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April 3, 2013 

City Commissioners: 

Housing Land Advocates, a nonprofit organization, encourages land use policies supporting 

affordable housing and the development of sustainable communities. We represent over 250 

housing advocates across the state who are active in our cause. We further represent the less-

heard voice of economically disadvantaged people who do not have the time or opportunity to 

organize for themselves to speak out on important land use policies that affect affordable 

housing. 

HLA has grave concerns about the proposal to increase parking requirements for new buildings 

near transit. The process for permanently altering the zoning code has sped forward without 

sufficient input or careful analysis of the potential impacts. The swirling proposals and 

amendments for last-minute changes raise even more questions about the process. 

Higher parking requirements will increase the cost of housing, lower the amount of housing that 

is constructed, and discourage active transportation and transit use. Empirical evidence on the 

relationship between parking rules and higher costs is abundant and clear. Portland’s own 

research shows parking requirements raise prices for all tenants, regardless of car ownership. 

Rentals with parking are priced $50 to $700 per month higher than equivalent developments 

without on-site parking, and significantly fewer units are created when parking is required. In 

effect, implementing the proposed regulations is the same as imposing a rental tax of 6%, and 

potentially more, on apartment residents. 

Existing property owners worry about their access to free street parking, and about the size and 

compatibility of new apartment buildings. Unfortunately, the proposed fix does nothing to 

address design issues. Nor does the proposal provide for a far more effective method for 

preserving parking: actively managing it with permits or pricing. Overall, zoning changes fail to 

address the relationship between parking, transportation, and housing costs.  

HLA seriously questions the ability of the current proposal to address the following issues. 

A. Equity.  

New housing units without parking cost less than if that unit included parking. Lower-income 

Portlanders own fewer cars per household and are more dependent on transit. Therefore, less 

expensive units without parking will, on average, be more attractive to lower-income people. 

There is no question, empirically, that parking requirements raise housing costs. Multiple reliable 

academic studies, in addition to the Portland modeling referenced above, have demonstrated the 

same thing: parking requirements make housing more expensive. 

http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/420062
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/420062
http://www.vtpi.org/park-hou.pdf
http://www.its.ucla.edu/research/rpubs/manville_aro_dec_2010.pdf
http://www.uctc.net/papers/380.pdf
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The proposed zoning changes do not obligate building owners to rent their units at below-market 

rates. HLA would support a policy where developers are required to set aside some units as 

permanently affordable housing, using HUD standards, if their buildings do not include parking.  

Many factors besides parking influence household decisions about car use and auto ownership. A 

unit that is close to work, school, child care, services has a significant, if not greater, impact on 

auto dependency than mere access to a bus stop.  As a social justice issue, raising rental prices on 

all residents to subsidize low-cost parking for those who own cars is unfair, as well as costly and 

inefficient. The integration of transportation policy and affordable housing policy is critical to 

achieving city goals, and is not addressed in the proposed changes. 

B. Accessibility.  

Proposed zoning changes do not directly address the needs of physically disabled residents. An 

on-street ADA parking or loading space can be requested from PBOT, but the changes do not 

require accessible parking if buildings do not otherwise provide it. Ignoring the needs of the 

disabled community is a major flaw in current parking policy for infill developments. 

Without a concrete plan, the proposed changes reduce access to housing for people with physical 

disabilities. The proposed ordinance fails those who need an accessible vehicle to take them 

where mass transit will not. 

C. Incentives.  

Off street parking is expensive to construct and does not pay for itself, because un-priced street 

parking undercuts building owners’ ability to charge for it. Forcing developers to provide 

parking does not make it free. Costs are absorbed by tenants in higher rental prices and by 

developers in the form of lower profits. Developers will cover the cost of parking by building 

fewer units at higher prices, even where larger buildings with lower-priced units would be 

appropriate. It also builds into the code a bias towards cars and away from transit, in exactly the 

location where the opposite should be true. Discouraging housing through additional zoning 

requirements is contrary to Portland’s stated land use goals, specifically, to accommodate future 

population growth in the city and to support mass transit. 

D. Legal issues.  

The Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals decision in the Richmond case complicates matters 

even further. Neighbors have halted (at least temporarily) the development of an 81-unit building 

without on-site parking, but the central issue in that decision has nothing to do with parking. If 

opponents’ concern is the appearance of new buildings, this can be addressed through improved 

design standards and not by reflexively increasing parking. 
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HLA believes Portland’s existing residential neighborhoods should provide housing for a wide 

range of citizens. New housing in transit-rich areas opens up neighborhoods to a people at all 

levels of age, ability, and economic status. The current proposal for increasing parking 

requirements is deeply flawed and does not adequately address these concerns. We strongly 

advocate for re-starting this process with the participation of a broad group of interested citizens, 

including those concerned about equity and fairness. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Ben Schonberger  

Housing Land Advocates 

 


