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Why Good Parking Policy is Important
Requiring large numbers of parking spaces has a number of problems, including:

Increase in housing costs – High parking standards can make it difficult to provide affordable housing. Each parking space can add to the cost of new housing projects, $30,000-$40,000 according to some estimates (MTC, SPUR), making it difficult to provide affordable housing.
Unattractive design – Having acres of land devoted to parking creates “dead zones” that detract from the image of a community and reduce street activity.  
Impediments to walking, biking and transit – Large parking lots make it difficult for pedestrians, bikers and transit riders. Offering “free” parking transfers the cost (construction, upkeep, etc.) from car owners to everyone.  
Impacts on the environment – Poorly designed parking lots can increase the amount of impervious surface, decreasing water quality and potentially causing storm water runoff problems. Free parking also encourages people to drive, which has climate change impacts (Shoup, 1997).
Wasted land – Land devoted to parking is land not used for community amenities like parks, plazas and bike lanes.  
Best Practices

Reducing Parking Requirements for Some Developments

Because of the negative impacts listed above, HCD is concerned about large numbers of parking requirements, and they recommend the following maximums in their Buildings Blocks material: 

	Project Location 
	Bedrooms
	Maximum resident and guest parking spaces per unit 

	Large City Downtown
	0-1 

2+ 
	1.0 

1.5 

	Urban Center
	0-1 

2+ 
	1.25

1.75 

	All Other Areas
	0-1 
	1.5


Additionally, it is good practice to reduce parking requirements for certain types of developments, such as affordable housing, senior housing, or transit oriented developments. Most jurisdictions in San Mateo County (eight of the 14 that answered the question in the survey) do this to some degree. Sample practices from other locations are suggested below. 

Affordable Housing
Low income residents are less likely to own a car (Victoria Transport Policy Institute, 2009). In fact, in the Bay Area, only 66 percent of low income households own cars, and an even lower percentage (53 percent of low-income workers) drive alone to work (Public Policy Institute of California, Research Brief, Issue 91). Furthermore, the cost of providing parking can often make affordable housing impossible to provide. 

Many cities reduce parking requirements for affordable housing developments. Santa Monica has reduced parking for two bedroom affordable units from two spaces per unit to 1.5 spaces per unit (www.qcode.us/codes/santamonica/index.php). The City of San Diego has reduced its parking requirements by 0.25 per dwelling unit for very low income or transit area units. The City of Los Angeles ties affordable housing parking requirements to the project’s proximity to transit (see Appendix C).

Recently, Marin County conducted a study on this subject. According to the Marin County Inventory of Affordable Housing (2008), residents in income-restricted affordable rental units own fewer vehicles per household than Marin County residents as a whole. Information on vehicle ownership was provided for 924 households. Of these, 42 percent did not have a personal car. Just over half own one vehicle, and only seven percent own two or more vehicles. In Marin County as a whole, only five percent of all households do not have a personal vehicle, 35 percent own one car, and 60 percent own two or more vehicles. Because it is easier to live without a car in San Mateo County, the number of low income households who own cars is likely lower. 
Seniors and the Disabled

Seniors and the disabled are also less likely to own cars (Victoria Transport Policy Institute, 2009). Standards vary, with San Francisco requiring one fifth the normal parking for senior housing, but most cities require around one space per unit (Southern California Association of Nonprofit Housing). Monterey has a 0.5 parking space requirement for senior projects where units are designated for those 60 years of age or older. See Appendix D for the results of a survey of senior housing parking requirements in California cities. 
Transit-oriented Developments or Higher-density Areas

Households that live near transit are less likely to own cars and use them less often. In a parking and traffic generation study of Portland, Oregon transit-oriented developments recorded 0.73 vehicles per housing unit, about half the 1.3 value in the ITE Parking Generation Handbook (Victoria Transportation Institute). People living in transit-oriented developments tend to drive between 30 and 50 percent fewer vehicle miles per year (Growing Cooler, Urban Land Institute and MTC Report to Joint Policy Commission by R. Gossen, 11/23/2005). 
There is a clear relationship in the literature between higher density and less automobile use. Compact development can reduce car use 20 to 40 percent compared to sprawling development (Growing Cooler), and it is appropriate to reduce parking spaces accordingly. Both San Francisco and Oakland have lowered parking requirements in higher density areas. In Oakland multifamily parking ratios are one space per unit in higher intensity areas, compared with 1.5 spaces per unit in other areas. 

