Late Communications
Planning Commission
May 1, 2019

Pearson, Alene

From: Rob Wrenn <robwrenn@comcast.net>

Sent: Monday, April 29, 2019 8:14 AM

To: Pearson, Alene

Subject: Transportation Services Fee update item for PC
Attachments: 2013-05-21 Item 32 Parking In-Lieu Fee.pdf; 7_7_2016

_ CLK_-_Report_(Public)_DISTRICT_4___ SPECIAL_ CREATION_OF_.pdf

Hi Alene,

When you distribute the 2013 Parking in lieu Fee item which | sent yesterday, could you also include the attached item
on the Transportation Services Fee? I've discovered that the Council in 2016 passed a recommendation to update the
transportation services fee and to “Initiate a process to Establish a Transportation Impact Fee”. As such fees are
mentioned in the staff report on the Green Affordable Housing Referral, it would be relevant to the discussion. | have
attached both items to this e-mail so you can disregard the e-mail | sent yesterday. I’'m working on a proposal related to
parking requirements and will send it when it’s done so that commissioners could have a copy at the meeting.

-Rob
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Office of the City Manager
PUBLIC HEARING

May 21, 2013

To: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

From: C’Q Christine Daniel, City Manager

Submitted by: Eric Angstadt, Director, Planning and Development

Subject: Parking In-Lieu Fee

RECOMMENDATION

Conduct a public hearing and upon conclusion, adopt a Resolution setting the Parking
In-Lieu Fee for the Downtown Plan Area in a graduated range from $15,000 to $30,000
per space, with spaces 1-5 costing $15,000 per space, spaces 6-15 costing $20,000 per
space, spaces 16-25 costing $25,000 per space and spaces 26 and up costing $30,000
per space.

FISCAL IMPACTS OF RECOMMENDATION

The funds raised from the parking In-lieu fees will be deposited into a fund created for
the purpose of maintaining them separate from all other funds as required by State
Code. Total collections are unknown as this is a voluntary program which developers
can choose to participate in, rather than a required fee. Funds collected can be used to
provide structured parking in the downtown or be used for a variety of enhanced transit
and transportation demand management programs based on Downtown Area Plan
Policy AC-1.3. The appropriation of any funds collected will occur in future
amendments to the Annual Appropriations Ordinance.

CURRENT SITUATION AND ITS EFFECTS

The City Council approved the Downtown Area Plan (DAP) on March 20, 2012. Policy
AC-1.3 states that in-lieu payments for parking should be encouraged. The Council can
continue to rely on the DAP EIR, also certified on March 20, 2012, for this decision. The
policy and the range of projects that would be funded by the in lieu fee were analyzed in
the DAP EIR and there have been no changes since March, 2012 that would require
new or subsequent CEQA analysis. The Council adopted the C-DMU zoning district to
implement the DAP and that zoning classification allows developers to pay an in-lieu fee
to reduce or waive the parking requirements subject to the granting of a use permit. As
a reminder, an in-lieu fee is not an exaction. The developer can choose to provide the
required parking, or seek approval to provide less parking and pay a fee, at their option.
This type of fee does not require a nexus study because of this; essentially the nexus
analysis is done in the context of the permit review.

2180 Milvia Street, Berkeley, CA 94704 o Tel: (510) 981-7000 e TDD: (510) 981-6903 e Fax: (510) 981-7099
E-Mail: manager@CityofBerkeley.info Website: http://www.CityofBerkeley.info/Manager
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Parking In-Lieu Fee PUBLIC HEARING
May 21, 2013

BACKGROUND

The Council considered the parking in-lieu fee as part of an overall development and
impact fee workshop on October 16, 2012. The City Council recommended staff take
the parking in-lieu fee to the Transportation Commission for discussion and
recommendation. Planning and Public Works staff presented the fee to the
Transportation Commission on March 21, 2013.

The Transportation Commission considered the recent, June, 2012, study (Attachment
2) commissioned by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) on the costs of
structured parking. The commission discussed a variety of approaches, including a set
fee at various levels from $1 to $50,000, before recommending a graduated fee. The
approved motion set the range of the fee between $15,000and $30,000 with staff
directed to determine the graduations within that range.

In addition, the Commission made a series of other recommendations for consideration
by Council. The language of the motion is as follows:

It was moved/seconded ( Broaddus/Watson) that the TC advise Council that it
discussed and supports an in-lieu parking fee set from $15,000 to $30,000 per space;
recommends a tiered fee structure based on number of spaces required; that fees
collected be used to implement capital projects in the Downtown for bicycle and
pedestrian transit projects identified in SOSIP, Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans; that the
TC have an advisory role in the project expenditure planning; and that the in-lieu
parking fee resolution should be reconsidered by the TC and Council two years after it
is adopted to ensure that the fee level creates incentives for developers install fewer
parking spaces in downtown developments and to raise fees collected to the extent
possible for transit services and amenities.

The TC recommendations with staff's response are as follows:

a. that fees collected be used to implement capital projects in the Downtown for
bicycle and pedestrian transit projects identified in SOSIP, Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plans;

Staff response: Staff does not concur with this recommendation. This would be
more limiting than the uses called for in the General Plan and would prevent fees
from being used for other enhanced transit services.

b. that the TC have an advisory role in the project expenditure planning; and
Staff response: It depends on the project. Some projects or expenditures may
require opinion/recommendation from other commissions besides the TC.

c. that the in-lieu parking fee resolution should be reconsidered by the TC and
Council two years after it is adopted to ensure that the fee level creates
incentives for developers install fewer parking spaces in downtown developments
and to raise fees collected to the extent possible for transit services and
amenities.

Staff response: Staff concurs with this recommendation.

Page 2
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RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION
The Parking In-Lieu Fee is consistent with and implements the DAP, policy AC-1.3,
which was approved by the City Council on March 20, 2012.

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS CONSIDERED
Setting the Parking In-Lieu fee at a set rate.

CONTACT PERSON
Eric Angstadt, Director, Planning and Development, 981-7401

Attachments:

1: Resolution

2: MTC Parking Study
3: Public Hearing Notice

Page 3
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RESOLUTION NO. ## ###-N.S.

DETERMINING THAT THE PREVIOUSLY CERTIFIED DOWNTOWN AREA PLAN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT MAY BE RELIED UPON FOR APPROVAL OF
THE PARKING IN-LIEU FEE AND SETTING THE PARKING IN-LIEU FEE BETWEEN
$15,000 AND $30,000 PER SPACE BASED ON THE NUMBER OF PARKING
SPACES WAIVED OR REDUCED

WHEREAS, on March 20, 2012, the Council certified the environmental impact report
prepared for the Downtown Area Plan (DAP), and adopted CEQA findings and a
mitigation monitoring and reporting program; and

WHEREAS, the DAP Policy AC-1.3 calls for the creation of a parking in-lieu fee and
encourages reduction of on-site parking through the payment of such fees; and

WHEREAS, the adopted C-DMU zoning district allows for the waiver or reduction of
parking through the granting of a use permit and the payment of an in-lieu fee; and

WHEREAS, the City Council considered the parking in-lieu fee as part of a workshop on
October 16, 2012; and

WHEREAS, the Transportation Commission considered a parking in-lieu fee on March
21, 2013 and recommended City Council adopt a graduated fee between $15,000 and
$30,000 per space waived or reduced.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Berkeley that
approval of the Parking In-Lieu Fee may be based on the Downtown Area Plan
Environmental Impact Report as certified on March 20, 2012, and that none of the
conditions set forth in Public Resources Code section 2116 California Code of
Regulations 15162 or any other applicable regulation require an additional
environmental review.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Council of the City of Berkeley hereby sets the
Parking In-Lieu fee at:

$15,000 per space for spaces 1-5 waived or reduced,

$20,000 per space for spaces 6-15 waived or reduced,

$25,000 per space for spaces 16-25 waived or reduced, and
$30,000 per space for spaces 26 and greater waived or reduced.
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Parking structures ave one of the most conspicuous “sclutions” 1o a conununity’s parking challenges. In
some cases parking structures are the best solution and mumnerous examples exist where parking
structures have improved parking conditions, the overall transportation network and quality of the
neighborhood, and allowed for transit oriented development that would not take place otherwise. At the
same time, if not properly evaluated, parking structures can be built in places and in ways that have
significant negative impacts.

The level of investment in parking structures in the Bay Avea is in the hundreds of millions of doliars.
However, there is limited available information or shared knowledge about parking structures and how
they impact local communities in both positive and negative ways. This paper identifies key issues and
provides guidanee for local jurisdictions and transit agencies as they counsider the development of new
parking structures. It includes the following components:

= Aregioual overview of parking structures iu the Bay Area.

= A summary of the opportunities and challenges related with parking structures.

= An evaluation of parling at transit stations, including a discussion of parking in the context of
development at transit stations.

= A proposed framework for focal evaluation and implementation, as well as some specific guidance
for MTC in its role as a regional funder.

QPPN TUNITIES & NN ¢ 15 ORIEES
QOPFFORTUAHTIES AND CHALLENGE!

5y
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Parking structures can substantially benefit a community not only from a parking perspective, but also in
terms of site design and development opportunities through the conversion of large surface parking lots.
Parking structures also present a number of key challenges that should be carefully considered in the
planning and development process.

Opporiunities

»  bmproved Parking Management: Parking structures can have significant positive immpacts on
the overall management and functionality of a district or neighborhood’s parking supply. Most
importantly, parking structures are often a key component of “shaved” parking distriets, which
maximize parking efficiencies.

»  Efficient Use of Land and Higher Densities: Parking structures facilitate more efficient use
of land by allowing parking to be vertically integrated within a parcel. Limiting the amount of
land that is dedicated to parking creates additional development flexibility.

= Bicycle Parking, Car Sharing, and Electric Vehicles: Parking structures offer a potential
opportunity to improve bicyrle aceess, encourage the use of car sharing, and provide space for
electric vehicle charging stations.

MisomiNygaasd Consulting Associaies Ing, JES



Late Communications
Planning Commission

May 1, 2019
Attachment 2 - MTC Parking Study
PARING STRUCTURE TECHMICAL REPORY | FINAL page 4 Gf 52

Metropeiitan Transpartation Commission

=  Design Integration and Sustainability: Parking structure design has evolved over the years
and new innovative techniques now allow parking structures to be more easily integrated within a
community or retail district.

Challenges

« Relationship to Existing Supply: Planning for the development of a parking structure
assumes that there is a parking "need” that cannot be met by another means and that a new
structure is the best option. Taking this narrow approach and ignoring the district-wide parking
context can ultimately undermine an investment in a parking structure. Simply put, many parking
structures are not actually needed given current low utilization rates in nearby parking facilities.

= Parking Structure Costs: Perhaps the most obvious impediment to the development of
parking structures is their cost, Structure costs are comprised of several components {capital,
“soft,” operating, environmental, land, and “opportunity” costs) that are often overicoked or
underestimated.

= Impacts on the Surrounding Community: Parking structures do not operate or function in
a vacuum. They have significant impacts that extend beyond the immediate parcel on which they
are located, including: conumunity design and aesthelics, internal and external cireulation, safety
and security, and coordination with other parking management efforts.
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Parking at transit stations illustrates the opportunity costs of parking facilities particularly well because
there is unigue tension between the role of transit stations as transportation “node” versus its emerging
role as a distinctive "place” in the community where people live, work, or shop. Parking facilifies at transit
stations can offer multiple benefits to not only the transit customer, but also the transit agency and
surrounding community. In brief, parking at transit stations otfers the following benefits:

= Directly contributes to transit ridership.

s Reduces vehicle miles traveled, congestion, and smissions by allowing motorists to switch to
trawsit for s portion of their frip.

s Facilitates the diversion of vehicle trips from congested roadway or freeway eorridors.

e Fxtends the reach of trausit systems and addresses “first-mile, last-mile” connections.

»  Can limit the degree of spillover parking from transit patrons.

e Can provide {imited operating revenue for transit systems.

Parking at transit stations also presents a number of tangible tradectfs that should be examined more
closely when developing station area plans and parking policies for transit systems. These tradeoffs
include:

s Land near transit is valuable and that “value” can be leveraged with uses other than parking
facilities.

s Existing minimum parking requirements and replacement parking policies result in “over-
parked” developments at trausit stations. In many instances the existing parking minimumws and
the associated costs to build the required parking often prevent a project from being financially
feasibla.

»  Transit-oriented development (TOD) offers substantially more benefits than parking facilities
alone, including: higher transit ridership, increased use of alternative modes, limited car
ownership, reduced vehicle miles traveled and emissions, and increased efficiencies in energy use.

MzisomiNygaard Consulting Associaies Ing, [ ES
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= Parking investments can reinforce a station access framework that is not cost-effective or
equitable for other modes.

s Parking facilities at transit station are often underutilized in the oft-peak.
This paper highlights three case studies which illustrate how various local jurisdictions and transit
agencies have begun to reevaluate parking at their transit facilities. These case studies include:

e BART TOD and Replacement Parking Policies

»  Replacement Parking at VTA Light Rail Stations

e Petaluma Station Avea Plan Parking Policies

The final chapter of this report proposes a framework local jurisdictions and transit agencies as they seek
to evaluate, plan, and implement parking structures in an efficient manner. Additional recommendations
for MTC are made shout the ways in which it can facilitate more regional dialogue and consensus around
parking structure development, as well as provide additional technical assistance to local jurisdictions.

Evaluation and Implementation Framework

Step #1: Define Goals and Objectives. This step is impaortant because it helps stakeholders better
articulate the rationale and need for access and parking policies, including consideration of 2 new multi-
million dollar parking facility.

Step #2: Conducet an Existing Conditions Assessment. An existing conditions assessment is useful
in establishing a shared understanding of key parking issues, concerns, and attitudes; project or site
characteristics; the economic and social factors shaping the discussion around parking; and commumty
goals and objectives. An existing conditions study can also help 1o shape eventual strategies and
determine a comprehensive action plan for addressing key parking issues.

Step #3: Establish an Appropriate Policy Framework. The cost, design, and role of a parking
structure will largely be determined by the policy framework of the local jurisdiction in which it is
constructed. 1t is iuperative that local jurisdictions adopt parking reguirements and policies that are
based on actual parking demand and reflective of local parking conditions.

Step #4: Document Full Parldng Structure Costs, Parking structures are far more than their
“hard” construction costs, but also include “soft” design and planning costs, ongoing operating costs, and
environmental costs. A cost analysis should also be sure to include an evaluation of “net” costs per space it
the proposed structure is to replace an existing supply of parking. A parking structure cost analysis should
include cousideration of pricing opticns. Finally, a discussion and analysis of land values and opportunity
costs must be included.

Step #5: Evaluate Multiple Access Strategies, A new parking structure is only one piece of the
“access” puzzle. A new structure in a downtown or at a transit station will likely improve access for
motorists, but how will such an investment impact fransit, bicyclist, and pedestrian mobility? Multimodal
access should be 2 kev consideration for local jurisdictions and transit agencies so that they strive to
develop comprehensive access plaus and strategies from a holistic perspective.

Step #6: Plan and Besign Structure to Mitigate Irapacts. The final step is to ensure that the
parking structure is physicatly planned and designed in an appropriate manner. Iu short, the stimcture
should be located and designed so that its potential impacts are mitigated to the greatest degree possible.

MzisomiNygaard Consulting Associaies Ing, [ ES
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MTC's Future Role

Parking is largely an issue of local conirol. Local agencies determine the parking policies that they believe
are most representative of local parking conditions. MTC understands and respects this dynawie, yet as »
regional body it is also its responsibility to ensure that scarce regional transportation dollars ave spent as
effectively as possible and support regional policy etforts. Gutlined below are some recommendations for
MTC in its efforts to iraprove and expand its role as regional convener and facilitator of parking reform.

