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FHWA Proposes Changes for Designing
Lower Speed Roads

Community, Environmental Needs to Get More Consideration

States, cities and counties will have more
flexibility in designing lower-speed roads,
thanks to some changes being proposed by
the U.S. Department of Transportation’s
(USDOT) Federal Highway Administra-
tion (FHWA). The agency is proposing
revisions to current policies to encourage
the design of lower-speed roads that are
more in line with community and environ-
mental needs.

The proposed changes will make it eas-
ier for engineers to design transportation
projects more tailored to local travel condi-
tions and provide safer, multimodal solu-
tions that accommodate drivers, transit
users, pedestrians and bicyclists, accord-
ing to FHWA.

“This proposed policy change will give
states and communities the opportunity to
be more innovative in designing their local
projects,” said U.S. Transportation Secre-
tary Anthony Foxx. “It will help us to build
more quality projects that will not only
provide more travel options for people, but
also support and unite communities across
America.”

As the first step in a series of changes in
the works, FHWA proposes to reduce the
number of design criteria for highways
designated for speeds of less than 50 miles
per hour from 13 required elements to just
two required elements. On roads with
design speeds of 50 mph or more that typi-
cally carry freight and more traffic, the
number of criteria would be reduced from
13 to 10.

In 1985, FHWA emphasized 13 design
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An improvement to accommodate cyclists as shown above might be able to be done
with less restrictions.
(Photo: Courtesy of the FHWA)

Public Transportation Use Grows in Paris,
Creating More Opportunities for Businesses
Public Transport, Two-wheelers, Bicycles, All See Big Gains

Paris is being touted as having tremendous
opportunities for business development,
thanks to the growth in alternative modes
of transportation.

According to Paris Region Entreprises,
which supports the development of busi-
nesses delivering the most economic,
social and ecological added value, there
has been significant growth in trips taken
by public transport, motorized two-wheel-
ers and bicycles between 2001 and 2010.

The majority of trips continue to be
made by cars but that has grown by only

0.6. By comparison, daily public transpor-
tation trips rose by 21 percent in that time
period, with 8.5 million trips daily, accord-
ing to the 2010 Regional Survey for Mobil-
ity and Transportation. Paris Region
public transport facilities serve 12 million
residents of Paris, along with 47 million
tourists each year.

Also between 2001 and 2010, daily
trips by motorized two-wheelers rose 34
percent and trips by bicycles grew 50
percent.

Please turn to Page 9





















© THE URBAN TRANSPORTATION MONITOR, OCTOBER 30, 261 VOL. 29 NO. 8

Page 8

UITP Boosts North American Presence Wth Office

INn New York

New Ofice to Suport Development of Uban Trarsit Prgects

The Internaional Assodation of Public
Trangort (UITP) has opeed an dice in
New York, is firstin North Aneiica, to
support @mntinued growh in uban tarsit
projects acoss he coninent.

Growth acros North Anericais leadng
to majoreffortsto modernkeexidingtran-
sit sysems, as wikas buld new integrated
light rail trarsit, bus,ragdd trarsit andmetro
sydemnrs. UITPmember conpaniesin North
Ameiicaincludesorre of he rgion’s big-
gestmetro operators n New York, Byston,
Washingbn, Montreal and Toronto and
light rail sygems in Phenix, Salt Lake
City, Honolulu, EdnontonandvVancouve.

The Nev York office opend in ealy
Odober and wi be run byAndrew Batg an
urban tarsit professiond with more han 30
years of experence. He previously was
Chiefof Intemational Best Padice at MTA
New York Cty Trarsit. As head of UITR
North Ametica office, Bata’s jd is to slare
intematianal expertisewith UITP’s North
American nenbers, wok to comectbike-
and ca-shaing systerrs with pubic trarsit
and work n suport of he UITP Globd
PuHlic Transport Summit that will take
plae in Montreal in May 2017.

Andrev Bat is he head oUITP's
North Ameican ofice. Photo: UTP)

“I"'m ddighted b be joinng UITP and
repregnting the Assocation in North
America,” Bata said.As theglobalcerter
of knowledge on susainale mobility, |
amvery much lookng forward b helpng
UITP menbers in North Americatap h to
sone of he inemaional pettise aUITP
as well as shwcase some best ptaes
from the egion.”

