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City of Excelsior
Notice of Regular Meeting
of the Excelsior Planning Commission
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Planning Commission of the City of Excelsior will hold its
regularly scheduled meeting on Monday, August 22 at 6:30 p.m. at the Excelsior City Council
Chambers at 339 Third Street, Excelsior, MN 55331.
Members of the public may attend the meeting either in person at City Hall or by joining via
Zoom online or by telephone at:

Join Zoom Meeting
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/85202762106
Meeting ID: 852 0276 2106
Dial by your location
+1 312 626 6799 US (Chicago)
+1 929 205 6099 US (New York)
+1 301 715 8592 US (Washington DC)
+1 346 248 7799 US (Houston)
+1 669 900 6833 US (San Jose)
+1 253 215 8782 US (Tacoma)
Meeting ID: 852 0276 2106

City of Excelsior
Notice: Some items on this agenda are important enough to City Council Members that a quorum of the Council may be present to
receive information leading to their future deliberations and eventual decision.
Auxiliary aid for individuals with disabilities is available upon request. Requests must be made at least 96 hours in advance to the
City Clerk at (952) 653-3675.

Planning Commission Meeting
AGENDA
August 22, 2022
Council Chamber, City Hall, 339 Third Street
6:30 P.M.
1. CALL TO ORDER
2. ROLL CALL
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
a) Planning Commission Meeting of July 25, 2022
4. PUBLIC HEARINGS
a) 678 Pleasant Street Variance Amendment (PC No. 22-12)
5. DISCUSSION ITEMS
a) Parking Requirements for Multifamily Uses
6. COMMUNICATIONS & REPORTS
a) Next City Council Meeting – August 29, 2022
b) Next Planning Commission Meetings – September 26, 2022
c) Residential Review Permit Administrative Approval – 44 First Street
7. MISCELLANEOUS
a) Recent City Council Actions
8. ADJOURNMENT
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U – Absent without notice
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City of Excelsior
Hennepin County, Minnesota
Minutes
Planning Commission
Monday, July 25, 2022

1. CALL TO ORDER
Acting Chair Black called the meeting to order at 6:30 pm.
2. ROLL CALL
Commissioners Present: Black, Harrison, Holste, Punch
Commissioners Absent: Noll, Tyler, Wallace
Others in attendance: Kevin Staunton, City Attorney; Julia Mullin, Community Development Director
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
a)

Planning Commission Meeting of June 27, 2022
Harrison moved to approve the Minutes. Holste seconded. Motion approved 4/0.

4. PUBLIC HEARINGS
5. DISCUSSION ITEMS
a) 10 Water Street, Proposed Hotel – Sketch Plan Review
Comments from the public: Tim Brandow, 205-207 Water; Peter Hartwich, 186 George Street.
b) Zoning Amendments – Parking Requirements for Multifamily Residential and Office

Staff provided background materials and introduced charge to Planning Commission to recommend
standards for parking requirements for multifamily and office uses.
c) Joint City Council/Planning Commission Meeting and Residential Review Permit Report
Recommendations. Commissioners wanted to discuss the recommendations when the full Commission

was present, particularly Chair Wallace. Recommended having this discussion at a Work Session so that
adequate time could be devoted.
6. COMMUNICATIONS & REPORTS
a) Next City Council Meeting – August 1, 2022
a) Next Planning Commission Meeting – August 22, 2022
b) Residential Review Permit Administrative Approval - none
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7. MISCELLANEOUS
a) Recent City Council Actions
8. ADJOURNMENT
Punch moved to adjourn. Seconded by Holste. Approved 4/0.
Meeting adjourned at 9:25 pm.
Respectfully submitted,
Julia Mullin, Community Development Director
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MEMORANDUM

Item 4(a) Application for Amendment to Variance,

Re:
Date:
To: Planning Commission

678 Pleasant Street

August 22, 2022

From:

APPLICANT:

Tim Squillace, Sussel Corporation

PROPERTY OWNER:

Kari and Mark Knapp

LOCATION:

678 Pleasant Street

CASE NO.:

PC No. 22-12

Julia Mullin, Community Development Director

60/120-DAY REVIEW
DEADLINE:

August 6, 2022/ October 5, 2022

_________________________________________________________________________
BACKGROUND
The Applicant has submitted a request to amend a Variance they received for the construction of
a two-stall detached garage with a second level above for office space. They have begun
construction of the garage and when the foundation was laid found that the planned roof
overhang would extend over the property line. The contractor contacted the City and proposed a
change to the design of the garage to prevent the encroachment over the property line and to
preserve interior space on the second level. The footprint of the garage is not proposed to
change. To change the plans that were approved as part of the Variance requires an amendment
to the Variance.
The Planning Commission reviewed the applicant’s request at the June 27, 2022, Planning
Commission meeting and a recommendation to approve the original set of plans was sent to the
City Council. At their meeting on August 1, 2022, the City Council considered a set of plans that
were different from what the Planning Commission had recommended to approve because the
Applicant had to make a correction to those plans. The Council considered these new plans and
the Planning Commission’s recommendation and stated that they wanted a recommendation
from the Planning Commission on the new plans before acting. The Council took action to send
the new plans back to the Planning Commission for a recommendation.
1

For a review of earlier proposed designs and a summary of the review to date of this Variance
Amendment by the Planning Commission and City Council, please follow this link to the August 1,
2022, City Council staff report, Item 8 (a):
https://www.excelsiormn.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Item/629?fileID=1282
DETAILS/ANALYSIS
After the Council meeting, the Applicant provided staff with two new proposals for their garage
on August 17. Both plans address the issue of the roof encroachment into the right-of-way. The
Applicant requests that the Planning Commission consider both proposals, however, the
Applicant prefers Option A and ideally would like these plans approved by the City.
The proposed garage has a footprint of 665 sf and is 19 feet 9 inches tall. Both Options recess the
roofline at the front-left corner of the garage back from the front lot line so that the roof no
longer projects over the lot line. This change from the originally approved plans results in the loss
of space on the second level of the garage. Option A, the Applicant’s preferred option, includes a
dormer on the left elevation to add back space to the second level. This dormer on the left
elevation is the primary difference between the two options.
A comparison of Options A and B: Both Options include a dormer on the right elevation which
faces the house. Option A includes a dormer on the left elevation which faces out towards the
walking path and the end of Pleasant Street. The result is that the front and rear elevations are
more balanced, with a dormer visible on either side of the structure. Option B has no dormer on
the left elevation, resulting in front and rear elevations that are less balanced – dormer on one
side only – and a left elevation that includes a long flat roof plane. The left elevation, visible from
the street, of Option A, with the dormer that breaks up the roof plane, appears less massive than
the left elevation of Option B.
To note, the proposed dormer on the left elevation is shorter than in earlier versions – it does not
project as far from the roof peak. This change creates the appearance of less mass both as viewed
from the front of the structure and from the left.

2

Public Notice
As required by Ordinance Appendix E, Section 6-6 – Procedures Variances, the Planning
Commission shall conduct a duly noticed public hearing on the Variance application at their
regularly scheduled meeting on Monday, August 22, 2022.
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION
The Planning Commission shall hold a public hearing and make a recommendation to the City
Council on the application for an Amendment to the Variance. It is recommended that the
Planning Commission provide findings for their recommendation to the City Council.
ATTACHMENTS
1) Variance Amendment Application
2) Property Survey
3) Approved Plans
4) Proposed Plans: Options A and B

3

OPTION A

OPTION B

MEMORANDUM
Re:

5(a) Parking Requirements for Multifamily
Residential Uses

Date: July 25, 2022
To: Planning Commission

From:

Julia Mullin, Community Development Director

BACKGROUND
At the July 25th Planning Commission meeting, the Commission began discussion of parking
requirements for multifamily residential uses in Excelsior. Our existing standard is 2.5 stalls/unit for
multifamily uses and this standard has not been revised since at least the early 2000’s. The impetus to
review the parking requirements for multifamily uses comes from the proposed 53-unit apartment
project at 339 Third Street that is in the application process, and a Sketch Plan for a project at 300
Water Street that included multifamily units that came before the City earlier this year. These are the
first multifamily developments (other than The Waters) to come before the City since the early 1970s.
As these and potentially other projects progress, we want to have a standard for parking
requirements that provides adequate parking for residents of any new multifamily development, that
prevents an overflow of resident parking on to city streets, and that does not inadvertently create a
cost burden that prevents us from getting the developments we want.
As we consider revising the parking requirements, it is useful to frame the discussion with the
following questions:
1.

Why do we have minimum parking requirements?

2. How do minimum parking requirements impact development?
3. How do we ensure that projects provide enough onsite parking so that neighborhoods are not
impacted by additional on-street parking?
4. What are the trends in parking requirements generally?
5. How do other cities in the metro area require parking for multifamily uses?
6. What is unique about Excelsior that requires consideration as we create the right standard?
Our charge to is to recommend to the City Council the “right” parking requirement standard for
multifamily housing in Excelsior. To do this, it is useful to identify the concerns we have about parking
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and also the consequences we want to result from our parking requirement standard. The desired
outcomes or goals of our multifamily parking requirement are proposed as the following:
Proposed Goals/Outcomes for Multifamily Parking Standards
1. We want residents of multifamily buildings to park onsite.
2. We don’t want residents of a new multifamily building to rely on regularly parking on city
streets because they don’t have enough parking onsite.
3. We want to understand regional trends in how people get around and how much parking
residents of multifamily buildings truly want and need, and have our parking requirement reflect
those trends.
4. Providing parking onsite is expensive, and we want our parking requirements to support a
variety of types of multifamily uses in Excelsior. For example, we want condominium buildings,
rental apartment buildings, and a variety of unit price points in those properties.
5. We want to recognize that while Excelsior is a compact city that is very walkable, it is not
served by the regional public transportation system. Our parking requirements must consider
this characteristic.