Regional Guidance

It is recommended that MTC develop additional parking structure guidance for local jurisdictions and
transit agencies. This policy guidance could be developed according to MTC’s existing community
typologies and should be designed for easy integration into local parking and zoning codes, as well as local
access policies.

Technical Assistance

Itis recommended that MTC allocate additional resources to develop taifored technical assistance
programs and tools for parking strocture development. Unfortunately, many local jurisdictions and
trausit agencies stmply do not have the financial resources to engage in more detailed planning efforts
related to these issues. As a result, in many cases there is imited knowledge about local parking facilities
and how those assets are utilized. Improving this knowledge base and then empowering ageneies with
capital and planning grants, as well as siruple and user-friendly tools can be one of the most effective roles
for MTC moving forward.

Parking Certification Program

Much as the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design {LEED} certification program administered
by the U.S. Green Building Council has helped to spur a sustainable building boom, a parking rertification
program could help achieve widespread regional adoption of parking reforms.

Funding Reguirements

MTC could condition distribution of future regional funding for parking structures on the adoption at the
local level of a full suite of parking management policies with parameters set by MTC. By creating specific
funding requirements, MTC could help to ensure etficient alloeation of regional dollars. While such
requirements may increase the burden on local agencies, it is likely that such requirements will maximize
project efficiency, reduce costs, and improve overall access management within local communities.

MaisomiNygasrd Consulting Associzies Ing, 1 ES4



Late Communications
Planning Commission

May 1, 2019
Attachment 2 - MTC Parking Study
PARING STRUCTURE TECHMICAL REPORY | FINAL page ? Gf 52

fetropoiitan Transprartation Commisgion

P
o
7t

N \1\\\\\\\\ ,\\Q\\Q § OV AE
AR SEFNY NS R §\~.
TN XTI IO

oo R A [ ¥ ¥ X

MTC and Parking in the Bay Area

Access policies are a crucial comnponent of development in the Bay Avea and parking plays a major role in
any effort to improve aceess. Parking policies impact where development occurs, while affecting the cost,
convenience, and efficiency of our daily commute and influencing where pecple ive and how they access
their needs. In addition, local jurisdictions and regional agencies increasingly understand that access and
parking policies are an economic issue which is intimately conuected to the vibrancy and success of
corunercial districts and new development. Access and parking policies also have definitive impacts on
the overall functionality of the transportation network, with levels of local congestion heavily influenced
by parking behavior. Fiually, access and parking policies can impact efforts to meet goals for sustainability
and public health.

Parking is often a contentious issue. Parking generates strong opinions, yet parking is also often
misundersteod and misinformed by long-standing perceptions, and not by actual parking behavior or
data. Recognizing this challenge, cities in the Bay Area are pioneering new approaches to access and
parking management in an effort to better understand their parking assets, how they can incorporate
multimodal access solutions, and implement strategies that can enable them t¢ manage access and
parking in a more dynamie, flexible, and efficient manner.

Because of the complexities of parking policies and their impact on local development and regional geals,
many jurisdictions seeking to support smart growth and development of infiil in their downtowns and in
transit served areas are looking for additional guidanee and technical assistance. For example, 2 2010
survey? of 63 Bay Area cilies found that the vast majority of respondents were interested in training
sessions on parking fundamentals, site-specific parking workshops, or additional resources to fund
parking studies and improve management. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) has
sought to fill this technical assistance role with its Smart Parking Technical Assistance Project and
Regional Parking Campaigns. MTC's primary goals have been to educate local jurisdictions about the
benefits of parking policy reform and provide the technical assistance to evaluate and implement those
reforms.

Inits role as a technical assistance provider MTC understands that parking is fundamentally an issue of
loesl control, in which cities are responsible for developing parking and other access policies and
programs that reflect local conditions and attitudes. Given the diversity of Bay Area cities, it is clear that
no one set of parking or access policies are appropriate. In an era of increasingly limited funding
resources and emphasis on reducing greenhouse gas emissions, there is a need for carefil evaluation
about how to best improve multimodal access and parking management. Local jurisdictions have
expressed interest in regional support for addressing these difficult and Himely issues.

n, Community & Environment. Parking SJWB, and Training Assessment Suminary Report. MTC, 2010,
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Through its targeted technical assistance efforts, MTC continues to seek venues by which to establish
regional dialogues, share best practices, and develop regional parking policies. n 2012, MTC's Parking
Campaign expands on previous technical assistance work. In particular, it focuses on two key issues: 1)
reform of zoning codes, especially related to minimum parking requirements; and 2} an analytical process
for the evaluation of new parking structures in the context of wider policy goals. The latter topicis the
subject of this technical report.

Why Parking Structures?

Parking structures are one of the most conspicuous “solutions” to a community’s parking challenges. In
areas where there is a perception of parking shortages (whether or not supported by actual parking data},
the first response has traditionally been to build more parking, and a new parking structure is often the
first choice facility. This is especially the case in downtowns or popular commercial districts, where
parking demand can be high and there are often constraints on land area and parking structures can
improve land efficiencies. At many suburban transit stations and park and ride lots with some transit
service, ample parking is seen as a key component in attracting transit riders. In some cases parking
structures are the best solution and numerous examples exist where parking structures have improved
parking conditions, the overall transportation network and quality of the neighborhood, and allowed for
transit oriented development that would not take place otherwise. At the same time, if not properly
evaluated, parking structures can be built in places and in ways that have significant negative imapacts.

Numerous parking structures have been built and dozens more have been ineluded in regional planning
documents, such as the Bay Area’s Regional Transportation Plan in cites throughout the Bay Area. The
level of local and regional investment in parking structures is in the hundreds of millions of dollars.
However, there is limited available information or shared knowledge about parking stractures and how
they impact local communities in both positive and negative wayvs, What are the benefits of parking
structures? What problems do they present? Do investiments in structures, which primarily serve
automobile trips, impact access improvements for cther modes? How can cities and transit agencies make
more informed decisions about multimadal access policies, incliding multi-million dollar investments in
parking facilities? What evaluation tools and types of analyses can be performed? These are all key
questions, vet the state of the practice shows that the answers are nuanced and varied.

Purpose of this Paper

MTC has prioritized the issue of better analyzing parking structures in the context of multimodal access,
especially given increasing construction and operation costs, declining local and regional dollars, and
increasing attention to reducing greenhouse gases. From a regional perspective, it is important that local
decision makers, city and public agencies and their staff, and the general public have a better
understanding of the issues that should be considered in deciding about parking stroctures,

Therefore, the primary goal of this paper is to provide a multimoedal context, an overview of the benefits,
keyissues and challenges, and tradeoffs associated with parking structures, Parking structures will
continue to be planned and developed at a local level, yet MTC wants to offer a framework for a regional
conversation avound these facilities, and, ultimately, foster more eritical thinking and analysis. This paper
is also intended to lay the foundation for creating some effective communication pieces designed to
articulate key concepts outlined here to multiple andiences in a user-friendly manuer. Finally, this paper
will offer initial recommendations and an analytic framework for how MTC, local jurisdictions, and transit
agencies can better evaluate, plan, design, and operate parking structures with appropriate consideration
of the alternatives in a broader planuning context.

[tisimportant to note that MTC and its local and regional partners have already invested significant time
and resources towards discussing, evaluating, 2nd developing solutions to these issues. This paper seeks

MalsormiNygaard Consulting Assogiates ino, 1 142
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to complement and supplement MTC’s ongoing regional parking efforts. In particular, this paper builds
off of previous work developed by Wilbur Smith Associates and MTC staff member John Urgo, as well as
substantisl parking policy work developed by BART and VTA, their staff, and other consultants.
Contributions by these organizations and individuals are acknowledged throughout the paper.

Qutline of this Paper
Chapter 2 provides a regional overview of parking structures in the Bay Area.

Chapter 3 summarizes the opportunities and challenges related with parking structures.

Chapter 4 takes a closer look at parking at transit stations, including a discussion of parking in the
context of development at transit stations.

Chapter 5 provides a framework for local evaluation and implementation, as well as some specific
guidance for MTC in its role as a regional funder.
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In order io better determine when and where parking structures vepresent the best access strategy, it is
useful to understand the scale of existing investmaent in parking stvuctures in the Bay Arvea. This chapter
offers a high-level regional overview and provides some context regarding the level of investment in these
parking facilities. Moving forward, the region will need to evaluate its ongoing investments in parking
structures as demand for investment in other transportation facilities continues fo grow, competition for
local and regional dollars increases, younger generations seek out more diverse travel options, and
policies to reduce greenhouse gases are implemented.

While comprehensive data is not available regarding every built or proposed parking structure for all of
the 101 local municipalities in the nine-county Bay Area, this section provides a snapshot of recent and
planned parking struciures in the Pay Area, focusing primarily on structures where MTC plays a
significant funding role {i.e., at transit stations and park and rides/transit stop locations). The
information is adapted from a recent analysis by MTC staff, which evaluated numerous parking structures
in varicus stages of development in the Pay Area, with particular attention to stiuctures at transit
stations.2 The projects and cost data were drawn from the San Francisco Bay Area’s Transit Improvement
Program {T1P}, Regional Transporiation Plan (RTP), and the Station Area Planning graud program as
administered by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). Several other parking structures
for which data was available were also included.

These projects do not represent a comprehensive list of parking structure projects in the Bay Area, but
they do demonstrate the size and scale of projects programined to receive, or that are currently
requesting, regional transportation funds. Figure 2-1 summarizes the cost data (dollar amounts in $YOE)
available for the selected parking structures. According to the data, morve than $274 million has been
spent on recently constructed parking structures, while another $247 million is proposed for iz additional
facilities. The average construction cost per space is just over $28 g0, and costs per net new space are
substantially higher.

A considerable number of other parking structures are also slated for development. The southern
extension of BART to San Jose, for example, will include the construction of two new parking structures at
both the Milpitas and Berryessa stations and likely others. As the station planning efforts progress for the
new SMART irain system in the North Bay, it is likely that new parking structures will also be eonsidered
for select stations.

2 Urgo, John. Right-Sizing Parking Stictures: An Analysis of Structures Parking at Transit Stations. MTC, 2012.
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Figure 21

Summary of Selected Parking Structures, Built and Planned

CBD

Jack Lendon AMTRAK 1,086 1,086 $32,580,6CG0 $30,0060 | $30.00C
San Jose (4th 8t. and San Fernaunde St.) 743 N/A $60,000,000 380,754 N/A
Fruitvale BART 506 N/A $12,0006,000 $a3,715 N/A
Richmond BART 678 193 $26,536,000 $39,13% | $137,492
Hayward-City Hall Parking Structure 178 173 $3,500,000 $10,663 $19,663
Hayward-Cinema Place 244 N/A 87,200,000 $20,508 N/A
Suburban

Fairfield Transportation Center 400 40C $6,875,6C0 $17,188 $17,188
Livermore Valley Center Park-u-Ride 502 N/A $8,518,6064 $16,060 N/A
Dubliz/Pleasanton BART 1,513 N/A $42,000,000 827,756 N/A
‘West Dublin/ Pleasanton 1,180 1,180 $24,000,083 $205,340 $23,340
Pleasant Hill BART Replacement Parling 1,547 75 $51,236.000 $33.120 | $083,147
Surn 8,577 3412 $274,446,647 $31.008 | $46,506

cED

Berkeley Center Street Garage 462 41 $18,600,000 $40.260 | $453.659
Richmond Prkwy Transit Center Parking ratel 5G% $17,546,172 $24,713 $34,833
MacArthur BARTTOD 480 N/A $15,571,000 $30,208 N/a
South Hayward BART TOD QiG N/A $22.214,487 $24,521 N/A
Suburban

Fairfield Transportation Center - Phase 5 GO0 360 16,000,000 $26,667 $44.444
Vacaville Intermedal Station - Phass 2 Elele] 400 B10,000.000 $25,600 $25.000
Valleje Ferry Terminal 750 430G $16,654,000 $22.205 $38,730
Curtola Transit Center 450 209 $14,750,000 R32,778 870,574
Larkspur Ferry Terminal Parking Garage Q70 570 $20,000,000 $20,619 $35.088
Pittsburg/Bay Paint Master Flan 2,370 370 $43,000,000 $i8,143 $116,216
San Mateo Hillsdale 1,242 1242 $131.050,000 fen,000 | $25,000
Cotati 700 700 $22,460,000 $32.000 | $32,000
Surgnary 10,044 4,825 $247,685,659 $24,660 | $36,032
TOTAL 18,622 XX e B522,132,306 | S28,040 | $44,603
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This section provides an overview of the key opportunities and challenges associated with parking
structures. Chapter 2 demonstrates that there has been, and will continue to be, a signiticant investment
in parking structures in the Bay Area. Given the amount of public and private dollars dedicated to
constructing new parking struchures, it is important that issues related to their planning, design,
construction, and implementation ave clearly articulated.

More specifically, this chapter makes the case that parking structures can substantially benefit a
cormmunity not only from a parking perspective, but also in terms of site design and development
opportunities through the conversion of large surface parking lots. Parking structures also present a
number of key challenges that should be carefully considered in the planning and development process.
These challenges ave also detailed, with particular attention paid to the growing demand for transit-
oriented development, impacts on the surrounding transportation and street network, relationship to
other modes of access, and construction and operating costs.

CEY SIPPORTHINITINS
RV PR TIINITIES

Parking structures have proven te be critical investments in many contexts. They have been erucial in the
revitalization of downiowns and have catalyzed efforts to resolve persistent parking challenges. In
addition, parking structures continue to play an imporfant role in ensuring convenient access to regional
transit systems. OQutlined below 18 a summary of the primary benefits that parking structures can provide.

Improved Parking Management

Parking structures can have significant positive impacts on the overall management and functonality of a
district or neighborhood’s parking supply. Most importantly, parking structures are often a key
component of “shared” parking districts. Shared parking is one of the most effective tools in parking
management. Because many land uses (a bank and a restaurant, for example} have different periods of
parking demand, they can easily share a common parking facility, thereby limiting the need to provide
additional parking. Shared parking policies do not treat the parking supply as individual units designated
to a particular business or use, but rather emphasize the efficient use of the parking supply by all uses by
providing a centralized and common pool of shared, publicly available spaces. Successful shared parking
districts have been shown to reduce vehicle trips and parking supply, create a more welcoming
environment for custormers, and activate public life on the street by transforming motorists into
pedestrians.

In downtown Santa Monica, for example, there are more than ten public parking garages that serve as the
parking supply for the vast majority of the vetail snd commercial businesses along the popular Third
Street Promenade and surrounding retail streets. As a result of its sharved parking pool, customers and
visttors need to park only once, while many new businesses or infill projects have been able to limit their
parking obligations.

Bevond the creation of shared parking districts, parking structures can also improve parking management
in the following ways:

MalsormiNygaard Consulting Assogiates oo, | 51
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s Convenient, accessible, and
appropriately priced off-
street parking facilities can
reduce competition for
limited on-street spaces.

s Ceniralized parking
facilities near large trip
generators can reduce the
amount of spillover parking
into adjacent residential
neighborhoods,

s Improved technology
systems, such as real-time
information on parking
availability and internal
wayfinding systems, can be
easily integrated and
dramatically improve
vehicle circulation and
perceived parking
shortages both within the
structure and on nearby
local strests.

«  Given their limited access
points, parking structures
offer a convenient way to
monitor off-street parking
occupancy trends and
generate useful parking
data.

s Parking stmctures can
provide an ongoing source
of revenue.