Developments with Transportation Demand Management Plans
It is possible to reduce the parking needed by implementing policies such as providing a shuttle to a train station, reduced price transit passes, free parking for car-share (hourly car rentals) or carpools, etc. While it is more common to reduce parking for commercial developments, almost half of San Mateo jurisdictions will reduce parking requirements based on TDM plans for residential as well. Usually, there is not one formula for determining reduced requirements; rather, this process is based on each individual proposal. 

The draft Transportation Demand Management Plan for the City of Glendale is reprinted in Appendix B. The ordinance “establishes a quantitative trip reduction goal for new and existing development in the City of Glendale, defines what types of development are subject to the requirements of the ordinance, and identifies specific facilities, programs and strategies that must be implemented by employers and property managers to pursue this goal”.

Encourage housing developments to pay for transit passes 
Housing developments can reduce the burden on their residential parking by offering residents free or discounted transit passes. The scheme is more typically associated with work places, but some transportation authorities are now extending it to developments such as condominiums, apartments, townhouses, and neighborhood associations. The Santa Clara County Transportation Authority sells “residential eco-passes” to residential communities with twenty five units or more, defined by a geographical boundary. In addition, the MTC is piloting a program to provide TransLink cards (for unlimited bus ridership) to 1,500 households of affordable housing in twenty TOD properties in the East Bay (http://www.mtc.ca.gov/news/press_releases/rel448.htm).
Allow shared parking
Allowing uses with different peak times to share parking lots can help to reduce the amount of land devoted to parking, provide flexibility in facility location and reduce the cost of developing and maintaining parking areas. Shared parking is one of the MTC’s recommended sample practices and a number of cities have developed shared parking guidelines, including Berkeley and Oakland. A report on shared parking proposed at the MacArthur BART Transit Village in Oakland provides a good review of the relevant guidelines in a Bay Area context: http://accma.ca.gov/pdf/talu/TOD_TAP_SharedParkingReport_051707.pdf
Additional Sample Practices

The sources listed in the reference section have an exhaustive list of potential best practices. A few of the most appropriate ones for San Mateo County are listed below, with a source for more information in parentheses: 
· Reevaluate parking requirements – Conduct a study of parking use patterns in transit-oriented and higher density developments, as well as for housing aimed at lower income households, seniors, and the disabled. Modify parking requirements so they are in line with typical use patterns. 

· Unbundle parking costs (MTC) – Encourage developers to charge rent for parking separately from charges for apartments. 
· Allow reductions in off-street parking requirements when the curb cut unavoidably would take away as many on-street spaces as the private parking spaces it would create (SPUR)

· Encourage pay-per-use car services (SPUR) – Car-sharing businesses provide members with pay-per-use vehicles in convenient locations throughout the jurisdiction. Members can reserve vehicles by phone, internet, etc.
· Create bike and pedestrian improvements​ – Identify common routes to school, transit, stores, services, and employment and make them bike- and pedestrian-friendly. Require bicycle parking facilities. 
Traffic

The traffic analysis and mitigation requirements in CEQA are one of the most difficult set of requirements for infill development. Using a traditional Level of Service analysis can often lead to expensive changes to the road that do not consider the needs of bicyclists, pedestrians, and public transportation riders. In the long term, the State is considering eliminating or modifying this part of CEQA law, but until that happens some cities are moving to a multimodal Level of Service analysis.  In this analysis, the experience of the street is examined from the perspective of all users. For instance, on some roads investments in public transit may reduce people-hour delays more than adding a lane. San Francisco’s “Resolution Regarding Level of Service Analysis of Transportation Impacts for CEQA” is provided in Appendix A.

Sample Policy

Define Level of Service transportation standards for CEQA that take into account the experience of users of all modes of transportation. (See Appendix A for sample resolution.)
While there is clearly a need for improvements in all modes of transportation, not all solutions involve changes to the transportation system. Land use matters as well. For example:
(1) Improve the jobs/housing balance to reduce the need for in-commuting.

(2) Create transit-oriented developments located at transit nodes.

(3) Create mixed-use developments that avoid the need for many midday trips — including targeted placement of day care, convenience retail and other services co-located with employment centers.  (See Mixed Use Housing sample practices.)

References and Resources

There are good resources for jurisdictions interested in parking best practices, and a collection of these are on the 21 Elements website (documents/special topics/parking), including:

Reforming Parking Policies to Support Smart Growth Toolbox and Handbook (Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 2007, http://www.21elements.com/View-document-details/326-MTC-Parking-Toolkit) – This is one of the best resources available, with best practices, local examples, suggestions on implementation, etc. Covers jurisdictions of all sizes.

Parking and TOD, Challenges and Opportunities (Caltrans, 2002, http://www.21elements.com/Download-document/327-Caltrans-Report-on-Parking-and-TOD).  Statewide report on parking including site-specific approaches. Good technical resource. 