ANALYSIS
Staff has provided some information to support our discussion: a 2020 article on parking requirements
from the American Planning Association; a consultant staff report to the City of Edina answering
questions their Planning Commission had as they worked to revised their parking requirements; and
the recent St. Louis Park Ordinance to revise parking requirements that Commissioner Holste supplied
along with a section of their staff report. Additionally, I asked Brent Wittenberg at Marquette Advisers
(he was recommended to us by Carl Runck at Red Leaf Partners) who works on multifamily
development in the region and has experience with parking needs, to attend our meeting. He had a
conflict and instead responded by email to some questions I posed about parking requirements that I
thought would be useful to our discussion.
Commissioners Harrison, Holste, Noll and Tyler gathered some information about multifamily
developments in the area and they will report what they learned at our meeting.
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Goals of Parking Requirements
The goal of multifamily parking requirements is to ensure that there is adequate parking for residents
of the property. The city and developer alike share an interest that not too few parking spaces are
required, that not too many spaces are required, and that the required amount is “just right”. The
parking required onsite should satisfy the demand for parking created by the residents and should
prevent that demand from spilling over onto city streets or into public parking lots. While residents
might use public parking from time to time, like any resident in Excelsior, they should not have to rely
on it regularly.
From the research, it is clear that determining exactly how much parking a particular land use should
provide is not an exact science. It is a best guess of how much parking a use needs. Generally, cities
rely on one another’s standards to create their own. The parking requirement is critical because there
are consequences to requiring too little parking and too much parking. The right parking requirements
result in property owners taking responsibility for creating the parking spaces they will need. Too few
required spaces impacts surrounding neighborhoods or public lots. Too many spaces creates cost for a
multifamily development that leads to constraints on the kind of development that is possible on a
site.
The partnership between city and developer
Cities and developers want development projects to be successful and therefore share the goal of
providing the right amount of parking onsite. Developers know how much parking they need for a
multifamily building to be able to lease up their apartments or sell the condo units. Developers’
interest in creating the right amount of parking is partly why cities are moving towards creating
parking requirements that are specific to a particular development, rather than a one-size-fits-all for
all multifamily buildings, or in some cases cities are moving towards not requiring a minimum number
of spaces at all. A developer/property owner can’t sell a condominium or rent an apartment if there is
not enough parking for residents.
The cost of parking
It costs money to provide parking; a surface parking space costs around $5,000 and a structured space
(in a ramp) can cost $35,000 - $50,000 per space to construct. Public parking costs and is paid for by
residents and business owners of the City through their tax payments. Metered spaces on the street
or in a public lot are paid for by users of those spaces. A piece of the equation of creating the right
parking requirements for a multifamily project is the availability of other parking. If public parking
around the development is free and convenient, it’s possible a developer/property owner may rely on
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it for their use. However, if that public parking is priced right – it costs enough but not too much –
then it will not work for regular use by a resident.
Parking requirements impact development
Because it is expensive to provide parking, multifamily development is significantly impacted by the
cost. For example, a condominium building with higher cost units can supply more parking onsite than
an apartment building with lower cost rents. If our goal is to have a variety of types of multifamily
units – condos, rental units, a variety of price points – we should not choose, as a City, to require too
much parking.
339 Third Street Proposed Development
Red Leaf Partners is proposing 53 rental units at 339 Third Street. They consider these units to be
“condo quality rental units” and say that interest in this kind of housing has been increasing around
the Twin Cities over the last 10 years. People will choose to rent these units because they want to live
in downtown Excelsior, they want new construction, they own a condo or house elsewhere, and they
don’t want the maintenance responsibilities of homeownership. Red Leaf Partners expects that a
variety of people will choose to rent these units: empty nesters, younger people, divorced or
widowed individuals. Young professionals will choose to rent the studios and one-bedroom units. Not
all two-bedroom units will be rented by couples. There will be transitional people as well – those who
rent for a year while finding a house to buy, for example. And there will be “snowbirds”, people who
live elsewhere for half of the year, and occupy their apartment during the summer months.
The proposed multifamily development at 339 Third Street currently plans for a parking ratio of 1.4
parking spaces per unit. The ratio assumes that studio apartments will each have one parking stall
assigned, one-bedroom units will have one parking stall, and two-bedroom units will have two
parking stalls. It may be that a tenant of a two-bedroom unit only needs one parking stall and a tenant
of a one-bedroom unit needs two parking stalls and that arrangement will be made as possible. The
assignment of stalls will be somewhat fluid.
Red Leaf Partners has said that increasing their parking ratio, i.e., providing more parking stalls for
residents onsite, will result in a different unit mix. They are currently proposing 9 studios, 16 onebedroom units, 18 two-bedroom units, and 11 rowhomes. The studio units are proposed at under 500 sf
and will rent for less than $1500 per month. In order to provide more parking, the studio units would
be removed from the mix, because higher rents would be needed to account for the cost of
constructing more parking. Examples of new or proposed multifamily projects in Excelsior bear out the
supposition that requiring more parking results in multifamily buildings that have higher priced units.
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The condo units under construction at 511 Second Street, priced at approximately $800,000 each have
2.5 stalls each. And the 16-18 luxury condos proposed at Excelsior Flats, 690 Excelsior Boulevard, are
proposed to be parked at approximately 3 stalls per unit.
FOR DISCUSSION
What is the right parking requirement standard for multifamily buildings in Excelsior? The proposed
desired goals or outcomes for our parking requirement, the examples of Edina and St. Louis Park as
well as other surrounding communities, the parking ratios of new existing multifamily buildings in the
region, the parking ratio proposed for 339 Third Street, and best practices research, all help us guide
the discussion, and move us toward a standard.
Recommended Action
The City Council wants a recommendation for the parking requirement for multifamily uses, with
supportive findings, from the Planning Commission. It is recommended that the Planning Commission
finalize their desired outcomes or goals for the multifamily parking standard and forward them to the
City Council. It is also recommended that the Planning Commission recommend a parking standard for
multifamily uses, or if that is not yet possible because more information is required, then to propose
that the parking standard be reduced from 2.5 stalls per unit, with a specific standard to be
recommended at the September Planning Commission meeting.

Attachments
1) Area Community Parking Standards
2) Parking Requirements for Sample Multifamily Developments
3) Consultant staff Report to Edina Planning Commission
3) St. Louis Park Ordinance reducing Parking Requirements for Multifamily
4) Article from American Planning Association regarding Parking Requirements
5) Responses to staff questions from Brett Wittenberg (if not available, it will be forwarded
separately)
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RESIDENTIAL PARKING REQUIREMENTS

EXCELSIOR

Single family and duplexes

Multifamily

2 spaces/dwelling unit

2.5 spaces/dwelling unit; 1 space

For single family, plus an addt’l space
for each three roomers

HOPKINS

<1,200 sf/dwelling unit: 1 space per unit

open and above ground and 1.5
spaces underground

2 spaces/dwelling unit

>1,200 sf/dwelling unit: 2 spaces per
unit plus an additional space for each 2
roomers accommodated

ST LOUIS PARK

2 spaces per unit (addt’l spaces not

Studio – 1 space

required for accessory dwelling unit)

1 Bedroom – 1 space
2 Bedroom – 1.5 spaces
3-4 Bedroom – 2 spaces
(5% of the required parking shall
be provided for guest parking)
Age-restricted housing – 1
space/unit (or less with research)

STILLWATER

2 spaces per unit
(1 must be covered)

MINNETONKA

2 spaces per unit
(1 must be covered)

1.5 spaces/unit (1 must be covered)
and 1 space/3 units for guest
parking

2 spaces/unit (additional spaces for
visitors as determined)
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WAYZATA

2 spaces per family unit

2 spaces/unit
May provide fewer spaces than
required with CUP and payment to
city parking fund

EDINA

1 space per unit

2 spaces/unit
In Planned Commercial District: 1
space/unit and if units are >1,500 sf
1.5/unit

MINNEAPOLIS

Requires parking maximums
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The Miller Apartments
200 Chestnut Street
Stillwater
Opening 2023 (under construction)
61 units
• 13 alcove units
• 25 one bedroom units
• 23 two bedroom units

73 parking stalls (below grade)
• 1.20 stalls per unit
• 0.87 stalls per bed

Ventana Apartments
253 Lake Street East
Wayzata
Opened 2022
26 units
• 11 one bedroom units
• 12 two bedroom units
• 3 three bedroom units
40 parking stalls (below grade)
• 1.54 stalls per unit
• 0.93 stalls per bed

Victoria Flats Apartments
1699 Stieger Lake Lane
Victoria
Opened 2018
81 units
• 7 studio units
• 57 one bedroom units
• 17 two bedroom units
102 parking stalls (below grade + surface)
• 1.26 stalls per unit
• 1.00 stalls per bed

The Lorient Apartments
3901 Sunnyside Road
Edina
Opened 2020
46 units
• 16 one bedroom units
• 30 two bedroom units

69 parking stalls (below grade)
• 1.5 stalls per unit
• 0.91 stalls per bed

Elan West End Apartments
1325 Utica Avenue
St. Louis Park
Opened 2020
164 units
• 18 studio units
• 90 one bedroom units
• 51 two bedroom units
• 5 three bedroom units
236 parking stalls (below grade)
• 1.44 stalls per unit
• 1.05 stalls per bed

The Birke Apartments
11700 Wayzata Boulevard
Minnetonka
Opened 2020
175 units
• 46 one bedroom units
• 97 two bedroom units
• 32 three bedroom units
255 parking stalls (below grade)
• 1.46 stalls per unit
• 0.76 stalls per bed

339 Third Street
Excelsior
Opening 2024 (proposed)
54 units
• 9 studio units
• 16 one bedroom units
• 18 two bedroom units
• 11 rowhouse units

77 parking stalls (below grade)
• 1.43 stalls per unit
• 0.93 stalls per bed

Total Apartment
Units / Year Opened
Total Parking Stalls
(Enclosed)

Stalls Per Unit
Stalls Per Bed

Excelsior

Stillwater

Wayzata

Victoria

Edina

St. Louis Park

Minnetonka

54 units
2024
(proposed)

61 units
2023
(under const.)

26 units
2022

81 units
2018

46 units
2020

164 units
2020

175 units
2020

77 stalls

73 stalls

40 stalls

102 stalls

69 stalls

236 stalls

255 stalls

1.43 per unit
0.93 per bed

1.20 per unit
0.87 per bed

1.54 per unit
0.93 per bed

1.26 per unit
1.00 per bed

1.50 per unit
0.91 per bed

1.44 per unit
1.05 per bed

1.46 per unit
0.76 per bed

MEMORANDUM
To:

Cary Teague, City of Edina - Community Development Director

From:

Iain Banks & Tom Brown, Nelson\Nygaard

Date:

February 8, 2021

Subject:

City of Edina Parking Reform Assistance – Planning Commission Response

Subsequent to the City of Edina, MN Planning Commission Parking Reform discussion
on December 9th, 2020, Commission members followed up with additional questions
related to the City’s parking reform process. Below are the questions and
Nelson\Nygaard’s responses.
Parking Commission Question #1


Shared parking calculations
o

Do they have updated shared parking calculations

o

A spreadsheet with master input data that feeds into the calculations that
can be used for the district focused areas

NN Response:
Understanding the relationship between land use patterns and parking demand is
critical. All mixed-use parking districts have a unique user behavior profile that poses
challenges in managing parking resources. Traditional development expectations often
assume that parking will be provided for each separate use on site, with little or no
consideration of shared parking or access among different uses. This may be applicable
to sites with lots of space and isolated single land uses, but is not appropriate in a
mixed-use environment (particularly in a transit-oriented district and/or a walkable place)
where a number of land uses, each with different demand profiles across the course of
the day, are located in close proximity to each other and could more efficiently share
local parking resources.
In a principle often referred to as “staggered peaks,” the actual demand for parking
varies by use throughout the hours of a day and days of a week: office space generates
parking demand during traditional weekday business hours; parking for residential
housing is often highest overnight as many residents use their cars during the day; and
the parking demand generated by bars and restaurants is highest during meal times and
in the evening. If parking is shared between multiple uses, the aggregated parking
demand by time of day is less than the total that would be programmed separately for
each use.

