DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & @
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Nicolle Goodman, Director

uuuuuu
vvvvvvvvvvv

CITY OF SAINT PAUL
ARAR Melvin Carter, Mayor
25 West Fourth Street

Saint Paul, MN 55102
SAINT PAUL Telephone: 652666565

MINNESOTA Facsimile:651-266-6549
DATE: June 212021
TO: Planning Commission
FROM: Comprehensive and Neighborhood Planning Commissimmil:

ParkingStudy@ci.stpaul.mn.us
SUBJECT: Parking Study: Propose&ime nd ment s f or #APar king Reduc

Elimination
Parking Study: Proposed Amemdments
AFull EIli mination

Table of Contents

0T [ 1o U 6
(o [TV @0 g ][0 (=1 7= U1 o] g =SS 6
Table 1: AuteOriented Land Uses in Saint PaulX...............ueviiiiiieeeiiiiiiiiiieieiieieee e 7
Figure 1: AuteOriented Land Area in Saint Paul............ccccooviiiiiieeciiiiiiiiie e, 8
Figure 2: Visual Of Parking SPacCES.........ciiiiiiiie e ceeeiiiie it eene e e e e e e e e aeeeeeennnanes 9
Housing Policy CONSIAErationS:..........oooiiiiiiiiiireer s ereeis e e e e e e e e aeeeas 10
Figure 3: Unbundled Parking............oooooiiiiiiici e eeee e 11
Figure 4: Percent of Saint Paul Households with No Car, by Income Bracket............ 12
Figure 5: Parking Spaces for Selected Supportive Housing Developments (serving households
at 30% of the AMI) iN SAINT PaAUL..........uuiiiiiiiiiiii e 13
Economic Development Policy CONSIAErationsS:.............uuueiiieiiieeeiiiiiiiiiieeeeeaeaeeee e s e 14
Market value and property tax revenue consideratiQns.............cocoevvvimemereiiiiieeeeeeennnnnn. 15
Parking and Travel Demand Management:.............cooviuiiiicceiiiieeee e 17
Figure 6: Proposed Maximum Parking Reductions by Land Use Graup...................... 19


mailto:ParkingStudy@ci.stpaul.mn.us

What could we expect about the development of off street parking if minimum parking

requirements were to be reduced or eliminated?................uvvviccceieieeeiiii e 20
Figure 7: Parking Production in Saint Paul (2@DR20)...........cceeiiiiiiieeeeecreeriiiieeeee e eeeee 21
VarianCe reqUEeST IMPACTS:........oiiiiiieiieie e eer e e e e e e e e e e e e e anaeraeeas 21
How the proposed amendments address the poliCy ISSUES..........coeeeeiiivieeeiii e 22
Figure 8: Considerations for Full Elimination of Minimum Parking Requiremenits....... 22
Figure 9: Considerations for Minimum Parking Reductians...............cc.evveeeeriiininnnnnne. 23
Overview of additional amendmMENLS:............ooiiiiiiiiiiimmee s 25
Comprehensive and Neighborhood Planning Committee recommendation and requested
= Tod 1 0 o PSRRI 28
How To Navigate ThiS MEMO.........uuuuiiiii ittt eeee e e e e e e e e e mnne s 29
Chapter 6@ Zoning Code Intent Proposed Amendment..............ooovvvviieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeiinnnnns 30
Parking Reductions and Full Eliminatién Sec. 60.103- Intent and purpose.................. 30
N LY £ PP 30
Chapter 61 Proposed BforcementAmendmMent.............uueveeiieiiiiieeeiiiiieeieeeeeeee e e e e e e e 31
Parking Reductions and Full EliminatidnSec. 61.906- Fees for reinspection of property to
determing @abateMENL...........oiiiiieeeiii e e e e snnn s 31
F Y A= 1) PSP PP PPPPPPPPPPPPPR 31
Chapter 63.128 Travel Demand Managemed Proposed Amendments....................... 32
Parking Reductiond Sec. 63.122- Travel demand management.................ceeeeevveeennnn. 32
ANAIY SIS .o e e e e e e e e e e e et e e e —————— b ———————aeteeearar———————————— 37
TDMP GUIAE ANAIYSIS: .. cciiiiiiiieieieeiii i eera e s e e e e e e e e e e e e eanaenaeeas 39
Chapter 63 Article Il Proposed Amendments, Strike Outs, and Analysis...................... 41
Parking Reductiond Sec. 63.201.0ff-Street parking..........cccceeeeiiiieiiiieeciiiiieee e, 41
Full Eliminationd Sec. 63.201.0ff-street parking...........cccccceeeeiiiiiiccce 41
F Y A= 1) PP PPPPPPPPPPPPPR 42
Additional Analysis for the Full Elimination amendment and strike outs................... 43
Parking Reductions and Full Eliminatidn Sec. 63.202.Site plan required....................43
N =S 1O SUPPPPRRR 43
Parking Reductiond Sec 63.203: Multi-tenant building and shared areas..................43
N =S 1O SUPPPPRRR 43