Victoria Transport Policy Institute (http://www.vtpi.org/tdm/ and http://www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm72.htm) has a great collection of resources with many pages and links for each topic. 
Reducing Housing Costs by Rethinking Parking Requirements (SPUR, 1998, http://www.spur.org/publications/library/report/reducinghousingcostsbyrethinkingparking_110198) Provides an analysis of the effects of parking requirements and five best practices. Most appropriate for large cities. 
Parking Requirements Guide for Affordable Housing Developers (Southern California Association of Non-Profit Housing, 2004, www.21elements.com/Download-document/333-Report-from-Southern-California-Nonprofit-Housing-Association ) Standards and best practices from Southern California. 
21 Elements Parking Survey (2008, http://www.21elements.com/Parking/View-category). Parking standards from San Mateo County jurisdictions. 

Myths and Facts About Affordable and High Density Housing (2002, www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/mythsnfacts.pdf). Empirical data and discussion of common misperceptions about affordable and high density.
Appendix A: Sample Resolution Regarding Level of Service Analysis of Transportation Impacts for CEQA
Resolution urging the San Francisco Planning Commission to set policy directing the Environmental Review Officer to modify local environmental review criteria to assess transportation impacts more accurately in conformance with updated analytical methods.

WHEREAS, San Francisco is a Transit First City as stated in Charter section 16.102: "travel by public transit, by bicycle and on foot must be an attractive alternative to travel by private automobile"; and,
WHEREAS, San Francisco's historic pattern of dense development and the limitations of its street network mean that there will always be competition between transportation modes for limited road space; and,

WHEREAS, The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that potential significant adverse environmental impacts be analyzed and mitigated; and,

WHEREAS, Section 21000 (e) of CEQA states: "Every citizen has a responsibility to contribute to the preservation and enhancement of the environment"; and,

WHEREAS, CEQA grants broad authority to municipalities to implement its provisions; and,

WHEREAS, The City and County of San Francisco implements CEQA through Section 31 of the Administrative Code, which delegates administration of CEQA to the Planning Department's Office of Environmental Review (OER) and Environmental Review Officer (ERO), and vests with the Planning Commission final authority on setting guidelines and policies with which the Office of Environmental Review implements CEQA locally; and,

WHEREAS, An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required when the ERO determines that a project may cause significant adverse environmental impacts as defined by California statute and guidelines, San Francisco's Administrative Code and local guidelines; and, 

WHEREAS, The OER has historically, through guidelines, used a metric to analyze traffic impacts called the Level of Service (LOS), which runs from level 'A', or free flow of traffic, to level 'F', or total congestion, to determine whether a street project causes any significant impacts, including an environmental impact of increasing air pollution due to low speed auto travel, and thus triggers an EIR; and,

WHEREAS, Current OER guidelines could require preparation of an EIR if a bicycle lane or other transit project might degrade the LOS at an intersection to levels 'E' or 'F'; and,

WHEREAS, LOS 'E' and 'F' are designated as adverse impacts to the environment because, in decades past, slow moving traffic theoretically led to 'hot spots' where pollutants accrue to levels that can cause harm to the environment and people; and,

WHEREAS, The effects of hot spots, if any, can be evaluated and mitigated  independently of LOS; and,

WHEREAS, Automotive emission control technology has advanced over the

intervening decades such that slower traffic is unlikely to cause any 'hot spots,' thus obviating CEQA's concern over LOS as a measure of environmental impact; and,

WHEREAS, The Bay Area Air Quality Management District has not registered an

automotive-generated 'hot spot' in the nine-county Bay Area over the past decade; and,

WHEREAS, Invariably, mitigating LOS through increasing roadway capacity degrades environmental quality by increasing vehicle trips and vehicle volume and consequently increasing air pollution and greenhouse gas pollution, and increasing danger for bicyclists and pedestrians; and,

WHEREAS, LOS measures auto delay at intersections, not mid-block, and ignores all

transit, pedestrian and bicycle delay and safety; and,

WHEREAS, LOS analysis does not account for modal shift, where reduced motor

vehicle capacity encourages auto trips to shift to other travel times, routes or travel modes; and,

WHEREAS, LOS, as constructed, favors the incumbency of the automobile, the most inefficient mode of transportation, at the expense of bicycles, pedestrians, and public transit; and,

WHEREAS, Auto LOS as a metric does not recognize that projects such as transit

lanes, bicycle lanes, traffic calming, and sidewalk widening may reduce auto LOS but increase capacity for non-automobile modes, which can increase the total number of persons moving through a given corridor; and,