Prior b the opaing of the New Yok of-

A TTCstreetar in Toronb. Toronb is a menber ofthe UTP along wih other large
trangt agences. Photo: Murtes/ of he TTG

fice, UITP hada Noth Ameican maager
basel in Brussés, Belgium. However wth
the tine difference andditance, it was a
chalengeto ke up and sty comecked,
sad UITP spokeman Ardrew Gaming.

The New York ofice will work cot
laboratively with estattishedassaiatiors
such a theAmerican Riblic Trangoort As
socation (APTA), the Canalian Urban
Transt Assocdation (CUTA) andanyother
ertities tha would also lerefit from the
globalcomedivity that UTP has to ofer,
Cannig sad.

UITP is a strehouse of mtemational
bestpradiceson the ail and busndudry
andsudainable mdility as a vindle. With
the increasng globalzation of transport
technology there § a denand for curent
knowledge aout sub corceps as ato-
mation of uban netros, te ircreased de
ployment ofbus rapil transit sysens, new
and innovaive advaned fare collecion
sydemns, searfess intermodal traffers,
realtime information apps ad the &plo-
sion n the use of seial media.

UITP also has an esellent raating
training pragram which is popilar with
transport sysems and professonals
around he wort. North Arrerican tarsit
agerties havepaticipatal in sut pro
gramns with greateviews frompaticipants
regarding thecontant, Cannng sad.

In addition, UITP ofers alarge vaiety
of professonal confereces spedfic
modalandtechnicatomnitteessemnars,
workshops and der focusel meetngs o
advancethe béterment ofurban tangort
with the oveall aimof improving the qual
ity of life in cifes.

UITP represens 1,400 renrbers &ross
96 courtries and now courg 13 laison and
regional offices @rossthe gbbe in adi-
tion to its main dfice in Brussels.

The asso@ion supportssusaindle ur-
ban nobility and is he onlyworldwide net
work to brihg tagethe al pulic trangort
stkeholdes and W sugainable trangport
modes. I§ menbers & public trangort as-
thoritiesandoperadrs,policy decsion-mak-
ers, rsearch istitutes and th pultic trans
port suply and sevice indudry.

For more information,

WWW.uitp.org

visit:
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Public Transportation Use Grows in Paris, Creating More

Opportunities for Businesses
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Transportation services in Paris is recognized for promoting business opportunities.
(Graphic: Courtesy of Paris Region Entreprises)

Paris Region Entreprises credits “a rich
and diverse ecosystem that federates ma-
jor groups, startups and competitiveness
clusters,”” as well as solid support from
policy makers with funding for experi-
mentation in innovative mobility
solutions.

For several years, the Paris Region has
been firmly committed to implementing
sustainable and innovative mobility
throughout its territory, according to Paris
Region Entreprises.

Key initiatives include:

e Commissioning, by 2019, the first sec-
tion of the Grand Paris Express, com-
prising 205 km (127 miles) of fully-au-
tomated metro lines with 68 new sta-
tions, at a cost of $32 billion. This pro-
ject, unique in Europe, is intended to be
the world’s most fully automated rapid
transit system.

e Replacing, by 2025, the entire
4,500-bus fleet of the RATP (the Paris
Region’s primary public transport oper-
ator) with electric or NGV vehicles.

e Successfully deploying Autolib’, the
world’s largest car sharing service for
electric vehicles, and BlaBlaCar, the
world’s leading online ride-sharing res-
ervation service. These reflect new con-
sumption patterns for Paris Region resi-
dents, who are evolving from car own-
ership to the use of shared vehicles.

e Finally, future trends include greater
use of bicycles, with the Paris mayor’s
plan to double the total length of bike
paths, from 700 km (435 miles) today to
1,400 (870 miles) in 2020.

Paris Region Entreprises aims to unite

businesses and other orgnanizations in the

Paris Region to optimize their growth lo-

cally and worldwide. It also provides busi-

nesses long-term guidance as they de-
velop and seeks to attract foreign compa-
nies and assist in their settlement. It was
founded by the Paris Regional Council,
the Paris Region Chamber of Commerce
and Industry, Bpifrance and the French

Government.

