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Proposed Amendments to the Parking_ Regulations.ll DCMR 

On July 31, the Office ofPlanning (OP) presented preliminary recommendations for revisions to 
the parking recommendatio~ a:s part-oft.}le ~9nitm Review Process. Members of the Zoning 
Commission asked for additional inform~ion and. arui.lysis of four .issues. 

I. REMOVAL OF MINIMUM REQutREMENTSIRELIANCE ON MARKET TO 
PROVIDE PARKING 

OP' s July 31 mem~randum to the Commission presented information regardi.Dg minimum 
parking· requirements.· OP' s information and· analysis ·concluded that niiriimum parking 
requirements: 

• Increase the· cost- of housing units and· deerease the·number. Of:units that can be built 

• Make certain construction types ·infeasible, significantly increasing the costs of 
development 

• Preclude or limit many types of development on small parcels· 

• Limit the potential·reuse of existing buildings that do not meet tbe higher paiking 
requirement 

• May reslilt-.in di~continuou_s reta.ll fro~es~ as cwi) cuts.a,nd.driveway~ repl~ce 
storefronts or int~IrUpt a co~ous r~ail.front3ge tQ_ pro-vi<te parkipg. access 

• Result in a lowerriwket price for·parking by increa$ing srippJy, there):;y'increasing traffic 
gEmeration by as uiuch as 40%, and hiding·the costS ofpatking Wiihin the cost of housing, 
goods, and services 

• Spread destinations apart, resulting in further walkjng and drivin~ distances 

• Create service-le\rel-barriets for other modes by increasing travel distances and conflict 
points With vehicles entering· and eXiting driveways 

• Create barriers to high·quality urban design by creating gaps within corridors 

• Encourage reliance upon personal auto travel with detrimental environmental . 
consequences 
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This supplemental memorandum provides additional information in three broad areas: 
• Reliance on market forces to meet the demand for parking 
• Experience in other cities that have reduced or eliminated minimums 
• Equity impacts of changes to minimum parking requirements 

Reliance on Market/Other Cities' Experience 
Nelson \Nygaard, OP's consultant for the Parking Study Area, listed several cities in its report 
that have reduced or eliminated parking· minimums. As Nelson\Nyg~ reported in its findings: 

Many cities are deciding that these requirements are simply no longer needed 
Many have concluded that developers do a bener job aniicipating the parking 
market at their developments than zoning codes ever coulii.. Developer projections 
are made on a site- and context-specific ba.Sis for each project, representing a 
much finer estimating instrument than setting zoning formulae. 

The developer has a vested interest in getting this right. Over-d'nticipating 
demand, especially in areas with high land values, would add significant 
unnecessary cost to a project. Under-ptirking a project, however, can reduce its 
marketability. 

These dynamics are not merely theoretical, but are borne out in actual practice. San Francisco 
has eliminated parking minimums for all uses in its downtown and in transit·setved, mixed use 
areas. In a letter to OP (Attachment I), San :Francisco Planning Director John Rabaim repor:ts 
that ''eliminating the minimums. has been a key ~gredi~nt iA our recent neighborhood pl~ in 
ensuring a growing stock of diverse housing opportunities . . . and encouraging infill housitig at 
the scale, density, and transportation pattems 9fthe surroupding neighborhoods." San Francisco 
has been able to achieve these results despite. having a higher rate of car ownership than the 
District (approximately 30 petcefi.t ofSan.Franci8co residents do not own a vehicl~ compared to 
37 percent in D.C.). Mr. Rahaim reports that San Francisco has been able to address "spillover" 
concerns through·"'active management" of on- and-off-street parking, including pricing strategies 
similar to those being studied and acted upon by the District (see next se¢on). 