Efficient Use of Land
and Higher Densities

Parking structures facilitate more
efficient use of land by allowing
parking to be vertically integrated
within a parcel. On average, a
parking space requires about 350
square feet (including area for

MelsormilNygaard Consulting Assodiates Ins, | 52
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access and circulation). On a one-acre site in the central business district (CBD}, there would be enough
land area to fit approximately 123 surface parking spacess. By contrast, a four-story structure on only half
of an acre parcel would vield approximately 250 parking spaces. In short, stiuctures allow for more
parking spaces on less fand.

Limiting the amount of land that is dedicated to ; : _
parking creates additional development flexibility. R SO
For example, higher densities become feasible
because the required parking spaces can be
accommodated on-site, thereby allowing for
potentially higher rates of return. Land can also
now be preserved for open space, public space, or
additional on-site amenities.

Bicyele Parking, Car Sharing, and
Electric Vehicles

Parking structures also offer 2 potential
opportunity to improve bicyele access, encourage
the use of car sharing, and provide space for
electric vehicle charging stations. Because the
streef network and sidewalks are often physically
constrained and on-street parking is highly
desirable, it can be difficult to find the physical
space needed to accommodate bicycle parking or
car sharing vehicle spaces. Parking structures are a
viable alternative. If designed properly and located
in an appropriate location, bicyele parking can be
successfully integrated into parking structires.
Procuring parking spaces for car sharing vehicles
is also often easier within parking structures.
While on-street car sharing can be the most
efficient approach, structures can provide a good
alternative.

Finally, parling structures also offer an opportunity to expand the use of elective vehicles. One of the
major impediments to the use of electric vehicles is the limited number of charging stations available in
convenient and accessible locations. Spaces in parking structures present 2 secure location where this
infrastructure could be installed in a cost-etfective manner that would not require the use of valuable and
more limited on-street spaces.

3in general, lower densify land uses can accommedate fewer spaces per acre. Typical assurptions include: "suburban” (110 spaces/acrel;
“urban” {120 spacesiacra); CBD {125 spacesfacre).

MalsormiNygaard Consulting Assogiates ino, | 53
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Design Integration and Sustainability

Parking structure design has evolved ‘ v
over the years and new innovative Lo i BosREans
technigques now allow parking B obeddaetiin bibebonddts
structures to be more easily 2 ) \\
integrated within a community. N R %{%\\\\\\

Ground floor retail uses can be N e X
utilized to activate parking structures X X
and provide additional commercial
space. The use of architectiral
features, such as wrapping or fagade
improvements, can be used to
complement a distriet’s unigue
aesthetics. Finally, structures can
also incorporate solar panels or
“green” features to reduce noise,
pollution, or water runoff, As
discussed below, however, the use of
such techniques is costly and may not
be enough to avercome the inherent
design and cireulation challenges
related to parking structures.

OV CWHALITRISES
NEY CMALLENGES

Parking structures also present a
number of unigue challenges.
Unfortunately, many of the issues
associated with parking structures
are not fully accounted for during the planning and development process. As a result, once parking
structures are built they can often fall short of usage or revenue expectations. This section summarizes the
key chailenges associated with parking structures with the goal of ensuring that local jurisdictions and
planning agencies are fully aware of the potential imapacts before proceeding with a muiti-million dollar
parking investment.

Relationship to Existing Supply

Planning for the development of & parking structure assumes that there is a parking “need” that cannot be
met by another means and that & new structure is the best option. To meet this parking demand, parking
structures are often developed in the strict context of the immediate land use they are serving and the
specific parce] of land on which they are located. Taking this narrow approach and ignoring the district-
wide parking context can ultimately undermine an investiment in a parking structure. Simply put, many
parking structures are not actually needed given low utilization rates in nearby parking facilities.

To illustrate this point, take a hypothetical CBD in which s new 5oo-space parking garage has been
proposed. This garage is considered essential to accommodating parking demand from a proposed
comumercial and retail develapment. Within this district, however, there already exist 2,000 off-street
parking spaces distributed in parking structures and off-street surface lots within walling distance to the
proposed development. During peak periods these 2,000 parking spaces reach a maximum cccupancy of
only 65%, leaving 700 available parking spaces at the peak period of demand. Given the availahility of
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existing supply, it is likely that the new parking structure would not be needed and would fail to meet
gecupancy or revenue projections.

While hypothetical, the scenaric described above is a cominon occurrence in many jurisdictions for
several reasons. First, in most instances such districts do not have a policy framework in place to
capitalize on shaved parking arrangements, and instead continue to view parking supply as isolated to
each individual use. Second, and perhaps more importantly, many cities do not have current parking
inventory or occupancy data for their parking facilities, and simply ave not aware that there exists
available parking nearby. The lack of information is 2 key impediment to properly evaluating existing
parking assets and the need for additional investrments in parking facilities.

An evaluation of the district-wide parking context is an essential first step to successful parking facility
development. This additional level of analysis, however, can represent a significant challenge to cities that
do not have parking data readily available or are not well-positioned to implement shaved parking
policies.

Parking Structure Cosis

Perhaps the most obvious impediment to the development of parking structures is their cost. No matter
its size or location, a parking structure is going to require an investment of many millions of dollars. The
parking structures discussed in this report are built with public funds, typically as part of a larger transit
project or a transit oriented developraesit project. Given the fiscal challenges that local, regional, and state
governments are facing, it will only be more difficult to find the necessary resources to fund the
construction of parking structures. This section provides a summary of all of the elements that determine
parking structure costs. With a full understanding of these various cost elements, local jurisdichions and
public agencies will be able to move forward with better awareness of cost and resource implications.

Capital Costs

+  Construction costs: Construction costs represent the actual cost to build and are often referred to as
“hard” costs. It is important to emphasize that construction costs are highly dependent on local and
project eontext. The size, type, physical design, location, shape of pareel, soil condition, water table
depth, and topography can all atfect construction costs. In recent years, the median construction costs
for parking structures across the country were estimated at $16,323 - $18,300 per space.4s Based on
the data provided in Chapter 2, however, it appears that consiruction costs per space in the Bay Area
are significantly higher.

o “Soft"costs: Capital costs should also include “soft” costs, which typically include projeet planning
and design, architect/consultant fees, legal fees, construction management services, ete. Sott costs are
generally estimated as a 25-40% mark up of per space construction costs. Soft costs are also largely
dependent on the focal context and may also take into account any project contingencies, typically
another 10-15%.

Operating Costs

s Debt service: The construction of a parking structure will require long-term financing. As a result,
there will be annual, ongoing costs to pay off the debt obligation. The level of this annual payment will
depend on the initial capital budget and financing rate.
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e Operafion and Mainfenance: Parking structures require ongoing investients to ensure their efficient
operation and upkeep, including: enforcement, insuranee, labor, administration, security, and various
maintenance needs (cleaning, lighting, repaving, landscaping, stuctural upgrades, ete.). These costs
are alse highly variable, but, on average, it costs $450-1000 per space per year to operate and
maintain 2 parking structure.®

Environmental Costs

The development of new parking facilities has impacts on the environment. Parking facilities increase the
area of impervious surfaces, contribute to heat istand effects, and can impact stormwater runoff.” While
parking structures can mitigate these effects more effectively than surface parking lots, the externalities
still exist. In addition, the provision of parking has been shown to increase vehicle ownership and vehicle
wiles traveled, thereby increasing congestion and greenhouse gas emissions.® Finally, the actual
construction of parking facilities consumes large amounts of energy and materials, and also results in
additional greenhouse gas emissions.?

Envirgnmental costs can be more difficult to quantify and there is limited research available on the
specific environmental impacts of parking structures. However, Professor Donald Shoup has often cited
environmental impact reporis related to parking structure development in Los Angeles, which estimate
total external costs (congestion and pollution) of $117 per space per month. 10 A recent national study of
parking infrastructure, found that emissions from parking infrastructure costs the U.S. $4-20 billion in
health care and environmental damage, or $6-23 per space per year.ut

“Net’” Costs

The concept of “net” eosts in relation to parking structures is important to understand. In many cases,
parking structures do net increase the gross supply of parking on 2 one-to-one basis, but instead replace
existing surface parking spaces. For example, a 600-space parking structure may be proposed for a parcel
of land that already contains a surface parking lot of 150 spaces. Gnee completed, the new structure will
result in 450 net new parking spaces. A metrie of cost per net new space provides a more accurate
representation of what a parking strncture will cost in relation to existing parking supply.

Land Costs

As with all development, the cost of land is a key consideration. One square foot of land in a CBD or near a
popular eominercial corridor will have higher costs than one square foot of land in a suburban or
undeveloped area. As a result, there are definitive points at which structures become more economical
than surface parking lots. Figure 3-1 demonstrates this relationship. In this analysis, when land values are
below $40-50 per square foot, surface parking lots are more economical {on a per space cost basis). As
land values rice, however, parking structures typically become a better investment.

& Litman, Tocd. Yransporiation Cost and Benefit Analysis 1 - Parking Gosts. VTR, 2012, wepr i angioascabiiandg
7 Litman, Todd. Paveimant Susters Guids: Why and How to Reduce the Amount of Land Paved for Roads and Parking Facilities, VTP,

201 frvay il oraton e s g oo

¢ Wainbarger, Rachel. "Death by a thousand clrs-cits: Evidanca on the effect of minimum parking raguirements on the choice to drive.”
Transport Poficy 20 (2012} 93-102.

€ Shoup, Donald. The High Cost of Free Parking. Chicage: American Planning Association, 2005,

16 1hid

11 Chester, Mikhail, Arpad Horvath, and Samer Macdanat, "Parking Infrastructure and the Environment.” dccess t/CTE 39 (20111 25-33.
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Figure 3.1  Effects of Land Yalue on Type of Parking Facility (201 costs)?
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Opportunity Costs of Land

The issue of land costs underscores the fact that there are definitive tradeoffs in choosing to construct a
parking structure - land devoted to parking prevents that land from being used for housing, commereial,
or office uses. The higher the land costs the greater the potential opportunity costs and tradeotfs.
However, investment in the parking structure can also be used to free up valuable fand for other purposes
of high importance to the community, such as more retail, housing and cultural amenities. Finally, the
construction of an expensive parking structure will impact a local jurisdiction’s ability to invest in other
infrastructure projects, including automobile, transit, bicvele, and pedestrian facilities. The issue of
apportunity costs, especially around transit stations, is explored in greater detail in Chapter 4.

Summary of Costs

Figures 3-2 and 3-33 provide an illustration of how the various costs described above transiate to various
parking tacility and land use scenarins. s Three facility types for three land use distriets {suburban, urban,
and CBD} are shown with their corresponding land, capital, and ongoing costs. For example, a 4-level
striciure in the CBD will have capital costs of about $50,500 per space (inchuding land) in addition to
$4,135 in ongoing anuual costs. This is substantially more expensive than a swrface parking lotina
suburban district, which would have capital costs of approximately $8,523 per space and ongoing annual
costs of $854 per space.

12 Coffel, Kathryn, ot al. TORP Renort 153: Guidsiines for Provicing Access fo Public Transportation Stations. Washington D.C.: TRE, 2012

14 Assumptions include: 5% interest rate over 30 years; Scft cost markup: 25% (suburban), 30% {urban}, and 35% (CBD): Spaces per acre:
suburban (110/acre), urban {120acre). and CBD (125/acre); Underground parking is assumed to have no incremental fand cost; Doss not
inclide any property faxes on faciities.
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Figure 3-4 demonstrates the
comparison of costs per space and costs Figure 3-4  Costs per Parking Space, Gross vs. Net

per net new space. The tigure includes \\\\ \\ \‘\\:\\

two sample scenarios for a new 4-fevel \:\\&\Q\\ \\\\

' \ \\\\1\
N

parking structure built in a2 CBD. In the \\\\\
first scenario the structure will be built \\ R \\
on {and that does not contain any AN
existing parking, while in the second Number of spaces (gross) 500
scenario a new structure will be built on
land that already has 125 parking
spaces. As a result, the second scenario Cost per space {w/ land) $50 500 $50,500
will only result in 375 new parking
spaces. Evaluating these scenarios
according to a metric of net new spaces Cost per net new space (wi land) $30,500 $67.333
revesls that parking structures that
replace existing parking facilities in fact
have much higher costs per space. This is an important distinetion to remember when evaluating whether
to build a new parking structure, especially on a parcel where parking will be displaced.

Number of spaces {nat) 500 375

Structure cost $25,250,000 $25.250,000

Annual costs per net new space $4,135 $5,884

Impacts on Surrounding Community

Parking structures do uot operate or function in a vacuum.
Theyv have significant impacts that extend beyvond the
immediate parcef on which they are located. This section takes
2 closer look at the potential impacts that parking structures
can have on the surrounding streets and community. When
planning for a new parking structure loeal jurisdictions should
be cognizant of these potential impacts and evaluate the degree
to which they ean be mitigated.

Design and Aesthetics

Parking structures present significant design and aesthetic
challenges. Parking structures are typically impermeable,
single-use structures that take up entire blocks or muttiple
blocks. They usually present a long, monotonous, and blank
“mass” to the street faces on which they sit. Unlike housing ar
commercial developments that cccupy multiple blocks, parking
structures cannot utilize internal streets to "break up” the use.

In downtowns that seek to capitalize on short blocks and the
high intersection densities offered by a grid network of streets,
parking structures can be particolarly disiuptive, They create
barriers both functionally and viswally, and ean reduce the
connectivity that links streets, neighborhoods, and
communities. Weaving street-leve] and pedestrian scale design
elements throughout a district also becomes more difficult
with parking structures given their unique size and
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dimensions. Within transit stations areas, parking structures can obstruct the most obvious and direct
pedestrian desire lines to and from the fare gates. Put simply, most parking structures are unattractive, do
little to enhance the streetscape, and undermine vibraney on streets.

More successful parking structures can mitigate these

deficien

cominercial uses. Architecturs] features like “wrapping” ov
facade treatments are also commonly employed as a means to
improve the visual aesthetics of parking structures. However,
these elements do little to address the impermeability of

parking

Furthermore, all of these elements add significant construction
and maintenance costs.

Cireulation

Parking

thousands of vehicle entries and exits per day. The number of

vehicles

substantial impact on the surrounding streets and
transportation network. The specifie circulation impacts can

include:

cies by activating the ground tloor with retail ov

structures or improve street cornnectivity.

structures can be large trip generators that atiract

that access a given parking structure will have

(queuing as vehicles wait to enter the structure,
thereby creating localized congestion and additional
emissions. If along a transit route, this congestion can
reduce transit travel times and inerease transit
operating costs.

Turning movements in and out of parking structures
can create additional conflict points for pedestrians
and bicyclists, Turning vehicles that block a bicyele
lane are especially troublesome because they foree
bievelists to enter the travel lane and manenver around
traffic or ride on the sidewalk.

Curb cuts that permit vehicles ta turn across a
sidewalk can interrupt pedestrian desire lines, natural
circulation, ADA standards, and force pedestrians to
find alternative routes. Consequently, pedestrian
activity can decline in the blocks preceding and
following the structure access points.

Internal circulation of structures also often results in
inefficiencies of use. Parking structures are designed to
direct vehicle circulation upwards as motorists search
for the first available open space. Without adequate
wayfinding, motorists will often slowly search for an
open space in the hope that they do not have to climb
to the top floor. The result is more internal congestion
and longer searches while numerous available spaces

are underutilized on the top floor. Finally, inefficient ticketing and payment methods ean also

contribute to both internal and external cirenlation inefficlencies.
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Community Safety and Security

Parking structures are particularly challenging from a safety and security standpoint. They tend to isolate
the user with limited sight lines, poor lighting, and confined spaces. Not surprisingly, users are especially
sensitive to these concerns and will tend to not utilize structures that ave unsate or are perceived to be so.
Failure to address issues of safety and security can reduce parking occupancy and undermine the
investinent in a parking structure. In addition, parking structures that are not considered safe can also
impact the surrounding uses by reducing activity and natural surveillance.

