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Parking Principles as Applied to Belmont 

While improvements to Belmont’s walking, biking and transit networks will have a very positive 
impact and attract trips away from personal automobiles, significant shifts from driving will only be 
possible if the current subsidy for driving is reduced or eliminated. Without addressing the 
financial incentive given for driving, large reductions in traffic are not possible. 

Many American cities have revealed this subsidy for driving with dramatic results. Placed in the 
control of business owners, they have realized it is far cheaper to subsidize transit, walking and 
biking than it is to continue to support the automobile. In the hands of government, communities 
have been willing to dramatically curtail the convenience of driving for the sake of other modes, 
resulting in significantly reduced pollution impacts, increased development, and reduced tax 
rates. In the hands of residents, homeowners have recognized the value of their garages or 
driveways and transformed their travel habits in return for greater housing affordability. 

The following section describes the existing subsidy for driving and several parking and 
transportation demand management (TDM) practices that can be implemented to achieve the 
shifts to transit, walking and biking that may be necessary in Belmont to retain its livable 
character. 

Revealing Parking Subsidies 

Central to understanding the need for the recommended parking and TDM programs below is 
understanding the role that parking plays in the development and daily life of Belmont or, for that 
matter, any urban district in America. Parking has a unique role in American life that has largely 
been overlooked by planners, developers and drivers alike. Unlike any other form of 
transportation, the cost of parking is disassociated from its mode of transportation: the car. Just 
like planes, boats, and trains have terminals, the automobile must have a terminal at each and 
every destination – the parking space. However, 99-percent of all terminal arrivals are free to the 
driver in America, and there are estimated to be over 8 terminals per driver on average. The user 
rarely pays the real cost to park. For example, at the average land value in Belmont of $2.5M per 
acre, an average 300 square foot parking space is worth $17,000. Amortized over the life of an 
average mortgage, this is over $150 per month – but nobody in Belmont charges $150 per month 
to park. Generally, parking is free of charge, resulting in a full subsidy per space of at least $150 
per month. 

This economic reality has been a way of life for Americans since the automobile began to 
proliferate as a means of transportation. Federal subsidies, local land use regulations, and 
development costs have largely hidden the cost of parking from the user, forcing it to be absorbed 
in many other aspects of our economy, such as housing and insurance costs, taxes, and the cost 
of goods and services. Many sources including the Federal government place the annual national 
subsidy for parking infrastructure in America at over $300B in 2002 dollars1. In 2002, the budget 
for national defense was $349B.  

In the past several years, many communities have begun to rationalize the subsidy that is given 
to driving through the hidden cost of parking (see example in Figure 1). Communities such as 
Pasadena California, Boulder Colorado, Austin Texas, and Arlington County Virginia have 
recognized that their transit, walking and biking infrastructure was receiving far less subsidy if any 

                                                 
1
 Sources include Mark Delucchi, University of California at Davis; Todd Littman, Victoria Transport Policy Institute; and 

the Office of Technology Assessment, U.S. Congress. 
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at all. These communities, along with many large and small businesses throughout America2, 
also began to recognize that the cost of building superior transit, walking and biking facilities was 
much cheaper than building more parking, especially in places like Belmont that have high land 
values and high construction costs. Often driven by the accountants at their private partners3, 
these communities quickly recognized that the massive amount of money directed at parking 
could instead be directed at broader community improvements that simultaneously reduced the 
demand for parking. Today, these communities have extensive and attractive multi-modal 
transportation systems that are financed almost entirely by the cost savings of not building 
parking structures. 

Figure 1 Real Versus Perceived Out-of-Pocket Costs 

 

Belmont stands to learn a great amount from the experiences of these communities and 
businesses. By recognizing the growing modal inequity that is propagated by huge parking 
subsidies, Belmont can redirect this enormous parking cost into community improvements that 
can achieve the goals of this study while preserving vital mixed-use neighborhoods for years to 
come. 