Mr. Rahaim states that the "elimination of minimums' 'one-size-fits-all' approach has also 
provided the necessary flexibility to make project-by-project determinations on the appropriate 
amount of parking, without having to seek variances . ~. ·and other unnecessary hoops when site 
analysis and project specifics would encourage otherwise." This is precisely the intent ofOP's 
recommendations. Considering th~ eft~ of removing minimums in specific .neighborhoods, 
Nelson \Nygaard has reported that "in Market & Octavia [one of the earlier areas to have parking 
minimums eliminated], we're finding some developers delighted to provide little or no parking, 
and some eager to seek Conditional Use Permits to go above the [maximums]." Nelson\Nygaard 
also reports that while the changes to the requireJ;Dents were originally controversial .in Market & 
Octavia, the San Francisco Planning Commission has just approved elimination of minimums in 
the "Eastern Neighborhoods" plans with little or no controversy. 

Portland, Oregon, reports similar success in the areas where that city has eliminated minimum 
parking requirements. In a letter to the Zoning Commission (Attachment 2), Portland Planning 
Director Gil Kelley has endorsed OP's recommendations. Mr. Kelley states that in ''Portland's 
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Downtown, allowances for no minimum parking as well as limits on new parking have been in 
place since 1975. In concert with investments in light r~ ap~ other mass transit, the result has 
been greatly increased transit ridership and a dramatic imptovem.ent in air quality;" 

In Portland's experience, reliance on the market ~ IP.eet parking demand has been an integral 
part of their strategy. Quoting at length from Mr. Kelley'$'lettet: 

The emphasis of our approach to vehiCle parking has been to leave it to the 
market to determine if parki~g sh~d .be include~:,wth .~ew development, rather 
than to dictate this through regulations. We have found that this approach has 
resulted in outcomes that are responsive to parking ne~s as'tliey differ acroSs 
Portland. In those ~with attractive ·altematives .. tp :automobile travel and where 
there is less of a need and demand for parking, tl)e choice to include little or no 
parking has proven to be a practical optjon for. many projectS, creating 
opportunities for new residential and commercial development that would not 
otherwi~.tie·.practical. In most.are$.5 ofPortlarid,·developers remain free to 
provide parking and con:tin~e to do so in th¢ majoritY of projects. 

Moving from theSe generalities to.the details, Mr. Kelley states that less than one percent of 
multifamily projects have been built without parking ·citywid~. However, the elimination of 
minimum requ.itements do~:appe&r to have facilitated the development of a number of small 
infill projeCts that would have otherwise been dift}rult to build. 

EquitY Impacts 
In response to testimony from George-Clark, President of the Federation of Citizens 
Associations, Commissioner Hood also asked OP for additional analysis regarding poten~ 
equity impacts ofOP's proposal; specifically, whether there are any impacts on areas that are not 
as well~served by transit, particularly in Wards 7 and 8. 

OP understands the concerns and__,agtees that our recommendations should not inequitably impact 
any part of the city. However, the oo:J;tcelJl expressed l>Y Mr. Clark appears to be based on a 
misunderstanding of the recommendations. The.concem expressed in Mr. Clark's testimony was 
a result of a debate with the Coalition for Smarter Growth (CSG) regarding the extensiveness of 
the public transportation system within the District. CSG suggested that all residents of the 
District have reasonably good access to public tr8;Ilsportation, since nearly all residents of the 
city live within Y-t-mile of a bus stop (see Figure 1 ). Mr. Clark disputed this claim, and suggested 
that this statement "cavalierly consigns large swaths of the city to a half-mile hike." 