Coordination with other Parking and Access Management Siralegies

One of the biggest challenges associated with parking structures is ensuring that it is part of a larger
access management plan. As a component of the system of access, parking should be coordinated with
other modes. Parking policies should be developed to efficiently regulate supply and demand across a
geographic area. In most jurisdictions, there is 2 wide variety of parking types and facilities — on-street
spaces, surface lots, or parking structures — with off-street supply usually exceeding on-street supply.
Each facility represents one component of an area’s parking “supply,” vet all of these parking facilities are
interconnected, with supply snd demand in one facility able to influence supply and demand in all other
parking spaces.

For example, motorists are going to instinetively seek out on-street parking close to their destination first,
ignoring a “less eonvenient” parking structure. If pricing signals are also imbalanced, such as free on-
street spaces and expensive off-street spaces, there will be an additional financial incentive to circle and
circle for on-street spaces. The end result is highly concentrated demand, on-streef spaces that are
regularly aecupied, and the perception that there is “never encugh parking.” An effective parking
management plan should therefore propose strategies that recognize the symbiotic relationship betwaen
curb spaces and parking structures, and the distance between the various facilities and destinations, and
not treat individual blocks or parking structures as distinet pteces, but rather as a cohesive unit to be
managed in a coordinated manner.

Unfortunately, parking structures are often not thought of as a component of & parking management plan.
There is rarely a coordinated pricing or regulatory policy between on- and off-sireet supply. In fact, many
parking structures ave priced strictly as a revenue source to pay off debt and ave in no way linked to actual
parking demand. Parking structure costs can, in fact, resuli in long term operating and bond expenses for
jurisdictions that are poorly equipped to handle them, as experienced in the Bay Area. In addition,
parking structure costs are often subsidized in an effort to support local businesses, yet such a strategy
may not be the most cost-effective approach. Additional planning to incorporate parking structures into
an area’s overall parking management strategy can require more local resources, but it is a crucial step in
solving a community’s parking issues.

Planning for the development of a parking structure also often assumes that the only mode of access is
driving. In many locations, especially downtowns, town centers, transit oriented developments and
transit hubs, access by walking, biking and local transit may be on par with access by car. Thus, it is
critical to coordinate the development of parking structures with other access management plaus,
particularly if these plans include measures which seek to increase the percentage of users who access an
area by alternative modes as this may in turn reduce the amount of parking that needs t¢ be construected.
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d PANKIAS AT TRANSH sTATIONS
Oune of the key challenges identified in Chapter 3 are the costs associated with building parking structures.
More specifically, the issue of opportunity costs is discussed, as land devoted to parking precludes that
land from being used for other uses. Furthermore, investments in parking facilities impact a city or transit
ageney’s financial ability to otherwise dedicate scavce resources to other modal immprovements.

A discussion of parking at transit stations illustrates these opportunity costs particularly well because
there is unigue tension between the purpose and use of a transit station and its surrounding land.
Traditionally, transit stations have largely been defined as transportation “nodes,” a place that people
travel to and from for their daily commute. However, there is a growing recognition of the intrinsic
“value” of transit stations, as residents, employers, and businesses all seek to capitalize on the enhanced
connectivity that proximity to transit offers. In other words, transit stations are no longer viewed strictly
as a transportation facility, but rather as distinetive “places” in the commmnity where people live, work, or
shop. This evolution is particularly relevant as the Bay Area and MTC move forward with its development
of a Sustainable Commutnity Strategy (SCS), which will seek to prioritize growth near transit stations and
existing transit corridors.

This chapter examines parking at transit stations more elosely and identifies the specific benefits and
tradeoffs. This chapter is not intended to provide a comprehensive analysis of TODs or station area
planning for TODs, but rather presents a maore detailed discussion of the key parking issues specific to
transit stations. This discussion is informed by a growing body of research regarding the value of transit
and the level of parking demand at transit-oriented development (TOD), as well as recent analysis of
parking supply at transit stations and TODs in the Bay Area.

DENEFTS OF TRANSIT STATION PARKNING

Parking facilities at transit stations can offer multiple benefits to not only the trausit custower, but also
the trausit agency and surrounding community. In fact, because automohile travel often constitutes a
large percentage of the mode share to trausit stations, parking is an essential component fo the efficient
function of regional transit systems. In the BART system, for example, 40% of those taking BART get to
the station by automobile, with the antomobile mode shares varying by station.ss For many BART patvons
and the agency itself, therefore, parking at transit stations is a crucial asset. In brief, parking at transit

stations offers the following benefits:1s

s Directly contributes to transit ridership, allowing patrons to conveniently access the transit
system.

« Reduces vehicle miles traveled, congestion, and emissions by allowing motorists to switch to
frausit for a portion of their frip.

. e . . -
20E Nediond Tlelon SetonrutiaRanon s 20

15 BART. "2008 BART Sfafion Profile Study.” 2008, wivw it oo
16 Coffel, Kathivn, et al, TORP Report 153: Guidetings ior Provitding Access to Pubiic Transportabion Stations, Washington .60 TRB, 2012,
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s  Facilitates the diversion of vehicle trips from congested

roadway or freeway corridors, especially in the case of non-

recurring incidents {i.e. tratfic accidents).

o Extends the reach of transit systems and addresses “first-
mile, last-mile” connections, allowing transit customers
living outside the immediate station area to access the
transit system. In areas where feeder transit service and
non-motorized options are limited, parking facilities are
especially important.

s Can limit the degree of spillover parking from transit
patrons into sarrounding neighborhood streets.

s  Can provide limited operating revenue for transit systems,
if parking revenue is not used to recoup the costs of

providing parking.
TR ADNSOIEES WITK
TRADRGHNY WITH
TR AUNSIT CTATION D8 ORIN
TRANSY STATION FPARKING

Parking at transit stations also presents a number of tangible
tradeoffs that should be examined more closely when developing
s;t?tion area planq and park’ing policif-s for transit systems. These

Juusdlehoﬂ s, transit agencies, and deveiopeib have ali 50 ught to
maximize the value of transit and station areas through additional
housing, office, and commercial development. The suceess of new

transit-oriented developments throughout the country and the Bay

Area have shown that station areas dedicated strictly to patron
parking forge many of the positive benefits associated with
proximity to transit and impede new development. Specitic
tradeofts to consider are discussed below,

Land near Transit is Valuable and that “Value” can be Leveraged

There is a growing understanding that transit is more than just a2 way to get to get around - it also offers a
variety of economic, environmenial, and social benefits. Current trends also indicate that more and more
people, especially among younger generations, are choosing to live in communities well-served by transit
and forgo the costs of car ownership.a7.8 As a result, the “value” of transit is increasing.

While the benefits of transit are diverse and its value can be defined in many ways, most research has
utilized the vield on property as the standard metric to assess transit “value.” As summarized in Figure 4-
1, there is a large body of research documenting the positive effect that proximity to trausit has on
property values for a wide variety of land uses. It is important to note that the research has primarily
focused on fixed rail systems, and there is very limited research available on the property value premium

17 Bawis, B, Dutzik, T., & Baxandai, P. {2012). Transportation and the Mew Generation: Why Ycung F’%pre are Driving Less and What it

Means for Transportation Policy. Frontier Group and U.S. PIRG Education Group. fth

18 MTC. {2019} Chnosmg Whers We Live: ﬂfffacmg Residants ?o Transit-Orianted Nei Jhbnrhooas in the San Francisce Bay Area. Qakiand:

MTC, wroonileos gonianning

ey A H
st aresihinuSad Winglng

R T AR R
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of bus rapid transit. Therefore, the “transit” reterenced below is specitically referring to stations as part of
light rail (e.g. VTA), trolleys {e.g. San Diegp Trolley), or heavy rail (e.g. BART or Washington Metrorail}.

Figure 41  Summary of Estimated Property Value Premium!?

Single Family Residential +2% wfin 200 ft of station to +32% w/in 100 ft of station
Condominium +2-18% wiin 2,643 ft of station

Apartment (4% whin 2,640 1t of station to +45% wiin 1,320 £ of station
Cffice +3% w/in 300 & of station to +120% wiin 1 320 Rt of station
Retail +1% wlin 500 ft of station to +167% wiin 200 ft of station

These findings demonstrate that while transit agencies and loeal jurisdictions may continue benefiting
{rom investments in parking, they also may fail to capture the value that transit gives to surrounding
praperties. Leveraging that value, or the notion of “value capture,” is an increasingly papular concept that
seeks to “...harness a portion of the value that transit confers to surrounding properties to fund transit
infrastructure or related improvements in station areas.”2 Typical value capture strategies inchade
assessment districts, tax inerement financing, joint development, and development fees.2t As financial
resources become more constrained, transit agencies and local jurisdictions will need to evaluate potential
development around trausit stations and the ability to maxinize the full “value” of transit in relation to
investinents in parking facilities.

Existing TODs are often Over-Parked

Research has cousistently shown that the policies which regulate parking at many transit stations are
increasingly incompatible with the acimal warket demand for pavking. In short, existing minimuam
parking requirements, especially for residential properties, require that more parking is built than is used.
Furthermore, transit agency parking replacement policies, which often require TOD developers to replace
transit patron parking on a “one-for-one” basis, also contribute to a policy enviromment in which too
much parking is provided. Specific parking findings related to TODs include:

* A survey of 31 multi-family housing complexes near rail stations in the S8an Franeisco Bay Area
and Portland, Ovegon, show peak parking demand is 25-30% below parking supply.22

o Asurvey of 12 TOD residential properties in Santa Clara County found that all sites exhibited an
over-supply of parking facilifies, on average by 26%. An average ot 1.7 parking spaces per dwelling
unit was provided, but only 1.3 parling spaces were needed. =3

18 Fogarty, Nadine, Nancy Eaten, Dena Belzer, and Glona Ohland. Captiiring the Vaiug of Transit, Center for Transit-Oriented Deveiopmant,
2008.

2 |bid

1 ibid

22 Cervaro, Robert, Arlie Adkins, and Cathizen Sullivan. "Are Suburban TODs Over-Parked?" Journal of Public Transportation 13, no. 2 (20108
47-70.

#3 Gerafin, Eduarde C., Robert W, Swierk, Ying C. Smith, and Justin M. Meek. A Parking Utlization Strvey of Transit-Orisnted Development
Residential Properties i Santa Clara County. San Juse: San Jose State University and Santa Clara Vallgy Transportation Authonty, 20110,
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[tis important to emphasize that there are tangible financial impacts as a result of parking policies that do
not meet the market. In many instances existing parking minimums and the asscciated costs to build the
required parking often prevent a TOD project from being financially teasible. For example, recent
qualitative input from developers in the Bay Area indicates that minimum parking requirements,
especially at transit stations, are foo high and, consequently, negatively impact their ability to finance
projects. Research has also found that lowering residential parking requirements by 50% for TODs can
result in increased residential densities of 20-33% and savings on residential parking costs from 5-36%.%4
Increased densities and enst savings on parking can result in improved project feasibility and allow for
additional station area development.

TOD Offers a Wider Variety of Benefits than Just Parking Facilities

As more TOD projects have been built throughout the country and the Bay Area, it has become clear that
the benetfits assoriated with TOD are more diverse and can be more impactiul than the benefits associated
with strictly building parking. TOD offers not ouly tangible economic benefits {as described above), but
can also have substantial impacts on transit ridership, car ownership and vehicle miles traveled, use of
alternative modes, energy use, and community design and quality of life. A summary of the research of
these benefits is provided below.

Higher Transit Ridership

+  Those who live or work near TOD travel by transit tar more. In fact, TOD commmuters tvpically use
frausit fwo to five times more than other commuters in the region.ss

«  Transit mode splits are much higher within TODs, as more than 25% of TOD residents regularly
commute on fransit, as oppesed to 5% in smrounding cities. =

e Transit use by TOD residents extends into off -peak perinds much more than that of commuters
who park at stations. This off-peak transit ridership is especially valuable for transit agencies.
increased Use of Alternative Meodes
+  TODs have about 3.5 times more walking and cycling than the surrounding metvopolitan region
{11.2% in TODs versus 3.2% in the region).e?
Limited Car Ownership

s Carownership rates increase with distance from the station: .5 vehicles per person living within a
t/a mile of the station versus .75 per person living more than one mile from the station. Of the
zero-vehicle househaolds in the Bay Area, 70% live within one mile of a transit staticn. =8

¢ TOD households own an average of 0.9 cars compared to 1.6 cars for comparable households not
living in TODs.2

24 Arrington, &, & Cervero, R (2008). TCRP Report 128: Effects of TOD on Housing, Parking, and Travel, Washington D.C.2 Transportation
Resgarch Board.

% ibid.

% Renne, J. k. (2005). Transit-orienfad dovelonment: Measiring benefits, analyzing frends, and evaiating policy. New Jersey: Rutgers
University.

Z Ibid

% Gossen, R. (2005}, Travel Characteristics of TOD and Non-TOD Residenis in the San Francisco Bay Area. Evidence from the 2000 Bay
Arga Trave! Survey, Qakiand: MTC.
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Reduced Vehicle Miles Traveled [VMT) and Vehicle Trips

s VMT per capita increase with distance from transit stations. Households and residents in
suburban and rural areas average nearly twice as much VMT as residents within ¥4 mile of rail
and ferries.®

«  Asurvey of 17 TOD-housing projects found that these projects generated an average of 44% fewer
vehicle trips than estimated by national standards (3.7 trips per day versus 6.7 trips per day).s

Efficiencies in Energy Use

s Home location relative to transportation choices has a large impact on energy consumption. More
specifically, if 2 household moves from a single-family, detached howme in a conventional
subwrban development (C8D} to a house of the same size in a compact, transit-oriented
neighborhood, its energy use will be reduced by 30%, as illustrated in Figure 4-2.32

Figure 4-2  Summary of Energy Use in Relation to Housing Location and Type

2 Renne, J. L. {2005). Transit-crisnted development. Measuring benefits, analyzing trands, and evaluating poficy. New Jersey: Rutgers
University.

3 Gossen, R. [2008). Trave! Characteristics of TOD and Non-TOR Residents in the San Francisco Bay Area; Evidence from the 2000 Bay
Area Trave! Survey. Oakiand: MTC.

31 Arrington, G., & Cervero, R. (2008}, TCRF Report 128 Effects of TOD on Housing, Parking, and Trave! Washington D.C.: Transportation
Research Board.

3 Harnandez, Daniel, Matthew Lister, and Caline Suarez. Location Efficiency and Housing Type: Boiting if Down {6 BTUs. Jonathan Rose
Companies, 2011.
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investments in Parking can Reinforce a Station Access Framework that
is Limited in its Cost-Effectiveness

Investments in parking at transit stations are often needed, especially in suburban locations with poor
transit feeder service and limited pedestrian /bicycle facilities, to ensure patron access to the system.
However, such investments can reinforce and self-perpetuate a transit access framework that supports the
automobile over access by other modes. First, as described in Chapter 3, parking structures can impact
the surrounding streets and existing transporiation network in a manner that increases congestion for
transit vehicles and creates additional conflicts with pedestrians and bicyclists. The end result is a
transportation network that prioritizes antomohile travel over other modes. Second, although financing
for parking structures is often independent of other modes, millions of deliars spent on planning,
designing, and building a parking structure can exhaust an agency’s resources for transit, bicycle, and
pedestrian access improvements. In fact, many transit agencies have very limited budgets dedicated to
station access planuing or multimodal aceess improvements. Most transit agencies have to be
opportunistic in their approach to improving multimodal access and often rely on highly competitive
grant funding from regional, state, or federal sources to fund specific access improvements.