Understanding Parking Demand 

For years (indeed, perhaps since the invention of the motorcar) the citizens of Belmont have 
complained to their elected officials that there is too much traffic. Various controls have been put 
in place to control this problem, from speed bumps to stop signs, new parking garages to 
roadway expansions, and development review to strict zoning regulations. To prevent circling for 
parking and spill-over into neighborhoods, minimum parking requirements have been stringently 
adhered to in commercial districts. For half a century, virtually every city in America has had 

                                                 
2
 Parking cash-out programs have been very successful at businesses such as Microsoft, Google, Wyeth 

Pharmaceuticals and Genentech. Their significant cost savings and employee retention benefits are not well-
publicized, largely because these businesses are seeing huge competitive advantages. 
3
 For example, see Boulder’s Central Area General Improvement District, where downtown parking construction 

decisions are managed by business members who directed investment in alternative modes of transportation when 
presented with the true cost of building new parking. 
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minimum parking requirements to prevent the perils of congested downtowns without enough 
parking, and yet not only has traffic congestion gotten worse, it is projected to steadily worsen 
over the next 20 years. Our problem has been to address traffic through supply-side solutions 
while ignoring the effect those policies have had on demand. By providing lots of roads and lots of 
parking, the traffic has come. 

The Failure of Minimum Parking Requirements 

Why was it believed that setting minimum parking requirements would alleviate traffic 
congestion? By the 1920s, the new problem of "spill-over parking" had already arrived in many 
downtowns. Automobiles filled up all of the curb parking in front of shops and apartments, and 
any nearby private parking, and then sometimes spilled over into nearby neighborhoods, 
crowding the streets there. In search of free parking near their destination, motorists often took to 
circling about, waiting for a space to open up. Instead of searching for parking, many motorists 
simply double-parked, clogging traffic lanes and greatly increasing congestion. Perhaps most 
importantly, well-known traffic engineers pointed out that if enough off-street parking were built to 
meet all possible demand, it would be much easier to prohibit on-street parking. The streets could 
then be filled from sidewalk to sidewalk with moving traffic. 

The essential concept of minimum parking requirements was that if each destination provided 
ample parking, with enough spaces available so that even when parking was free there would be 
plenty of room, then there would be plenty of spaces at the curb. Motorists would no longer need 
to circle the block looking for a space, and so traffic congestion would be lessened.   

Minimum parking requirements, however, had unintended consequences for traffic. Belmont, like 
most communities, set minimum parking requirements that were simply high enough to satisfy the 
demand for parking even when parking was given away for free. The predictable result was that 
most destinations wound up with free parking. 

Dozens of studies have now demonstrated that when parking is given away free of charge, 
people drive more. The amount of extra driving induced is substantial. Removing or reducing 
parking subsidies - subsidies that have been in good part created by minimum parking 
requirements - reduce vehicle trips by an average of 25% in locations throughout the United 
States. Given the Comprehensive Plan’s goals, the role played by parking requirements cannot 
be overlooked in Belmont. 

Parking & Transportation  

Demand Management Strategies 

The following program suggestions are derived from a review of best parking and transportation 
demand management practices conducted in communities throughout the United States, as 
applied to Belmont. 

 

A) Pursue a ñPark Onceò Strategy 

The typical pattern of individual buildings, each with its own parking supply, requires two vehicular 
movements and a parking space to be dedicated for each visit to a shop, office, or residence. To 
accomplish three errands in this type of environment requires six movements in three parking 
spaces for three tasks. With most parking held in private hands, spaces are not efficiently shared 
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between uses, and each building's private parking would ideally be sized to handle a worst-case 
parking load. Most significantly, when new buildings are required to provide such worst-case 
parking ratios, the result is often pedestrian-hostile buildings that hover above parking decks. 

When the practice of building individual private lots or garages for each building is adopted, the 
result is also a lack of welcome for customers: at each parking lot, the visitor is informed that his 
vehicle will be towed if he or she peruses any place besides the adjacent building. When this 
occurs, nearby shopping malls gain a distinct advantage over a district with fragmented parking. 
Mall owners understand that they should not divide their mall's parking supply into small fiefdoms: 
they operate their supply as a single pool for all of the shops, so that customers are welcomed 
wherever they park. 

The compactness and mixed-use nature of Belmont’s commercial districts lend themselves to this 
kind of "Park Once" strategy. Operating the downtown parking supply as a single shared pool 
results in significant savings in daily vehicle trips and required parking spaces, for three reasons: 

1. Park once. Those arriving by car can easily follow a “park once” pattern: they park their 
car just once and complete multiple daily tasks on foot before returning to their car (see 
Figure 2). 