The basis of the concern appe~ to be a belief that the recommendations will result in no new 
off-street parkirig in new developments, or that the proposal is intended to "impose a car-free 
lifestyle" on the residents of the DiStrict. Neither outCome is anticipated ·or intended. Based on 

· the expeiienee ·of the other cities that ·liave removed minimum parking· requirements, the most 
likely outcQine is t~~t wh~n dev~lopers and hoinebuilders perceive a strong market for off-street 
parking proVided along With 'housing:units, they wlll·provide the parkirig sufficient to meet the 
demand of their' buyers. When developers perceive a market for little (or no) parking, they Will 
build less (or'none): Home buyers a,nd renters will make p1Jrchaselrental choices acc6rding to 
their needs :an~ desired lifestyle, rather than universal and arbitrary requirements. No one will be 
"consigned". to anything. 
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• Mitro Rail Station 

- Mitro Rail Line 

Mitro Bus Slop 

.. Ante within 1 I 4 Mile of a Bus Slop 

Source : 
hHp:/ / dcgis.dc.gov/ dcgis/ site/ defou~.osp 
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On the contrary, OP expects the equity impacts of our recommendations to be positive. 
According to testimony presented at the July 31 hearing by Brian O'Looney, an architect with 
Torti Gallas and Partners, Inc., a parking space can cost anywhere from $3,000 (for surface 
asphalt) to $45,000 (for an underground garage). Removing the minimum parking requirements 
from residential units will free low- and moderate-income households who do not own cars from 
being forced to assume the burden of these costs in the price of their housing. This "parking 
subsidy" that car-less households currently provide to car owners as a result of the existing 
minimum requirements is particularly dramatic in many parts of Wards 7 and 8. As Figure 2 
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shows, census data reveals a large number of census block groups in these wards with high 
percentages of zero-car households. 

Percent Census Households with No Cars 

Legend 

C] ANCs 

Pet No Car- Census 

c=J 0-20 

C] 2D-30 
.. 30-40 

.. 40-60 

.. 60-85 

By Census Block Group 

Source data from DMV Desti'ly system, ex1ract as of June 30, 2005. 
Only active registration records and driver licenses included . 

Commercial vehicles excluded. 
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Nothing in the above analysis should be taken to suggest that transit accessibility is optimal 
throughout the city. While 70 percent ofl>istrict residents live within a IO minute walk of a 
Metrorail station, 30 percent do not. While all residents live within a short distance of a bus stop, 
some bus lines have infrequent headways that make transit an inconvenient choice for many 
trips. The District Department of Transportation (DDOT) is aggressively pursuing improvements 
to provide alternative travel options, and the streetcar lines planned in Anacostia and the H Street 
NE/Benning Road corridor are specifically intended to improve transit accessibility in under­
served locations in Wards 7 and 8. OP does not expect all District residents to immediately adopt 
car-free lifestyles upon implementation of these recommendations. The recommendations are 
designed, however, to make such options more affordable and accessible to current and f4ture 
residents who do choose them. This ability to make teal time, project-by-project determinations 
is critical- both because ofthe transportation options that are increasing in many parts ofthe 
city (e.g., car and bike sharing availability, other bike facilities, new convenient walkable 
destinations, improve4 transit service), and because of the energy price signals that are beginning 
to affect a historic shift in travel behavior- not just in the District, but around the country. 

II. ON-STREET PARKING MANAGEMENT 

DDOT is the agency tasked with direct responsibility for curbside management. As such, DDOT 
has been integrally involved with !4e Office of Planning in drafting the proposed zoning changes 
and is well prepared to address the issue of potential impact of tbese changes. DDOT has already 
launched several parking pilots intended to mooernize ~d improve curbside management in the 
District. For example, DDOT has two on-going performance-l>ased. parking pilot projects; one in 
Ward 6 and one in Ward I. These pilot projects are testing the proposition that managing on­
street parking through variable pricing can better match demand with supply. In addition, DDOT 
is conducting and/or designing several. residential parking pilots in Wards I, 3 and 4 to identify 
potential changes in the current Reside¢ial Permit Parking (RPP) program. The results of these 
pilots are expected to be fully evaluated .and, ifsuccess:ful, implemented priorto the anticipated 
2010 date for final approval and intplel)jentation of the zoning changes. DDOT also regularly 
responds to the unique needs of different neighborhoods by analyzing the best use of the RPP 
program to achieve the specific needs of those residents. For example, in some neighborhoods 
(Georgetown and Shaw, to name two), RPP has been modified to protect residential parking in 
the evening and night hours. OP and DDOT are committed to working closely with one another, 
and with neighborhoods and business owners, to ensure that changes to the zoning regulations 
and curbside management are complementary. 