[t is also important to examine the relative cost-effectiveness of various access modes when determining
whether to build parking or invest in other modes. MTC’s analysis of recently built parlking structures at
transit agencies found that the daily cost per trip per structure space was $7.65.32 Costs per trip can be
particularly high at transit stations given the high proportion of long-term parking and limited turnover
{most spaces in a station parking structure, for example, accommodate only one vehicle per day). By
contrast, the relative per trip ensts related to the imaplementation of transportation demand management
{TDM} programs or investiments in transit, bicycle, and pedestiian facilities can be much lower.

From an emissions reduction perspective, parking facilities at transit stations are also very costly and
provide more Hmited reductions than other strategies. In 2008, BART conducted a study on the cost-
effectiveness of potential greenhouse gas {GHG) emission sbatement strategies that could be
implemented by BART and its partners. A sumunary of this analysis s shown in Figare 4-3. %

This analysis found that of the strategies considered for attracting riders to BART, the least cost-eftective
were those that required significant new capital or operations spending by BART. Such strategies, which
include new parking facilities, more frequent service, and system extensions, generally exceeded an
annual cost of $S00 per ton. The construction of structured parking, for example, shows moderate
potential to reduce GHG by virtue of facilitating access to transit and reducing VMT. However, the cost for
structured parking was estimated to be between $3,300 and $5,500 per metric ton, by far the highest per
unit cost. By contrast, strategies that incinde fare incentives, marketing, and feeder shuttle service shows
the potential for 2 competitive level of cost-effectiveness, as these strategies range in cost between $8¢
and $200 per ton. In addition, a group of scenarios for fransit-oriented development on BART property
show the potential to be both strong revenue generators and significant reducers of GHG emissions.

33 Urge, John. Right-Sizing Parking Structures: An Analysis of Struciuires Parking at Transit Stations. MTC, 2012,
* NalsonilNygaard Consiiting Associates (2008), BART Actons fo Redice Breenhoise (3as Emissions. BART.
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Figure 4.3  Cost per Metric Ton of CO: Emissions Abatement {by Strategyj
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Parking Facilities are Largely Underutilized in the Off-Peak

Parking stimctures are typically built to meet estimates of peak demand or ridership. At transit stations,
peak demand occurs during the typical weekday cormnmite hours. In the evening or on the weekends, these
facilities experience substantial vacancies and their value is not being efficiently used. At transit stations
surrounded by parking and with little mix of uses, this effect is particularly pronounced. Shared parking
arrangements can reduce inefficiencies, but in many instances transit agencies prohibit shared use of their
facilities due to liability or maintenance concerns. With TOD, the transit system can be supported by
residential or retail uses during the evening or on the weekends, thereby maximizing the value of the
parking facilities at all times of the day.

S AT LTI PR S ITA TIASD TEIWN AND DED! ACEAIENT DADKING AT
CASE STUDY: SVWALUATING TOD AND REMLACEMENT PARKING AT
oA DY
VAN

The challenges and tradeoffs associated with providing parking at transit stations are not lost on transit
agencies. For the most part, transit agencies understand that parking is & crucial aspect of improving
access to their systews, but that TOD and multimodal investiments can offer additional and diverse
benefits. Even with this recognition, TOD is still very difficult to implement. Much of this difficulty can be
traced to the tension between transit stations as a transportation node and as a “place” with a diversity of
uses. For atransit agency that has traditionally been a transit provider, it can be very challenging to
transition to the notion of a public agency that is also involved in land development.

The loss of patron parking can be especially troublesome to transit agencies, as parking is seen as vital to
maintaining ridership. To alleviate these coneerns, transit agencies will typically require one-to-one
parking replacement as a condition of development, most often by replacing existing surface parking lots
with large parking structures, These policies typically have long-standing histories and can be appropriate
in certain contexts. However, transit agencies often “default” to such policies with Hmited analysis of the
tradeoffs and how such requirements can make it ditficult to foster TOD projects from both a design and
financial standpoint.

BART provides an interesting case study for these issues. As the agency has slowly evolved from strictly a
transit {and parking) provider to also 2 land developer, it has sought a better understanding of the
implications of its parking policies and how those policies impact its ability to maximize the value of its
transit stations. This section describes the agency’s efforts to develop a new methodology for veplacement
parking, as well as a more vecent analysis of the economies of structured parking at BART stations. These
efforts provide lessons learned for other transit agencies dealing with similar issues.

BART Parking Replacement Methodology
Overview

Historically, BART has had a one-to-one parking replacemnent requirement for any development that
impacted its existing parking facilities. As more development has accurred at BART stations in recent
vears, it became clear that this policy was negatively iinpacting the agency’s ability to jnintly develop its
valuable land assets. While agency staff provided for some flaxibility with replacement parking on an ad-
hoce basis, there was limited consistency about how parking replacement should be evaluated internally
and applied externally. The end result was developers consistently asking for waivers from parking
requirements and increased uncertainty regarding project approval.
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In 2005, 2 new BART replacement parking modelss was developed by Richard Willson with the goal of
providing internal and external stakeholders with an open and practical planning tool. The model
incorporates a wide variety of qualitative and guantitative inputs and seelss to account for not just impacts
on parking and BART ridership, but also how projects can support joint development efforts, address
BART's overall fiscal health and long-term capacity challenges, reduce drive alone rates, ensuve
consistency with BARTs multimodal access policy, and support regional transit and sustainability
objectives.

In brief, the model incorporates four steps. First, specific data inputs are collected for the station area at
which the joint development is proposed, such as existing ridership, parking occupancy data, access data
by mode, and population and employment within 1% mile. In addition, a synthesis of the policy context
and access issues at the station is completed. This qualitative information is utilized to assess whether
local pariners are willing to make decisions that will support the replacement parking scenario being
considered by BART. Second, specific future developuent scenarios are developed, including: project size,
type of land uses, parking assets and policies related to shared parking, parking pricing, and other
planned access improvewments. In the third step, each scenario is evaluated according to established
eriteria for that station, such as ridership impacts, parking deimmand impacts, associated costs and
revenues, and mode shifts. The final step is to use the analysis to develop ajoint development and
access/replacement parking scenario that could be included in ongoing planning processes.

Results

To illustrate outcomes of the model it is best to lonk at how it was applied at a specific station. The model
was tested at the MacArthur BART Station, which is located in a predominantly urban neighborhood
north of Downtown Oakland. The station area, specifically the existing 600-space surface parking lot, was
proposed for a new joint development project that would include a mix of housing, commercial, and retail
usas. Replacement of parking was a key issue for the project as BART was apprehensive about impacts on.
ridership, while there was concern that full replacement of existing parking would impact project
feasibility and also undermine efforts to transform the station area inio a transit-oriented comumunity. To
facilitate the planning process, the BART Replacement Parking model was utilized to evaluate three
potential development scenarios.

«  Scenario A: 575 units @ 1.125 parking spaces per unit: 41,000 SF retail @ 4 parking spaces per
1,000 SF; 14,000 SF of medical uses @ 3 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet; 4,500 SF of
community facilities with no parking. 100% replacement parking.

s Scenaric B: Same development profile. 50% replacement parking. $1 per day parking charge on
50% of the spaces: existing reserved parking program continues,

s Scenario C: 650 units @ 1.125 parking spaces per unit, 103,000 SF of retail @ 4 parking spaces
per 1,000 SF; 60,000 SF of medical uses @ 3 parking spaces per 1,000 S¥; 6,600 SF of
commuuity facilities with no parking. 50% replacement parking at $3 per day, replacing the
reserved parking program. Improved shuttle service and transit access.

Figure 4-4 provides a summary of the model results. 26 All seenarios showed increased ridership levels,
with Scenario B showing the least impact due to the loss of parking without other modal access
improvements. Seenario C shows that even with a loss of 50% of pavking, ridership increases substantially
due to BART's ability to capture a portion of the trips from the new residential and retail activity, as well
as improved transit access 1o the station. The meodel also aceounted for the projected revenues and

35 Wiitson, Richard. Replacement Parking for Joint Development; An Access Poiicy Methodojogy. BART, 2005.
* bid
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expenditures associated with each development scenario. Each scenario had positive outcomes as
compared to the status quo, with Scenario C having the highest net annual impact in terms of ridership,
revenue, and planning outcomes,

Figure 44  BART Replacement Parking Model Qutcomes, MacArthur Station
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In addition to the MacArthur station, the BART parking model was tested with a number of hypothetical
development scenarios at a variety of BART station types. The initial testing of the model reveals a
number of key findings related to parking and station area development. As discussed by Richard Willson
and Val Menotti,37 the model indicates that:

s “Requiring less than one-tg-one replacement of commuter parking produces gains in ridership
and revenues and fulfills most BART goals as compared to requiring tull replacement parldng.
Development feasibility improves as replacement parking requirements are relaxed.”

s “Aggressive development scenarios that include no veplacement of parking, the institution of
parking charges, and more intensive development produce the net greatest benefits, although less
ridership gain than moderate alternatives. In contrast, 1:1 replacement of commuter parking,
combined with lower density joint developiient and no use of parking chavges, produce negative
results for BART.”

«  “The right decision about replacement parking is dependent on station context. For example,
parking at end-of-the-line stations provides an ismportant source of ridership, while mid-line
stations are much less dependent on parking for their ridership.”

s “Awide variety of alternatives for replacement parking are available, including relocating it off
site or at an underused stafion, or not fully replacing it and instead funding alternative access
improvements.”

It is important to note that the replacement parking model currently serves as one component of how
BART and local jurisdictions evaluate parking and development at stations. The model is impertect
because it does not account for the actual politics of project development. More specifically, it treats all
riders the same and does not differenitiate between losing one rider and gaining a new one. In reality,
however, the loss of a rider is a key consideration for the BART Board of Directors and will sirongly
influence decisions about parking and development projects.

3 Wiilson, Richard, and Vai Menotti, "Commuter Parking Versus Transit-Criented Development: Evaluation Methedclogy.” Transportation
Research Record. no. 2021 {2007} 118-125.
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The model is currently used by staff to initiate discussions about parking and evalnate proposed
development scenarios. 1t provides a strong tool that takes 2 more holistic approach to addressing the
chalienge of parking at transit stations. It helps reveal tensions among vavious goals and illustrates the
opportunity costs and lost revenue streams from maintaining surface parking lots near BART stations. In
the case of the MacArthur station, the final development plan changed substantially trom the model
inputs, yet the model was a crucial piece in securing approval of a final development plan that required
approximately 75% replacement parking.3s

Structured Parking of BART

Aspart of MTC's Smart Parking Technical Assistance grant program Wilbur Smith Associates conducted
an economic assessment of parking structures at transit stations, focusing on documenting parking
structure costs and then evaluating a range of tradeoffs between new parking and TOD projects.3? BART's
suburban-oriented stations served as the primary case studies for the analysis, as they are facing the
biggest development pressures of transit stations in the Bay Area. The analysis sought to answer a number
of specific guestions:

«  What is the tull cost of surface and multilevel parking?

o What are the BART ridership implications given a number of development scenarios: surface
parking, multi-level parking, residential TOD use, office TOD use and retail TOD use?

s  How intense would TOD development need to be to provide the equivalent BART ridership of
surface parking?

s  Atwhat land value does surface parking become uneconomical suggesting conversion o
structured parking and/or TOD use?

Using a spreadsheet based model, the analysis revesled a number of key findings that further demonstrate
the difficult issues and tradeotis facing transit stations as they seek to balance the need to provide parking
for their customers with the growing desire for station area development that meets a broader set of local
and regional goals. Figure 4-5 summarizes the findings velated to parking capital costs in the context of
land value. These findings reinforee the parking cost discussion in Chapter 2 and further demonstrate the
significant capital costs required to build parking. For example, a space in a surface ot is $5,000 per net
new space as compared to $25,650 for a space in a five-level pavking structure. When factoring in land
value, these costs increase dramatically.
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Figure 4-5 Summary of Construction Costs per Net New 8pace®

%%

L,

Suiface 125 $5,000 $3,000 $45,000
Deck 125 $12.000 $16.000 $52,000
5 levels above ground 500 $25 650 $28 550 $35,650
3 levels underground 250 $38,500 $40.500 $56,500

The analysis next locked specifically at the tradeotfs between parking at a BART station and new
development that would partially replace existing parking, with a particular focus on BART ridership
impacts. Based on a variety of hypothetical development scenarios at suburban BART stations, the
analysis demonstrated the following:

s “Residential TOD would generate 18-26% of the BART transit viders that the equivalent area in
BART surface parking would generate. As a result, residential development would need to be 4- 5
stories in height fo generate the same ridership as that from the surface parking lot.”

s “It also suggests that instead of # one-for-one replacement policy, the actual replacement could be
.74-.82 spaces for each displaced BART parking space.”

s “Inevery developmeut scenario housing generates a positive revenue flow, whereas none of the
parking scenarios represents a positive cash flow.”

s “Parking structures generate more BART ridership than housing per unit of land area. However,
this added ridership comes at = high economic cost. In order to offset the difference in the
economic cost of providing station parking, as compared with developing housing on the same
site, BART would have to charge five to six times more than is the eurrent practice at its suburban
station sites.”

It is important to note that much like the BART Replacement Parking model, Wilbur Smith’s model can
function as a planning tool that provides an initial overview of parking and development scenarios. The
model allows planning staff to better understand the opportunity costs of parking in relation to new
development. As acknowledged by the suthors, the wmodel only examines these tradeoffs from an
economic standpoint. In reality, BARTs view of its land and parking assets is far more nuaneced. As
discussed above, BART already owns the land at its stations and its parking assets ave primarily viewed as
ridership and revenue generators. Loss of parking can result in ridership and revenue declines, which has
immediate short-term impacts on systern performance.

Moving forward, BART is striving to adopt an approach to parking at its stations that accounts for notjust
ridership and revenue, but also how the station area can support a balanced mix of uses and a diverse
ridership base. The efforts described in this chapter can serve as planning tools for cities and other transit
agencies as they strive to balance their transportation role with an emerging need to serve a broader
commanity.

4 {bid
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CASE STUDY: DEVELOPING & NEFLACEMENT PARKING POLICY FOR
O R T LT 8 R 51 O & VRS
WA LGN RANN TR TIUNS

Santa Clara Valley Transit Authority (VTA) recently conducted a parking replacement study which
examined how much parking for transit riders should be replaced when VTA develops transit-oriented
development at its light rail stations (LRT) stations. The study also evaluated various strategies that can
help reduce overall TOD parking demand, including shared parking, priced parking, and Transportation
Demand Management {TDM) strategies. The primary objectives of this study were to identify which
stations are projected to have parking demand that is greater than the existing supply for the horizon year
of 20335, identify strategies for accommodating excess parking demand, and develop a parking
replacement evaluation framework to assist VTA in determining which strategies are most appropriate at
individual stations.

The scope of this study was limited to stations located within the City of San Jose, the jurisdiction in
VTA's service area with which the transit ageney has coordinated the most regarding their respective
policies refated to parking, an essential ingredient of TOD development. VTA has categorized each of the
13 light rail stations that are the subject of this study into three “tiers” based on each station’s potential for
development and thus its priority in being allocated TOD planning and financing resources.

Tier 1 stations are those with the highest potential for development based on VTA's Joint Developiment
Policy and Priority Schedule, which was influenced by myriad factors, including the land use designations
reflected in the City of San Jose's draft General Plan update, Fnvision San Jose 2646, and the amount of
developable property at sach station. These are the highest priority stations at which VTA would like to
replace excess parking spaces with mixed -use development.

Tier 2 stations are those that also have development potential, due to their size and low parking utilization
rates, but where VTA does not have near-term development plans or strategies, and therefore are not as
high a priority as Tier 1 sites.

