Affordable Units
(under State Bonus Density Law)

Report citation
http://www.smartgrowthamerica.org/2015/10/12/california-governor-signs-bill-to-ease-parkingrequirements-and-create-more-affordable-housing/

Report abstract
Assembly Bill (AB) 744, Planning and Zoning: Density Bonus, approved October 9, 2015 will allow
developers to request reduced minimum parking requirements within affordable housing projects. It
also amends the parking ratio for affordable housing and senior housing to require no more the 0.5
parking spaces per unit, and amends the ratio for special needs housing to require no more than 0.3
parking spaces per unit. Developers seeking to use these ratios must meet established guidelines
regarding percentage of affordable units in the project, distance and access to a transit stop, availability
of paratransit services, and access to fixed bus route services.

Criteria



Reduced requirement applied only at request of developer
For 100% Affordable projects:


For projects within ½ mile of a major transit stop, the parking requirement
cannot exceed 0.5 per unit
 For seniors-only projects with access to transit, the parking requirement cannot
exceed 0.5 per unit
 For special needs projects with access to transit, the parking requirement
cannot exceed 0.3 per unit


For mixed income developments with at least 11% of the units set aside for extremely
low-income residents or 20% set aside for low-income residents and within ½ mile of a
major transit stop the parking requirement cannot exceed 0.5 per bedroom.
 Jurisdiction can impose higher vehicular parking ratio based on substantial evidence
found in a parking study (burden of proof on the jurisdiction)

Definitions


Access to transit (senior project/special needs) = development must have paratransit
service or unobstructed access, within ½ mile of fixed bus route that operates at least 8
times a day

Additional Read-Ahead Materials for Residential Parking Working Group Meeting Five: Peer City Policy
Summaries



Major Transit Stop – Site containing existing rail transit station, ferry terminal served by
bus or rail, or intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service
interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods; also
includes major transit stops included in a regional transportation plan
 Affordability – Units serve very low (under 50% AMI), low (Under 60% AMI), or
moderate income households (Under 120% AMI for ownership only) for period of 55 years
or longer.

Rationale for Reducing Affordable Housing Parking Ratios (from Code)
(a)Having a healthy housing market that provides an adequate supply of homes that are affordable
to Californians at all income levels is critical to the economic prosperity and quality of life in the
state.
(b) There exists a severe shortage of affordable housing, especially for persons and families of
extremely low, very low, and low income, and there is an immediate need to encourage the
development of new housing, not only through the provision of financial assistance but also through
reforms to regulation.
(c) Affordable housing is expensive to build in California.
(d) The cost of building affordable housing in California is impacted by local opposition, changes
imposed by local design and review, and requirements for on-site parking.
(e) The average construction cost per space, excluding land cost, in a parking structure in the United
States is about $24,000 for aboveground parking and $34,000 for underground parking. In an
affordable housing project with a fixed budget, every $24,000 spent on a required parking space is
$24,000 less to spend on housing.
(f) The biggest single determinant of vehicle miles traveled and therefore greenhouse gas emissions
is ownership of a private vehicle.
(g) A review of developments funded through the Department of Housing and Community
Development’s Transit-Oriented Development Implementation Program (TOD program) shows that
lower income households drive 25 to 30 percent fewer miles when living within one-half mile of
transit than those living in non-TOD program areas. When living within one-quarter mile of frequent
transit, they drove nearly 50 percent less.
(h) When cities require off-street parking with all new residential construction, they shift what
should be the cost of driving, the cost of parking a car, into the cost of housing, which artificially
increases the cost of housing.
(i) Increases in public transportation and shared mobility options and the development of more
walkable and bikeable neighborhoods reduce the demand for parking.
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(j) Consistent with Chapter 488 of the Statues of 2006 (AB 32) and Chapter 728 of the Statutes of
2008 (SB 375), it is state policy to promote transit-oriented infill development to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions.
(k) The high cost of the land and improvements required to provide parking significantly increases
the cost of transit-oriented development, making lower cost and affordable housing development
financially infeasible and hindering the goals of SB 375.
(l) Eliminating minimum parking requirements will allow the limited funding available for affordable
housing to support more housing for more Californians. A given housing subsidy fund can benefit
about 6.5 times more households with no parking spaces than households with 2 spaces per unit.
(m) Minimum parking requirements provide large subsidies for parking, which in turn encourage
more people to drive cars.
(n) Minimum parking requirements create a barrier to effective use of the density bonus law
contained in Section 65915 of the Government Code. The parking required for the extra units adds
construction and land costs that may be prohibitive and requires vacant land that may be
unavailable, especially in locations near transit.
(o) Increasing the supply of affordable housing near transit helps achieve deeper affordability
through reduced transportation costs, in addition to reduced housing costs.
(p) Governmental parking requirements for infill and transit-oriented development reduce the
viability of transit by limiting the number of households or workers near transit, increasing walking
distances, and degrading the pedestrian environment.
(q) Reducing or eliminating minimum parking requirements for infill and transit-oriented
development and allowing builders and the market to decide how much parking is needed can
achieve all of the following:
(1) Ensure sufficient amounts of parking at almost all times.
(2) Reduce the cost of development and increase the number of transit-accessible and
affordable housing units.
(3) Allow for more effective use of the density bonus law.
(4) Increase density in areas with the most housing demand, and improve the viability of
developing alternate modes of transportation, such as public transit, ridesharing, biking, and
walking.
(5) Reduce greenhouse gas emissions and vehicle miles traveled by removing an incentive to
drive.
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(r) It is the intent of the Legislature to reduce the cost of development by eliminating excessive
minimum parking requirements for transit-oriented developments that includes affordable housing,
senior housing, and special needs housing.
(s) The Legislature further declares that the need to address infill development and excessive
parking requirements is a matter of statewide concern and is not a municipal affair as that term is
used in Section 5 of Article XI of the California Constitution. Therefore, this act shall apply to all cities,
including charter cities.
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