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1. INTRODUCTION

Two techniques for restraining the use of the
automobile have recently become popular in the United
States: residential parking permit programs and traffic
restraint devices. Residential parking permit programs have
been initiated in situations where parking by non-residents
interfered with the parking needs of residents or with other
neighborhood needs related to the environment, safety, and
aesthetics. In 1977 the United States Supreme Court upheld
the constitutionality of preferential parking programs for
residents, removing the final obstacle to the rapid
expansion of this concept throughout the country.

The second technique, traffic restraint devices,
consists of physical measures placed on residential streets
to inhibit the flow of through-traffic and to divert this
traffic to designated arterials on the periphery of the
protected area. Some of the more common and effective
restraints are: M"“stop" signs to slow or discourage traffic,
diagonal diverters and semi-diverters at intersections, and
barriers to create cul-de-sacs.

While both of these approaches are aimed at restraining
the use of the automobile in residential areas, they have
little in common as far as appearance or specific purpose.
The residential parking permit programs employ a licensing
technique to prevent non-residents from coming into an area
and parking their cars, while the traffic restraint programs
use physical devices to prevent or minimize traffic, be it
resident or non-resident, from passing through an area. For
this reason, the two techniques are treated separately.

The first half of this paper discusses parking policies
in residential neighkorhoods. Section 2.1 describes the
causes of the parking problem, the effects it has on the
neighborhood and its residents, and the potential solutions.
Section 2.2 focuses on the residential parking permit
concept as a solution to this problem. Implementation,
boundary problems, visitor permits, the relationship to
rapid rail stations, and legal decisions are discussed in
this section.

Section 2.3 provides a summary of parking policies in
forty communities. Curbside bans, limits on consecutive
parking hours, and alternate side requirments during daytime
hours are included in addition to residential parking permit
programs when these techniques have been used to prevent
long-term parking or to improve the neighborhood's
environment, aesthetics, and safety. Section 2.4 contains
case studies for Cambridge, Massachusetts, San Francisco,
California, and Washington, D.C. Section 2.5 summarizes the
parking portion of the paper.



The second half of the paper is devoted to the use of
traffic restraint devices in residential neighborhoods.
Section 3.1 discusses the problem of through traffic and its
negative effects on a residential neighborhood. Traffic
restraint devices are singled out as the most readily
available short-term solution to the problem, and issues
related to their implementation and effectiveness are
discussed.

Section 3.2 describes the traffic restraint devices
that are being used in the United States. Section 3.3
summarizes the use of traffic restraint devices in 37
communities. Section 3.4 contains case studies for
Berkeley, California and Seattle, Washington. Finally,
Section 3.5 summarizes the traffic restraint portion of the
paper.

2. PARKING POLICIES IN RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS
2.1 The Parking Problem and Some Solutions

Non-resident parking restrictions consist of regqulatory
actions designed to reduce or eliminate the use of on street
parking spaces by automobiles from outside a residential
neighborhood. These measures have been initiated by the
residents and implemented by the municipalities when parking
by non-residents had increased to the point of interfering
with the parking needs of the residents or with other
neighborhood activities. The techniques employed for
restriction are bans on curbside parking in residential
areas, limits on the numkter of consecutive parking hours,
alternate side parking requirements during mid-morning or
mid-afternoon, and residential parking permit programs.

The Problem

The prime concern that has motivated most parking
restriction programs has been the loss of parking spaces
needed by the residents. Parking problems in residential
areas typically occur when a major nearby attractor of trips
does not provide sufficient parking of its own. Among the
23 communities that had either implemented or were con-
sidering non-resident prohibitions (see Table 2.1 and
Appendix C), the following primary generators of undesired
parking were cited (some localities cited more than one
cause, and a few did not name any):

Downtown employment 10
University 6
Medical center 2
Retail, entertainment 3



Transit park-and-ride 8

Most of the parking problems were generated by
commuters who would park on the residential streets all day.
Weekend shopping and evening entertainment trips created
problems in a few areas. Even relatively modest amounts of
parking by non-residents during the evening hours can create
severe prcblems since the evening is when most of the
residents are at home and require a space for their
automobiles.

The impact on residents whose parking spaces have been
used by vehicles from outside their neighborhood tends to be
most serious in older inner-city districts where the
physical fabric allows for little or no off-street parking.
In lower density single family areas and newer multi-family
developments, off-street parking is generally available and
residents are less reliant on curbside spaces. However,
indoor parking for apartment dwellers is generally very
costly.

The environmental impacts of non-resident parkers are
perceived as being most adverse by residents of
neighborhoods with a strong identity or specially valued
residential character. Often these are lower density
neighborhoods where the safety of children playing in the
streets, the unencumbered flow of social interactions among
friendly neighbors, and the quiet, relaxed quality of the
neighborhood environment can be easily degraded by the
presence of too many automobiles.