City of Edina Parking Reform Assistance – Planning Commission Response
City of Edina, MN

Traditional Demand Projections
The shared parking demand forecast methodology is different from traditional parking
generation due to the consideration of staggered peaks. Most often, parking generation
analyses rely solely on the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) periodic report
titled Parking Generation, which is the prevailing national standard in determining
expected parking demand for a development or set of land uses. ITE standards are
based on parking demand studies submitted to ITE by a variety of parties, including
public agencies, developers and consulting firms. These studies are often based on
peak-hour demand measures at suburban sites with isolated, single land uses that
provide free parking.
To estimate parking demand generated by a development, multiply a peak parking
demand factor for each land-use type by the physical size of each use type and assume
that the peak amount of parking is required all day, every day and exclusively for that
use. As shown below, the peak-demand measures are summed together to project the
project’s total parking supply need.
Example Summing Land Use Parking Peaks
Land Uses in a Development

Peak Parking Demand

Residential

300

Office

400

Restaurant

650

Combined

1,350

There are two ways that we recommend this be addressed in a development code.
The first is to provide a reduction-calculation table within the code. This provides a basic,
reliable means of encouraging and crediting efficient supplies of on-site parking in new
development. The other option is to all developers to submit their own shared-parking
analysis, which should be based on a shared-parking model that is included in this
submission. The Urban Land Institute has developed such a model which has become
an industry standard that is widely used.1 Using this or a similar model can better
capture the full benefits that shared parking may provide in reducing a proposed
development’s supply needs.
Shared Parking Calculation Table Example: Somerville, MA
The table below is taken from the development code for the City of Somerville,
Massachusetts, as updated in 2019.2

1

https://uli.bookstore.ipgbook.com/shared-parking-products-9780874204278.php

2

https://www.somervillezoning.com/
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Shared Parking Model Process Overview
By contrast, the Nelson\Nygaard shared parking model applies time-of-day factors, using
the Urban Land Institute's (ULI) Shared Parking Manual (2nd Edition, 2005) to track the
accumulation of aggregate demand. By layering these factors with peak parking ratios,
projections of aggregate demand (the number of parked cars at any one time, across all
land uses) are the outcome of the shared parking model -- rather than projections that
simply sum the peak demand projected for each land use.
The modeling process is summarized as follows:
1. Land Use Program: Categorize and aggregate each TOD site’s uses to
determine the built square footage that attracts parking demand.
2. Model Traditional Parking Demand: Use ITE parking generation rates to estimate
baseline parking demand for the site without any adjustments for local context or
temporal variations in demand by land use
3. Apply Staggered Peaks based on Shared Parking Demand: Apply a parking
model derived from the Urban Land Institute’s (ULI) Shared Parking Manual to
show the expected parking demand throughout the course of an average
weekday, adjusted for staggered peaks.
The chart comparison below presents projections for the same land uses. The chart on
the left represents a projection that stops at Step 2, as outlined above. The chart on the
right represents the model outputs following the critical Step 3 outlined above. As shown,
factoring the variation in time-of-day peak/off-peak demand patterns between these land
uses allows the model projections to focus on the aggregate supply needs for the project
– how many cars will need parking at any given point in time. This indicates real demand
in a shared parking scenario is closer to 700 spaces rather than 1,300 spaces.
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Additive vs. Aggregate Parking Measures

Considerations
By taking rates from the ITE Parking Generation and the ULI Shared Parking manuals,
the basic application of the Nelson\Nygaard shared-parking model provides insights into
shared demand for any development site based on the concept of “staggered peaks.”
However, there are other adjustments that may be worth considering, as they can
contribute to an even further reduction in peak shared parking demand estimates.
Mixed-use areas typically experience reductions compared to traditional parking demand
assumptions because of staggered peaks but also the concept of “internal capture.” A
single parking space that normally serves one land use at a time may serve another land
use at the same time simply by the virtue of someone walking to a second destination
after parking at their first destination depending on how uses are mixed together and
what the walking environment is like between uses. For example, the following groups
may make use of only a single parking space where parking generation tables require
two spaces:
1. Office workers who patronize nearby restaurants at lunchtime
2. Hotel guests who attend nearby cultural events
3. Residents who own vehicles and park on-site, yet walk to services or to their jobs
Lastly, additional scenarios can be applied to a shared-parking model, which affect the
outcome of demand, including the impact of transportation demand management (TDM)
and/or trip reduction programs and policies on the site.
Parking Commission Question #2


Hidden parking
o

How to identify hidden parking and promote

o

How to work with the owner of underutilized parking – or during off peak
times – to educate/promote the benefit of sharing the parking (shared
maintenance, etc.) and alleviate fears of legal ramifications
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NN Response:
Parking management is most effective when drivers clearly understand their parking
options before arriving in the area of their destination. Without sufficient information, the
key benefits of effective parking plans can be undermined if drivers must drive around to
learn what their parking options area – where it costs the most/least, where time limits
are more/less generous, what spaces are or are not available for public parking. Parking
information is especially important before visitors start their trip, to give them confidence
to visit, park once, and spend time in an area with which they may be largely unfamiliar.
Effectively communicating this information is essential for successful Park Once
environments (see separate Strategy Sheet, “Park Once”) that provide drivers with
confidence about their parking options before they begin their trips, and facilitate walking
and other non-driving options once they arrive.
Create a Parking Map
The key to identifying the hidden parking would be to have a comprehensive parking
inventory mapped for specific districts including ownership and public availability of
parking. In the short-term the public parking supply can be promoted through the
creation of an app/online map enabling visitors to quickly identify parking opportunities.
Longer-term or as funds permit, signage can be added to identify parking as publicly
available.
For owners of underutilized private parking, shared parking agreements can offer the
owner an opportunity to increase their revenue, especially if they can charge for parking
in their lot or garage. In lieu of charging to park, however, a property owner may ask the
lessee to pay a monthly or annual lease for each parking space used, or to pay for
infrastructure or maintenance costs.
By creating a template for shared parking agreements (in addition to allowing shared
parking in the city’s code), a municipality can establish clear regulatory guidelines that
make the process easier to understand for potential shared parking participants. The
City can enable a demonstration project by covering the costs for additional liability
insurance or even maintenance costs.
Complement with a Comprehensive Coordinated Communications Plan
Comprehensive Coordinated Communications
A comprehensive communications plan uses an effective combination of the elements
below to reduce the need to overburden on-site signage with explanatory text. If detailed
information can be communicated prior to a trip, signage can focus on guiding driver to
selected options, confirming when they have arrived, and assuring drivers that the space
they chose was what they were expecting.


Information, to allow informed decisions about parking to be made before
arriving in the area.



Wayfinding, to guide drivers to their chosen, or optimal, parking option, and
provide information to encourage walking between local destinations.
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Signage, to mark these options, confirming to drivers that they have found the
option they were seeking, or that suits their preferences/needs.



Branding can also be a vital component of a communications package, as a
municipal parking brand can quickly communicate to drivers the location of
parking options that offer a consistent, reliable, and transparent parking
experience.

Some of the most common, specific components of a comprehensive plan include the
following:


A comprehensive parking map, with information on rates, time limits, other
regulations, by time of day and day of week, as well as bike parking locations
and information



A webpage, with information on rates, time limits, other regulations, by time of
day and day of week, to which local businesses, organizations, and other
destinations can direct their visitors



Pamphlets and other printed materials, especially for events and high-demand
seasons



Wayfinding signage, to guide drivers to appropriate parking options, and
pedestrians from parking facilities to nearby destinations



Informational signage, along curbsides and at off-street entrances



Smartphone apps



Interactive parking maps displaying real-time availability information (see
separate Strategy Sheet, “Real-Time Availability Information”)

Parking Commission Question #3


City wide and district next steps
o

We want to start taking steps now, what are their suggestions

NN Response:
Changes to parking regulation and the parking supply can be a polarizing process within
a community. As such the City should begin to collaborate with stakeholders that can be
champions of the steps being taken. These steps can begin with demonstration projects
and/or simply involve adjacent businesses or land-owners. However, the key is having
the ability to monitor and provide appropriate data in support of the demonstration or
changes being made. As such, with any initial steps being taken it should be prioritized
that a monitoring process is also undertaken (i.e., parking utilization counts before,
during and after the project)
There are two main approaches to shared parking: (1) contractual agreements between
adjacent uses; and (2) parking management districts. Whereas the first approach
involves only two adjacent users, the second approach encompasses an entire district
with multiple property owners. Under a contractual agreement, the circumstances under
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which parking spaces would be shared would be explicitly defined in the contract. In a
parking district, all uses within the district would have access to all the parking spaces at
any given time.
The first step that the City could take would be to enable contractual agreements
between adjacent users while either a demonstration project or the zoning implications
of a parking management district are detailed.
Demonstration projects can help develop interest in shared parking. The City can
spearhead the task of developing a shared parking arrangement between two adjacent
uses, taking on the time and cost of analyzing the parking demand, developing a
potential sharing scheme, and preparing and negotiating the shared parking agreement.
This initiative would create a model that could be used by other developers on
independent shared parking arrangements.
Parking Commission Question #4


Free versus paid parking
o

This will come up and it is always a tough sell. What are their thoughts.

NN Response:
Parking has long been seen by many as an element that critical to have as a free and
abundantly convenient function. Each parking space, both on- and off-street have a cost
to build and maintain annually. While many cities have implemented paid parking
programs, there are many cities such as Edina that still have free parking programs.
However, as parking regulations evolve, the benefits and need of a paid parking system
begin to outweigh a free parking system.
The key to introducing a paid parking system is to identify a district where it would be of
most benefit and serve to improve amongst other elements user convenience and
increased turnover. In many instances free parking often leads to business owners and
employees who live or work nearby occupying on-street spots near their stores and
offices that should be available for patrons and visitors. Appropriately priced on-street
parking encourages turnover while longer-term parking needs (for employees and
business owners) should be served by off-street facilities which are perhaps not as
convenient.
Introducing paid parking often receives criticism that it will discourage customers and
that businesses will not be able to compete with districts with free parking, but it can
actually provide benefits economically and fiscally. Being able to increase turnover
makes locating a parking space easier while reducing the number of parking spaces
required as a whole, and reducing the number of vehicles circulating looking for an
available space. By enabling that a parking space is always available, the curbside in
particular can be managed to facilitate freight deliveries, pick-up and drop-off as well as
short term parking for customers. Many cities create “Parking Districts” where a portion
of the additional revenues can finance district wide improvements such as new street
furniture, cleaning and security, and marketing.