Full Eliminationd Sec. 63.204.Change in use within a structure and Sec. 63-20&nge in
use of parking areas proposed Strike QUES..........ccoooiiiiiiicciiii e 43



N = 1Y £ 13RS 44

Parking Reductiond Sec 63.206-Rules for computing required parking.................... 44
Full Eliminationd Sec. 63.206.Rules for computing required parking.......................... 46
F Y A= 1) PSP PP PP PPPPPPPPPPPPR 49
Parking Reductiond Sec. 63.207.Parking requirements by USE...........cccuvvveeeerrieeeennnne. 50
Analysis: Proposed Changes to the Table..............cocm e 63
Analysis: Proposed Additional Exemptions and Reductions.............ccceeveeeeeeeeeeeenn. 64
Analysis: Transit EXEMPLIQN.........ccooiiiiiiiieiiieeee e end 64
Figure 10: Map of Initial Transit EXeMPLON........ccoiieiiiieeiiecieeeiiieee e eeeeeeenee e 66
Figure 11: Map of Metropolitan Coun@bproved transit network:...............c.ccoeeeeeeeeenns 67
Figure 12: Map of Locally Preferred Network Next Future Transit Netwark................ 68
Analysis: Traditional Neighborhood District Amendment.............cccceevveisieeevvennnnnnnnn. 68
Analysis: Affordable Housing AMENdMENL:..........oovviiiiiiiiiiiieece e 69
Analysis: Auto Ownership by INCOME LEVEL.........ooovviiiiiiiii e, 69
Figure 4 Percent of Saint Paul Households with No Car, by Income Bracket.............70
Analysis: Structures Built Before 1955 EXemMPLion........cccoeeeviieeiiiieeeiiiiiie e 70
Analysis: Travel Demand Management.........cccoieiiieiececeeeiiiiieee e eeee e 71
Full Eliminationd Sec. 63.207.Parking requirements by US€..........ccccceevveiiieceececcceenn /1
ANAIY SIS .t e e e e e e e e e e e e et e e ————— b ——————aaeeeeeernr i ————————— 81
Parking Reductiond Sec 63.208-Parking Requirements for Other Uses.................... 81
Full Eliminationd Sec. 63.208.Parking Requirements for Other Uses........................ 82
F Y A= 1) PP PP PPPPPPPPPPPPR 82
Full Eliminationd Sec. 63.209. Legal nonconforming parking deficiency................... 82
F Y A= 1) PP PP PPPPPPPPPPPR 82
Parking Reductions and Full Eliminatién Sec. 63.210Bicycle Parking......................... 82
ANAIY SIS .ttt e e e e e e e e e e e ettt e e ————— b ———————aeereeernr i ————————— 85
Parking Reductions and Full Eliminatién Sec.63.211-Shared vehicle parking............. 86
e =S 1S 86
Parking Reductions and Full Eliminatidn Sec. 63.211tUnbundled Parking................... 86
N T2 )] PP PPPPPPPPPPPPT 86
Parking Reductions and Full Eliminatidn Sec. 63.212Preferential parking spaces.......87
N 1= )] PP P PP PPPPPPPPPPPNT 87