WHEREAS, LOS does not take into account relationships and conflicts among modes, such as the interplay between higher traffic speeds, higher flows, broader roadways, lateral separation and the negative, harmful consequences of those factors to pedestrian safety; and,

WHEREAS, LOS does not take into account the qualitative impacts on all users, including safety both real and perceived, as well as trip quality; now therefore, be it

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Board of Supervisors finds that automobile LOS analysis alone is not an appropriate metric for assessing environmental impacts and for analyzing projects that may improve overall environmental quality in conformance with I Section 16.102 of the Charter; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Board of Supervisors urges the

Planning Commission and the Office of Environmental Review to consider and implement significance criteria under CEQA that will more accurately analyze and predict traffic- and transportation-related environmental impacts; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Board urges the Planning Commission to consider

significance criteria other than the measurement of LOS, particularly where creation of, or improvement to, pedestrian, bicycle and transit facilities, including all projects that create dedicated right-of-way or re-allot traffic signal timing to improve pedestrian, bicycle and transit safety and efficiency, may improve overall transportation network and operations.

Produced by San Mateo County Department of Housing and Baird + Driskell Community Planning.

Appendix B – Draft TDM Ordinance for the City of Glendale

Prepared by Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates Inc.

Objectives and Goals

Adopted policies, through the General Plan and other commitments, have affirmed the desire of the City of Glendale to reduce traffic congestion, improve air quality, and improve overall mobility for residents, employees, and visitors. These goals apply to travel within Glendale, regional travel with origins or destinations within the City, as well as travelers passing through the City.

This ordinance establishes a quantitative trip reduction goal for new and existing development in the City of Glendale, defines what types of development are subject to the requirements of the ordinance, and identifies specific facilities, programs and strategies that must be implemented by employers and property managers to pursue this goal.

Definitions of Terms
For the purpose of this section, certain words and terms are defined as follows:

Carpool. A vehicle carrying two to five persons to and from work on a regular schedule.

Development. The construction of new non-residential floor area.

Gross Floor Area. That area in square feet confined within the outside surface of the exterior walls of a building, as calculated by adding the total square footage of each of the floors in the building, except for that square footage devoted to vehicle parking and necessary interior driveways and ramps.

Preferential Parking. Parking spaces, designated or assigned through use of a sign or painted space markings for Carpools or Vanpools, that are provided in a location more convenient to the entrance for the place of employment than parking spaces provided for single-occupant vehicles.

Transportation Demand Management (TDM). The alteration of travel behavior through

programs of incentives, services, and policies, including encouraging the use of alternatives to single-occupant vehicles such as public transit, cycling, walking, carpooling/ vanpooling and changes in work schedule that move trips out of the peak period or eliminate them altogether (as in the case in telecommuting or compressed work weeks).

Trip Reduction. Reduction in the number of work-related trips made by single-occupant vehicles.

Vanpool. A vehicle carrying six or more persons to and from work on a regular schedule, and on a prepaid basis.

Vehicle. Any motorized form of transportation, including but not limited to automobiles, vans, buses and motorcycles.

Applicability

The TDM ordinance shall apply to the following developments (hereafter referred to as Tier 1)
 :
1. All new non-residential development in the City of Glendale to exceed 25,000 square feet or gross floor area or having 25 employees.
2. Any expansion of existing non-residential development exceeding 25,000 square feet of gross floor area or having more than 25 employees, either prior to or subsequent to the expansion.
3. Any change of use for an existing non-residential development that currently has a nonconforming use, and for which the new use will require a conditional use permit, variance, or amendment to the zoning code or General Plan.
4. All new residential development with 100 or more units, or mixed-use projects with 50 or more residential units and 25,000 gross square feet or more of non-residential floor area.
5. All new development with multiple employers on one site that in combination have more than 25 employees, with the TDM ordinance thereby applying to the property manager of that site.
6. All projects meeting the above criteria or any other project that joins a Business Improvement District in the City of Glendale.
7. Other projects to which the ordinance shall be applicable, based on a covenant, development agreement, or other such binding agreement with the City or another governing organization.
8. Developments greater than 50,000 square feet in gross floor area or an expansion resulting in a development greater than 50,000 square feet shall be subject to further requirements defined by this ordinance (Tier 2).

9. Furthermore, this ordinance defines additional requirements of development exceeding 100,000 square feet, or an expansion resulting in a development greater than 100,000 square feet (Tier 3).