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc. | 7

City of Edina Parking Reform Assistance – Planning Commission Response
City of Edina, MN

It is important to include a parking pricing is best implemented as part of an integrated
parking management program that also includes improved user information, reduced
and more flexible parking requirements, and enforcement of parking regulations. As
previously discussed a fully functioning parking district includes paid parking, curbside
management, shared parking requirements, parking signage and user information.
Parking Commission Question #5


Benefit of shared mobility on parking demand.
o



More on curbside management. Curbside pickup will be with us now for a
long term – how do we manage that

Shared streets
o

Replacing street parking with public space network. Again – COVID has
shown the need for outdoor space – I would like to see this
maintained/promoted.

NN Response:
Park Once Mobility
Perhaps the most important impact of shared mobility on parking demand will be its
capacity to expand Park Once opportunities in walkable mixed-use districts. Shared
scooters in particular have become key resources for rebalancing parking demand
across a greater share of available inventories.3 By providing this last-mile mobility
option, peripheral parking options located beyond “walking distance” may become more
widely viable parking options for visitors. On-demand circulators have also become
popular shared mobility resources for better district parking management.4
Curb Management
The curb has become a key asset for Cities as they respond to the ever-changing
challenges of ride-hail services, deliveries, parking as well as use as public space.
These uses are presenting a constant demand for the curbside that changes throughout
the day and the week, with accommodations needed to meet the requirements of its
users.
Curbside demand isn’t new but trends before, during and after the COVID pandemic
have quickly shown that Cities need to rethink their use of the curbside and should be
addressed in a curbside management plan.
A solution that many cities are beginning to use is the designation of ‘flex zones’ which
serve different purposes throughout the day depending on the time. This may include
loading zones for deliveries early in the morning, travel lanes during the peak-period and
then parking or PUDO (pick-up/drop-off) zones during off-peak times and overnight. The

3

https://www.passportinc.com/blog/three-major-cities-partner-with-passport-and-shared-scooter-company-on-firstof-its-kind-micro-mobility-management-solution/
4

https://www.cityofaspen.com/270/Downtowner
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use of flex zones allows for practical and productive use of the curb space while also
maintaining the needs of the community.
Parking Commission Question #6


Impact on removing parking minimums.

NN Response:
Reducing parking requirements by removing minimums is a growing trend and it’s a
response to be able to “right-size” parking to meet the distinctive needs of a particular
community. The key to being able to correctly eliminate parking minimums is that an
appropriate toolkit of strategies also has to be implemented to ensure that the parking
supply will continue to satisfy demand.
It is important to note that just because a city reduces or eliminates parking minimums, it
does not necessarily mean that less parking will be required or provided by new
development. Parking minimums were originally created to ensure that developers
provided an adequate amount of parking but that dynamic has changed with developers
knowing that right-sizing parking because it’s a requirement for a successful
development.
Developers will continue to provide parking as they see appropriate, but they are also
seeing the benefits of providing amenities that reduce the need to own a vehicle (or
multiple vehicles). The redirection of parking funds to providing car sharing, transit
passes, and bike parking is seen as more efficient, less costly, and meeting the needs of
their prospective tenants.
As discussed on our meeting and in the responses previously, there are number of
parking tools and strategies that can be implemented to ensure that the right amount of
parking is built while also enabling an effective parking system. The benefits of this
approach is that it enables valuable land to be used for more appropriate uses; parking
is often not the highest and best use”.
There are several strategies that cities can pursue to accommodate a reduction in
parking requirements (as highlighted in responses previously).
1. Parking Requirements: Enable removal of parking minimums through the
City’s parking regulations and Zoning Ordinance.
2. Shared parking: Enable shared parking to occur within the City’s zoning code.
Shared parking relies on parking owners with varying needs sharing parking
resources. The mechanism leverages complementary land uses’ variations in
the times of peak demand in parking usage, allowing different users to share
parking spaces.
3. Curbside Management: Between TNCs, bicycles, scooters, delivery vehicles,
buses, and private cars, there is a lot more going on at the curb compared to
even a couple of years ago. Cities have the opportunity to use tools including
curb access fees and regulations, to leverage curb management strategies
that help meet city wide land use and mobility goals. Improvements in
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technology are also allowing cities to engage in curb management. These
tools can facilitate the use of curb access fees that fund investments in bike
lanes, pedestrian improvements, and transit.
4. Eliminate Spill-Over: Targeted on-street parking policies to eliminate street
spill-over should be considered. Typically, it is not ideal for residential
parkers, employees, or other long-term parkers migrating to on-street spaces
that are needed for local business customers. Policies such as parking
pricing, time restrictions, and active enforcement improve and are often
crucial to the overall operation of the parking system, ensuring that valuable
on-street parking spaces are available for visitors and other customers.
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Ordinance regarding parking requirements
The City of St. Louis Park does ordain:
Whereas, the planning commission conducted a public hearing on November 3, 2021 on
the ordinance, and
Whereas, the City Council has considered the advice and recommendation of the planning
commission (case no. 21-31-ZA), and
Now, therefore be it resolved that the following amendments shall be made to Chapter
36 of the City Code by adding underscored text and deleting strikethrough text (renumber
accordingly). Section breaks are represented by ***.
Section 1. Section 36-38 Enforcement.
b) Enforcing officer. The planning and zoning supervisor is appointed the zoning
administrator who shall enforce this chapter under the direction and control of the
community development zoning administrator’ s supervisor, department director and city
manager.
a) Residential uses. The following are typical of the residential uses referred to in this
chapter.
5) Elderly Age- restricted housing means multiple- family dwellings where a minimum of
60 percent of the units are occupied by single persons at least 6055 years of age or by
couples with one or both being at least 6055 years of age.
d) Commercial uses. The following are typical of the commercial uses referred to in this
chapter.
9) Coffee shop means an establishment that primarily sells coffee and coffee- related
accessories. They may also sell other refreshment items such as donuts, bagels, muffins,
cakes, sandwiches, wraps, salads, and other hot and cold beverages. Limited indoor
seating is generally provided for patrons, but table service is not provided.
3335) Restaurant means an establishment whose principal business is the sale of food
and beverages which are prepared and served in individual portions in a ready-toconsume state for consumption on site. This use is often found in conjunction with bars,
hotels and food service. It is preferably located on major thoroughfares with no access
to residential streets. Characteristics include late hours of operation, refuse, high car
and truck traffic generation, and cooking odors. Outdoor seating for restaurants is
considered part of the principal use and does not require additional parking. A food
service or deli is not considered to be a restaurant if seating is provided for ten or fewer
persons. Restaurant uses are divided into the following subcategories:
a.

Restaurant, sit-down: Sit-down eating establishments that may allow or require
reservations. Patrons commonly wait to be seated, are served by wait staff,
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order from a menu, and pay after the meal. Lounge or bar facilities may be
accessory uses.
b.

Restaurant, fast-food with or without drive-through window: This restaurant
type features large carry-out clientele, long hours of service, and high turnover
rate for eat-in customers (around 30 minutes). There is no or limited table
service, and customers typically order from a menu board and pay before
receiving the meal.

Section 36-166 (d) Uses permitted by conditional use permit. No structure or land in any
R-4 district shall be used for the following uses except by conditional use permit. These
uses shall comply with the requirements of all the general conditions provided in section
36-33 regarding conditional use permits, and with the specific conditions imposed in this
subsection.
3) Age- restricted Elderly housing. The conditions are as follows:
a. Property shall meet all of the conditions for multiple- family dwelling/ cluster
housing.
b. Age- restricted Elderly housing shall provide a minimum of 1,000 square feet of lot
area for each dwelling unit.
c. The property owner shall record a covenant to run with the land executed in a form
approved by the city which restricts the use of the property to occupancy by age. the
elderly.
d. The development shall provide a lounge or other inside community rooms equal in
aggregate size to a minimum of 15 square feet for each unit.
Section 36-167 (d) Uses permitted by conditional use permit. No structure or land in any
R-C district shall be used for the following uses except by conditional use permit. These
uses shall comply with the residential restrictions and performance standards of section
36-162, the general conditions of section 36-33 regarding conditional use permits, and
with the specific conditions imposed in this subsection as follows:
1) Age-restricted Elderly housing. The conditions are as follows:
a. Property shall meet all of the requirements of multiple-family dwellings.
b. Age-restricted Elderly housing shall provide a minimum of 900 square feet of lot
area for each dwelling unit.
c. The property owner shall record a covenant to run with the land executed in a form
approved by the city which restricts the use of the property to occupancy by age the
elderly.
d. The development shall provide a lounge or other inside community rooms equal in
aggregate size to a minimum of 15 square feet for each unit.
Section 36-193 (e) Accessory uses. The following uses shall be permitted accessory uses
in a C-1 district:
5) Outdoor seating and service of food and beverages is permitted as an accessory
use with the following conditions:
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d. Additional parking will not be required if the outdoor seating area does not
exceed 500 square feet or ten percent of the gross floor area of the principal use,
whichever is less. Parking will be required at the same rate as the principle use for
that portion of outdoor seating area in excess of 500 square feet or ten percent of
the gross building area, whichever is less.
Section 36-194 (d) Uses permitted by conditional use permit. No structure or land in a C2 district shall be used for the following uses except by conditional use permit.
8) Age- restricted Elderly housing. The conditions are as follows:
a. The property meets all of the conditional use requirements of multiple -family
dwellings in subsection ( d)(7) of this section.
b. Covenants running with the land in a form approved by the city attorney have
been recorded which restrict the use of the property for occupancy by age the
elderly.
c. The development shall provide a lounge or other inside community rooms
amounting to a minimum of 15 feet for each unit.
d. The use is in conformance with the comprehensive plan including any provisions of
the redevelopment chapter and the plan by neighborhood policies for the
neighborhood in which it is located, and conditions of approval may be added as a
means of satisfying this requirement.
Section 36-194(e) Accessory uses. The following uses shall be permitted accessory uses in
any C-2 district:
7) Outdoor seating and service of food and beverages is permitted as an accessory
use if:
d. Additional parking will not be required if the outdoor seating area does not
exceed 500 square feet or ten percent of the gross floor area of the principal use,
whichever is less. Parking will be required at the same rate as the principal use for
that portion of outdoor seating area in excess of 500 square feet or ten percent of
the gross building area, whichever is less.
Section 36-223(e) Accessory uses. Within any O district, the following uses shall be
permitted accessory uses:
5) Outdoor seating and service of food and beverages is permitted as an accessory
use if:
d. Additional parking will not be required if the outdoor seating area does not
exceed 500 square feet or ten percent of the gross floor area of the principal use,
whichever is less. Parking will be required at the same rate as the principle use for
that portion of outdoor seating area in excess of 500 square feet or ten percent of
the gross building area, whichever is less.
Section 36-233(e) Accessory uses. Within any BP district, the following shall be permitted
accessory uses, subject to any required conditions:
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4) Outdoor seating and service of food and beverages is permitted as an accessory
use with the following conditions:
d. Additional parking will not be required if the outdoor seating area does not
exceed 500 square feet or ten percent of the gross floor area of the principal use,
whichever is less. Parking will be required at the same rate as the principal use for
that portion of outdoor seating area in excess of 500 square feet or ten percent of
the gross building area, whichever is less.
Section 36-264(f) Accessory uses. The following uses shall be permitted accessory uses in
any MX-1 district.
3) Outdoor seating and service of food and beverage, subject to the following
conditions:
d. Additional parking will not be required if the outdoor seating area does
not exceed 500 square feet or ten percent of the gross floor area of the
principal use, whichever is less. Parking will be required at the same rate
as the principal use for that portion of outdoor seating area in excess of
500 square feet or ten percent of the gross building area, whichever is less.
Section 36-265(f) Accessory uses. The following uses shall be permitted accessory uses in
the MX-2 district when meeting the standards below:
5) Outdoor seating and service of food and beverages.
d. Additional parking will not be required if the outdoor seating area does not
exceed 500 square feet or ten percent of the gross floor area of the principal use,
whichever is less. Parking will be required at the same rate as the principal use for
that portion of outdoor seating area in excess of 500 square feet or ten percent of
the gross building area, whichever is less.
Section 36-268-PUD 10 (c) Accessory uses. The following uses shall be permitted
accessory uses in PUD 10:
5) Outdoor seating and service of food and beverages with the following conditions:
c. Additional parking will not be required if the outdoor seating area does not
exceed 500 square feet or ten percent of the gross floor area of the principal use,
whichever is less. Parking will be required at the same rate as the principal use for
that portion of outdoor seating area in excess of 500 square feet or ten percent of
the gross building area, whichever is less.