For more information, visit:
WWWw.parisregionentreprises.org



http://www.parisregionentreprises.org
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Transportation Tort Liability: Case in Review

Indiana Court Examines Discretionary Function
Immunity After Woman Trips In Street

In a recent judgment, the Indiana Court of
Appeals reversed the Superior Court’s de-
nial of City’s motion for summary judg-
ment, in a case arising from an accident re-
sulting in injuries to a pedestrian who trip-
ped and fell crossing a city street that had
been earmarked for major improvements.

Specifically, according to City’s evi-
dence, it was planning to reconstruct the
street including the accident site, as op-
posed to performing piecemeal repairs.
The project consisted of pavement replace-
ment, enclosed storm drainage system,
parking lanes, a bike lane, curb and gutter
rehabilitation, sidewalks and other im-
provements to the pedestrian and vehicular
corridor.

Further, the day before the subject acci-
dent, the City Council held the second of
the three votes necessary to issue the bonds
to fund the reconstruction project.

Plaintiff had alleged negligence which
City rebutted, claiming she was unable to
prove proximate cause because she did not
know which hole had caused her to fall;
that it was entitled to discretionary func-
tion immunity; and that plaintiff’s claim
was barred due to contributory negligence.

Plaintiff responded, and a trial court
hearing resulted in an order denying City’s
motion for summary judgment. City ap-
pealed.

The Appeals Court noted that summary
judgment was rarely appropriate in negli-
gence actions, since negligence cases were
particularly fact sensitive and were gov-
erned by a standard of the objective rea-
sonable person, best applied by a jury after
hearing all the evidence.

It also noted that until 1988, the Court
distinguished between “ministerial” and
“discretionary” acts to determine whether
certain actions would be covered by immu-
nity, where discretionary acts were im-
mune, ministerial acts were not.

Then, after a landmark decision, it ex-
pressly rejected the ministerial/discretion-
ary test, and held rather that discretionary
function immunity should be “narrowly
construed” because it was an exception to
the general rule of liability.

It clarified that discretionary judgments

The corner of Main and 10th Street in Beech Grove, IN, where a pedestrian injured her
leg. (Photo: Courtesy of Google, Inc.)

would not be immune from legal challenge
unless they were clearly “policy” deci-
sions resulting from the conscious balanc-
ing of risks and benefits and/or weighing
of priorities.

In place of the ministerial/discretionary
test, it adopted a “planning/operational”
test, which provides that a governmental
entity would be immune from liability
when the alleged negligence arose from
decisions made at the planning level as op-
posed to the operational level.

However, the court did not foresee that
all decisions that involved “judgment or
discernment” would be immune, since it
was “difficult to conceive” of any official
act that did not include “some discretion in
the manner of its performance.”

In the case at bar, City claimed its deci-
sion not to undertake “piecemeal repairs”
prior to the accident was subject to discre-
tionary function immunity under the plan-
ning/operational test.

A majority of the Court accepted this
claim, arguing that the City Council was in
the planning phase of an improvement
project; had balanced budgetary concerns
with the need to repair the street; had
planned to wholly reconstruct the street;
and was in the process of approving the re-
quired financing.

Further, that the decisions were made in
public as required by law, by elected policy
makers, members of the City’s Board of
Works and Safety and the City Council, as
minuted at designated meetings of those
bodies.

It held that the fact that plaintiff framed
her case as simple negligence did not alter
the fact that it ultimately opened to ques-
tion the decision of the City to reconstruct
the street instead of making smaller
repairs.

It therefore found that the City was enti-
tled to discretionary function immunity
and reversed the trial court’s order.

The dissenting judge argued that “sim-
ply filling a pothole” did not strike her as
the kind of “piecemeal repair” that was set
aside in favor of the overall improvement
project.

Further, she found no support in the evi-
dence that the City made a conscious pol-
icy decision to perform no repairs because
a reconstruction project was being dis-
cussed, nor evidence that the City made an
assessment of repairs that might be needed
pending the start of the reconstruction pro-
ject, nor proof that it established a policy
based upon that assessment.

Therefore she would affirm the trial
court’s denial of summary judgment.
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This Month’s Survey Results (Survey 1)

Reducing Off-Street Parking Requirements

Earlier this month, The Urban Transportation Monitor conducted a nationwide survey on “Reducing Oftf-Street Parking Require-
ments” during the last two weeks. Survey forms were sent to transportation professionals via email. Information was obtained from six

jurisdictions. The results of the survey are published here.