III. IN-LIEUPARKINGFUND 

In its report, OP recommended the establishment Qf an "in-lieu" parking fund as a mechanism by 
which applicants could receive by-right flexibility from minimum or maximum parking 
requirements. In subsequent conversations withDDOT and the Office ofthe Attorney General 
(OAG), it has become apparent that there are legal and administrative hurdles to establishing 
such a mechanism through the zoning regulations. Therefore, OP is withdrawing this particular 
policy recommendation from the zoning review process. OP remains interested in the·potential 
for an "in-lieu" mechanism to provide additional flexibility, and will explore possibilities for 
implementing such a mechanism through legislative action instead. 
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Allowing flexibility .from ·tlJ.e. parking requirements for· applicants· who are .committed to· reducing 
vehicle· trips to their property~ but who do.not·Iiieet the.test'for a: varian~ •. remains an important 
objective. Such flexibility is currently provided .through the· special exception process in § 3108 
of:the current regulations, but this flexibility is limited. Therefore, OP proposes the following 
alternative recommeildatian: 

Resommendation 4 (AJtematiye) 

A special exception may be granted to provide up to 50 percent less than the minimum 
parking requirement for a use, or to provide 50 percent more than a maximum parking 
limit. In addition, the special exception criteria should be modified to direct the Board of 
Zoning Adjustme1.1t to consider not only "ridesharing programs," but a broader category 
of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs approved by DDOT. 

Analysis 

The current special exception authority is limited to parking reductions of up to 25 percent for 
most uses, but allows reductions of up to 50 percent for "all other uses." This recommendation 
would set a common standard for all uses. In addition, IDM practices have evolved 
significantly beyond ridesharing programs. Many jurisdictions, including Arlington County, 
Virginia, .have successfully encouraged or required TDM programs for many projects. 
Successful TOM programs often employ a wide range of strategies to reduce vehicle trips .and 
the need for on-site parking, including bicycle parking and shower facilities (above 
requirements), subsidizing car-sharing memberships or transit fares, or providing telecomm~ng 
centers in residential properties. This recommendation would clarify that this wider range of 
strategies, when included in a TDM program approved by DOOT, is an acceptable alternative to 
fitting within the minimum/maximum requirements. Alternatively, a DDOT -~pproved IDl\1 
program could be an absolute requirement for any project recei;ving a special exception under 
these provisions. Such a requirement would provide even greater assurance to the neighboring 
community that a project has a well-thought-out plan to manage the demand for vehicle trips and 
parking. DJ:)()Thas expressed support for such an approach. 

IV. ROWHOUSE PARKING 

At the hearing, Commissioner May asked for more discussion ofth~ affect of the parking 
recommendations specifically on rowhouses. He expressed concern regarding parking in the rear 
of row buildings at the expense of usable backyards. One of the not-so-hidden costs of minimum 
parking requirements is the loss of traditional urban design for a more auto-oriented streetscape. 
D.C. contains a great many historic rowhouse neighborhoods that are desirable because they 
were built before the automobile age. While these areas are exempted from parking under the 
current regulations, newer areas are not allowed to develop in the same way. In non-hi~oric 
parts of the city where rear parking is not possible, new row buildings must build curb ruts and 
driveways in the front. They are required to sacrifice a traditional walkup entrance for a front 
dominated by a garage door. Where rear parking is possible, a traditional building front can be 
constructed, but the backyard must be sacrificed to a garage or parking pad. Under the existing 
regulations, either the front or the back of a rowhouse lot must be compromised for the provision 
of parking, even when the homeowner does not want or need it. 
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The recommended changes would allow for a third choice. While not preventing a new home 
builder from constructing a rear parking space or front;.loaded garage, the recommendations . 
would make it possible, as a matter-of-right, to opt for a yard over a driveway. Homeowners 
without cars could construct rowhomes without ·extra pavement and without curb cuts, allowing 
for more on-street parking to benefit the surrounding community. The underlying goal is· 
flexibility in the regulations to allow for a neighborhood's priorities to be met; with good urban 
design and a sustainable lifestyle given equal priority to the provision of parking. 