Table 36-361 (a)
Use
Residential

Number of Parking Spaces
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Two spaces per dwelling unit. Additional spaces are not required for
a boarder or an accessory dwelling unit.

Cluster housing

Two spaces per dwelling unit. 10% of the required parking shall be
permitted for use as guest parking.

Two family

Two spaces per dwelling unit. Additional spaces are not required for
a boarder or an accessory dwelling unit.

Multi-family

One space per bedroom. Per unit:
Studio

1 space

One bedroom

1 space

Two bedroom

1.5 spaces

Three bedroom

2 spaces

Four bedroom

2 spaces

An additional 5% 10% of the required parking shall be permitted
provided for use as guest parking. Multi-family residential
developments shall not be eligible for a transit or Planned Unit
Development reduction in required parking.
Elderly Age-restricted

One space per dwelling unit, except where verifiable information

housing

indicates a reduced long-term parking demand.

Human Care Uses
Adult day care

Two spaces per each five program participants licensed by state.

Funeral home

One space per each 250 square feet. s.f. floor area, plus one space
for every five seats.

Group day care,

One space per each two employees, plus one per each 10 program

nursery school

participants based on total participant capacity of the facility.

Group homes

Two spaces per each five beds.

Hospitals

One space per each 350 square feet sq ft. floor area.

Medical or dental

For structures less than 2,500 square feet sq ft. floor area, one space

office

per each 250 square feet sq ft. floor area.
For structures greater than 2,500 square feet sq ft. floor area, one
space per each 200 square feet sq ft. floor area.

Nursing home

Five spaces, plus one space per each five beds.

Institutional Uses
Community center

Parking requirement shall be based upon uses within the building.

Libraries, museums,

One space per each 300 square feet sq ft. floor area in principal

art

structure.

Golf

Two spaces per golf hole.

Archery or golf range

One space per each target or tee.

Mini golf

One and one-half spaces per hole.

Police stations

One space per each 1000 square feet sq ft. floor area.

Places of public

One space per each three seats, plus one space per each 25 square

assembly or religious

feet sq ft. of dining or bar area.

institutions

A single seat on a bench is equal to 28” inches. 50% of the
requirement may be provided off site at another property within
750’ feet of entrance.
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Two spaces per each classroom.

high schools
High school and post-

One space per each four students based on building capacity, plus

secondary schools

one space for each two classrooms.

Commercial Uses
Animal hospitals and

One space per each 200 square feet sq ft. floor area, but not fewer

kennels

than five spaces.

Bank

One space per each 250 square feet sq ft. floor area

Bed and breakfast

Two spaces, plus one space per each room for rent.

Catering

One space per each 500 square feet sq ft. floor area.

Coffee shop

One space per each 200 square feet sq ft. floor area.

Convention or exhibit

One space per each three seats based on design capacity. A single

halls

seat on a bench is equal to 28” inches.

Food service or

One space per 25 square feet sq ft. customer floor area.

bakeries
Hotel / Motel /

One and one-half spaces per each dwelling unit, guestroom, or hotel

Rooming house

room.

Motor fuel station

Three spaces. Multiple uses shall be calculated separately.

Motor vehicle service

Four spaces per each service bay.

Offices or medical and

Less than 50,000 square feet sq ft. floor area: one space per each

dental labs

250 square feet sq ft. floor area.
Between 50,000 square feet sq ft. floor area and 200,000 square
feet sq ft. floor area: one space per each 275 square feet sq ft. floor
area.
Between 200,000 square feet sq ft. floor area and 400,000 square
feet sq ft. floor area: one space per each 300 square feet sq ft. floor
area.
Greater than 400,000 square feet sq ft. floor area: one space per
each 325 square feet sq ft. floor area.

Open sales or rental

One space per each 2,500 square feet sq ft. customer service area.

lots
Outdoor seating as an

Parking will be required at the same rate as the principal use for

accessory use

that portion of the outdoor seating area that exceeds the lesser of
the total number of provided indoor seats or 25% of total gross floor
area of the principal use.

Bowling alley

One space per each bowling lane.

Pool hall or video

One space per each 25 square feet sq ft. customer area.

arcade
Skating rink or auction

50 spaces, plus one space for each 100 square feet sq ft. of floor

house

area in excess of 2,000 square feet sq ft.

Sport/ health club,

One space per each 200 square feet sq ft. non-court area.

studio, pool

Two spaces per tennis/ racquetball court.
One space per each 50 square feet sq ft. deck area for a swimming
pool.

Theatre, auditorium,

One space per each four seats. A single seat on a bench is equal to

assembly halls

28” inches.
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Restaurants, sit-down

One space per each 60 square feet sq ft. floor area.

Restaurants, fast food

One space per each 100 square feet floor area.

Taproom or

One space per each 100 square feet floor area.

microdistillery cocktail
room
Retail store, grocery,

Minimum: One space per each 250 square feet sq ft. floor area.

and service

Maximum: One space per each 150 square feet sq ft. floor area.

establishment where >
25% gross floor area is
customer area
Large Mmerchandise

One space per each 500 square feet sq ft. floor area.

Rretail
Retail where < 25%

One space per each 100 square feet sq ft. of customer service area.

gross floor area is
customer area
Shopping centers

One space per each 250 square feet sq ft. floor area.
Grocery stores and theaters shall be calculated separately.
Restaurants and food service shall be calculated separately unless
the shopping center exceeds 20,000 square feet sq ft. in size and no
wait-staff is present, and the use constitutes less than 25% of the
shopping center’s floor area.
Maximum: One space per each 150 square feet sq ft. floor area.

Studios

One space per each 400 square feet sq ft. floor area.

Post office customer

One space per each 25 square feet sq ft. customer service area for

service

the first 600 square feet, sq ft. plus one per each 180 square feet sq
ft. thereafter.

Industrial Uses
Manufacturing,

Five spaces plus one per each 500 square feet sq ft. floor area.

fabrication, or
processing
Outdoor storage

One space per each 20,000 square feet sq ft. of area devoted to
outdoor storage.

Post office or parcel

10 spaces, plus one space per each 500 square feet sq ft. floor area

delivery service

devoted to office, processing, or service, plus one space for each
vehicle kept on the premises.

Self-storage facility

One space per each fifty storage compartments.

Showrooms

One space per each 500 square feet sq ft. floor area.

Warehouse

One space per each 1,500 square feet sq ft. floor area.
Table 36-361(b)

Land Use Category
Residential

Proposed Required Off-Street

Proposed Required Off-

Minimum

Street Maximum

DocuSign Envelope ID: A4D2F26F- F50B- 4E02- 9622- E87131045F59

Ordinance No. 2637-21

8

Multifamily

1 space/ dwelling unit

2 spaces/ dwelling unit

Elderly Housing Age-

1 space/ dwelling unit

2 spaces/ dwelling unit

1 space/ employee on largest

1 space/ employee on

shift OR 1 space/ 500 square feet

largest shift OR 1

sq ft. of gross floor area GFA,

space/ 200 square feet sq

whichever is largest

ft. of gross floor area

restricted housing
Human Care Uses
Adult day care

GFA, whichever is largest
Group day care, nursery

1 space/ employee on largest

1 space/ employee on

school

shift OR 1 space per 500 square

largest shift OR 1 space

feet sq ft. of gross floor area

per 200 square feet sq ft.

GFA, whichever is largest

of gross floor area GFA,
whichever is largest

Group homes

1 space/ 4 beds

1 space per 2 beds

Medical or dental office

1 space/ 500 square feet sq ft.

1 space/ 200 square feet

floor area FA in excess of 4,000

floor area sq ft. FA

square feet sq ft. (min. 4 spaces)
Nursing home

1 space/ employee on largest

1 space/ employee on

shift +1 space/ 6 beds

largest shift plus 1 space/
3 beds

Institutional Uses
Community center

Parking requirement based on

Parking requirement

uses within the building.

based on uses within the
building

Libraries, museums, art

1 space/ 450 square feet sq ft.

1 space/ each 300 square

floor area in principal structure.

feet sq ft. floor area in
principal structure.

High school and post-

1 space/ classroom + 1 space per

2 spaces/ classroom + 1

secondary schools

5 students of legal driving age

space per 3 students of

based on the maximum number

legal driving age based

of students attending classes at

on the maximum number

any one time

of students attending
classes at any one (1)
time

Commercial Uses
Bank
Catering
Coffee Shop
Food Service or Bakeries

1 space/ 250 square feet sq ft.

1 space/ 200 square feet

floor area

sq ft. floor area

1 space/ 500 square feet sq ft.

1 space/ 500 square feet

floor area.

sq ft. floor area.

1 space/ 200 square feet sq ft.

1 space/ 100 square feet

floor area.

sq ft. floor area.

1 space/ 300 square feet sq ft.

1 space / 150 square feet

floor area.

sq ft. floor area
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1 space/ 3 guest rooms + parking

1 space/ guest room +

equal to 10% of the capacity of

parking equal to 30% of

persons for an affiliated use on

the capacity of persons

site (i.e., dining or meeting

for an affiliated use on

rooms)

site (i.e., dining or
meeting rooms)

Offices or medical and

1 space/ 500 square feet sq ft. FA

1 space/ 250 square feet

dental labs

in excess of 4,000 square feet sq

sq ft. FA

ft..