Contact Information of Respondents to Survey

CONTACT NAME, ORGANIZATION NAME

TELEPHONE, E-MAIL

Laura Harmon
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Planning Department
Charlotte, NC

704-336-4565
Iharmon@charlottenc.gov

Randy McCourt

503-243-3500

Township of Nutley, NJ

DKS Associates rsm@dksassociates.com
Portland, OR
John Barry 973-284-4900 ext. 2167

jbarry@nutleynj.org

Fernanda Roveri
City of Monterey, CA

831-242-8788
roveri@monterey.org

Tyler Deke
Bend MPO
Bend, OR

541-633-9298
tdeke@bendoregon.gov

Michael Santos
Howard Stein Hudson
Boston, MA

617-348-3350
msantos@hshassoc.com




© THE URBAN TRANSPORTATION MONITOR, OCTOBER 30, VOL. 29 NO. 8

Page 12

Reducing Off-Street Parking Requirements

What is the name of the jurisdiction
where parking requirements were
reduced?

City of Charlotte, NC

Portland Region, OR

What type of parking reduction mea-
sure(s) were implemented? Please
indicate the new requirement. (e.g.
"the minimum parking rate for office
buildings was reduced from 3.5
spaces per 1,000 square feet to 2
spaces per 1,000 square feet.).

For transit oriented development districts, for most uses
implemented maximums parking requirements:
Maximum of 1.6 spaces per residential unit (with ability
to park at up to 2 spaces per unit under certain condi-
tions).

Maximum of one space per 300 sq ft of office spaces
Maximum of one space per 250 square feet for retail

Regionally, each city implement maximumand minimum
parking ratios that were based upon actual data rather
than prior codes from other cities or old studies.

At which type of locations were
these parking reduction measures
implemented?

Around llight rail stations.

All uses

For what purpose(s) were parking
requirements reduced?

To create a more walkable, urban environment.

Generally codes were set historically from past codes
and studies and were not necessarily reflective of actual
needs.

How was the amount of reduction in
parking requirements determined?
(e.g. a study/survey was conducted
to determine the percentage of indi-
viduals who have an alternative to
single-occupant vehicle commuting;
the amount of internal trip-making
due to mixed-use developments,
etc.).

Based on standard ordinance minumums.

Actual survey data and statistics on use by context.
Also note in Seattle similar work was done for Right Siz-
ing Parking.

Was there significant opposition to a
reduction in parking requirements?
If so, who was opposed and how
were the objections overcome?

No

Some minor concern from leasing agents but the flexi-
bility eventually was seen as very reasonable.

Were the parking reduction mea-
sures accompanied by an increase
in alternatives to single occupant
vehicle commuting?

Yes, construction of light rail line.

These were not hard wired together but overall system
planning was done to improve alternatives.

In which year were the parking re-
duction measures implemented?

Around 2005

2000's

Are the parking reduction measures
considered a success? Please pro-
vide reasons for your answer.

Yes - form of development around transit stations is
changing to be more walkable; development community
has been able to build using the parking maximums.

Yes - the frequency of excess parking has been signifi-
cantly reduced. Places where low/zero parking was ap-
propriate were identified to be market driven rather than
code driven. One area of concern is the zero parking
application should not be blanket applied - it works but
NOT every where and balance should be provided to
minimize impacts to existing neighbor-
hoods/businesses.

What advice can you provide to
those contemplating a reduction in
parking requirements?

Need to have a strong basis for making the change.

Collect real data and do not succumb to perceptions
about parking (either providing too much or too little).

What do you consider to be the best
resource (report/book/person/other)
on reducing parking requirements?

Don't know

Right Sized Parking out of Seattle and King County - we
prepared a paper that is helpful. ITE Parking Genera-
tion and ULI Shared Parking when utilized with good
judgement. ITE Portland State University Student
Chapter research on downtown parking that is posted
on the WESTERNITE web site for student data
collection.

Any further comments?

None

None

N/A = not available
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Reducing Off-Street Parking Requirements (continued)

What is the name of the jurisdiction
where parking requirements were
reduced?

Township of Nutley, NJ

City of Monterey, CA

What type of parking reduction mea-
sure(s) were implemented? Please
indicate the new requirement. (e.g.
"the minimum parking rate for office
buildings was reduced from 3.5
spaces per 1,000 square feet to 2
spaces per 1,000 square feet.)