Requirements

New or existing development, for which the TDM ordinance is considered applicable according to the above criteria, shall incorporate each of the listed facilities into the design of the project, and implement each of the listed programs.
Facilities shall be maintained in clean, functional condition for the duration of the project, and

programs shall continue to be implemented except by arrangement with the Director of Planning for the City to define alternate strategies expected to be more effective at achieving the goals of this ordinance.
Transportation Demand Management Plan

Prior to obtaining a development agreement or other permits for a project subject to this ordinance, a Transportation Demand Management plan must be developed, with a detailed list of facilities and programs that will be implemented, to meet the requirements of this ordinance, as indicated below. A schedule of implementation for TDM programs, and budget for both programs and facilities, must be included with the Plan. All programs shall be implemented within one year of initial occupancy.

Transportation Management Association / Organization

All projects subject to this Ordinance shall become dues paying members of the designated Transportation

Management Association (TMA) or Transportation Management Organization (TMO), and eligible for participation in the programs and activities of the TMA/TMO. Rates shall be set by the Board of the TMA/TMO and adopted by the City Council, with the provision that they may be increased annually, based on changes to the Consumer Price Index. Prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy, annual dues for the first year of membership shall be paid to the City and then transferred to the designated TMA/TMO. Performance Standards

The City shall define performance standards for the designated TMA/TMO, to ensure effective

administration of the TMA/TMO and communication with and between members of the

TMA/TMO. These standards shall include:

1. Completion of an annual AVR survey for all member organizations, with a report provided the City documenting the results of this survey

2. Assurance that all members of the board are decision makers or their designees, for the organizations they represent

3. At least four (4) meetings of the Board each year, with a quorum of at least 50% at all meetings.

Facilities

The following facilities shall be implemented as indicated before a certificate of occupancy may be issued for a development.

Bicycle Facilities
· Secure bicycle parking should be provided for all development subject to the bicycle parking ordinance, at the following rates for various land uses
:

	
	Long-term
	Short-term

	Single family and residential with private garage
	None
	None

	Multifamily Residential
	1 space per 4 units
	1 space per 20 units

	Retail
	1 space per 12000 sq ft
	1 space per 5000 sq ft

	General Food Sales
	1 space per 12000 sq ft
	1 space per 2000 sq ft

	Office
	1 space per 10000 sq ft
	1 space per 20000 sq ft


“Long-Term” bicycle facility means a locker, individually locked enclosure or supervised area within a building providing protection for each bicycles therein from theft, vandalism and weather.

“Short-Term” bicycle facility means a rack, stand or other device constructed so as to enable the user to secure by locking the frame and one wheel of each bicycle parked therein. Racks must be easily usable with both U-locks and cable locks. Racks should support the bikes in a stable upright position so that a bike, if bumped, will not fall or roll down.

· Tier 2 development shall also provide a changing room and shower facilities.

Pedestrian Facilities

· Tier 1 and Tier 2 facilities shall provide full pedestrian access as required by other sections of the zoning code and design guidelines as adopted by the City.
· Tier 3: Sidewalks or other designated pathways following direct and safe routes from the external pedestrian circulation system to each building in the development.
Transit Facilities

· The design of all projects should enable safe and convenient access to nearby transit stops and facilities.
· For Tier 3 projects, if so determined by the Director of Planning for the City, a bus stop with shelter and other amenities may be required.
Auto Facilities
· Preferential parking shall be provided for carpools and vanpools (most proximate to main entrances and/or at a reduced price)

· For Tier 3 projects, and for Tier 2 projects at the discretion of the Chief of Planning, a convenient drop-off point for carpools and vanpools should be provided onsite.

Programs

The following programs shall be implemented within one year of project completion, following the schedule included in the TDM Plan for the project. All employers shall:

· Designate an on-site transportation coordinator to be a point of contact with the City of Glendale and the designated TMA/TMO regarding transportation demand management facilities and programs. For Tier 1 development with multiple employers that in combination have 25 or more employees, the property manager shall designate an onsite transportation coordinator.
· Provide an information board or kiosk in a prominent location for employees, residents, and/or visitors, with information about access to all modes of transportation, as well as the activities of the designated TMA/TMO.

· Tier 2 and 3 employers shall either provide on-site transit pass sales or a pre-tax transit pass program.

· Participate in the Guaranteed Ride Home program of the designated TMA/TMO.

· Demonstrate proof of compliance with the State of California’s parking cash out law.

· Develop or participate in a ridesharing program to encourage carpooling and vanpooling.

Monitoring and Enforcement

Each project subject to this ordinance shall strive to achieve an average vehicle ridership (AVR) of at least 1.5. AVR is the ratio of the total number of employees or residents to the average daily number of vehicles used.
 