Figure 2 ñPark Onceò District 

 

2. Shared Parking among Uses with Differing Peak Times. Spaces can be efficiently 
shared between uses with differing peak hours, peak days, and peak seasons of 
parking demand (such as office, restaurant, retail and residential). 
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3. Shared Parking to Spread Peak Loads. The parking supply can be sized to meet 
average parking loads (instead of the worst-case parking ratios needed for isolated 
buildings), since the common supply allows shops and offices with above-average 
demand to be balanced by shops and offices that have below-average demand or are 
temporarily vacant. 

To implement a "Park Once" strategy, parking in Belmont’s commercial districts should be 
managed as a public utility, just like streets and sewers, with public parking provided in strategic 
locations. In the future, development should be prohibited (or strongly discouraged through TDM 
ordinances, impact fees, or maximum parking requirements) from building privately-controlled 
parking: in cases where certain tenants, such as new offices, require a guarantee of a certain 
number of spaces at particular hours (e.g., Monday through Friday, 9 a.m. to 5 p.m.), they should 
be provided with the opportunity to lease those spaces from the public supply, with the exclusive 
right to use them during the hours required. As described above, such arrangements leave the 
parking available during evening and weekend hours for other users (e.g., with the patrons of 
restaurants), resulting in an efficient sharing of the parking supply and lower costs for all. 

Implementation of simple signing improvements helps motorists easily find shared parking 
facilities when they chose not to seek on-street parking. Current signing for and visibility of most 
of Belmont’s public lots, for example, is very poor, and the pedestrian experience entering and 
exiting them is not welcoming. These highly valuable assets should be made significantly more 
inviting and secure for all users. 

Overall, the benefits of fully implementing a “park once” strategy in Belmont’s commercial districts 
include: 

 ̧ More welcoming of customers and visitors (fewer “Thou Shalt Not Park Here” signs 
scattered about). 

 ̧ Allows for fewer, strategically placed lots and garages, resulting in better urban design 
and greater development opportunities. 

 ̧ Enables construction of larger, more space-efficient (and therefore more cost-effective) 
parking facilities. 

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, by transforming motorists who once passed by or circled 
for parking into pedestrians getting out of their cars and shopping, a “park once” strategy is an 
immediate generator of the pedestrian activity that animates our the streets and generates the 
patrons of street friendly retail businesses. 

Application to Belmont 

Sharing existing private parking fields in Belmont’s commercial districts can optimize their 
efficiency and often result in a greater supply of parking than is currently available. In Cushing 
Square, for instance, of 320 off-street spaces, 268 are in private hands and not shared (see 
brown hatching in Figure 3). Sharing this supply among many using with different peak demands 
would result in an effective increase in supply. If the Town offered landowners a lease payment to 
operate and maintain these spaces, the removal of fences between adjacent lots could result in a 
greater supply of spaces as well by eliminating redundant circulation and increasing the efficiency 
of existing paved areas. 
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Signing strategies are a simple initial approach that brings 
very low cost and great effectiveness to commercial 
districts. A consistent signing program for municipal and 
shared lots can help infrequent as well as regular visitors 
know how to find parking they might not have seen before. 
Towns such as Framingham (inset) have developed 
simple and effective signs that guide motorists to parking 
from their cars – as well as guiding pedestrians back to 
the parking lot. Such a strategy would be particularly 
beneficial for the underutilized and generally unnoticeable 
municipal lots in Cushing Square and Belmont Center.   

Figure 3 Cushing Square Parking Inventory  

 

 

B) Pricing Parking  

Many downtown districts suffer from a common problem. The most visible and most convenient 
parking spaces are frequently entirely full, while simultaneously, parking spaces just behind or 
just under a building -- or a block away -- sit largely vacant. The result is often a perceived 
parking shortage, even when a district as a whole has dozens of vacant parking spaces available. 
In many downtowns, employees occupy the best spaces, even when time limits are instituted to 
try to reserve these spots for customers. 

Always available, convenient, on-street customer parking is of primary importance for Belmont’s 
businesses to succeed, in turn creating a welcoming environment for pedestrians. To create 
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vacancies and rapid turnover in the best, most convenient, front door parking spaces, it is crucial 
to have price incentives to persuade some drivers -- especially employees -- to park in the less 
convenient spaces (in remote lots or in available on-street parking a block or two away): higher 
prices for the best spots and cheap or free prices for the less convenient, underused spaces. 