Retail stores in B-3 Zone on first floor only:

1 parking space for each 200 square feet of establishment,
except if the lot size is less than 20,000 square feet, no
parking is required.

Service Establishments (Personal & Household):

1 parking space for each 200 square feet of the establish-
ment except if the lot size is less than 20,000 square feet,
no parking is required. A business conducted to render ei-
ther a personal service, such as haircutting, nail salons,
shoe repair or dry cleaning, or a household service, such as
insect extermination, the repair of furniture, small household
appliances or television sets. A service establishment, per-
sonal and household, shall not include mortuary services,
the repair on the premises of furnaces, refrigerators, air con-
ditioners and other articles of similar bulk and weight
Restaurants and bars:

1 parking space for each 10 seats, to be based on the maxi-
mum seating capacity.

Retail stores in B-3 Zone only:

1 for each lot, except if the lot is less than 20,000 feet, none
required.

Commercial:

Maximum of four spaces per 1,000 GSF. No mini-
mum requirement for commercial.

Residential: 5 spaces per unit. Maximum of 2
spaces per unit. All new residential development
shall “unbundle” the full cost of parking from the
cost of the housing itself, by creating a separate
parking charge. Parking space requirements may
be met with an in-lieu fee. Parking may be shared
within a single mixed-use building with:

1) Residential buildings and an off-site parking fa-
cility, provided that the off-site facility is within 1,000
feet of the building entrance

2) Non-residential buildings and an off-site parking
facility, provided that the off-site facility is within
1,250 feet of the building entrance.

Off-site shared parking located further than 1,000
feet can be considered at the discretion of staff, so
long as there is documentation that reasonable
provision has been made to allow offsite parkers to
access the principal use (e.g. a shuttle bus, valet
parking service, free transit passes, etc.).

At which type of locations were
these parking reduction measures
implemented?

Business, Retail, Restaurants, Service

Downtown

For what purpose(s) were parking
requirements reduced?

To stimulate business. Restrictive parking requirements

discouraged business opportunities. Entrepreneurs were
given the opportunity to make a business decision based
upon the limited parking in the developed downtown.

To make the downtown more pedestrian-friendly
and reduce auto trips.

How was the amount of reduction in
parking requirements determined?
(e.g. a study/survey was conducted
to determine the percentage of indi-
viduals who have an alternative to
single-occupant vehicle commuting;
the amount of internal trip-making
due to mixed-use developments,
etc.).

Studies conducted and recommendations made to the Plan-
ning Board and Board of Commissioners by the Code En-
forcement / Building Department.

A Monterey citywide parking study revealed occu-
pancy rates and provided recommendations for re-
ducing parking requirements to make the downtown
more pedestrian friendly and reduce auto trips.

Was there significant opposition to a
reduction in parking requirements?
If so, who was opposed and how
were the objections overcome?

No opposition

The opposition was not significant because we
were able to adopt the citywide parking study rec-
ommendations in our downtown specific plan.

duction measures implemented?

Were the parking reduction mea- N/A Yes, we have a multi-modal mobility plan we've
sures accompanied by an increase been implementing which includes improvements to
in alternatives to single occupant walking and bicycling in downtown.

vehicle commuting?

In which year were the parkingre- 2014 10/01/2013

Are the parking reduction measures
considered a success? Please pro-
vide reasons for your answer.

Yes. New mixed use development has been constructed,
new restaurants opened and retail vacancy rate is extremely
low.

Yes because the reduction in parking requirements
has allowed for better use of space in downtown
such as outdoor seating, beer gardens, landscap-
ing, etc.

What advice can you provide to
those contemplating a reduction in
parking requirements?

Restrictive parking requirements discourage business op-
portunities. Entrepreneurs can be given the opportunity to
make a business decision toward investments based upon
the limited parking in the developed downtown.

Do it. Get rid of minimums. Don't be afraid of "too
little parking." Good things will happen.

What do you consider to be the best
resource (report/book/person/other)
on reducing parking requirements?

Donald Shoup, UCLA

The High Cost of Free Parking, by Donald Shoup.

Any further comments?

None

None

N/A = not available
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Reducing Off-Street Parking Requirements (continued)

What is the name of the jurisdiction
where parking requirements were
reduced?