All projects subject to this Ordinance shall submit an annual performance report to the City to validate continue compliance with the requirements of the Ordinance. A statistically-valid survey shall be conducted of employees and/or residents of the project, to ascertain the level of success in achieving the goals of the Ordinance, including a determination of the AVR for that project. The AVR shall be determined according to the requirements of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD). The AQMD currently requires such a survey, amongst other requirements, of all employers with 250 or more employees. This ordinance further stipulates that the survey shall be conducted for all projects subject to this ordinance. 

The costs to conduct the survey and produce the report shall be borne by the employer, property owner, or homeowners association, as appropriate.

City staff shall confirm to the City Council on an annual basis that all projects subject to this ordinance are in compliance with its requirements. If a project subject to this ordinance is not in compliance, a nominal fine per employee per day shall be assigned by the City until compliance is achieved.
Staff shall also prepare a summary report evaluating the overall success of achieving the goals of the TDM ordinance. If goals are not being met, staff shall propose alternate programs or strategies that could be pursued to achieve these goals. Costs for preparation of staff reports shall be borne by the City.
Furthermore, Tier 2 and Tier 3 projects that fail to achieve an AVR of at least 1.25, the City will work with the designated TMA/TMO and the employer to modify their TDM plan to include programs and strategies that are expected to better support achievement of an AVR of at least

1.25. The City may mandate the implementation of certain programs and strategies until this goal is reached.
Appendix C – City of Los Angeles Affordable Housing Incentives/Density Bonus

City of Los Angeles Municipal Code

Chapter 1, General Provisions & Zoning

Section 12.22 A 25 (d)

25. Affordable Housing Incentives/Density Bonuses.

(d) Affordable Housing Production Incentives.

Notwithstanding any provisions of this article to the contrary, density bonus

projects, and other development projects with any restricted affordable units or

any affordable accessible units, shall be granted the following incentives:

(1) In calculating dwelling units or guest rooms, density shall be rounded

upwards from fractions of one-half (1/2) and more from that permitted by the

applicable zone to allow one additional dwelling unit or guest room.

(2) Parking requirements for each restricted affordable unit only shall be as

follows:

	For a project located within 1,500 feet of a mass transit station or major bus route


	1.00 parking space per dwelling unit, regardless of the number of habitable rooms

	For a project containing 1 or 2 habitable rooms and not located within 1,500

feet of a transit station or major bus route
	1.00 parking space per dwelling unit



	For a project containing 3 or more habitable rooms and not located within

1,500 feet of a transit station or major  bus route
	1.50 parking spaces per dwelling unit



	For any project containing units designed for senior citizens and/or disabled persons 
	0.50 parking space per dwelling unit or guest room



	For a single-room occupancy hotel
	0.25 parking space per dwelling unit or guest room, with a minimum of 5 parking stalls per facility


Appendix D – Survey of Senior Housing Parking Requirements
September 2005 Survey by City of Salinas

Abigail Long

Associate Planner

City of Salinas

Community Planning and Development

65 West Alisal Street

Salinas, CA 93901

tel. (831) 758-7206

fax (831) 758-7215

abigaill@ci.salinas.ca.us
1. What are other Cities' requirements relative to the number of parking spaces required for Senior Housing (i.e. City of Salinas requires one parking space for each Senior

Housing unit)?

2. What concessions have other jurisdictions granted to Senior Housing relative to a

 reduction in the parking standard (per question #1 above) (i.e. percent reduction)?

	Minoo Ashabi

City of Tustin

phone: (714) 573-3126

fax: (714) 573-3113

MAshabi@tustinca.org


	We don't have specific standards for senior housing and based on current standard a minimum of 2.25 would be required for active adult (55 years and over), but recently we had an application (not approved yet) for which a parking demand analysis was prepared. The analysis included several cities in southern California that ranged from 0.68 to 1.46 and for the site in Tustin recommended a 1.67 parking ratio.



	Shannon Nash

Senior Planner, Department of Environmental Services Housing & Special Projects Division

City of Simi Valley

(805) 583-6899

(805) 583-7922 (fax)

snash@ci.simi-valley.ca.us


	The following is directly from our Zoning Ordinance. You should also be aware of the changes made in State Law pertaining to density bonuses and concessions required of the jurisdiction to the developer for the provision of affordable housing. In part, SB 1818 allows for a statutory reduction in parking (if the developer asks) and would even allow for tandem parking (trumping any local ordinance against doing so). 

See the attachment for a summary of these

changes - but do look up the bill, which was signed

into law during the 2003-04 session on September

29, 2004.

9-1.902 Provisions for residential uses.