CITY OF PORTLAND a. 
BUREAU OF lfilli'. 

PLANNING •• 
1900 SW 4th Avenue 

Suite 7100 
Portland, OR 97201-5380 

portlandonline.com/planning 
pdxplan@ci.portland.or.us 

August 22, 2008 

Zoning Commission 
District of Columbia 
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Tom Potter, Mayor 
Gil Kelley, Director 

I underStand that you are considering changes to the District of Columbia's zoning regulations that 
would eliminate minimum vehicle parking requirements and add requirements for bicycle parking, 
among other related provisions. Based on the success of our experience in Portland with similar 
parking provisions, I would li.ke to lend my endorsement to the direction you are considering. 
Portland's parking provisions have been a key part of our efforts to foster transit-oriented 
development and have been particularly useful, in freeing development from the costs of meeting 
minimum parking requirements, in facilitating smail-sc::ale urban infiil developmen~ and affordable 
housing construction. In this letter, I would like to share some of what Portland has learned from 
our parking provisions. 

In Portland's downtown, zoning code allowances for no minimum parking and maximum parking 
ratios for some land uses have been in place since 1975.1hese regulations· were adopted as part 
of the Downtown Plan, a publi~private partnership to spur economic rev~fiZation and growth. In 
concert with investments in the Portland (Bus) Mail, light rail and streetcar, this regulatory 
approach has resulted in increased economic vitality, growing transit ridership, an enhanced 
pedestrian experience and a dramatic improvement in air quality. In the early 1970's, downtown 
Portland violated federal air quality standards for carbon monoxide on one out of three working 
days. The last recorded violation occurred in 1984 and the downtown parking regulations were 
essential to that improvement. Moreover, downtown has continued to thrive and has experienced 
a boom in·residential development over the last decade. 

In the commercial zones along neighborhood main streets, Portland has not required off-street 
pa.rking fQr over 25 years. Th.is has facilitated the renovation and development of small 
commercial projects on the constrained sites typical of older main streets, contributing to vibrant 
neighborhood commercial districts. Rather than compromise nearby residential areas, this has 
made the surrounding residential neighborhoods extremely popular. 

Portland's zoning code now also waives minimum parking requirements for any project citywide 
located within 500 feet of a street with frequent transit service (defined as 20 minute frequency 
during peak hours). Our experience has been that a large portion of new retail projects with small 
tenant spaces along older commercial main streets are not including off-street parking. However, 
projects in more auto-oriented strip commercial areas further out from the city center, as well as 
supermarkets and other large retail projects in most areas, are voluntarily choosing to include off­
street parking for customers. 

Regarding residential development, we have found that only a minority (less than one percent} of 
multifamily projects citywide have been built without off-street parking. However, there has been 
an increasing number of small projects built without parking in close-in neighborhoods. These 

~ • 



primarily involve higher-density projects on small sites, where the only way to provide parking 
would be in the form of costly structured parking. Some of these have been ownership housi_ng 
projects, including an innovative condominium project recently built on a very small lot in a popular 
close-in neighborhood, whose units were quickly sold to buyers who indicated they were more 
concerned about adequate bicycle parki_ng than about off-street vehicle parking. Based on a 
review of recent projects, it is apparent-that our allowances for no off-street parking have facilitated 
the ability to accommodate density on small infill sites, providing new housing opportunities that 
may not have been practical if off-street parking for each unit were required. 