Bowling alley

1 space/ 250 square feet floor

1 space/ 100 square feet

area sq ft. FA

floor area sq ft. FA

1 space/ 250 square feet floor

1 space/ 100 square feet

area sq ft. FA

floor area sq ft. FA

Sport/ health club,

1 space/ 500 square feet floor

1 space/ 200 square feet

studio, pool

area sq ft. FA in excess of 4,000

floor area sq ft. FA

Pool hall or video arcade

square feet sq ft. (minimum of 4
spaces)
Theatre, auditorium,

1 space/ 4 attendees

1.5 spaces/ 4 attendees

Restaurants - fast food

1 space/ 300 square feet floor

1 space/ 75 square feet

casual

area sq ft. FA

floor area sq ft. FA

Restaurants - standard

1 space/ 300 square feet floor

1 space/ 75 square feet

sit down

area sq ft. FA

floor area sq ft. FA

Brewery/ Ffood Hhall

1 space/ 150 square feet floor

1 space/ 75 square feet

area sq ft. FA

floor area sq ft. FA

Retail store, grocery,

1 space/ 400 square feet sq ft.

1 space/ 400 square feet

and service

floor area.

floor area sq ft. FA

Retail where < 25%

1 space/ 250 square feet sq ft.

1 space/ 150 square feet

gross floor area is

floor area.

floor area sq ft. FA

1 space per 400 square feet floor

1 sapce space per 200

area sq ft. FA

square feet floor area sq

assembly halls

establishment where >
25% gross floor area is
customer area

customer area
Studios

ft. FA
Industrial Uses
Manufacturing,

1 space/ employee on largest

1 space/ 500 square feet

fabrication, or

shift or 1 space/ 1,200 square

floor area sq ft. FA +1

processing

feet floor area sq ft. FA

space/ vehicle normally

whichever is greater +1

stored or parked on the

space/ vehicle normally stored or

site

parked on the site
Showrooms

1 space/ 500 square feet sq ft.

1 space/ 200 square feet
sq ft.
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Warehouse

1 space/ 2 employees on largest

1 space/ 500 square feet

shift or 1 space/ 1, square feet

floor area sq ft. FA

floor area sq ft. FA whichever is
greater
d) The requirements may be revised upward or downward by the City Council as part of an
application for a Conditional Use Permit or Planned Unit Development based on verifiable
information pertaining to parking.
d)(e) Reductions. The following off-street parking reductions may be utilized jointly or
separately except as indicated otherwise:
1)

Transit deductions. Only one of the following deductions may apply:
a.

Parking requirements may be reduced based on the proximity to a light
rail station (LRT). Distance shall be measured from the station platform
to the property line by walking distance via sidewalk, trail, and/ or city
centerlines.
1.

30 percent reduction when the use is located up to ¼mile from
the LRT station.

2. 20 percent reduction when the use is located up to ½mile from
the LRT station.
b.

High frequency bus service. Parking may be reduced by up to 15
percent for any parcel located within one-quarter mile of high-bus
transit with service at least every 15 minutes. The service must operate
between 6 a.m. and 7 p.m. on weekdays and 9 a.m. and 6 p.m. on
Saturdays.

c.

Regular bus service. Parking may be reduced by up to 10 percent for
any parcel located within one-quarter of a mile of a transit stop. To
qualify, the transit stop must be served by regular bus transit service on
all days of the week and adequate pedestrian access must be available
between the transit stop and the parcel. Regular transit service shall
operate at least twice hourly between 7:30 a.m. and 6:30 p.m. on
weekdays and once hourly after 6:30 p.m. Regular transit service shall
operate on Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays.

Section 36-361(e)(f)(2) Number of Required Electric Vehicle Charging Stations
a.

All new or reconstructed parking structures or lots with 14 or fewer parking
spaces shall be allowed, but not required, to install EVSE.

b.

All new or reconstructed parking structures or lots with at least 15 but no more
than 49 spaces, or expanded parking structures or lots that result in a parking lot
with 15 to 49 parking spaces, shall install EVSE as required below.
1.

Multiple- family residential land uses shall have 510% of required residential
parking as Level 1 stations for resident parking served by EVCSs with at least
5% as Level 2 stations. At least one handicapped accessible parking space
shall have access to an EVCS.

DocuSign Envelope ID: A4D2F26F- F50B- 4E02- 9622- E87131045F59

Ordinance No. 2637-21
2.

11

Non-residential land uses with parking spaces available for use by the
general public shall have one two Level 2 stations. At least one handicapped
accessible parking space shall have access to an EVCS.

c.

All new or reconstructed parking structures or lots with at least 50 parking spaces,
or expanded parking structures or lots that result in a parking lot with 50 or more
parking spaces, shall install EVSE as required below.
1.

Multiple- family residential land uses shall have 10% of required residential
parking as Level 12 stations for resident parking, and one Level 2 station for
guest parking. At least one handicapped accessible parking space shall have
access to an EVCS.

2.

Non-residential land uses with parking spaces available for use by the
general public shall have at least 15% of required parking as Level 2 stations
with a minimum of two spaces served by Level 2 charging, with at least one
station adjacent to an accessible parking space. In non-residential zoned
districts, DC charging stations may be installed to satisfy the EVCS
requirements described above on a one-for-one basis.

d.

Notwithstanding the requirements of subsections a above, all All new or
reconstructed motor fuel stations as defined in Section 36-142(d)(20) shall be
required to install at least one additional Level 2 charging station. A DC charging
station may be installed to meet this requirement.

e.

In addition to the number of required EVCSs, the following accommodations shall
be required for the anticipated future growth in market demand for electric
vehicles:
1.

Multiple-Family Residential Land Uses: all new, expanded and reconstructed
parking areas shall provide the electrical capacity necessary to
accommodate the future hardwire installation of Level 2 EVCSs for a
minimum of 1050% of required parking spaces.

2.

Non-Residential Land Uses: all new, expanded and reconstructed parking
areas shall provide the electrical capacity necessary to accommodate the
future hardwire installation of Level 2 or DC EVCSs for a minimum of 1050%
of required parking spaces.

f.

These requirements may be revised upward or downward by the City Council as
part of an application for a conditional use permit or planned unit development
based on verifiable information pertaining to parking.

Section 36-361(e)(f)(6) General Requirements for Multi-Family Residential and NonResidential Development Parking.
a.

Accessible Spaces. A charging station will be considered accessible if it is located
adjacent to, and can serve, an accessible parking space as defined and required by
the ADA It is not necessary to designate the EVSE exclusively for the use of vehicles
parked in the accessible space.

b.

EVSE – public use shall be subject to the following requirements:
1. The EVCSs shall be located in a manner that will be easily seen by the public for
informational and security purposes.
2. The EVCSs shall be located in desirable and convenient parking locations that
will serve as an incentive for the use of electric vehicles.
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23. The EVCS must be operational during the normal business hours of the use(s)
that it serves. EVCS may be de-energized or otherwise restricted after normal
business hours of the use(s) it serves.
c.

Lighting. Site lighting shall be provided where EVSE is installed, unless charging is
for daytime purposes only.

d.

Equipment Design Standards.
1. Battery charging station outlets and connector devices shall be mounted to
comply with state code and must comply with all relevant Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements. Equipment mounted on pedestals,
lighting posts, bollards, or other devices shall be designed and located as to not
impede pedestrian travel or create trip hazards on sidewalks.
2. Electric vehicle charging devices may be located adjacent to designated parking
spaces in a garage or parking lot as long as provided the devices do not
encroach into the required dimensions of the parking space ( length, width, and
height clearances).
3. The design should be appropriate to the location and use. Facilities should be
able to be readily identified by electric vehicle users and blend into the
surrounding landscape/ architecture for compatibility with the character and
use of the site.
4. EVCS pedestals shall be designed to minimize potential damage by accidents,
vandalism and to be safe for use in inclement weather.

e

Usage Fees. The property owner may collect a service fee for the use of EVSE.

f.

Maintenance. EVSE shall be maintained in all respects, including the functioning of
the equipment. A phone number or other contact information shall be provided
on the equipment for reporting problems with the equipment or access to it.

f) Bicycle Parking. Bicycle parking is required to provide adequate and safe facilities for the
storage of bicycles, to encourage the use of bicycles as an alternative to motor vehicles, and to
provide bicycle access to employment, commercial and other destinations. All new, expanded,
or reconstructed parking structures or lots shall install bicycle parking as required below.

g. Shared Parking. Shared off-street parking facilities are allowed to can collectively provide

parking in any district for more than one structure or use, subject to the following conditions:
1.

The uses must shall have their highest peak demand for parking at substantially
different times of the day or week, or an adequate amount of parking shall be

available for both uses during shared hours of peak demand. A parking plan shall
address the hours, size and mode of operation of the respective uses.
2.

The minimum spaces required under a shared parking agreement shall be based on
the number of spaces required for the use that requires the most parking.

3.

A shared parking agreement shall be filed with the city. The terms of the shared
parking agreement shall include, at a minimum:
b.

The hours, size and a description of the operation of each of the tenants.
A dimensioned site plan showing the location and number of parking spaces.

c.

A plan for remediating conflicts between tenants. The plan shall identify the

a.

property owner or designee as being responsible for administering and enforcing
the agreement.
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A statement acknowledging that the city may deny a proposed use or expansion of
an existing use if it deems the site does not have sufficient parking.

e. The plan shall be signed by the property owner.