(a) Relief for affordable housing projects. Nothing in this chapter is intended to prohibit or restrict the City from granting relief from the requirements contained in this chapter for the purpose of providing incentives to encourage contributions to affordable housing, provided such relief from the parking requirements is found consistent with other City requirements designed to assure the health, welfare, or safety of the community and is found to be consistent with the General Plan. This subsection shall only apply to that portion of a development which is being developed under the City's affordable housing program and not to the total site.

(b) Parking location. Off-street parking spaces for

single-family detached dwellings shall be located on the same lot or parcel on which the dwelling is located. Off-street parking spaces for all other dwelling types shall be located on the same development site and on the same lot or parcel, but in no event more than 200 feet from the dwelling for which the parking space is provided. No parking space required by this chapter shall be located in the front, side, or rear setback area of any residential zone, except within a detached

garage or carport structure which may be located in a side or rear setback area. Additional parking for single-family detached dwellings beyond that which is required by this chapter may be placed in a required side yard or in the required front yard alongside the driveway on the side closest to a side property line. Such additional parking areas shall also be paved in accordance with required standards (see subsection (f) of Section 9-1.908 of this article).

(c) Covered parking. One parking space per dwelling unit shall be within a garage, carport, or other suitable covered structure, except as the total number of such spaces in any single development or project may be reduced for senior citizen housing pursuant to subsection (d) of this section. Other parking spaces may be uncovered.

(d) Senior citizen housing parking standards. The

Planning Commission may reduce the total number of parking spaces required for senior citizen housing by up to twenty-five (25%) percent based upon a finding that the proposed development is located within close proximity to a shopping center or is served adequately by a public transportation system. The number of spaces which are required to be covered may be reduced by up to fifty (50%) percent based upon evidence submitted by the developer that the reduction is directly related to providing dwelling units that meet the needs of low and very low income senior citizen households as defined and provided for in Article 21 of this Code. In no instance shall the number of covered parking spaces be fewer than one per two (2) dwelling units. 

(e) Commercial vehicles in residential zones. No vehicle which is registered for commercial purposes pursuant to applicable provisions of the Vehicle Code of the State or other jurisdiction and which vehicle exceeds five (5) tons in unladen gross weight shall be parked or left standing on any residentially zoned property in excess of thirty (30) consecutive minutes, unless the actual loading or unloading of such vehicle is in progress on such property.

(f) Assigned spaces. As a minimum, one assigned

parking space shall be provided for each multifamily

dwelling unit which is not more than 200 feet in walking distance away from the entry to the unit to be served.

(§ 4, Ord. 640, eff. August 20, 1986, as amended

by § 4. Ord. 681, eff. March 30, 1988, and § 2,

Ord. 965, eff. December 23, 1999)

Note: SB 1818–The New Math is attached. SB 1818 adds a section on parking ratio requirements. The section sets the maximum amount of parking spaces that a city or county can require for a housing development eligible for a density bonus, upon a developers request. For one bedroom units, 1 space is required. For two to three bedroom units, two spaces are required. For units over four bedrooms, 2.5 parking spaces are mandated. Street parking is excluded from the calculation of required parking spaces. Applicants

still may request additional parking incentives or concessions pursuant to the abovementioned rules.



	Tim Foy

City of Glendale

Tfoy@ci.glendale.ca.us


	One parking space per unit, regardless of size, and no guest parking.



	Mariano Aguirre

City of Huntington Park

maguirre@huntingtonpark.org


	1 for every 4 units.

	Adam L. Gulick

Assistant Planner

City of Temple City

9701 Las Tunas Drive

Temple City, CA 91780

(626) 285-2171 phone

(626) 285-8192 fax

agulick@templecity.us


	We do not have parking requirements for Senior

Housing developments. We do a parking/traffic

analysis for each project and the City Engineer

(contract person) determines how many spaces would be required for the project. However, staff suggests that they should provide approximately 11/2 spaces for each one of the units, plus an additional space for each staff member working at the complex.

	Craig W. Hensley, AICP

Planning Manager

City of San Dimas

245 East Bonita Avenue

San Dimas, CA 91773

p 909.394.6253

f 909.394.6209

chensley@ci.san-dimas.ca.us


	One covered and one non-covered space per unit.

Covered space to be within 100 feet of unit.



	Lorraine Okabe

League of California Cities

1400 K Street, Suite 400

Sacramento, CA 95814

916/658-8236

916/658-8240 (fax)

okabel@cacities.org


	See responses from previous listserve inquiries,

i.e. see City Wide Survey-Parking standards for

Senior Housing January 31, 2005 – (includes

Senior Housing Project Parking Requirements –

2003 survey) (attached).