Chapter 63 Article 11l T Off-Street Parking Facility Standards and Design Amendmen&9
Parking Reductions and Full Eliminatién Sec. 63.301.0ff-street parking facility standards

and design proposed amMENAMENT...........uuuuiriiiirieeeiieieee e e e e e e e s emmr e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aaans Q0
F Y A= 1) PSP P PP PPPPPPPPPPPPPR 90
Parking Reductions and Full Eliminatidn Sec.63.303.Parking location residential and
Section 63.304 Parking location rogsidential................oooooiiiemmn e 90
Parking Reductiond Sec 63.303.Parking location..............cccoovvviiiiieeeneeceeeeeeeeeeeeiiiis 91
Full Eliminationd Sec 63.303.Parking location...................uuvvuiimereeeeeeeieiiieee e 91
ANAIY SIS ittt e e e e et — e e e e e e e e e et e et e —————————————aeeeeerarnr 91
Parking Reductions and Full Eliminatién Sec.63.308.Maneuvering lanes proposed strike
OULS AN AAAITIONS.. ...ttt cere e e e e e e s et e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s s sammneeeaaeeaeeananns 92
Parking Reductions and Full Eliminatién Sec.63.309StackedParking, Sec. 63.31Baving,
and Sec. 63.31ENrances and XIIS........cooeeeiiiiiiiiiiice e 93
F Y A= 1) PP PP PPPPPPPPPPPPPPR 94
Parking Reductions and Full Eliminatidn Sec. 63.312Setback..............cccovvvvvviviieeennnn.. 96
Parking Reductions and Full Eliminati®elated Amendments Sec. 66.442.Parking
requirements in the BC community business (converted) diStriCL.............ovvvvvvieecvnnnnnn 96
F Y A= 1) PP PPPPPPPPPPPPPR 96
Full Eliminationd Sec63.319 Stormwater runoff...........cccccooiiiiiiiecce 97
ANAIY SIS . it e e e e e e e e e e e e e et e et ——— b ——————aaeereeara— i ————————— a7
Full Eliminationd Sec. 65.121- Dwelling, carriage houSe..........ccceeeeeiiiiiiiieeeee e 98
Full Eliminationd Sec. 65.132- Reuseof large StruCturesS...........ccoeeeeeeeviiiiieeeee e, 98
Full Eliminationd Sec. 65.161- SOber NOUSE...........oovviiiiiiiiieeeeeer e 99
Full Eliminationd Sec. 65.220- College, university, seminary, or similar institution of
NIGNET IEAIMING. ... e bbb 99
Full Eliminationd Sec. 65.525. Outdoor uses, commercial............ccccuuvvirieieeeiinennnnee. 101
Parking Reductions and Full Elimination Analysis amendm&ntec. 65.731- Parking
facCility, COMMEICIAL.........uueeiiii e e e e e e eeeeereees 102
FN 7= 1A PP PP P PP PPPPPPTPPPPPR 104

Chapter 660 Zoning District Uses, Density and Dimensional Standards Amendmentsl05



Parking Reductions and Full Eliminatidn Sec. 66.22%.Principal uses shared parking in

INSHLULIONAT TOTS.....etiieiiiiiiiee e e bbb 105
N = 1A £ PPPPPURR 105
Parking Reductions and Full Eliminatién Sec.66.23%.Proposed RM2 affordable housing
density DONUS SEHKE OUL........ccoooii e eernnnees 105
E Y 4 F= 1) ST PPPPPPPPPPP 106
Parking Reductions and Full Eliminatién Sec. 66.33%.Proposed T1 structured parking
ENSILY DONUS ...t s e e e e e e e s emnnss e e e e e e e e eeeaeas 106
E Y 0 F= 1) SO PPP PP PPPPPPPPPP 106
Full Eliminationd Sec 66.331- T2 Structured parking density bonus proposed strikel 0dt
E Y 0= 1) TP PPPPPPPPPPP 107
Parking Reductions and Full Eliminatién 66.341- in T Districts proposed strike out..107
N g 1Y £ PPPPUPPRRR 107
Parking Reductions and Full Eliminatién Sec. 66.442.BC proposed setback amendment
.................................................................................................................................... 108
N 1Y £ PPPPUUPPRRR 108
Parking Reductiond Sec. 66.942Ford parking table proposed strikeout................... 108
E Y 0= 1) TP PPPPPPPPPPP 108
Full Eliminationd Sec 66.942.Ford parking table proposed strikeout........................ 109
F Y 0= 1)V PO PPPPPPPPPPPP 109
Appendix A: Parking Study Amendment GUILE............cooiiiiiiiiiieeceeeeee e 110
Appendix B: Transportation Demand Management Program Standards.Guide............ 111
Appendix C: Transportation Demand Management Program Standards.Guide........... 112



Introduction

In 2018, theSaint Paul RinningCommission initiated thistudy to updatprovisions in theoning
coderelated to parking. The draft amendments are intended to implement policie2iithe
Comprehensive Plaand the Climate Action & Resilience PlaiStaff developed twalternative
packages of proposed amendments to the zoning code. One package of amendwoients w
eliminate minimum parking requirementand the otherwould reduce minimum parking
requirements through targeted exemptions and reduciibegollowing section highlights policy
considerations for both options.