Tier 3 stations have very limited potential for future residential or commercial development, either
hecause of physical constraints that make large-scale development infeasible, such as an irregular lot
shape or topography, or simply becanse the lotis too small. Another criterion for Tier 3 stations is
proximity to Tier 1 stations sa, if necessary, they can absorb displaced parking from Tier 1 station
development. Thus, Tier 3 stations are strategically planned to accommodate addifional parking, while
Tier 1, and eventually Tier 2, stafions are planned to support residential and cominercial development.

Findings and Recommendations

Rased on the analysis of future demand conduceted as part of this study, the projected parking demand at
five of the 13 VTA light rail stations evaluated will exceed existing capactty in 2035, the horizon year of
this study. This projected parking deficit can be aceommodated in four ways:

e Constructing additional parking facilities at the impacted stations, the most expensive and least
practical alternative,

e Accommodating Tier 1 {and eventually Tier 2) parking demand at nearby Tier 3 stations, the idea
behind VTA’s tiering system,
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s  Reducing parling demand by improving access by non-aute maodes, supported by the City of San
Jose’s General Plan, Ervision San Jose 2040, which calls for substantially increasing the
proportion of commute travel using modes other than the single-nccupant vehicle s

= Establishing shared parking agreements with nearby land uses that have unused parking during
commute hours, such as churches, shopping centers, and in some cases office parks.

A replacement parking evaluation framework was created to help VTA assess which of the four above
strategies would be most appropriate at individual stations. This framework is based on BARTs
Replacement Parking for Joint Development methodology. The steps involved in the replacement
parking analysis ave outlined in Figure 4-6. By considering San Jose City pelicies, opportunities for TDM
measures (inclhuding alternative station access modes) and situations appropriate for shared parking with
Tier g stations and/or other land uses, these steps provide VTA staff with the tools needed to establish
realistic replacement parking levels, while helping the success of the ageney’s TOD program.

41 This policy sets a drive alone commute rate of no more than 40% {from 78% in 2006). Thus, as new development at and arcund these
stafions resuits in increased ridership, the mode of access fo the stations alsc s hoped to shift and result in an increase in the number of riders
accassing the station va non-auto modes.
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Figure 4-8  VTA Station-8pecific Replacement Parking Analysis

1a} Collect updated parking inventaryobserved utilization

1b} Cetermine hovizon year (2035) projected parking demand
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o Package 1-5% reduction
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»  Package 3-15% reduction

s Other TDM/access package

2b} Determine the projected parking demand based on the selected package
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4a} ldentify presence of either a nearby Tier 3 station for shiftin pavking or secured sharing opportunity with
adiacent land use{s)

4h) Evaluate if the anticipated ridership loss due o shifting paiking is outweighed by anticipated ndership
growth in Step 3

s (facceptable, proceed with Step 5

s funacceptable, assume Step 3 only and proceed with Step 5

5a} ldentify adjusted parking demand

5h) Compare (o existing parking supply
s identify near-term replacement parking ratio {(0—~100%)
? ‘dertﬁy long-term replscement parking ratio {0—100%}

s [fneed for parking structure is anticipated in the long-tenn, consider land banking and phasing of
construction to a later date

SATE STIMNE, DETAIINATIA SPATIAME ADN A B S8 98 PRI WINL ISNIES
CASE STURY: PETALIMMA STATION ARES PLAN FARKING PQLIEES

In the spring of 2012, the City of Petaluma completed the Draft Station Area Master Plan for the City's two
planned SMART rail stations. The comprehensive plan includes policies, goals and objectives regarding
land use, development opportunities, housing, infrastructure, historic preservation, and parking and
circulation. As part of the planning process and development nf parking policies for the station areas a
parking demand analysis was condurted to determine future parking demand from new ridership and
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TOD developments at the two stations for horizon year 2035. An evaluation of existing parking supply and
occupancy as well as planned supply expansions was conducted o determine if the projected parking
supply would be sufficient to meet projected parking demand. The analysis found that existing parking
supplies and planned supply expansions are sufficient to provide suto aceess to the Downtown Petaluma
SMART Station and the associated TOD of nearby pareels. Modest initial ridership projections and
opportunities to manage park-znd-ride demand as ridership increases — particularly as the planned TOD
build-out begins — should minimize the need for new supply, allowing the parking developed on the
SMART property to eveninally be replaced with new land uses and shared parking,.

In addition, a market analysis was conducted to assess the amount of parking needed to both meet
lenders' requirements, potential retail tenant models, and to maximize the value of the project {inchading
avoiding eroding its marketable qualities as a true, walking-oriented TOD). Key findings related to
parking include the following:

»  Parking is a significant cost-factor {and potential cost-barvier) o financing and development of
TOD in the Downtown Petaluma Station Area. At an estimated cost of $27,000 per space, it would
cost up to $20 million to build structured parking for all land uses on these opportunity sites
aceording to conventional practice. That includes $5 million for each of four potential parking
structures on the SMART and Haystack parcels. The cost of this parking is roughly equal to the
cost of eurrent City impact fees on a per unit or per square foot basis.

= Market analysis contirms that lenders, developers, and retailers familiar with mixed-use, TOD in
the San Francisco Bay Area are have experience with urban development models with little or no
parking and are likely to be willing to support development of individual projects in Petaluma
with lower than conventional suburban parking ratios, in these rail and transit served locations,
provided that shared parking agreements are reached and a comprehensive plan for access and
parking management is in place.

Based on the findings of the parking demand analysis and assessment of market requirements and
apportunities, the following recommendations for the supply and management of parking and investment
in complementary modes of access and transportation demand management programs in Petaluma’s
SMART Station Areas were made.

e Share Parking- All new non-vesidential parking in the Downtown Petaluma Station arvea is
proposed as shared parking

e Design Parking For Flexible Use - To support the shared use of new off-street parking resources,
parking facilifies should be designed for flexible management and use to allow maximum
adaptability to new conditions.

= Expand Supplyin Phases

s Investin Transportation Demand Management

»  Price off-street parking

s Adopt an on-sireet parking availability tavget of 15%

s Manage to achieve the availability target using pricing or time limits

s Prevent spillover parking impacts in surrounding neighborhoods with new permit parking zones

e Establish Parking Benefit Districts

NeizonMygasrd Consuliing Assooiates ing. [ 48



Late Communications
Planning Commission
May 1, 2019

Attachment 2 - MTC Parking Study

PARING STRUCTURE TECHMICAL REPORY | FINAL Page 40 Of 52
Metropeiitan Transpartation Commission

T AN A AT AR A TIO NS
N THATATE \ N \\
o \ \v\‘\§§§s \i‘k\\ \\*Q‘\.; R WY \\\

Thus far, this technical report has provided an overview of parking structure development. It has
highlighted the context of current and planned parking structures in the Bay Area. A summary of
the key apportunities and challenges related to parking structure development has also been
provided. This paper then closely examined parking at transit stations and its evolving role in the
context of growing demaund for transit-oriented development in the Bay Area.

This chapter offers some initial recommendations for how local jurisdictions and transit agencies
can take the lessons learned in this paper and apply them to tuture efforts to analvze and develop
parking facilities in 2 multimodal context. More specitically, this chapter proposes a framework
for evalnating and planning parking structures and then implementing them in an efficient
manner. While a parking structure may indeed be the best investment in certain contexts, it is
worth additional upfront planning resgurces to ensure the long term viability of 2 multi-million
dollar investment. Finally, this chapter offers some additional recommmendations for MTC about
ways in which it can facilitate more regional dislogue and consensus arcund parking structure
development, as well as provide additional techuical assistance to loeal jurisdictions.
EVALLTATHHY AND IMPLEMENTATIHON FRAMEWQRK

Gutlined below is a high-level framework for how z local jurisdiction might move forward with
evaluating its parking needs, develnping a plau for an appropriately sized parking structure, and
improving other access modes, While presented in chronological order, many of these steps can
or should occur at the same time. This process is designed to achieve two primary objectives.
First, this process determines whether a parking stracture is the best strategy and that the multi-
million dollar investment has been thoroughly evaluated. Second, this framework seeks to ensure
that parking structures are not designed in isolation, but are instead one component of a larger
effort to improve overall transportation access and mobility in a community.

Obvinusly, local context is a key consideration, and certain elements of the methodology outlined
below may not be appropriate for all jurisdictions or projects. The level of local resources will also
be a key consideration and may determive the level of analysis that can be performed.
Nevertheless, these steps provide a common language for diseussing such imaportant
transportation projects.

Step #1: Define Goals and Objectives

The refinement of key goals and objectives related to access and the analysis for a new parking
structure is a key starting point. This step is important because it helps stakeholders better
articulate the rationale and nead for access and parking policies, including consideration of a new
muiti-million dollar parking facility. Some likely stated goals would be to improve aceess to a
downtown district in support of local businesses, to aceommodate future development, or to
increase aceess to 2 major transit station. Additional goals related to broader community
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development interests may include inaproving the vitality of the downtown, atiracting more
residents to the area, and reducing the produetion of greenhouse gasses. Other goals and
objectives may be related to:

+ Fostering economic development/ building the tax base for the city

e Facilitating higher density development / adding new residents to the downtown or
transit station area

¢  Building transit ridership

+  Reducing Iocal contributions to greenhouse gas production / implementing the local
climate action plan

s  Maintaining current levels of access/building multi-modal access

*  Maintaining or building on current levels of car access/ replacing existing supply of
parking

+  Mitigating spillover issues

Whatever particular goals and objectives emerge from this exercise, it is a eritical step 1o ensuring
that parking issues are addressed as etficiently as possible. A high-level discussion of short-term
and long-term outcomes may stimulate alternative or complementary solutions to the
construetion of a parking shmeture. In the end, it may turn out that what the community wantsin
relation to parking could be achieved through slernative means. For example, could issues of
parking spillover could be addressed with other parking management and pricing strategies?

Step #2: Conduct Existing Conditions Assessment

When evaluating the potential for a new parking project is to conduct an existing conditions
assessment. An assessnient of this nature is usetul in establishing a shared understanding of key
parking issues, concerns, and attitudes; project or site characteristies; the economic and social
factors shaping the discussion around parking; snd community goals and objectives. An existing
conditions study can also help to shape eventual strategies and determine a comprehensive action
plan for addressing key parking issues. Outlined below are some of the key elements of an existing
conditions assessment.

¢  Document Existing Access and Pavking Policies: Establishing a shared
understanding of the local access / parking policies is a key initial step. As a result of this
exercise, other parking goals and objectives may need to be better defined. For example,
the interest in increased parking supply may be less of a response to short-term parking
trends, but rather to accommodate future development. Key questions to answer would
include:

o What are the current minimum parking requirements? When were they last
revised?

o How do the existing parking requirements reflect parking demand for different
{and uses or different zoning districts?

o Dothe carrent parking requirernents support local and regional goals for reduced
VMT, more intense mixed-use development, or TOD projects?

o Do current parking requirements provide development flexibility?
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o What alternative parking strategies, such as shared parking arrangements or
unbundled parking, are permiited?

Do existing requirements reflect changing demographic trends and travel
patterns?

8]

¢  Documenut Farking Conditions: Another important early step is to document existing
parking conditions, trends, and needs. Simply put, before investing in an expensive
parking structure it is essential to establish conclusively that a new structure is actually
needed. The "demand” for a new parking structure may not be driven by lack of supply,
but may instead be the result of poorly managed existing supply. In addition, a study may
identity opportunities for shared parking that would witigate the need for a costly
parking structure. An analysis of current parking conditions would ideally include:

o Inventory of existing supply, regulations, and priee of parking

o Parking occupancy and turnover study of not anly the project site, but also the
parking facilities {on- and off-street) in the surrounding community or district

o Origins and destinations of vehicles at the project site and within the larger
district

o FEstimates of existing and projected parking demand per land use

o Identification of underutilized private facilities and opportunities for shared
parking arrangements

¢ Create a Community and Project Site Profile: This component would inchade an
evalnation of the project site and the surrounding community, Key information to obtain
would include:

o Existing and proposed land uses, including opportunities and constraints
o Population and emploviment irends
o Keydevelopment and real estate market trends

o Existing trensportation assets (such as fransit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities)
and proposed transportation system improvements

¢ Gather Stakeholder Iuput: In addition to quantitative information, it is also
important to eapture qualitative inpuat from key stakeholders. This information can be
used to supplement trends identified by data analysis and offer additional context.
Stakeholders could include decision makers, public agency staff, developers, local
businesses, and comrmunity members. Input counld be gathered via public meetings or
surveys.

Step #3: Establish an Appropriate Policy Framework

The cost, design, and role of a parking stincture will largely be determined by the policy
framework of the local jurisdiction in which it is constracted. This policy framework is primarily
defined by mimimum parking standards and zoning regulations. As discussed previously, most of
these parking standards and requirements, especially at transit stations, are incompatible with
existing market demand. Therefore, it is imperative that local jurisdictions adopt parking
requirements and policies that are based on actual demand and reflective of local conditions.
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Policies that are reflective of local conditions would be informed by the information gathered as
part of the existing conditions analysis. Key regnlatory issues to resolve include:

e Reduced or removed parking requirements in zoning districts or within land uses that
have lower parking demand (e.g. downtowns or CBDs, transit stations and transit
corridors, etc.)

#  Shared parking policies that reguire or facilitate joint use of spaces among land uses that
have different periods of peak demand

s Use of alternative parking strategies to meet or reduce parking requirements, such as:
unbundled parking, parking in-lieu fees, TDM programs, bicyele parking, exemptions for
mixed-use or TOD developments, exemptions for small parcels, ete.

¢ District-wide parking policies and plans to ensure that on- and off-street parking facilities
are managed in a coordinated manner

¢ Design, circulation, and aesthetic requirements to ensure that parking structures can be
successfully integrated within an existing community

+  Replacement parking policies at transit stations to manage new TCD projects

A revised regulatory framework can dramatically increase flexibility for developers and improve
project flexibility. Policies that address these key parking eoncerns can be exiremely beneficial to
a local jurisdiction by ensuring that the parking structure is designed in & manner that is most
appropriate for the local context. Revisions to parking policies can also help local jurisdictons not
only better manage its parking supply, but also achieve goals related to housing affordability,
congestion, safety, and reduced emissions.

Step #4: Document Full Parking Structure Costs

Another key part ofthe evaluation framework is a comprehensive assessment of the cosis
associated with the parking structure to ensure that costs are tully accounted for and nnderstood
by stakeholders. As detailed in Chapter 3, parking structures are far more than their “hard”
construction eosts, but alse include “soft” design and planning costs, angoing operating costis, and
environmental costs. A cost analysis should also be sure to include an evaluation of “net” costs per
space if the proposed structure is to replace an existing supply of parking.

A parking structure cost analysis should incltude consideration of pricing options. This should
include an analysis of the full recovery costs if boime by users, the cost to recover ongoing
operating costs if borne by users, and the current and projected range of pricing of parking in the
local context. This cost analysis should feed into the evaluation of other strategies to determine if
they can effectively provide some of the desived access at a lower price.

Finally, a discussion and analysis of land values and opportunity costs must be included. For a
parking structure proposed at a transit station, local jurisdictions and trausit agencies should
engage in a robust analysis of how new station area development can impact ridership, net
revenne, sharing opportunities, alternative access modes, and whether to replace existing parking
supply on a one-to-one basis or on a different basis with coraplementary policies.
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Step #5: Evaluate Multiple Access Strategies

A new parking structure is only one piece of the “aceess” puzzle. A new structure in a downitown
will improve access for motorists, but how will such an investment impact transit, bicyclist, and
pedestrian mobility? A new structure at a transit station will better facilitate park-and-ride
patrons, but how does that structure complement efforts to improve multimodal access? These
should be key considerations for local jurisdictions and transit ageneies so that they strive to
develop comprehensive access plans and strategies from a holistic perspective.