Motorists can be thought of as falling into two primary categories: bargain hunters and 
convenience seekers. Convenience seekers are more willing to pay for an available front door 
spot. Many shoppers and diners are convenience seekers: they are typically less sensitive to 
parking charges because they stay for relatively short periods of time, meaning that they will 
accumulate less of a fee than an employee or other all-day visitor. By contrast, many long-stay 
parkers, such as employees, find it more worthwhile to walk a block to save on eight hours worth 
of parking fees. With proper pricing, the bargain hunters will choose currently underutilized lots, 
leaving the prime spots free for those convenience seekers who are willing to spend a bit more. 
For Belmont merchants, it will be important to make prime spots available for these people: those 
who are willing to pay a small fee to park are also those who are willing to spend money in stores 
and restaurants. 

What are the Alternatives to Charging for Parking? 

The primary alternative that communities can use to create vacancies in prime parking spaces is 
to set time limits and give tickets to violators. Time limits, however, bring several disadvantages: 
enforcement of time limits is labor-intensive and difficult, and downtown employees, who quickly 
become familiar with enforcement patterns, often become adept at the "two hour shuffle", moving 
their cars regularly or swapping spaces with a coworker several times during the workday. Even 
with strictly enforced time limits, if there is no price incentive to persuade employees to seek out 
less convenient, bargain-priced spots, employees will probably still park in prime spaces.  

For customers, strict enforcement can bring “ticket anxiety", the fear of getting a ticket if one 
lingers a minute too long (for example, in order to have dessert after lunch). As Dan Zack, 
Downtown Development Manager for Redwood City, CA, puts it, “Even if a visitor is quick enough 
to avoid a ticket, they don't want to spend the evening watching the clock and moving their car 
around. If a customer is having a good time in a restaurant, and they are happy to pay the market 
price for their parking spot, do we want them to wrap up their evening early because their time 
limit wasn't long enough? Do we want them to skip dessert or that last cappuccino in order to 
avoid a ticket?" Repeatedly, surveys of downtown shoppers have shown that the availability of 
parking, rather than price, is of prime importance. 

What is the Right Price for On-Street Parking? 

If prices are used to create vacancies and turnover in the prime parking spots, then what is the 
right price? An ideal occupancy rate is approximately 85% at even the busiest hour, a rate which 
leaves about one out of every seven spaces available. This provides enough vacancies that 
visitors can easily find a spot near their destination when they first arrive. For each block and 
each parking lot in Belmont’s commercial districts, the right price is the price that will achieve this 
goal. This means that pricing should not be uniform: the most desirable spaces need higher 
prices, while less convenient spots are cheap or may even be free. Prices should also vary by 
time of day and day of week: for example, higher at noon, and lower at midnight. 

Ideally, parking occupancy for each block of on-street spaces and each lot should be monitored 
carefully, and prices adjusted regularly to keep enough spaces available. In short, prices should 
be set at market rate, according to demand, so that just enough spaces are always available. If 
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this principle is followed, then there need be no fear that pricing parking will drive customers 
away. After all, when the front-door parking spots at the curb are entirely full, under-pricing 
parking cannot create more curb parking spaces for customers, because it cannot create more 
spaces. And, if the initial parking meter rate on a block is accidentally set too high, so that there 
are too many vacancies, then a policy goal of achieving an 85% occupancy rate will result in 
lowering the parking rate until the parking is once again well used (including making parking free, 
if need be). 

Do Not Institute Time limits 

Once a policy of market rate pricing is adopted, with the goal of achieving an 85% occupancy rate 
on each block, even at the busiest hours, then time limits need not be instituted. With no time 
limits, much of the worry and "ticket anxiety" for downtown customers disappears.  

Return Revenue to the District 

All surplus proceeds beyond what is currently being provided to the Town’s general fund plus any 
additional equipment cost should be directed to alternative transportation programs and 
infrastructure in the districts where the fees are collected. 

Assessment of Belmont Center 

Based on the results of the 2008 Belmont parking workshops, a clear Park Once strategy evolved 
for Belmont Center. As noted in Figure 3 below, there are four distinct fields of parking in the 
center: 

 Field A: Leonard Street: Highest Demand; Lowest Availability. Belmont Center’s main 
street, Leonard is the last place people will find spaces during daytime shopping hours, 
but it is the first place people look. Belmont’s parking enforcement is targeted mostly here 
to discourage employees from parking in customer spaces. 