City of Bend, OR

Boston, MA

What type of parking reduction mea-
sure(s) were implemented? Please
indicate the new requirement. (e.g.
"the minimum parking rate for office
buildings was reduced from 3.5
spaces per 1,000 square feet to 2
spaces per 1,000 square feet.)

The City generally followed the recommendations out-
lined in the following book:  http://www.ore-
gon.gov/lcd/tgm/documents/smartdevelopmentcodehan
dbook.pdf  Additionally, the City does not require new
parking for development in the downtown area. Instead,
a fee is assessed that is used to provide centralized
(parking garage) parking.

Parking requirements are set on a case by case basis
through zoning waivers for the majority of new develop-
ment projects spanning residential, office, and retail
based on the context of the neighborhood and the na-
ture or the development.

At which type of locations were
these parking reduction measures
implemented?

Retail/commercial areas and residential areas

Multifamily residential projects, mixed use develop-
ments, and office developments located in urban infill
sites.

For what purpose(s) were parking
requirements reduced?

To promote infill and redevelopment by reducing park-
ing costs. To promote urban development - develop-
ment that supports walking, biking, and transit.

Most developments have good transit access, are in
proximity to car sharing services, and have good bicycle
facilities in the area.

How was the amount of reduction in
parking requirements determined?
(e.g. a study/survey was conducted
to determine the percentage of indi-
viduals who have an alternative to
single-occupant vehicle commuting;
the amount of internal trip-making
due to mixed-use developments,
etc.)

As noted earlier, the City generally followed the recom-
mendations in the Smart Development Code handbook.

It is somewhat arbitrary, but most reductions fall within
City defined guidelines for parking ratios.

Was there significant opposition to a
reduction in parking requirements?
If so, who was opposed and how
were the objections overcome?

Not to my knowledge

The biggest opposition comes from neighbors that feel
the development will create more of a burden for on
street parking.

Were the parking reduction mea-
sures accompanied by an increase
in alternatives to single occupant
vehicle commuting?

The City has been working to build out its bicycling and
walking infrastructure.

Always.

In which year were the parking re-
duction measures implemented?

Approximately 2007

This is an ongoing policy and is accomplished on a pro-
ject by project basis through the zoning board. In some
cases, the city has rezoned areas to fall more in line
with the current land uses.

Are the parking reduction measures
considered a success? Please pro-
vide reasons for your answer.

They were definitely a success in the downtown area.
We've seen a significant amount of new construction
(infill/redevelopment) over the past 10 years in
downtown.

For the most part, yes. It is a difficult metric to measure
in a dense urban area.

What advice can you provide to
those contemplating a reduction in
parking requirements?

Have all of the supporting information in place - the pur-
pose of reduced parking requirements, the potential
benefits, the potential impacts, the plan to promote al-
ternate modes, etc.

Provide viable alternatives to automobile usage. Cen-
sus data is also a useful tool to determine the existing
automobile ownership rates for residential uses for
specific areas.

What do you consider to be the best
resource (report/book/person/other)
on reducing parking requirements?

Donald Shoup provides good context as to why parking
requirements should be reduced. The Smart Code
handbook (referenced earlier) provides good draft code
language. There are also good parking consultants
(Rick Williams Consulting is someone we use) to help
with the discussions and do the technical work.

Existing census data and market studies are very use-
ful. Each development is unique in urban areas and
needs to be evaluated as such. There are unique fea-
tures of every development (proximity to transit, target
demographics, proximity to amenities, prevailing neigh-
borhood characteristics) that need to be considered.

Any further comments?

We are actually just hired Rick Williams consulting to
develop a new parking plan for the City. The plan will: 1)
update the downtown parking plan, 2) develop a parking
plan for a rapidly redeveloping area; and 3) develop a
citywide plan to address Oregon's requirements that
MPO area reduce parking per capita by 10% over the
planning horizon. He will work with us to review the
City's currently parking code to determine if we are on
track to meet that requirement.

Parking requirements may be more standardized in
more auto-centric suburban areas that lack viable alter-
native modes of transportation and disjointed land use
patterns. Urban infill development is more nuanced and
parking requirements need to be tailored to smaller ar-
eas. Often times, the underlying zoning was set de-
cades ago for different land uses than what currently
exists (e.g. residential infill in previously industrial ar-
eas). To address this issue, city planning and zoning
agencies should conduct comprehensive rezoning stud-
ies so there can be more consistency in the off-street
parking requirements.

N/A = not available








