In recent years, BART has prioritized comprehensive and multimodal access planning for its
stations. BART's efforts demonstrate one possible approach for local jurisdictions or other transit
agencies. As ridership is projected to grow across the system, BART is seeking to reduce the drive-
alone rate in favor of increased uge of carpools, transit, walking, and bicyeling. Figure 5-1 shows a
generalized priovitization of access goals to BART stations, adopted in the 2003 BART Stafion
Access Guidelines. Pedestrian access has highest priority, while transit connections should be
convenient, safe, and close to the station. Access 1o bicyele parking and passenger pick-up/drop-
off locations should be in the near vicinity of station entrances. BART has also adopted specific
modal access targets for its stations and measures progress in the context of those metries.

BART has Sought to implemem this Figure a1 BART Station Access Hierarchy
stabion h‘i.erarchythrough a series of e L
station access plans for stations
throughout the system. These station
access plans seek to document existing
conditions, identify key issues and
opportunities, and prioritize access
strategies to, from, and within the
station area. They discuss parking needs
and opportunities for parking
improvements, but in the larger context
of complementary multimodal
strategies. Station access plans :
ultimately guide future investments and | T't
the programming of BART, local, and :
regional dollars.

LyvaL G N

TRANSIT EE &

Aspart of any access study it is

imaportant for local jurisdictions to :

evaluate cost-effectiveness of each : »
access strategy. As discussed in Chapter |
3, on & daily per trip per space basis
parking structures can be very
expensive, especially at transit stations
where turnover per space is very limited
throughout the day (as opposed to
parking in a downtown or commercial
distriet where there are typically more
short-term trips). MTC's recent analysis of recently built parking structares at transit stations
estimated that the daily cost per trip per space was $7.65. When evaluating a future parking
structure, it is important that eost-effectiveness is compared across multiple access strategies. For
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example, it may cost a local jurisdiction or transit agency millions of dollars to operate a shutile
system to a transit station. However, on a per passenger trip basts, that shuttle service may be less
expensive than a new parking structure, while also increasing ridership and reducing lecal
congestion. A similar cost analysis for bicyele and pedestrian improvements and additional TDM
programs may also demonstrate higher cost-effectiveness.

Finally, it is important to emphasize that access planning should also incorporate an assessment
of walking and bicyeling “sheds” in relation to existing and future population and employment. By
identifying actual walking and biking sheds one can better determine where non-motorized access
improvements should be made. More specitically, such an analysis should go beyond the
simplitied ¥ - %% mile radius around a downtown or station area. [n reality, the ability to access a
specitic destination by walking or biking is not uniform throughout the surrounding radius.
Factors such as street network connectivity, intersection density, completeness of the sidewalk or
bicycling network, topography, major barriers {e.g. freeways, train tracks, and bodies of water),
and mix of land uses are all key determinants of a realistic and comfortable walk and bike shed.

These relationships are demonstrated in Figures 5-2 and 5-3 below.a2 At the Center Street garage
in Berkeley and the Richmond BART station, the dense grid street network allows for walk and
bike sheds that ave evenly distributed and almost “fill” the 12 mile and 2 mile radius. By conirast,
the walk and bike sheds at the Larkspur Ferry and the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART stations ave
much more fimited and have significant gaps. The dispersed street network and substantial
barriers around these stalions can limit the degree 1o which people can access the station area by
nen-motorized modes. It should be noted that this analysis does not assess the “quality” of the
bicycle and pedestrian facilities (such as sidewalk completeness, crosswalks, or presence of
bicycle lanes), but merely looks at potential network aceess.

Figure 5-2 Examples of Station Area Walking and Biking Sheds

\\b‘\ R \\M\\\\\

N
N

“ Figures and analysis adapted from: Urge, John. Right-Sizing Parking Struciires: An Anslysis of Structures Parking at Transit
Stations. M1C, 2012.
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Figure 5-3  Populiation within radius vs. walk or bicycle “shed”

\ _ \

/
I'

25 ~r Qtres
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Richmond BART 10,37 5222 50.2% 67,350 51427 58.9%
Richmond Parkway - A o 402 . g o
Transit Contar 4772 1.354 28.4% 61,182 23,394 38.2%
Larkspur Fery 2279 5 2% 46,912 8510 18.1%

In summary, any development of 2 parking stiucture should be part of a larger effort to improve
access for all modes of travel. Increases in parking supply should be complemented by & variety of
other strategies, including:

¢ A district-wide parking plan that coordinates on- and off-street parking management
strategies

¢ Transit system improvements, including bus and shuttle services
= Bicycle and pedestrian infrastructuve improverments

¢ Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs

-
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Step #6: Plan and Design Structures to Mitigate Impacts

if, at the end of this evaluation framework, the
decision is to move forward with the development ofa
niew parking structure, the final step is to ensure that
the parking structure is physically planned and
designed in an appropriate manner. In short, the
structure should be located and designed so that its
potential impacts are mitigated to the greatest degree
possible. The structure location and design should be
developed to support local community interests, such
as use for evening and weekend parking and support
for local businesses during hours of lower demand for
transit parking. It should account for key circulation
and safety concerns so that vehicle entries and exits do
not negatively impact transit, bicycle, and pedestrian
movernents. At transit stations, parking should be
iocated in a2 way that maximizes convenience and
access for housing and mixed-used development.

The structure should also be designed in manner that
ensures safety and security for its users. Finally, it
should incorporate design elements consistent with
the surrounding buildings so that it can be integrated
as seamiessly as possible. All of these considerations
can increase project costs, but they are eritical to long-
term success and, if acconnted for early on in the
process, should not come as a surprise.

(4

. g ©
MTOS P 2

\ Nt N
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Parking is largely an issue of local control. Local
agencies determine the parking policies that they
believe are most representative of local parking
conditions. MTC understands and respects this
dynaric, yet as a regional body it is also its
vesponsibility to ensure that scarce regionsal
transportation dollars are spent as effectively as
possible and support policy efforts to reduce
greenhouse gases. To that end, theve is a need for
iraproved regional collaboration and consensus on
many parking issues, including the development of new parking structures. Through its regional
parking reform efforts, MTC has alveady invested significant resources in fostering regional
dialogue and developing best practices which can be applied throughout the Bay Area. Local
jurisdictions have benefited from these efforts, and there is a growing consensus that MTC can
and should do more to catalyze parking reform.

Gutlined below are some recommendations for MTC in its efforts to improve and expand its role
as regional convener and facilitator of parking reform. The recommendations below are tailored
specifically to the issue of parking structures, but their larger intent could be applied to parking
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reform in general. In brief, there are four areas in which MTC can continue to play an important
role in parking reform: regional guidance, technical assistance, certification programs, and
funding requirements.

Regional Guidance

1t is recommended that MTC develop additional parking structure guidance for local jurisdictions
and transit agencies. Through MTC’s previous parking work, it has developed a “handbook” and
various policy papers related to parking reform. This work provides an excellent overview of key
parking issues, yet there is limited guidance developed specifically for parking structures. Specific
guidance and best practices should be developed for the key elements outlined below. This policy
guidance could be developed according to MTC's existing community typologies and should be
designed for easy integration into local parking and zoning codes, as well as local access policies.

s Policies that require detailed financial analysis of parking stimcture construction and
ongoing operational costs privr to project construchion.

s Paolicies that addvess user pricing as a component of parking structure analysis.

= Policies for determining the feasibility of a new parking structure in the context of
existing parking supply and potential for sharved parking and muli-modal access
opportunities. For example, guidelines would establish minimum thresholds related to
axisting and future parking demand, existing project site and adjacent district utilization
rates, and availability of nearby existing supply.

= Policies that coordinate parking structure development with complementary access
strategies. For example, development of a parking structure would necessitate an analysis
of existing and potential access “sheds” and potential improvement strategies.

»  Specific design guidelines that address: parking structure layout, internal circulation,
interaction with the existing street network, bicyele and pedestrian conflict points,
integration of ground floor uses, incorporation of bicyele parking and car sharing pods,
use of architectural elements and sustainable features that improve project aesthetics,
and elements that maximize safety and security.

The cost of developing more detailed guidance regarding parking structures to complement
MTC's parking “handbook” could eost between $250,000 and $500,000. In addition to
developing parking structure guidelines, MTC may wish to develop a reglonal program to provide
on-going assistance to local jurisdictions and to enable MTC to maonitor the development of
parking structures over time. The anmual cost of this program could range from $100,000 10
$300,000 depending on the level of oversight.

Technical Assistance

It is recommended that MTC allocate additional resources to develop tailored technical assistance
programs and tools for parking structure development. Unfortunately, many local jurisdictions
and transit agencies simply do not have the financial resources to engage in more detailed
planning efforts related to these issues. As a result, in many cases theve is mited knowledge
about local parking facilities and how those assets ave utilized. Improving this knowledge base
and then emapowering agencies with simple and wser-friendly tools can be one of the most
effective roles for MTC moving torward. The types of technical assistance that MTC could provide
are numercus and MTC has already engaged in a vartety of techuical assistance efforts to date.
New, enhanced, or expanded technical assistance efforts could include:
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x  Grant programs: The success of parking structure development efforts depends on a
planning process that is well-designed, highly transparent, supported by robust data, and
responsive to publicinput. In addition, capital expenses are also substantial. To help
overcome these basic resource challenges, MTC could expand its technical assistance
grant program to include:

- Planning grants:
o Development of local parking ordinances and parking structure policies
< Development of project-specific parking and access studies
o Parking studies to revise local parking codes and/or develop parking ordinances
{for jurisdictions to adopt, develop district-based management, ete.
o Datacollection and analysis
- Capital grants:

o Multi-space pay stations that allow for easy payment of fees as well as antomatic
collection of utilization data and imaproved operations

Internal and external real-time wayfinding systems

o]

o On-site amenities: bicycle parking and car sharing within parking structures
o Enhanced enforcement, such as purchasing of License Plate Reader (LPR}
vehicles
o Architectural and sustainable elements within parking structures
= Parking structure analysis “toolkit™: A toolkit could be developed that includes
stmplified planning and analysis tools to guide parking structure development. These
tools would be made available by local planning staff and decision makers. Potential tools
could inchude:
—  Parking dats collection and analysis spreadsheet model
- Parking demand model (see existing MTC Parking Model developed in 2007)
—  Parking structiire costing model that would allow for easy input of cost assurmptions
{constmetion costs, soft costs, O&M, land valnes, ete.}
- Replacement parking methodelogy (i.e. BART model} to evaluate parking and
development scenarios at transit stations
— (IS analysis and mapping tools to evaluate various access strategies
— Model to evaluate cost-effectiveness of various access strategies
= Workshops and outreach program to provide technical support regarding above policies
and programs
The eost of providing technical assistance will vary depending on the extent of MTC’s technical
assistance program. The cost of developing & “toolkit” could range from $100,000 to $250,000
and the cost per workshop could range from $10,000 to $25,000 depending on the scope and
duration of the workshop. Planning grants could range from $50,000 to $200,000 depending on
the scope of the planning process and capital grants could range from $56,000 to $500,000
depending on the infrastructure that is being implemented.

Parking Certification Program

Much as the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certification program
administered by the U.S. Green Building Couneil has helped to spur a sustainable building boom,
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a parking certification program could help achieve widespread regional adoption of parking
reforms. Such a program could bestow recognition upon communities and individual employers
and developers who lead the way forward as the fisst to implement policy and program reforms.

+  Such a program would establish policy and program reform targets for local
governments, developers, and emplovers that vary based on the transit accessibility of
their location and for employers by their industry sector {e.g. regional medieal clinics
would have different standards than offices housing professional service firms}.

+ Through a coordinated marketing sirategy, MTC would highlight the successful
implementation of parking reforms by certified cities, projeets, and employers,
articulating the connection between parking policies and other community goals.

o MTC and local governments may also consider requiring communities to meet certain
certitication standards in order to receive planning assistance, infrastruchure, or service
funds.

TransForm, a Bay Area nou-profit organization focused on regional trausportation issues,
recently created GreenTRIP, a certification program for residential infill projects within the nine-
county Bay Area. This certification program rewards residential projects that seek to reduce
vehicle trips and greenhouse gas emissions through TDM and parking management. MTC may
wish to explore ways in which this program could be expanded, applied to commercial
developments, or tailored to achieve specific goals related to structured parking. The biggest
challenge for the GreenTRIP program is expanding its reach and ensuring that developers, [oeal
agencies, and decisions makers are aware of the benefits of the program.

Funding Requirements

Similar to MTC’s Transit Oviented Developraent (TOD) Policy (“Resolution 34547}, MTC could
condition distribution of regional funding for parking struetures on the adoption at the local level
of a full suite of parking management pelicies with parameters set by MTC (similar to minimum
density requirements for development along transit corridors). By creating specific funding
requirements, MTC could help to ensure efficient allocation of regional dollars. While such
vequirernents may increase the burden on local agencies, it is likely that it will maximize project
efficiency, reduice costs, and improve overall access management within local communities.
Potential requirements for distribution of regional transportation doliars towards parking
structures are outlined below:

e Completion of a parking study that documents:
o Level of parking supply
o Utilization rates and trends
o Level of existing and future demand
o District-wide parking use and availability
o Opportunities for shared parking and potential leasing arrangements

+  Clearly articulated cost projections that fully document project costs {construction, soft,
ongoing O&M, debt service, net annualized cost per space, etc.) and potential revenues
(including prieing options for new facility)
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Completed multimodal access study that details parking structure impacts on other
modes and evaluates how investments in transit, biking, walking, and TDM eould reduce
the demand for parking (or at least the scale of a proposed parking structire}

Development of a district-wide parlking management plan that addresses parking at both
on-and off-street facilities and cutlines key management strategies (such as pricing,
residential permit programs, revision of TOD parking requirements, unbundled parking,
shared parking, etc.)

Development of a comprehensive TDM program
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Attachment 3

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
BERKELEY CITY COUNCIL

PARKING IN-LIEU FEE

Notice is hereby given that on May 21, 2013 at 7:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers,
2134 Martin Luther King, Jr. Way, the City Council of the City of Berkeley will conduct a
public hearing addressing the following proposed fees:

Parking In-Lieu Fee to support and implement policies adopted in the Downtown
Area Plan (DAP)

Proposed Fee
$15,000 per space for spaces 1-5 waived or reduced,
$20,000 per space for spaces 6-15 waived or reduced,
$25,000 per space for spaces 16-25 waived or reduced, and
$30,000 per space for spaces 26 and greater waived or reduced.

For further information, please contact Eric Angstadt, Director, Planning and Development
at (510) 981-7400.

A copy of the agenda material for this hearing will be available on the City’s website at
www.CityofBerkeley.info as of May 9, 2013.

Written comments should be mailed or delivered directly to the_City Clerk Department,
2180 Milvia Street, Berkeley, CA 94704, in order to ensure delivery to all
Councilmembers and inclusion in the agenda packet. Comments received no later than
Monday, May 6, 2013 will be included in Council agenda packets. Comments received
no later than Tuesday, May 14, 2013 will be distributed to Council in Supplemental
Packet 1 five days before the meeting. Communications received less than seven days
before the Council meeting but prior to noon on the day of the meeting, will be
distributed in Supplemental Packet 2 at the Council meeting. Comments received
thereafter will be submitted to Council at the meeting and compiled into Supplemental
Packet 3 the day after the meeting. .Please note: e-mail addresses, names,
addresses, and other contact information are not required, but if included in any
communication to the City Council, will become part of the public record. If the
communication includes maps or photos or any other material not reproducible on a
copy machine, fifteen copies should be provided to the City Clerk. For further
information, call Mark Numainville, City Clerk, 981-6900. FAX: (510) 981-6901. TDD:
(510) 981-6903.