Policy Considerations:

Between the 199 and 1970s, cities around the country began introducing minimum parking
requirements to their zoning codes. In that era, the predominate planning paradigm regarding
parking managementas zoning should be used to ensure that there is an ample supply of
ostensibly free offstreet parking at any destination,orderto manage the potential spillover of
parking and congestion in public streets. On January 26, 1954, Saint Paul followed that paradigm
and adopted the Cityos f perresidentabunitkin 19, whentghai r e m
modern zoning code was adopted, minimum parking requirements were developed and adopted
for nearly every land use in the zoning code and they were applicable everywhere in the city except
downtown. This approach toadly applying minimum parking requirements to every land use

is consistent with one of the current inteat our zoning code, which is tessen congestion in

the public streets by providing for edtreet parking of motor vehicles and for-sffeet bading

and unloading of commercial vehicles. Although minimum parking requirements grentiaey
mechanism for implementing this intenf the zoning code, they are also conversely an
impediment forachieving carbon neutrality by 2050 amdplementing adpted policies in the
2040Comprehensive Plasuch as:

1 Policy LU-13. Support strategies, as context and technology allow, to improstreét
parking efficiency, such as shared parking agreements, district ramps, car sharing,
electric vehiclecharging and reduced parking overall.

1 Policy LU-14.Reduce the amount of land devoted tosifeet parking in order to use
land more efficiently, accommodate increases in density on valuable urban land, and
promote the use of transit and othen-car mobility modes.

1 Policy LU-15. Ensure that stardlone parking uses are limited, and that structured
parking is mixeelise and/or convertible to other uses.

1 Policy LU-31.Invest in Neighborhood Nodes to achieve development that enables
people to medheir daily needs within walking distance and improves equitable access to
amenities, retail and services.

1 Policy T-17.Use pricing to manage parking demand and improve parking efficiency in
areas with high demand and short supply.

1 Policy T-21.Reduce veitle miles traveled (VMT) by 40% by 2040 by improving
transportation options beyond singlecupant vehicles.

1 Policy T-22. Shift mode share towards walking, biking, public transit, carpooling,
ridesharing and carsharing in order to reduce the need fonership.


https://www.stpaul.gov/departments/planning-economic-development/planning/citywide-plans/2040-comprehensive-plan
https://www.stpaul.gov/departments/planning-economic-development/planning/citywide-plans/2040-comprehensive-plan
https://www.stpaul.gov/departments/mayors-office/climate-action-planning/climate-action-resilience-plan

1 Policy H-8. Encourage creativity in building design and site layout.

1 Policy H-18. Foster the preservation and production of deeply affordable rental housing
(housing affordable to those at 30% or lesthefArea Median Income @&Ml),
supportve housing and housing for people experiencing homelessness.

1 Policy H-31. Support the development of new affordable housing units throughout the
city.

1 Policy H-46. Support the development of new housing, particularly in areas identified as
Mixed Use, UrbarNeighborhoods, and/or in areas with the highest existing or planned
transit service, to meet market demand for living in walkable, transissible, urban
neighborhoods.

If the zoning code is not updated to reduce minimum parking requirements, it iy ihe

successful implementation of these adopted policies. Over 70 year®oentric urban planning

and minimum parking requiremeritave had a profound effect in shaping the urban for8aoft

Paul by reducing density and promoting sprawlinimum parking requirements are one of
numerous policies have that contributed to an-aaetdric land use pattern in Saint Rauhere
approxi mately 35.6% of the Cityds |l and area i
and storing automobiles; 25.6% of 8i nt Pawul 6s | and area is wused
devoted to surface parking SeeTable 1 below.

