To:  Matthew Peters
Re:  Opposition to CCB #22-0285-Abundant Housing Act
The members of the city’s Residential Permit Parking Advisory Board (RPPAB) are writing to express their opposition to CCB #22-0285 - Abundant Housing Act.  We are a group that advises the city government on a wide range of parking issues, and we represent approximately 10, 000 households in Baltimore City.  Our main concern is that this bill proposes to increase the density of dwellings in residential neighborhoods while eliminating existing requirements to provide off-street parking for new dwellings.
As residents and representatives on parking issues, we know, both first-hand and via discussions with our neighbors, that scarcity of parking is a major source of concern in many city neighborhoods.  Insufficient parking can lead to serious safety, mobility, and health issues; depressed property values; and reduced diversity.
1. Safety 
a. The safety concerns come from residents being forced to park farther and farther away from their homes as the density of the population increases without adequate parking for that population.  
i. The state of crime in Baltimore is one of the major reasons that residents are leaving the city.
1. People are frankly afraid to be out on city streets, and the further you have to park from your house, the more time you spend on the street walking to and from your residence.  Increasing that walking time, increases the opportunity for someone to become a victim.
2. It is also simply a scary experience, especially after dark, which is not something that encourages people to want to stay in the city.
ii. The Abundant Housing Act sponsors assume this increase in housing without parking will drive residents to give up their cars and use public transportation or bikes and scooters.  
iii. They are overlooking the other option, which is that this change could amplify the current trend of residents leaving the city.
iv. If that occurs, the city will lose tax income (taxes on personal income, property, and sales).   
v. We are unaware of any study that has been done to try to determine which outcome is more likely and this is too important a question to guess at the answer.  We suggest that this issue be studied before further actions on this bill occur.
2. Mobility
a. At the Planning Commission’s listening session on 03/09, it was made clear that city government would like to see residents move towards the use of public transportation, and, while many of our residents would like to be able to do that, the current public transportation system is problematic.  
b. Older residents also have concerns about their safety when they rely on public transportations.  
i. Many of them are targeted by criminals while walking to and from the boarding sites or waiting on the street for transportation to pick them up.
c. Until a safe and reliable public transportation system that better meets our needs is put in place, it is premature to try to force city residents to give up their cars by failing to plan for adequate parking.
i. We suggest that the current state of public transportation be studied and the improvements made before we try to force residents to give up their cars and rely on public transportation instead. 
3. Health
a. Many areas of the city are food deserts.  
b. For many residents, especially those who are older, it is impossible to try to use public transportation to purchase groceries and transport them home.  
c. And while delivery is an option for some, the cost is prohibitive for many, if not most, older residents.  
d. The availability of fresh, nutritious food must also be addressed before city government tries to force residents to give up their cars.
e. At the Listening Session, it was suggested that these zoning changes would lead to more services moving into neighborhoods so that residents would be able to walk to obtain things like fresh food.  No basis for that assumption was provided.  
i. The impact on residents being able to access fresh nutritious food via public transportation must also be studied and addressed.
ii. The assumption that services like groceries will move into residential areas and be available by walking must also be studied to ensure that that will, in fact, happen.
4. Decreased Property Values
a. Many Board members represent areas where parking is already very tight.  We are well aware of people looking to purchase property who avoid certain neighborhoods because parking is one of the amenities/quality or life issues that matters to them.  
b. This has the effect of driving down property values in these neighborhoods and encouraging existing owner/occupants to leave and others not to buy.
c. Implementing a change that deliberately aims to reduce property values is NOT in the best interest of the owner/occupants who are already here and who bought their property not only as a home but as a major investment.
d. Having a core of owner/occupants is critical to the health and growth of a neighborhood and deliberately seeking to drive down their property values will be a disincentive for many of them to remain in the city.
e. Increasing the density of rental properties will lead to increased speculation and more properties that are non-owner occupied.  
i. Far too many neighborhoods already struggle with absentee landlords who don't tend to their properties.
ii. This, in turn leads to decreased property values near the derelict property and serious safety issues caused by squatters occupying those properties when they are vacant.
f. Before we make this change, The City Council should study the projected impact this bill will have on property values to ensure we do not lose more owner/occupants because of it.
i. We should also look at the potential loss of property taxes revenue if this occurs.
5. Diversity
a. This bill goes against the stated goal of allowing owners and residents to age in place, especially if parking is not available to our older and disabled residents who rely on their cars as tools to maintain their independence.  
b. Our communities must remain diverse and not squeeze out aged and disabled residents in order to increase the income for developers. 
c. Eliminating parking restrictions will have a negative impact on workers, especially high-income residents, who commute by car from their neighborhood to their jobs in the suburbs and in DC and VA.  
a. We need to protect the ability of all workers to get to their jobs.
b. We need these residents to remain living in the city because they help to keep our communities economically diversified and provide important support to the economy of our neighborhoods and our city.
d. Before The City Council enacts these changes, they should study and assess 
a. The impact on the aged and/or disabled;
b. The impact on workers who must travel outside the city to work; and
c. The potential for the loss of tax revenues if these proposed changes lead to residents leaving the city.
There are other concerns that are outside the purview of this Board.  They include the negative impact on our aged and failing infrastructure and on our historic properties and neighborhoods.  We will leave it to others to comment on those areas.  But a close review of the bill raised questions for an Advisory Board member because there were undefined terms throughout the bill that make uniform interpretation impossible.
There are ABSOLUTELY no compelling reasons to add density in this manner to our row house neighborhoods EXCEPT to put money into the pockets of speculators.  With all the empty lots, collapsed houses and brownfields in Baltimore, there is more than enough land to build apartment buildings or small multi-family dwellings.  And there needs to be holistic planning which recognizes that, In the absence of a public transportation system that meets the needs of all residents, meeting parking needs MUST continue to be planned for when increasing density in our neighborhoods.  Failing to do that will lead to speculation and unplanned expansion, which will ultimately breakup our communities.  
In summary, we believe there are a lot of unproven assumptions that are driving this bill.  We would like to see those assumptions studied before the bill moves forward.  Additionally, we believe that there should be an overall plan that looks at the impact of increasing density without providing parking from a holistic point of view which addresses all of the issues we have mentioned above.
For all the reasons listed above, we are opposed to the proposed bill. Thank you for considering our input.
Steve Johnson
Chair, RPPAB  