 Field B: Private Parking in Rear: Second Highest Demand; Uncertain Availability. 
The closest spaces to the rear entries of the eastern strip of stores and restaurants is 2-hr. 
parking signed “For Customers of Stores Facing Lot Only,” followed by a threatening tow 
“at owner’s expense” warning. Even when spaces are available, the distinction between 
which stores apply and the threat of being towed if you’re not watching your car are not 
helpful for attracting customers. 

 Field C: Claflin Street Parking: Lowest Demand; Highest Availability. The next 
furthest field of parking used to be Claflin Street. It is a free 2-hr. parking field, but signing 
is confusing with many thinking it is part of the paid parking in Field D. These spaces 
always have some availability. 

 Field D: Claflin Lot: High Demand; Low Availability. The only pay parking in Belmont 
Center, this lot began charging $0.40 per hour or $2 per day in 2004. The lot is heavily 
utilized for long-term parking by employees and commuters who can avoid the 2-hr. time 
limit imposed everywhere else in the Center. The $2 per day fee is clearly not low enough 
to encourage turnover. 
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Figure 3 Parking Fields in Belmont Center 

 

In general, the cost and convenience of Belmont Center’s parking fields does not match their 
ideal role in the Center. Parking in the most desirable Leonard Street spaces is free and therefore 
unavailable most of the time (Field A), while parking far away in the Claflin lot costs money (Field 
D). Customers are not well-accommodated in the somewhat exclusively-signed spaces close to 
the backs of shops (Field B), while the most available parking is not evident or welcoming to 
customers (Field C). With some simple changes in operations – plus the signing and circulation 
changes recommended above – this can be corrected to the benefit of all parties concerned. 

 

C) Protect Residential Neighborhoods 

A commonly used and simple strategy to protect residential neighborhoods from “spill-over” 
parking is the “resident-only” sticker program. Residential parking permit districts are typically 
implemented in residential districts near large traffic generators such as central business districts, 
educational, medical, and recreational facilities but have several limitations. 

Most notably, conventional residential permit districts often issue an unlimited number of permits 
to residents without regard to the actual number of curb parking spaces available in the district. 
This leads to a situation in which on-street parking is seriously congested, and the permit 
functions solely as a “hunting license” - simply giving residents the right to hunt for a parking 
space with no guarantee that they will actually find one. (An example of this is Boston’s Beacon 
Hill neighborhood, where the City’s Department of Transportation has issued residents over 4,000 
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permits for the 983 available curb spaces in Beacon Hill’s residential parking permit district, a 4-
to-1 ratio.) 

An opposite problem occurs with conventional residential permit districts in situations where there 
actually are surplus parking spaces (especially during the day, when many residents are away), 
but the permit district prevents any commuters from parking in these spaces even if demand is 
high and many motorists would be willing to pay to park in one of the surplus spaces. 

In both cases, conventional residential parking permit districts prevent curb parking spaces from 
being efficiently used (promoting overuse in the former example and underuse in the latter). 

To avoid these problems, communities have begun offering an alternative program to allow 
Residential Parking Benefit Districts on existing residential blocks if approved by a majority vote 
of residents on that block. These programs have the following basic features: 

 ̧ Significantly increased permit costs to begin reflecting the land value of parking spaces 
and enormous infrastructure cost required to support driving. 

 ̧ Limiting quantities of resident permits to the number of available curb spaces, ultimately 
warranting even higher permit costs based on simple supply and demand economics. 

 ̧ Returning all surplus revenue into neighborhood transportation improvements, 
streetscape improvements, landscaping or other programs as decided by neighborhood 
organizations. 

 ̧ Selling commuter passes in limited quantities that preserve on-street availability for 
residents, and similarly dedicating the net revenue to neighborhoods. 

Residential parking benefit districts have been described as “a compromise between free curb 
parking that leads to overcrowding and [conventional residential] permit districts that lead to 
underuse… [parking] benefit districts are better for both residents and non-residents:  residents 
get public services paid for by non-residents, and non-residents get to park at a fair-market price 
rather than not at all.” 

Application to Belmont 

Whether residential parking protection is done by simple permits or through a quantity-controlled 
parking benefit district, Belmont’s neighborhoods might want to consider implementing the 
program in areas that feel an impact from customer and employee parking in commercial districts 
– particularly around Waverly Square and along other parts of Trapelo Road. The benefits of 
implementing residential parking benefit districts would include the following: 

 ̧ Excessive parking spillover into adjacent neighborhoods will be prevented. 

 ̧ The most powerful measures to reduce traffic from new developments – such as 
unbundling parking costs and implementing parking cash-out programs (see below) – can 
be implemented. 