Table 1: Auto-Oriented Land Uses in Saint Paul*

Auto-Oriented Land | Area (Acres) Percentage of City Land
Use Area

Right-of-way 8560.1 25.6%

Surface Parking 2659.0 8.0%

Garages 631.2 1.9%

Parking Ramps 53.8 0.2%

* The total land area of Saint Paul (not including water) is roughly 33,419.7 acres.



Figure 1: Auto-Oriented Land Area in Saint Paul
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Achieving Saint Paul s carbon reduction goal s
use pattern and eemphasizing cars as the primary mode of transportation in planning and public
policy decisions. The urban form and density of acityismexc abl y | i nked to a
output per capita because the urban form of a city dictates travel behavior. In Saisingéal,
occupantrips are the most prevalent mode of transportation and, accordingQbrtitage Action

& Resilience Plan31% ofSai nt Paul 6s emi ssions ca@nebfe attr
the most impactful things that cities and regions can do to address climate change is
accommodating population growth by increasing density, in particular near transit lines, because
thatwill shift travel behavior over time. Arbitrarily requiring parking for every land use will ensure

that valuable urban land will continue to be used foistifet parking, which is one of the biggest

limiting factors for increasing density in SaintPanlédé s ubsequently | owering
output per capita.

Al t hough the majority of Saint Paulds buildin
requirement, nflexible minimum parking requirements contributean autcoriented land use

patten because of the amount of space required to accommodate parking faciliney
development Without considering the amount of space required for required setbacks and
landscaping, a parking space in Saint Paul requires a minimum efjQ&& feetl62 square feet

is required for the parking space itself ands@fuare feets required for a maneuvering lane.



Minimum parking requirements lower overall density in cities and will often determine the
maximum density of a new development regardless of ish@escribed by a zoning distridtie

to the amount of space required to accommodate parkhig is especially true for commercial

uses For example the parking requirement for a bar in Saint Paul, with a minimum parking
requirement of 1 space per 18Quare feetwould result in a site build out where at a minimum

63% of the new devel opment és area would be wus
building that the parking serves. The far more common commercial minimum parking requirement

i n Saint Paul 6s 2z o nsguae feehouddaesudt in a devebopnert eherear 40
mi ni mum of 39% of t he devel opmeand 61% ofatheea wo
d ev el opreeemould®de used for a building. If these minimum parking requirements are met

with a surface parkintpt, then the distance between uses will be significantly increased because

of the space needed to accommodate surfadeéngafand walkability between uses likewise
decreased)When minimum parking requirements are applied broadly, they ultimately increase

the demand for off street parking because the resulting reduced density and the increased distance
between land usemakes walking, biking, and public transportation less viable modes of
transportationBy necessitating single occupancy vehicle trips due to the reduced density caused

by requiring off street parking, off street parking facilities ironically contribute tstget parking

demand Furthermore, this reduction in denségd resulting increased parking demaaa be
compounded if minimum parking requirements lead to an oversupply-sfreetparking.

Figure 2: Visual of Parking Spaces

—25

42

10" is half the required =
maneuvering lane width

10—

36
O M
(=)
Sl
w
o -
oF
[®)]
3]
>

7 -
’ ) - = 1,596 sq. ft. GFA
& % ’ 9’ x 187 is the minimum
= - ‘ ’ size of a parking space
} 7
| . —
1.5 Spaces | 4 Spaces
Multiple-family Dwellings: Retail sales and services:
1.5 spaces per 3—4 room unit 1 space per 400 sq. ft. GFA
74

%0 2,072 sq. ft. GFA L
ol

Bar:
1 space per 150 sq. ft. GFA

14 Spaces

Minimum parking requementsareblunt instruments that will seldomly reflect the actual parking
demands for a developmeantd will often, by design, result in an oversupply of parking for a new
development. When minimum parking requirements were originally developed, tralipgev
paradigm was that oversupply of free off street parkings preferable to an undersupply of
parking, and as a result, minimum parking requirements were designed to be inherently
conservative in order to accommodate potentially infrequent peak deni@nfree off-street
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parking. Additionally, he minimum off street parking requirement for any given development is
often determined by one factor that may influence off street parking demand, such as the square
footage of a commercial use or the numbgresidential units in a development. In aciiyal
numerous factors maffect parking demand for any given developmé&iaictors may includine
surrounding densityand mix of land use nearby, the price of parkingaccess to public
transportation, thérequency and mode of public transportation, commercial trade areas, nearby
infrastructure, income levels, vehicle ownership rates, flexible work schedules, telecommuting,
sales volumeand many moreBecause of the complexity that it would add, zoraodes do not

often have mechanisms to adjust minimum parking requirements to reflect the context of a
particular development or external factors that may lower parking demand such as the factors
described above. Furthermore, because an oversupply afffreeetparking was historically
preferable to an undersupply, ensuring that parking requirements were flexible enough to respond
to the context of a particular developmbas notistorically been a significant policy imperative.