In Portland's Downtown, we estimate that. only one out of approximately 30 market-rate residential 
projects buHt over the past five years have opted to include no off-street parking, although it has 
been more common in the Downtown area for affordable housing projects to include little or no off­
street parking. Among those projects providing parking, some have separated parking from the 
purchase or lease arrangements for the housing, providing residents the choice to save costs by 
not having to pay for an off-street parking space ~nstead of being forced to have parking costs 
bundled with housing costs). Worth noting in relationship to parking demand is the example of one 
Downtown affordable housing project, The Sitka, which was required by lenders to include parking 
at a one-to-one ratio, butwhich has never had more than two-thirds of this parking utilized by its 
tenants. In this case, provision of this relatively modest parking ratio re$ulted in an oversupply of 
parking that exce~s demand. 

Another component of Portland's parking policies are requirements for off-street bicycle parking, 
wnich must be provided as part of most new development (options are also provided for paying 
into ~ bike parking fund used to install bike parking in public rights-of-way). This is part of a multi:.. 
pronged strategy to i_ncrease the attractiveness and convenience of bicycling as a transportation 
option, focusing not only on improving bicycle routes, but on ensu.ring Utat appropriate bicycle 
faeifrties are available where trips begin and end. The success of this overall strategy has resulted 
in significant increases in bike ridership (which grew by 39 percent from 2004 to 2006 alone, 
according to one key survey). 

The emphasis of our approach tQ vehicle parking has been to leave it to the market to determine if 
parking should be included with new development, rather·than to dictate this through regulations. 
We have found that this approach has resulted in outcomes that are responsive to parking needs 
as they differ across Portland. In those areas with attractive alternatives to automobile travel and 
where there is less of a need and demand for parking, the choice to include little or no parking has 
proven to be a practical option. for many projects, creating opportunities for new residential and 
commercial development that would not otherwise be practical. In most areas of Portland, 
developers remain free to provide parking and continue to do so in tt'le majority of projects. 



Based on our experience in Portland, I believe that the parking provisions you are considering will 
proVe to be valuable tools in facilitating additional development that can capitalize on the District of 
Columbia's excellent opportunities for getting around by transit, walking, and bicycling. 

Regards, 

Gil Kelley 
Planning Director 

cc: Harriet Tregoning, Planni_ng Director, District of Columbia 
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Dear Harriet, 

We understand that Washington D.C. is considering a significant overhaul of its parking 
regulations. San Francisco has a long tradition of regulating parking quantity (lowering or 
eliminating minimums and instituting maximums), de~ign, and operation (e.g. pricing) as a 
primary tool in managing tta115portation demand and maintaining a high quality and sustainable 
urban environment. The city has long had a comprehensjve "Tra_nsit-First" transportation policy 
that is now widely shared and accepted by City agencies and a large segment of the population. 
The Transit First policy has lead to parking policies in our downtown core for several decades that 
have been expanded rapi4ly outward to the city's denser mixed-use and transit-served central 
neighborhoods in the past several years. This has come largely thro:ugh new neighborhoods plans 
prepared by the Planning Department, and also in some cases by action of our leg~slators who 
have built on those successes. In general, we have: 

• eliminated parking minimums for all uses, including residential uses. (dOU'IlfOUIII artd in 
transi~-?erved, mixed llSC areas) 

• eliminated parking minimums for designated affordable or group housing units and for 
housing designated for seniors or persons with disabilities. (citywide) 

• instituted firm pa_rking maximum limits, generally equal to or less than the previous 
minimum requirements. (doumtoum and in transif-St'Tl'ed, rt!ixed use areas) 

• required (downtown and in transit-sm,ed, mixed use areas) or permitted (cityuride) residential 
parking over certain ratios be stored in mechanical ~tackers or accessed b;y va_let only, in 
order to reduce the use of autos for frequent, casual use and reduce the physical footprint 
of parking. 