Shared parking facilities shall be protected by an irrevocable covenant running with the
land and recorded with the county in a form approved by the city attorney. A certified

copy of the recorded document shall be provided to the Zoning Administrator within 60
days after approval of the agreement by the city council.
Section 4. This ordinance shall take effect 15 days after publication.
First reading

November 15, 2021

Second reading

December 6, 2021

Date of publication

December 16, 2021

Date ordinance takes effect

December 31, 2021

Reviewed for administration:

Adopted by the City Council December 6, 2021

Kim Keller, city manager

Jake Spano, mayor

Attest:

Approved as to form and execution:

Melissa Kennedy, city clerk

Soren Mattick, city attorney
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PRACTICE PARKING REFORM

The Pseudoscience of Parking Requirements
Donald Shoup, faicp

At the dawn of the automobile age, suppose Henry Ford and John D. Rockefeller
had asked how city planners could increase
the demand for cars and gasoline. Consider
three options. First, divide the city into
separate zones (housing here, jobs there,
shopping somewhere else) to create travel
between the zones. Second, limit density to
spread everything apart and further increase
travel. Third, require ample off-street parking
everywhere so cars will be the easiest and
cheapest way to travel.
American cities have unwisely adopted
these three car-friendly policies. Separated
land uses, low density, and ample free
parking create drivable cities but prevent
walkable neighborhoods. Although city planners did not intend to enrich the automobile
and oil industries, their plans have shaped
our cities to suit our cars.
Parking requirements are particularly
ill-advised because they directly subsidize
cars. We drive to one place to do one thing
and then to another place to do another thing
and then drive a long way back home, parking free everywhere. In The High Cost of Free
Parking, published by the American Planning
Association in 2005, I argued that parking
requirements increase traffic congestion,
pollute the air, encourage sprawl, raise housing costs, degrade urban design, prevent
walkability, damage the economy, and penalize everyone who cannot afford a car. Since
then, to my knowledge, no member of the
planning profession has argued that parking
requirements do not cause these harmful
effects. Instead, a flood of recent research
has shown that parking requirements are
poisoning our cities with too much parking.
Despite all the harm off-street parking requirements cause, they are almost an
established religion in zoning practice. One
should not criticize anyone else’s religion,
but I’m a protestant when it comes to parking
requirements. And I believe zoning needs a
reformation.
THREE PARKING REFORMS
Reform is difficult because parking requirements do not exist without a reason. If

on-street parking is free, removing offstreet parking requirements will overcrowd
the on-street parking and everyone will
complain. Therefore, to distill 800 pages
of The High Cost of Free Parking into three
bullet points, I recommended three parking
reforms that can improve cities, the economy, and the environment:
•

•

•

Remove off-street parking requirements.
Developers and businesses can then
decide how many parking spaces to provide for their customers.
Charge the right prices for on-street
parking. The right prices are the lowest
prices that will leave one or two open
spaces on each block, so there will be no
parking shortages. Prices will balance the
demand and supply for on-street space.
Spend the parking revenue to improve
public services on the metered streets.
If everybody sees their meter money at
work, the new public services can make
demand-based prices for on-street parking politically popular.

Each of these three policies supports
the other two. Spending the meter revenue
to improve neighborhood public services
can create political support to charge the
right prices for curb parking. If cities charge
the right prices to produce one or two open
spaces on every block, no one can say there
is a shortage of curb parking. If there is no
shortage of curb parking, cities can then
remove their off-street parking requirements.
Finally, removing off-street parking requirements will increase the demand for curb
parking, which will increase the revenue to
pay for public services.
THE MOST EMOTIONAL TOPIC IN
TRANSPORTATION
Everyone wants to park free, and most
people consider parking a personal issue,
not a policy problem. Rational people quickly
become emotional about parking, and
staunch conservatives turn into ardent communists. Thinking about parking seems to
take place in the reptilian cortex, the most

primitive part of the brain responsible for
snap judgments about urgent fight-or-flight
issues, such as how to avoid being eaten. The
reptilian cortex is said to govern instinctive
behavior like aggression, territoriality, and
ritual display, which all play a role in parking.
Parking clouds people’s minds, shifting analytic faculties to a lower level. Some
strongly support market prices—except for
parking. Some strongly oppose subsidies—
except for parking. Some abhor planning
regulations—except for parking. Some insist
on rigorous data collection and statistical tests—except for parking. This parking
exceptionalism has impoverished thinking
about parking policies, and ample free parking is seen as a goal that planning should
produce. If drivers paid the full cost of their
parking, it would seem too expensive, so we
expect someone else to pay for it. But a city
where everyone happily pays for everyone
else’s free parking is a fool’s paradise.
Few people are interested in parking
itself, but parking strongly affects issues
people do care strongly about, such as
affordable housing, climate change, economic development, public transportation,
traffic congestion, and urban design. For
example, parking requirements reduce the
supply and increase the price of housing.
Parking subsidies lure people into cars from
public transportation, bicycles, or their
own two feet. Cruising for free curb parking congests roads, pollutes the air, and
adds greenhouse gases. Do people really
want a drive-in dystopia more than they
want affordable housing, clean air, walkable
neighborhoods, good urban design, and a
sustainable planet?
Reforms in planning for parking may be
the cheapest, quickest, and most politically
feasible way to achieve many social, economic, and environmental goals.
THE EFFECTS OF PARKING REQUIREMENTS
Cities have parking requirements for every
art gallery, bowling alley, dance hall, fitness
club, hardware store, movie theater, night
club, pet store, tavern, and zoo without
knowing the demand for parking at any of
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• How much the required parking
spaces cost
• How much drivers are willing to
pay for parking
• How parking requirements increase the
price of everything except parking
• How parking requirements affect architecture and urban design
• How parking requirements affect travel
choices and traffic congestion
• How parking requirements affect air
pollution, fuel consumption, and CO2
emissions
The High Cost of Parking Requirements
Cost is an especially important unknown. A
recent study found that the parking spaces
required for shopping centers in Los Angeles
increase the cost of building a shopping
center by 67 percent if the parking is in an
aboveground structure and by 93 percent if
the parking is underground (Shoup 2014).
Retailers pass this high cost on to all shoppers, regardless of how they travel. People
who cannot afford a car pay more for their
groceries so richer people can park free
when they drive to the store.
Without knowing how much the
required parking spaces cost to build,
planners cannot know how parking requirements increase the cost of housing. Small,
spartan apartments cost less to build than
large, luxury apartments, but their parking
spaces cost the same. Because many cities
require the same number of spaces for every
apartment regardless of its size or quality,
the required parking disproportionately
increases the cost of low-income housing.
One study found that minimum parking
requirements raise housing costs by 13 percent for families without cars (Gabbe and
Pierce 2017).
Drivers pay for their cars, fuel, tires,
maintenance, repairs, insurance, and

Stuart Cohen, TransForm

them. Despite a lack of theory and data,
planners set parking requirements for hundreds of land uses in hundreds of cities—the
10,000 commandments of planning for
parking. Planners have adopted a veneer of
professional language to justify the practice,
but planning for parking is learned only on
the job and it is more a political activity than
a professional skill.
Consider what planners do not know
when they set parking requirements:

Figure 1. An office park on the border of Milpitas and San Jose, California.

registration fees, but they usually don’t
pay for parking. Who does pay for the parking? Everyone, including people who cannot
afford a car. All of life’s necessities cost more
in order to provide free parking.
America is a free country, and many people seem to think that means parking should
be free. Parking requirements enable everyone to park free at everyone else’s expense,
and no one knows that anyone is paying anything. Parking is free, however, only because
everything else is more expensive. Parking
requirements are well-intentioned, but good
intentions do not guarantee good results or
mitigate unintended harm.
The required parking takes up a lot of
space. Parking lots typically have about 330
square feet per space. Because there are
at least three off-street parking spaces per
car in the United States, there are at least
990 square feet of off-street parking space
per car. In comparison, there are about 800
square feet of housing space per person
in the United States. The area of off-street
parking per car is thus larger than the area of
housing per human.
In astronomy, dark energy is a force
that permeates space and causes the
universe to expand. Similarly, in urban
planning, parking requirements are a force

that causes cities to expand. The higher the
parking requirements, the stronger the dark
energy that spreads cities out and rips them
apart. Typically, the process of setting the
parking requirements is closer to astrology
than astronomy.
Parking Requirements in Practice
When I am invited speak in a city, I start with
an aerial view of a site in the city with too
much parking, such as this photo of an office
park in San Jose, California (Figure 1). It looks
like a giant parking lot with a few buildings.
I then show a page from the city’s parking requirements, which are so precise and
so specific for so many land uses that most
people probably assume planners carefully
study parking (Table 1). Instead, planners
are winging it. Planners are not oracles who
can divine the demand for parking. I have
never met a city planner who could explain
why any parking requirement should not
be higher or lower. To set parking requirements, planners usually take instructions
from elected officials, copy other cities’
parking requirements, or rely on unreliable
surveys. Parking requirements are closer to
sorcery than to science.
Next, I show the size of the parking lots resulting from the city’s parking
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TABLE 1. SELECT PARKING REQUIREMENTS FOR
“ENTERTAINMENT AND RECREATION” USES IN SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA
Use

Vehicle Parking Required

Arcade, amusement game

1 per 200 sq. ft. of floor area

Batting cages

1 per station, plus 1 per employee

Bowling establishment

7 per lane

Driving range

1 per tee, plus 1 per employee

Golf course

8 per golf hole, plus 1 per employee

Health club, gymnasium

1 per 80 sq. ft. recreational space

Miniature golf

1.25 per tee, plus 1 per employee

Performing arts rehearsal space

1 per 250 sq. ft. of floor area

Poolroom/billiards establishment

1 per 200 sq. ft. of floor area

Private club or lodge

1 per 4 fixed seats on the premises, or 1 per 6 linear
feet of seating, plus 1 per 200 square feet of area
without seating but designed for meeting or assembly
by guests, plus 1 per 500 sq. ft. of outdoor area
developed for recreational purposes

Recreation, commercial (indoor)

1 per 80 sq. ft. of recreational area

Recreation, commercial (outdoor)

20 per acre of site

Skating rink

1 per 50 sq. ft. of floor area

Swim and tennis club

1 per 500 sq. ft. of recreation area

requirements. For many land uses, the parking lots are bigger than the buildings they
serve (Figure 2). There is more space for
parking than for people. For example, San
Jose, California, requires a restaurant to
provide a parking lot that is more than eight
times the size of the restaurant itself. The
requirements provide parking everywhere
anyone wants to go, but they also create
places where few people want to be.
Most people think parking behaves like
a liquid. If the parking supply is squeezed
in one place, cars will park somewhere else.
But parking behaves more like a gas. The
number of cars expands to fill the available
space, and more parking leads to more cars.
Nevertheless, planners usually assume that
cars and people come in fixed proportions,
and they often require parking in proportion
to people: per beautician, dentist, mechanic,
nun, student, teacher, or tennis player. If
parking were priced to cover its cost, people
would own fewer cars and drive less.
Parking requirements are not only
ridiculous but also dangerous. They make
cities friendly to cars but not to people—drivable but not walkable. As Jane Jacobs wrote,
“The more downtown is broken up and interspersed with parking lots and garages, the

duller and deader it becomes, and there is
nothing more repellent than a dead downtown.” We want more out of our streets than
traffic and free parking. We also want safety,
health, walkability, prosperity, and pleasure.
The Unequal Burden of Parking Requirements
Cities require parking for every building
without considering how the required spaces
place a heavy burden on poor people. A single parking space, however, can cost more
than the net worth of many U.S. households.
One study found that in 2015 the average
construction cost (excluding land cost) for
parking structures was about $24,000 per
space for aboveground parking and $34,000
per space for underground parking.
By comparison, the U.S. Census of
Wealth and Asset Ownership in 2015 found
that the median net worth (the value of
assets minus debts) was $110,500 for white
households, $19,990 for Hispanic households and $12,780 for black households. One
space in a parking structure, therefore, costs
more than the entire net worth of more than
half of all Hispanic and black households in
the country.
Free curb parking and off-street parking requirements have spread the city out so