 ̧ Scarce curb parking spaces are used as efficiently as possible. 

 ̧ Need for additional costly off-street parking capacity is reduced. 

 ̧ Residents will be guaranteed to find a parking space at the curb. 

 ̧ New funds may be available for neighborhood improvements. 
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D) Developing a Parking Cash-Out Incentive Program  

Many employers in Belmont provide free or reduced price parking for their employees as a fringe 
benefit. Under a parking cash-out requirement, employers will be able to do this on the condition 
that they offer the cash value of the parking subsidy to any employee who does not drive to work. 

Employees who opt to cash-out their parking subsidies would not be eligible to receive free 
parking from the employer and would be responsible for their parking charges on any days when 
they do drive to work. 

Benefits of Parking Cash Out 

The benefits of parking cash out are numerous, and include: 

 ̧ Provides an equal transportation subsidy to employees who ride transit, carpool, vanpool, 
walk or bicycle to work. The benefit is particularly valuable to low-income employees, who 
are less likely to drive to work alone. 

 ̧ Provides a low-cost fringe benefit that can help individual businesses recruit and retain 
employees. 

 ̧ Employers report that parking cash-out requirements are simple to administer and 
enforce, typically requiring just one to two minutes per employee per month to administer. 

In addition to these benefits, the primary benefit of parking cash-out programs is their proven 
effect on reducing auto congestion and parking demand. Most employers implementing a cash-
out program can reduce their overall parking construction or leasing costs by at least 25-percent. 
The cost to cash-out each participant is more than compensated by the reduction in parking cost 
to the employer. 

 

E) ñUnbundlingò Parking Costs 

Parking costs are generally subsumed into the sale or rental price of housing for the sake of 
simplicity, and because that is the more traditional practice in real estate. But although the cost of 
parking is often hidden in this way, parking is never free. The expected cost for each space in a 
new Belmont condominium garage is over $25,000 per space. Given land values in the area, 
surface spaces will be nearly as valuable. 

Unbundling requires some changes to status quo practices, since providing anything for free or at 
highly subsidized rates encourages use and means that more parking spaces have to be 
provided to achieve the same rate of availability. For both below-market rental units and market-
rate condominiums, the full cost of parking should be unbundled from the cost of the housing 
itself, by creating a separate parking charge. This provides a financial reward to households who 
decide to dispense with one of their cars and helps attract that niche market of households who 
wish to live in a walkable, transit-oriented neighborhood where it is possible to live well with only 
one car (or even no car) per household. Unbundling parking costs changes parking from a 
required purchase to an optional amenity, so that households can freely choose how many 
spaces they wish to lease. Among households with below average vehicle ownership rates (e.g., 
low income people, singles and single parents, seniors on fixed incomes, and college students), 
allowing this choice can provide a substantial financial benefit. Unbundling parking costs means 
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that these households no longer have to pay for parking spaces that they may not be able to use 
or afford. 

It is important to note that construction costs for residential parking spaces can substantially 
increase the sale/rental price of housing. This is because the space needs of residential parking 
spaces can restrict how many housing units can be built within allowable zoning and building 
envelope. For example, a study of Oakland’s 1961 decision to require one parking space per 
apartment (where none had been required before) found that construction cost increased 18% 
per unit, units per acre decreased by 30% and land values fell 33%. 

As a result, bundled residential parking can significantly increase “per-unit housing costs” for 
individual renters or buyers. Two studies of San Francisco housing found that units with off-street 
parking bundled with the unit sell for 11% to 12% more than comparable units without included 
parking. One study of San Francisco housing found the increased affordability of units without off-
street parking on-site can increase their absorption rate and make home ownership a reality for 
more people. In that study, units without off-street parking: 

 ̧ Sold on average 41 days faster than comparable units with off-street parking 

 ̧ Allowed 20% more San Francisco households to afford a condominium (compared to 
units with bundled off-street parking) 

 ̧ Allowed 24 more San Francisco households to afford a single-family house (compared to 
units with bundled off-street parking) 

Charging separately for parking is also the single most effective strategy to encourage 
households to own fewer cars, and rely more on walking, cycling and transit. 

 

F) Parking Impact Fees 

Parking in-lieu fees have been in place in dozens of communities throughout America for years. 
By making a payment to the municipality, new developments can waive their minimum parking 
requirements. The fee is usually utilized for transportation improvements, particularly shared 
public parking facilities. An in-lieu fee has several advantages, as summarized by Donald Shoup4:  

1) Enables developers on constrained sites to build less parking.  