As cities grapple wit addressing climate change, increasing development costs, and lost potential
tax revenues from undetilized land, preventing an ovsupply of parking by creating more
flexible parking requirements and instituting parking maximums has become incrgasingl
necessary for achieving numerous policy objectives.

Housing Policy Considerations:

2040 Comprehensive Plan policy31 calls for supporting the development of new affordable

housing units throughout the city. Inflexible minimum parking requirements intapit the
implementation of this and other housing policies in part by limiting defdiigin turn, increases

housing costs by limiting the production of new affordable and market rate housing units. The
rental vacancy in the Twin Cities has beenuab3.5% for many years and increasing housing
production and supply is essential for lowering housing costs over time and creating more choice

i n Saint Paul 6s housing market. Coupl ed with
reducing minimum parkig requirements for residential uses can also lower housing costs over

time by enabling new housing units to be produced at lower costs per unit. Lowering the
development costs per unit by lowering parking ratios, may in turn lower the cost to purchase or

rent those new units after they are developed. Minimum parking requirements subsidize the
development of offtreet parking facilities byncreasng the cost of all goods and services,

including housing. In rental housing for example, the cost of parkinfen passed on to renters

in the form of higher rents in order to service the debt from building required parking. If the cost

of parking is not separated or fAunbundl edo fr
have to pay for parkingsaa part of their housing costs even if tdeynotuse or need that parking.
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Figure 3: Unbundled Parking
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they do not use as a part of their housiagts. Zoning codes often do not lower minimum parking
requirements to reflect the reduced parking demand of lower income residents. When parking is

included or Abundl edo w

ith the cost

of

housi

parking requements regardless of whether they have a car and/or use this parking. For these
lower income residents, the higher cost of housing due to this parking is akin to a regressive tax

they must pay to service the debt for parking theyakuse. Additional}, if minimum parking

requirements lead to an oversupply of parking that is built, the increased housing costs are more
acutely felt by lower income residents, because the cost of parking that is bundled with their

housing costs is a larger proportion leéit total income.

11
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Figure 4: Percent of Saint Paul Households with No Car, by Income Bracket
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In subsidized affordable housing developments, -su@plying parking instead of reducing
parking to reflect the affordability of the units and actual lowekipg demand will lead to an
increased public subsido make the housing units affordabkeccording to citywide Census

data, an average of 34.3% of families that need and would qualify for units affordable at

30% of the Area Median Income (AMI) do not own a car. If deeply affordable 30% AMI units

are constructed that meet the current parking standards, it is extremely likely that parking will be
constructed at a ratio over one space per unit, which will likely result in more panking
needed to acenmodate parking demand. The public resources that are utilized to create affordable
housing are scarce, and if cffreet parking is ovesupplied in subsidized affordable housing
devel opments, then a signifi canotircepauldbe wsed o f
to construct unused parking instead of housing. Moreover, it malgeafotancially feasible to
construct new residential units at the deepest affordability levels without lower parking ratios, as
evidenced by recent supportive housttleyelopments and housing developments with 30% AMI
units in Saint Paulsge Figure).
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Figure 5: Parking Spaces for Selected Supportive Housing Developments (serving
households at 30% of the AMI) in Saint Paul
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There are two common elements in these recent supportive and deeply affordable housing
examples that differentiatbemselve$rom the majority of market rate developments. They are:

1 Thelow ratios ofparking toresidentialunitand commercial square feet, and
1 Thefirst floor of these developments is primarily active uses and not structured parking.
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EconomicDevelopment Policy @nsiderations:

Policy LU-31 of the Comprehensive Plan calls fiovesting in Neighborhood Nodés achieve
development that enables people to meet their daily needs within walking distance and improves
equitable access to amenities, retail and serviBgsrequiring a significant portion of any
development site to be used for parking and not actigs,uminimum parking requirements detract
from walkability of commercial nodes and corridors. Achieving this neighborhood node policy
objective will require additional commercial density and a greater mix of commercial uses to be
developed in many neighbdaod nodes. If this policy is successfully implemented, it will enable
more shorterm discretionary trips to be conducted without a car, which in turn will lower Saint
Paul 6s c ar b o noff-seeatipsskeng demand. &limohating or reducing commairci
minimum parking requirements will further tih@plementatiorof this policy by enabling infill
commercial density to be developed in existing nodes, especially if minimum parking requirements
have led to an oversupply of parking.

The vast majority of ammercial uses in Saint Paul have minimum parking requirement of 1 space
per 400 square fedtlumerous factors may lower parking demands for commercialarsgthese
arenot accounted for by simply requiring parking based on the square footage of a commercial
use. Corner store type retail uses, for example, typically have trade areas thatlaadf aomée,

and will likely attract a customer base thaté#he capacityto patronize the commercial use
without driving and the customers that do drive typically utilize parking for a short duration.
Because of the short duration of trips, the proximity of their customer base, and the higeturn

rate of customers, smaletail establishments can typically accommodate all of their parking
demand with on street parking adjacent to theaperty By not takinghesefactors into account,
minimum parking requirements increase commercial development costs and inhibit cotnmercia
growth by requiring parking which may not be needed to accommodate demand, particularly for
small businesses. The Saint Paul Zoning Cddes not currentlyexempt or reduce parking
minimums for small businesses. It requires parking at the same ratimtforsmall and large
businessedespite the fact th#le latter such as major grocery stores, typically rely on a customer

base from a much larger geographic area and therefore may have increased off street parking

demands.

There are numerous other fat which have and will continue to lower parking demands from
commercial uses. In response to the 2020 coronavirus pandethie maj or ity of
white-collarworkforce began working from home, if they had the abilitgdso A lasting legacy

of the coronavirus pandemic may be that a significant portion ofmbite-collar work force
continues to work from home, which would lower parking demand for offices. Inflexible minimum
parking requirements do not take factors like this into account anldi wexquire offices to build
enough parking to accommodate the estimated demandetftia@office workforce commuting

to workevery day, driving alone.

The proliferation of online shopping, which has drastically changed parking demand for large retail
and commercial uses, is also not accounted for with parking minimuarge retailers have
historically built far more parking than would be required by code, in order to accommodate
infrequent holiday shopping peak parking demand. Even before the incrieederence of
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consumers to purchase items online, large retaitgesntionally, built more parking than the
estimated parking demand for their use. Reducing or eliminating minimum parking requirements
would enable incremental development on large rsitai$ in Saint Paulyith excess parking that
maybe required by a minimum parking requireme¥g consumer preferences change, large retail
sitesi and expansive parking lotshave become infill opportunity sites for nelevelopment
Reducingor eliminating minimum parking requiremertan helpfacilitatethe redevelopment of
these expansive potential infill sites in Saint Paul.

Market value andproperty tax revenueconsiderations

Policy LU-6 (3) of the 2040 Comprehensive Plan calls fatddng equitable and sustainable
economic growth by growing Saint Paul és tax b
amenities and infrastructure. Growing Saint Pz
development throughouhé city, which can beupportedby eliminating or reducing minimum

parking requirements. Compact dense development yields more property tax revenue per square
foot then lowdensity sprawling development, while simultaneously lowering the cost per capita

to maintain city services, amenities, and infrastructure. Therefore, facilitating and emegurag

dense development is the most efficient way to grow the tax baseanner that would allow the

city to expand city services and amenities, as called fohisgxdmprehensive plan policy. Take

for example these recent and historic developments within two blocks of each other on Snelling
Avenue, which are characteristic of low density amiented development and higlensity
transitoriented development:

1 The Vintage on Selbyis a mixeduse
project that was constructed in 2015
(example of transit oriented
development)

1 Thefloor area ratiol{uilding floor
aredlot areg is roughly 3.0, which is
the maximum density permitted at th
location

1 This developmentias a mix of
structured parking and covered
surface parking

1 The market value per parcel square
foot is $679.42

1 Thetaxrevenue persguare foot is
$12.72
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