• restricted garage access from certain key pedestrian-oriented commercial street frontages 
and limited the number and size of garage openings per project. (doumtou,,i ami in transit­
served, mixed use areas) 

• required that residential parking be "unbundled" from the rental or sale of residential 
units, to ensure that residents have visible and separable choices and greater affordability 
options in making housing and transportation decisions. (citywide) 

• required both residential projects and non-residential garages to provide a certain ratio of 
dedicated, free pa_rkjng spaces for car-sharing vehicles. (citywide) 

• increased minimum requirements for indoor, secure bicycle parking for all uses. (dtywide) 
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• required that garages available to the public or seivlng employment centers feature 
pricing that discourages long-term (commute) use and favors short-term (visitor, shopper) 
use. (Citywide) 

• required office developments to participate in an area-wide Transportation Demand 
Management program (downtown) 

• required that parking in new developments be built underground or, if above-ground, 
"wrapped" on all street frontages with active uses (e.g. retail, housing, offices). (downtown 
and in transit-served, mixed use an'lls) 

While there has certainly been much discussion, ultimately there has been general broad 
acceptance for these zoning changes, many of which were accompanied during deliberation by 
supporting analysis showing how our previous minimum requirements were distorting or 
degrading the physical and social· qualities of the city and specific neighborhoods that people 
cherished most. There are and will always be those who are concerned about "'spillover" and 
"lack" of parking in their neighborhoods, and we have continued to pursue active manage.ment 
strategies of on- and off-street parking to make most efficient use of these resources. 

It would be hard to isolate the effects of the changes in regulation, but it is reasonable to say that 
our zoning is now consistent with both our vision for the city as well as the character of the 
existing city for which this city is known. In the downtown area, over 70% of workers take transit 
to work and less than 20% drive or carpool, and outside of the downtown less than 50% of 
workers use cars for com_muting. Maintaining low parking ratios in areas where there is good 
transit service is critical in maintaining this balance. We believe that the continued strength of 
downtown is dependent on its pedestrian and transit orientation, which have strongly supported 
by these parking policies. 

On the residential side, about 30% of San Francisco households do not own a vehicle, and that 
figure is higher in the denser and more transit-served neighborhoods. Eliminating the minimums 
has been a key ingredient in our recent neighborhood plans in ensuring a growing stock of diverse 
housing opportunities and affotdability levels, and encouraging infill housing at the scale, 
density, and transportation patterns of the surrounding neighborhoods. We additionally found 
the existing parking minimums were a perverse limit on the number of housing units that 
otherwise were acceptable and desirable, strictly because of the confounding geometry and cost of 
fitting the required number of parking spaces into projects with limited envelope and lot size. 
Finally, even people who otherwise oppose reductions in parking have seen that requiring the 
introduction of garages in lieu of storefronts in the middle of grourid floor retail frontages on our 
fine-grained pedestrian-oriented commercial streets is problematic 

The elimination of minimums' "one-size-fits-all" approach has also provided the necessary 
flexibility to make project-by-project determinations on the appropriate amount of parking, 
without having to seek variances, discretionary approvals and other ~nnecessary hoops when site 
analysis and project specifics would encourage otherwise. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNI- DIEPAATMI!NT 



For a city to grow at high levels of activity, density, and economic vibrancy and meet the needs of 
21M century dynamism, particularly in solving the questions of sustainability, diversity, livability, 
and economic efficiency, minimum parking requirements seem pa_rtiadarly outmoded and rigid. 

We are encouraged by the direction that Washington D.C. is considering and would be happy to 
offer additional technical assistance to your staff as necessary. Best of luck in your efforts. 

Planning Director 

CC: N:\FORMS CROUP\ FINAL \uttt'rllt'tiii_T,.,tq,latt"_FlNAL.d,'ll.· 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DIIPAIITMI!NT 