2) Encourages development of shared parking facilities financed by in-lieu fees. A public 
parking facility shared by many users requires fewer total spaces than multiple individual 
developments due to the inherent overlap of peak demand times.  

3) Shared public parking facilities financed by in-lieu fees can be placed strategically to 
serve many while reducing the potential impact to pedestrian and bicycle movements. 
This also frees up development parcels to create appropriate urban streetscapes 
without curb cuts and garage entrances.  

4) Eliminates the need for zoning variances, fairly leveling the playing field for all 
developers and allowing planning boards to focus on design features as opposed to 
parking quantities.  

5) Allows for historic preservation by enabling redevelopment of buildings without adding 
new parking.   

                                                 
4
 “In Lieu of Required Parking,” Donald Shoup. 
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In-lieu fees can be an effective method for cost-effectively providing parking in remote locations 
out of the control of individual land owners. By using fees to subsidize remote parking at locations 
with cheaper construction or leasing costs, communities can facilitate development financing 
while establishing a means to encourage appropriate development standards for participating 
developers. When fees are set appropriately, more efficient and better quality designs can be 
enabled while appropriate parking is provided off-site. If fees also are designated to other 
transportation infrastructure or programs, Belmont can avoid overbuilding parking and focus on 
alternative infrastructure. 

 

G) Establish a Car-Sharing Program  

Car-sharing operators use telephone and Internet-based reservation systems, which allow their 
members a hassle-free way to rent cars by the hour with members receiving a single bill at the 
end of the month for all their usage. The shared cars are located in convenient neighborhood 
locations. 

Car-sharing has proven successful in reducing both household vehicle ownership and the 
percentage of employees who drive alone because of the need to have a car for errands during 
the workday. As a result, car sharing can be an important tool to reduce parking demand. 

For residents, car sharing reduces the need to own a vehicle, particularly a second or third car. 
Recent surveys have shown that more than half of car-share users have sold at least one vehicle 
since joining the program in the San Francisco Bay Area.5 For employees, car sharing allows 
them to take transit to work, since they will have a vehicle available for errands during the day. 

 

H) Parking Requirement Changes in Zoning 

Several modifications to existing zoning codes have been successful in the United States at 
encouraging better utilization of parking resources and promoting the flexibility necessary to 
support many alternative transportation programs. These zoning changes address parking 
requirements that no longer match the existing use patterns and desired planning context for their 
communities.  

Eliminating Front Yard Parking 

Front-yard parking greatly detracts from the pedestrian experience in urbanized areas, separating 
pedestrian-oriented facades and entrances from walking paths.  

Revised Off-Street Parking Distance Requirement 

It is often mandated that required off-street parking in residential zones be located on the same 
lot with the principal building or use. Where it cannot be provided on the same lot, it must typically 
be located not more than 300 feet away. This distance does not reflect the amount of time it may 
take to walk to convenient off-site parking. At a moderate walking speed of 3.5 feet/second, a 
motorist can walk 300-feet in about 90 seconds. Given the walkable nature of Belmont’s streets, 
this maximum requirement would be far too low, especially when encouraging shared parking, 

                                                 
5 

April 2002 survey by Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates for City CarShare. 
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walking, and infill development. This requirement should be eliminated or at least revised to a 
more reasonable walking time of 5 or 10 minutes, or at least 1,000 to 2,000 feet. 

Removing Minimum Parking Requirements 

Currently, Belmont’s zoning has minimum parking requirements for a variety of land uses. The 
reduction or elimination of minimum parking requirements has occurred in many communities in 
the United States where on-street parking management programs are in place to prevent any 
adverse spill-over effects. Since many users may not need parking, requiring its construction can 
be a costly imposition. Where the market demands more parking, there are no restrictions. 

Allowing Shared Use Parking As-of-Right  

The efficiencies of sharing parking between uses are clearly documented, and a variety of 
methods to allow and incentivize it have been used throughout the United States. In general, the 
goal is not only to share the demand peaks of multiple uses on one site, but to share with other 
sites across other existing and planned parking facilities. 

Requiring TDM Plans 

Transportation Demand Management ordinances have been utilized to great success in the 
United States. The measures require new development to monitor trips and provide incentives to 
get employees and residents out of their cars. 