	Elizabeth V. Lefson

Associate Planner

City of South Gate

8650 California Avenue

South Gate, CA 90280

(323) 563-9591

llefson@sogate.org


	The City of South Gate requires 1.5 spaces per

senior unit and 1/5 guest parking space per unit.

We have approved 1 space per unit but find that it

does not meet the minimum need of resident's

parking. From this experience, I suggest 2 spaces

per unit and perhaps waive the guest parking

requirement. Most senior couples continue to have

two cars. Those that don't will provide that spaces

required by guests. Good Luck on the projects!




	Bob Brown

Community Development Dir.

City of San Rafael

Bob.Brown@ci.san-rafael.ca.us


	San Rafael generally requires 1 space/4 units (and

there are usually empty spaces except during

holidays), but since senior facilities vary so greatly

in terms of level of assistance we require a projectspecific

traffic analysis for each project.



	Ronald Munekawa

Chief of Planning

City of San Mateo

Planning Division

330 W. 20th Avenue

San Mateo CA 94403

(650) 522-7203

rmunekawa@cityofsanmateo.org


	http://www.cityofsanmateo.org/dept/codes/ch27-

61.html (Chapter 27.61: SC DISTRICTS --

SENIOR CITIZEN OVERLAY DISTRICT --

SPECIAL USE PERMITS)

27.61.060 SPECIAL PARKING STANDARDS

FOR SENIOR CITIZEN USES. Notwithstanding

any other provision of this code, the number of parking spaces required to be provided for senior citizen uses may be as low as .25 spaces per rental dwelling unit and as low as 1.0 spaces per sale dwelling units. The actual ratio shall be determined at the time of granting the special use permit for the use. Ten percent of such spaces shall be designated handicapped parking stalls. In determining the number of parking spaces

required, the following factors, as well as any other relevant factors, shall be considered: (1) The number of employees required by the use, whether such employees will reside on the premises, and hours during which any nonresident employees will be employed; (2) The availability of public transportation; (3) Whether residents of the use will be eligible for government rent subsidies; (4) The degree to which on-site provision of services and facilities will effect the need of residents to leave the site; (5) The proximity of

facilities and services to the site. Where appropriate, employee parking on the site shall be separately identified and shall be available only to employees. (Ord. 1981-27 § 40, 1981; Ord. 1978-11 § 1 (part), 1978).



	Paul Ashworth

(562) 868-0511, ext. 7353

paulashworth@santafesprings.org

Santa Fe Springs
	Regarding senior housing, we have experienced a

significant difference whether the housing project

is for Very Low/Low income seniors or market rate.

For Very Low/Low, we've found that the 1 space/bedroom ratio is more than sufficient, and for predominantly Very Low projects that 1 space/unit is adequate. By comparison, market rate senior housing requires at least 1/bedroom with an additional number of spaces for recreational vehicles. One of our market rate senior complexes has resorted to assigning spaces to each unit, as the demand for onsite parking exceeds supply due to personal and recreational vehicles.



	Benjamin Cantu

Manteca

Community Development

209-239-8424

bcantu@ci.manteca.ca.us


	The City of Manteca requires one space per unit,

but the Director has the discretion to reduce that

number based on the type of senior facility,

operational information provided, and size of

facility. We reduced the number for at least two

complexes without noticeable problems. Parking

for a 125 unit senior complex was reduced to 48

spaces. There was no particualr formula used in

determining the number of spaces.



	Adam Birnbaum 

City of Del Mar

abirnbaum@delmar.ca.us


	The City of Del Mar has no designated senior housing projects in the City and no regulations or

allowances with regard to parking for senior

housing.



	Charmaine Geiger

City of Monterey

Geiger@ci.monterey.ca.us


	Monterey has a .5 parking space requirement for

senior projects where units are designated for

those 60 years of age or older.



	Lorri Hammer, AICP

Senior Planner

City of Simi Valley

o: 805-583-6869

f: 805-583-7922

lhammer@ci.simi-valley.ca.us


	See our online code, but we do the same as you

(1/unit). Only affordable housing has (past) been

granted some reductions... I'm not sure that we are

doing that any more.



�  These criteria are a synthesis of requirements in the cities of Burbank, Pasadena, and Los Angeles. The criteria for other cities include a threshold of expected daily trips, an applicant’s desire to develop at higher densities, or


companies with a fewer number of employees (see Figure 1).





� Some cities require bicycle parking as a ratio of automobile parking. However, Nelson\Nygaard recommends against this. A development which reduces its parking supply, in anticipation of generating fewer vehicle trips, might also then reduce its bicycle parking supply, rather than increase it to support a shift from auto to bicycle.


� http://www.metro.net/riding_metro/commute_services/avr_services.htm
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