that most people need a car to get a job, go
to school, and shop. In a misguided attempt
to provide free parking for everyone, cities
encourage poor people to buy cars they can
ill afford, often financing them by subprime
loans at high interest rates. Free parking
has the veneer of equality, but it increases
inequality. It is enormously wasteful and
grossly unfair.
Assumptions and Parking Requirements
Parking requirements resemble what engineers call a “kludge”—an awkward but
temporarily effective solution to a problem,
with many moving parts that are clumsy, inefficient, hard to understand, and expensive
to maintain. Off-street parking requirements are a kludge designed to prevent a
shortage of free on-street parking. Parking
requirements are superficially plausible but
fundamentally wrong.
Parking requirements are like barnacles
on a ship, accumulating one at a time and
slowing the ship’s progress. They have severed the link between the cost of providing
parking and the price that drivers pay for
it. They increase the demand for cars, and
when citizens object to the resulting traffic
congestion, cities respond by restricting
development to reduce traffic. That is, cities
require parking and then limit the density of
people to limit the density of cars. Free parking has become the arbiter of urban form,
and cars have replaced people as zoning’s
real density concern.
Parking requirements create many
disputes about how many parking spaces
a building “needs,” with each side making
solemn claims backed by dubious evidence. Consider the opposite approaches
in the Los Angeles and San Francisco central business districts. For a concert hall
downtown, Los Angeles requires, as a minimum, 50 times more parking spaces than
San Francisco allows as its maximum. This
difference helps to explain why downtown
San Francisco is much more exciting than
downtown Los Angeles.
If physicians in one city prescribed
bloodletting and physicians in another city
prescribed blood transfusion to treat the
same disease, everybody would demand
to know what is going on. Nobody notices
when Los Angles requires parking and San
Francisco restricts it. Ultimately, minimum
parking requirements increase traffic
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Figure 2. Required ratios of building-to-parking area for select uses in
San Jose, California.

because all the cars drawn to the required
parking spaces clog the roads. Los Angeles
has more parking spaces per square mile
and worse traffic congestion than any other
city in the United States. Minimum parking
requirements began as a solution but have
become the problem, a disease masquerading as a cure.
If planners assume that every new
resident will come with a car, they require
developers to provide enough off-street
parking to house all the cars. Ample free
parking then ensures that most residents
do want a car. Parking requirements thus
result from a self-fulfilling prophecy. Parking requirements increase the number of
cars, and planners then use the large number of cars to justify the need for higher
parking requirements.
Planners often use “motivated reasoning” to justify the parking requirements
required by elected officials who want
enough parking to ensure that citizens
won’t yell about a shortage of free parking. Planners must then fashion arguments
for conclusions already reached. Assumptions are the starting point of most parking
requirements, and the person who makes
the assumptions determines the outcome. Instead of reasoning about parking

requirements, planners rationalize them and
feign expertise they do not have.
When it comes to parking requirements,
planners have used Pandora’s box as their
toolkit. These requirements result from
complex political and economic forces, and
planners are not in full control. But they do
enable the pseudoscience, and the public
bears the cost.
Every Sin Is Forgiven if It Is Done With
Our Permission
When a city requires off-street parking, city
officials have something to offer developers—a planning variance that reduces the
parking requirement. The city can then allow
a business to provide fewer than the required
number of parking spaces because of special
circumstances. Some planners may believe
that minimum parking requirements are
needed as a bargaining chip because they
enable cities to reduce the parking requirements in exchange for community benefits,
such as affordable housing. For example,
California requires cities to reduce the
parking requirements for residential developments that include a specific share of
affordable housing units. Reducing parking
requirements as an inducement to provide
affordable housing shows how unnecessary

the parking requirements are in the first
place. Cities would never reduce the code
requirements for safe electrical wiring or fire
escapes in exchange for affordable housing
units, but they can easily bargain away parking because it is obviously not necessary.
Just as the medieval Catholic Church
sold indulgences for the remission of sins,
cities can sell planning variances for the
remission of parking requirements. In
Dostoyevsky’s The Brothers Karamazov,
the Grand Inquisitor of Seville explained
why the Church was popular even though it
threatened Hell as the punishment for minor
sins: “Every sin will be forgiven if it is done
with our permission.” Removing minimum
parking requirements will remove the temptation to sell variances that allow sinfully
few parking spaces.
How can cities remove their minimum
parking requirements and still have the
bargaining power the requirements provide?
They can establish maximum parking limits and allow developers to provide more
spaces if they pay a fee for every space they
provide above the limit. I do not recommend
establishing parking maximums to use as
a bargaining tool with developers. Nevertheless, if cities want to use parking as a
bargaining tool, it is much better to bargain
from the starting point of maximum limits
than of minimum requirements.
THE UPSIDE OF MINIMUM
PARKING REQUIREMENTS
The upside of parking requirements is that
removing them can do so much good. Figure 1 showed the asphalt desert created by
excessive parking in Silicon Valley. What
would happen if San Jose removed off-street
parking requirements, charged demandbased prices for on-street parking, and used
the resulting revenue to improve neighborhood public services? Property owners
might decide their land is more valuable for
housing than for parking. If a city wants more
housing and less traffic, removing off-street
parking requirements will help.
Everyone in Silicon Valley complains
about expensive housing, long commutes,
congested traffic, and polluted air. Building
housing on the periphery of parking lots
would help to solve all these problems.
Figure 3 suggests what could happen if
San Jose removed parking requirements
and allowed housing on the periphery of
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Figure 3. The same office park from Figure 1, digitally altered to illustrate how
removing parking requirements could result in liner apartment buildings on
previously developed sites.

parking lots. A parking lot can easily be
redeveloped because it has a single owner,
has no demolition costs, does not require
new infrastructure, and is near both jobs
and shopping. If apartment buildings
fronted the sidewalks, anyone walking,
biking, or driving by would see a real city.
The smartest way to travel is to be near your
destination already, and this job-adjacent
housing would allow commuters to walk to
work—a rare out-of-car experience.
The housing can be built without new
parking because the existing spaces can be
shared between office buildings and apartments. To avoid a parking shortage, the cost
of parking will have to be separated from
the rent for apartments and offices, so only
drivers pay for parking. Residents who work
in a nearby office building may find they can
live with only one or even no car. They will
have the option to rent an apartment without
paying for two parking spaces, an option
that parking requirements now forbid. The
new housing cannot cause gentrification or
displacement because no one lives on the
parking lots now. Converting parking spaces
into housing sites will also reduce traffic congestion because more people will walk, bike,
carpool, or ride transit to their destinations.
Oversized parking lots offer the possibility of something much better, but parking

requirements prevent anything else. The
asphalt landscape in too much of America is
not walkable, beautiful, or sustainable, but it
can be reformed and transformed.
Removing parking requirements can
produce a cascade of benefits: shorter commutes, less traffic, a healthier economy, a
cleaner environment, and more affordable
housing. If we reform our misguided planning, vast parking lots can evolve into real
communities. Economic objectives often
conflict with environmental objectives, but
parking reforms can serve both.
The money we now spend on cars and
fuel can be spent on other things. Cars
and fuel are often imported, but we cannot
import apartment buildings. Spending less
for cars, fuel, and parking and spending
more for housing will increase the demand
for labor in a host of professions, such as
architects, carpenters, electricians, plumbers, and roofers. Importing fewer cars and
hiring more people to build infill development will boost the whole economy.
Some critics argue that removing an
off-street parking requirement amounts
to “social engineering” and a “war on
cars.” Instead, off-street parking requirements are a war for cars. All the required
parking spreads buildings apart so more
people need cars to get around. Removing

a requirement that restaurants provide 10
parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of floor
area is no more a war on cars than removing a requirement that everyone must eat in
restaurants 10 times a month would be a war
on restaurants.
When it comes to off-street parking, I’m
pro-choice. Cities should not require developers to provide unwanted parking spaces.
Parking requirements were a bad idea,
poorly executed, and they prevent many
good results. Figure 3 shows that an upside
of the mess we have made is an accidental
land reserve available for job-adjacent housing. If cities remove their unwise parking
requirements, we can reclaim land on a scale
that will rival the Netherlands.
Cities have three good reasons to
remove minimum parking requirements: We
can’t afford them, we don’t need them, and
they do immense harm. Wishing that parking
requirements did not exist, however, is not a
strategy for removing them. Parking requirements respond to a real problem, but they
are the wrong solution. And cities cannot
remove their parking requirements without
also better managing on-street parking. If
cities manage on-street parking properly,
they won’t need to require off-street parking.
Information wants to be free, but parking
wants to be paid for.
PROOF IT CAN BE DONE
When The High Cost of Free Parking was
published, half the city planning profession thought I was crazy and the other half
thought I was daydreaming. Since then,
several cities—including Buffalo, New York;
Hartford, Connecticut; Minneapolis, and San
Francisco—have removed all parking requirements, and many others have removed their
downtown requirements. Mexico City has
converted its minimum parking requirements
into maximum parking limits while leaving
the numbers almost unchanged. What once
seemed politically impossible may slowly
become the new normal.
For example, in July 2019, Houston
nearly doubled the size of its downtown offstreet parking exemption area, redefining
it as a “market-based parking area” (§26471(b)(6) & §26-472). In this area, developers
decide how much parking to provide, and
at least one shopping center developer has
already decided to provide a public plaza
instead of more parking (DiMiceli 2019).
ZONINGPRACTICE 2.20

AMERICAN PLANNING ASSOCIATION | page 6

CONCLUSION
Assembling support for parking reform is
like opening a combination lock: each small
turn of the dial seems to achieve nothing, but
when everything is in place the lock opens.
Three reforms can open the parking combination lock: (1) remove off-street parking
requirements, (2) charge market prices for
on-street parking, and (3) spend the revenue
for neighborhood public services.
Repealing off-street parking requirements and replacing them with market prices
for on-street parking may at first glance seem
a Herculean task, almost like Prohibition
or the Reformation, too big an upheaval for
society to accept. Nevertheless, this strategy
should attract voters across a wide political spectrum. Conservatives will see that it
reduces government regulations. Liberals
will see that it increases public spending.
Environmentalists will see that it reduces
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energy consumption, air pollution, and carbon emissions. Urban designers will see that
it enables people to live at higher density
without being overrun by cars. Developers will see that it reduces building costs.
Residents will see that it improves their
neighborhood public services. Drivers of all
political stripes will see that it guarantees
convenient curb parking. Elected officials
will see that it depoliticizes parking, reduces
traffic congestion, allows infill development,
and provides public services without raising
taxes. Finally, planners can devote less time
to parking and more time to improving cities.
Repealing off-street parking requirements, charging the right prices for on-street
parking, and using revenue to provide public
services will improve cities, the economy,
and the planet, one parking space at a time.
Cities will look and work much better when
prices, not planners and politicians, govern
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decisions about the number of parking
spaces. Like the automobile itself, parking is
a good servant but a bad master.
Note: This piece is adapted from the
Introduction to Parking and the City, published by Routledge in 2018.
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