If you challenge the above in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues
you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written
correspondence delivered to the City of Berkeley at, or prior to, the public hearing.
Background information concerning this proposal will be available at the City Clerk
Department and posted on the City of Berkeley webpage at least 10 days prior to the
public hearing.

Published: May 10 and May 17, 2013 — The Berkeley Voice
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| hereby certify that the Notice for this Public Hearing of the Berkeley City Council was
posted at the display case located near the walkway in front of Council Chambers, 2134
Martin Luther Kina Jr. Wav, as well as on the City’s website, on May 9, 2013.

Mok M)

Mark Numainville, CMC, City Clerk

COMMUNICATION ACCESS INFORMATION:

To request a disability-related accommodation(s) to participate in the meeting, including auxiliary

aids or services, please contact the Disability Services specialist at 981-6346(V) or 981-7075

(TDD) at least three business days before the meeting date. Captioning services are provided at

the meeting, on B-TV, and on the Internet. In addition, assisted listening devices for the hearing b
impaired are available from the City Clerk prior to the meeting, and are to be returned before the

end of the meeting.

Attendees at public meetings are reminded that other attendees may be sensitive to various scents,
whether natural or manufactured, in products and materials. Please help the City respect these needs.
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Jesse Arreguin
City Councilmember, District 4
ACTION CALENDAR
July 7, 2016
(Continued from June 28, 2016)

To: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council
From: Councilmember Jesse Arreguin

Subject: Creation of Transportation Impact Fee

RECOMMENDATION
Refer to the City Manager to:
1. Update the November 2005 Nexus Study on the Transportation Impact Fee (also
known as the Transportation Services Fee); and
2. Initiate a Process to Establish a Transportation Impact Fee.

BACKGROUND

The concept of a Transportation Impact Fee has been floated throughout the City of
Berkeley for over a decade. The 2001 Transportation Element of the General Plan
states that in order to mitigate the impacts on transportation from new development, a
nexus study should be created to create a Transportation Impact Fee. Such a nexus
study was completed in 2005 (Attachment 1). The study summarized that:

“The purpose of the fee is to fund programs and projects that will mitigate the impacts of
new motor vehicle trips generated by future development in the City of Berkeley by
enabling the City to invest in alternative transportation modes. Reducing automobile
reliance and vehicle miles traveled are Transportation Element Objectives, as are
maintaining and improving public transportation and creating a model bicycle- and
pedestrian-friendly city.”

The nexus study found that between 2005 and 2025, there would be an increase of
2,153 vehicle trips within the City. This does not include an estimated 930 additional
trips that end at UC Berkeley which would be exempted from the fee. Such an increase
would reduce the efficiency of public transit as increased congestion would result in
longer travel times. This would also have a detrimental effect on pedestrians and
bicyclists, increase pollution and noise, and place more strain on parking demand.

According to the study, the total cost of mitigation would be $23,444 per trip, totaling
over $50 million. The study concluded that in order to prevent a financial burden on
development, the development would pay 20% of the fee, or approximately $4,867. This
would result in raised revenue of approximately $10.5 million. Several reductions were

Martin Luther King Jr. Civic Center Building e 2180 Milvia Street, 5t Floor, Berkeley, CA 94704 o Tel: (510) 981-7140
Fax: (510) 981-7144 e TDD: (510) 981-6903 e E-Mail: jarreguin@cityofberkeley.info ¢ Web: www.jessearreguin.com
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July 7, 2016

suggested, including for Accessory Dwelling Units, affordable housing, student housing,
and mid to high-rise apartments that do not include density bonuses.

In 2006, the City Council held meetings to discuss the Transportation Impact Fee. Both
the City Manager’s Office and the Transportation Commission provided reports in
support of the fee, while the Planning Commission supported the concept, but wanted
alternative options. The City Council voted not to take action on implementing the fee,
but scheduled a worksession to further discuss this. Worksessions in 2011 and 2012
were conducted to further elaborate this fee, among other fees. However, traction on
moving forward with this proposal was lost.

In 2010, a West Berkeley Transportation Services Fee nexus study was completed
covering the area within Berkeley city limits west of San Pablo Avenue and east of
Interstate 80/580. This study concluded that there would be an additional 2,246 vehicle
trips as a result of new development, and that the fee would be set at $2,748 per trip,
totaling revenue of $6.17 million. However, the Planning Commission voted against
pursuing the proposal at that time, stating that more information would be needed
before further pursuing it.

Transportation Impact Fees have been introduced in multiple cities throughout the state.
For example, in San Francisco the impact fee is based on the number of units in a
residential development or the square footage in a commercial development. The fee,
which is paid prior to issuance of building permits, is used for street and transportation
improvements. Santa Monica, among other cities, follow a similar structure. On May 3'9,
2016, the Oakland City Council adopted its transportation impact fee which follows
similar guidelines.

Over the past eleven years since the initial nexus study, multiple developments have
gone forward that likely surpasses the predictions put forward in 2005. Other economic
factors and variables have changed that may influence the outcome of the suggestions
of the study. As a result, a new nexus study should be pursued to better understand the
current dynamics of the many variables at play.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
Staff time. According to the 2005 Nexus Study, such a fee would raise $10.5 million
over a 20 year period.

ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY

Revenue from the fee can be used to mitigate impacts of additional motor vehicle trips
and provide funding for alternative forms of transportation, in alignment with the City’s
Climate Action Plan.

CONTACT PERSON
Jesse Arreguin, Councilmember, District 4 510-981-7140
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Attachments:
1: 2005 Transportation Services Fee Nexus Study
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TO: Berkeley Planning Commission
FROM: Rob Wrenn, commissioner

Re: Parking-Related City Council Referrals May 1, 2019 PC Meeting

Thanks to staff for the informative staff report and the maps. Here are a few comments on some
of the issues raised:

1) With regard to the Transportation Services Fee (TSF), | would add some additional
background. As the staff report notes, the General Plan has a policy supporting the
creation of a TSF. The EIR for the General Plan also includes a mitigation measure: “the
City will pursue adoption of a Transportation Impact Fee after General Plan adoption”.
Following adoption of the General Plan in 2002, transportation staff and the
Transportation Commission began work on developing a transportation services fee. In
October 2005, Nelson/Nygaard Consulting Associates released its City of Berkeley
Transportation Services Fee Final Draft Nexus Study:
https://www.cityofberkeley.info/uploadedFiles/Planning (new site map walk-
through)/Level 3 - General/TSF%20Final%20Draft%20Nexus%20Study.pdf

The Transportation Commission supported creation of the fee and recommended it to the
City Council. The City Manager supported creation of the fee when it went to the City
Council in July 2006. On July 25 of that year, the City Council held a public hearing but
effectively tabled the issue and no further action was ever taken.

| have attached (could not find a link to it) a TSF Fact Sheet prepared by staff at that time.

The proposed TSF was to be levied on a per-trip basis. Uses that generated more trips
would pay a higher fee. In addition, developers could reduce their fee by up to 30% by
implementing TDM measures. Imposing a TSF on developers who provide less parking
would go against the rationale of the TSF as proposed in 2006. Reduced parking means
fewer vehicle trips and fewer of the vehicle-related impacts that the TSF was meant to
address. Under the rationale of the 2006 TSF, a developer providing reduced parking
would have presumably paid a smaller fee. A different rationale would have to be used to
link a TSF to reduced parking while not requiring developers whose projects would
generate more vehicle trips to pay it. | suppose you could argue that people without cars
create the need for more spending on improving public transit, and for improving
conditions for bicycle-riders and pedestrians. This is perhaps the rationale for the in-lieu
fee in the Downtown (C-DMU) zoning district, which includes the following language:

D. The vehicle parking space requirements of this Section may be reduced or waived through payment of an in-
lieu fee to be used to provide enhanced transit services, subject to securing a Use Permit subject to the finding in
section .H or modified with an AUP subiject to the findings in
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Supporting Affordable Housing: The original 2015 Green Affordable Housing Referral
(attachment 1 in the staff report) includes the following:

“Determine a process whereby the costs saved by parking reductions will be designated for
affordable units or the Affordable Housing Trust Fund.”

For the February PC discussion of the Green Affordable Housing Referral, | proposed
requiring additional inclusionary units or an additional payment of a fee to the Housing
Trust Fund in return for reduced parking. Such requirements would be waived for any
project with 50% or more units affordable to households at 80% of Area Median Income,
which typically are projects which received support from the Housing Trust Fund. | still
think that if we can “determine a process” to do that, we should recommend it to the City
Council. The first sentence of the staff report says that a parking space costs between
$35,000 and $90,000. Out of the substantial savings that would result from a reduction in
spaces provided, developers could certainly contribute something to the City. It could be
voluntary. Developers would have then have the choice of providing required parking
instead if they prefer not to pay a fee. On July 25, 2017, the City Council passed a
resolution establishing a land value recapture policy. Whenever the city makes changes
that increase the value of property, which a parking requirement reduction would do, the
city should get a share of the increased value its actions created. If the city does a TSF, |
think it would be preferable for it to apply it to all projects, as | believe is the norm in other
cities with such fees. | think it would be preferable if possible to designate value
“recaptured” from reduced parking for affordable housing, where the need is enormous.

Unbundled Parking. | was not aware of the April 26, 2016 Council referral to the PC on
City-Wide Green Development Requirements. | am pleased to see that the Council has
endorsed the idea. | would suggest that the PC should support unbundled parking
citywide and send zoning changes to the Council for adoption. People who choose not to
own cars have a smaller carbon footprint (at least with respect to transportation) and
should not have to pay for parking that they don’t use. | think this principle applies to all
parts of the city. Language similar to that for the C-DMU should be applied at least to all
new development in all commercial districts, as well as to any new development with 5 or
more units in residential districts.

Amtrak Station as Transit Hub. Regardless of the definitions that state legislation may use,
| do not think we ought to include the Amtrak Station as “a transit hub” in any local
legislation we might recommend. There are 15 Capital Corridor trains a day in each
direction that stop at Berkeley’s Amtrak station. By contrast, there are 8 trains an hour in
each direction during most of the day serving Berkeley’s three BART stations. | don’t know
if staff has access to ridership numbers for BART and Amtrak, but, certainly, BART carries
far more local riders than Amtrak does. AC Transit’s busier bus routes also serve more
people than Amtrak. Living near the Amtrak station is great if you happen to commute to
Sacramento or Davis regularly, but it doesn’t get you to nearly as many places as BART
does and is simply not on a par with a BART station as far as being a transit hub.
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5) Parking reduction as a Density Bonus Concession. At locations near transit hubs, the City
could express a preference for parking reductions as a density bonus concession rather
than other changes in development standards (e.g. setback reductions). The Garden
Village Project at 2201 Dwight, as an example, got approval in 2013 for a reduction of
almost all the required parking as a concession under the state density bonus law.
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Supplemental information to Transportation Services Fee submutted by Public Wi
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City of Berkeley
Proposed Transportation Services Fee (TSF)
Summary Fact Sheet

The TSF will mitigate the impacts of traffic growth in Berkeley.
e Over the next 20 years, more than 4.600 new households and 5.300 new jo
contribute to an additional 22,600 car trips per weekday in Berkeley.
¢ Additional traffic will worsen parking, air quality, and neighborhood livab
and will contribute to global warming.

The TSF will fund new projects and programs and provide incentives
developers to reduce traffic growth.
e The TSF will raise an estimated $100.000 to $300.000 annually, which wil
ﬂupp]ememed by available grant funds, and will:
Improve transit service. including new shuttle services, and subsi
passes;
® Expand successful carsharing programs:
* Fund pedestrian and bicycle improvements: and
= Provide funding for Safe Routes to Schools programs.
o New shuttle services will reduce an estimated 800 vehicle trips per weekda
facilities improvements will reduce an estimated 8,700 vehicle trips per we
e Developers can reduce their total TSF fee by up to 30% by implementing :
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures and will thus have
economic incentive to provide Eco Pass programs. on-site carsharing, secu
parking, shuttle services. and other programs.
e The current fee proposal balances the need to raise revenue with the potent
the fee on land use and economic development by:
* Reducing the base fee by 50% from the initial proposal;
= Further reducing the fee for change-of-use projects and exempting
square feet:
* Creating a list of “Priority Uses”, primarily made up of neighborhos
retail and food-service establishments. for which the fee is reduced
= Exempting affordable housing projects.

The TSF will benefit Berkeley residents, visitors, and businesses.

e A 2003 Binder survey of Berkelev voters found that 44% of residents feel -
transportation 1s an extremely important issue, and an additional 34% feel -
important. However, 34% rated Berkeley as “Not so Good™ or “Poor™ in p1
alternative transportation services.

S_— . s & . -~
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development. as they allow communities to mvest in important transporta
infrastructure.

The TSF is supported by City policies.

The Citv’s General Plan (Policy T-6) says that the City should establish a
“[eJnsure that new development does not impact existing transportation s¢
facilities.”

The General Plan EIR includes a mitigation measure: “[t]he City will purs
a Transportation Impact Fee after Draft General Plan adoption.”
Reducing automobile reliance and vehicle miles traveled, maintaining an¢
public transportation, and creating a model bicycle- and pedestrian-friendl
General Plan Objectives.

The TSF does not create significant burdens for Berkeley businesses

[ ]

Many small businesses will be exempt from the TSF. Others pay a very lc
The TSF will not lengthen the development review and approval process.
Several of Berkeley’s neighbors. including Emervville and El Cerrito. lev
fees, and many levy other fees for parks and other community facilities as
cases, Berkeley's fee levels for different tvpes of development projects ar
below those of other cities, even with the addition of the TSF.
The proposed TSF levels keep Berkeley competitive with other cities. The
from a low of $451 per representative PM peak hour trip for “Priority Use
neighborhood-serving retail. including food service and grocery stores, to
representative trip for change-of-use projects that result in significant new
to a maximum amount of $2.543 per representative trip for new housing,
manufacturing and industrial, lodging, and other development.
The TSF will be phased in slowly over a 30-month period to allow land a
prices to adjust.
* Library Gardens would have paid approximately $78,000 with TC
and $103.000 without. This represents a 5.2%-6.9% increase in to
* A duplex would pav $2.543.
= A 3,000 square foot change-of-use project from retail to restaurant
$4.500 to $4.900.
= A 1.200 square foot change-of-use project from retail to restaurani
$360 to $450.
® If the new Downtown Berkeley hotel and conference center’s dew
application is deemed complete during Fall 2007. the project woul

estimated $127.151.
4
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To:

Cc:
Subject:

Commissioners:

Pearson, Alene

Friday, April 26, 2019 1:24 PM

Pearson, Alene

Karimzadegan, Niloufar; Kostohryz, Claire; Hansen, Gordon
Correction to Table 2 in Item 10 Staff Report

Table 2 of the Item 10 Staff Report incorrectly combined annual RPP permit counts from 2017, 2018 and 2019.
See the corrected table below.
This correction will be submitted as a Late Communication.

Thanks,
Alene

Table 2: Average Number of RPP Permits Per Address Per Zoning District

Average
Zonine District Total Permits Unique Number of
8 Issued (2018) Addresses Permits Per
Address
C-1 1030 494 2
C-DMU Outer 555 306 2
R-1 167 132 1
R-2 4834 1930 3
R-2A 5747 2486 2
R-3H 463 269 2

Alene Pearson, Principal Planner
Land Use Planning Division

City of Berkeley
1947 Center Street
Berkeley, CA 94704
510-981-7489

apearson@cityofberkeley.info
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