The Solutions

Three types of solutions can be applied to the
neighborhood parking proklem:

1. Restriction or prohibition of non-resident parking
by one or more of the schemes mentioned above

2. Provision of sufficient and competitively priced
off-street parking

3. Reduction or elimination of the need for auto
travel by providing a competitive transit
alternative.

Ideally these components should be combined into a
coordinated program: +the transit improvement acting as the
"carrot," the parking restriction as the "stick," and the
off-street parking as the cushion for those who, for one
reason or another, find it necessary to drive. In practice,
however, each relies on a different initiative and a
different pattern of funding, decision making, and
coordination. Typically a residential community becomes
impatient with the invasion of outside autos and applies



TABLE 2.1

SUMMARY OF PARKING POLICIES IN RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS

(1) (2) (3) (%)
Curbside BHourly Alternate Non-Resident
Ban Limits Side Prohibition

Arlington County, VA
Atlanta, GA
Baltimore, MD X u/c
Berkeley, Ca

Boston, MA

Bronx-NYC, NY

Buffalo, NY

Cambridge, MA
Charlottesville, VA
Chicago, IL

Cincinnati, OH

Cleveland, OH

Denver, O

Harrisburg, PA

Los Angeles, CA

Madison, WI

Miami, FL

Midtown Manhattan-NYC, NY
Milwaukee, WI
Minneapolis, MN X
Montgomery County, MD
New Brunswick, NJ

New Orleans, LA
Oakland, CA
Philadelphia, PA
Pittsburg, PA

Portland, OR

Prince George's Cyt, MD
Providence, RI
Queens—-NYC, NY
Richmond, VA

Rochester, NY

St. Louis, MO

Salem, OR

San Antonio, TX

San Francisco, CA
Seattle, WA X
Tucson, AR X
Washington, DC

Wilmington, DE X

>
»
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pressure to enact parking restrictions independently of the
provision of alternatives. This problem is elaborated upon
in the next section.

The restriction or prohibition of non-resident parking
is the least expensive and easiest of the three types of
solutions to implement. Curbside bans, limits on
consecutive parking hours, and alternate side requirements
during daytime hours have been used in may localities to
discourage long-term parking by commuters and to improve the
neighborhood envinronment. However, these practices are
fairly common in many countries and are used for other
purposes as well, such as to provide sufficient space for
through traffic (a goal somewhat counter to that of
improving the environment) and to facilitate street
cleaning. Therefore, they will be dealt with only briefly
in Section 2.3. The next section is devoted to the much
more interesting and effective restriction technique, the
residential parking permit program.

2.2 Residential Parking Permit Program

The most widespread technique in the United States to
prevent non-resident long-term parking is the residential
parking permit program. There are several possible
variations: non-residents are allowed to park for limited
amounts of time in regulated areas; non-residents are
excluded both during the day and at night; and non-residents
are prohibited from parking during certain hours (typically
8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday) but are
permitted to park in the evening and on weekends. Parking
permits are generally sold for a mominal price sufficient to
offset administrative costs and are displayed in a window or
pasted to a bumper. The cost for enforcement is more than
offset by the revenues obtained from violators.

Initiation and Implementation

Most of the residential parking permit programs now in
effect were initiated by individual residents or local
organizations who were disturbed by the problems described
above. The initial advocates obtained wide neighborhood
support through petitions or referenda and then brought
sufficient pressure on the city government to enact the
program. Implementation consisted of setting the
requlations, selling the residential permits, and enforcing
the restrictions through ticketing.

once one neighborhood in a city has implemented a
permit program, additional parking permit programs have
frequently spread to adjacent neighborhccds. This often
happens if the "problem" vehicles shift to an adjoining area
or when residents living just outside the boundary of a
parking district suddenly discover that they have lost their
favorite parking area. Thus, the pressure from every



neighborhood@ to oktain its own permit program is quite
predictable.

Boundary Issues

Residential parking permit programs presume a
distinction between "members®" of the neighborhood who are
permitted to park and "outsiders" who are either excluded or
are subject to stringent regulations. The permits apply
within set geographical boundaries, and they are available
only to persons residing within these boundaries. 1In some
cases the boundaries are drawn around individual
neighborhoods while in others the boundaries are city-wide.
City-wide zones are most appropriate in smaller communities
where the number of commute trips excluded is significantly
larger than the commute trips internal to the community.
City-wide zones also encourage local residents to patronize
their city's commerical establishments.

Problems may develop under the neighborhood option when
residents just across a koundary line find they can no
longer park in their accustomed spot. The original zone
could be enlarged or a buffer zone created encompassing
parts of two adjoining zones. Residents living in this
buffer-zone would then be able to park anywhere within its
boundaries as well as in their primary zone.

Visitor Permits

A major problem occurs with the treatment of non-
residents whose presence in the neighborhood is desired
(guests), essential (teachers, patients for medical
services), or dependent on a vehicle (contractors). The
problem arises not so much in agreeing that these persons
should have access to the neighborhood by automobile, but in
deciding how to accomplish this in an enforceable manner.

The customary way of providing parking privileges for
these individuals is by issuing visitor permits. However,
in large, congested zones residents could easily abuse their
guest privileges by selling or giving these permits to
friends commuting from outside the area. Such a practice
would most likely go unnoticed by the police. On the other
hand, in smaller, less crowded areas, a car displaying the
same guest sticker day after day would be more obvious.

Localities issuing guest permits also issue permits to
doctors and other professionals who receive clients. In
general, the police are lenient with contractors whose
vehicles display proper identification and oftentimes will
make special dispensation for social and civic functions.



Rapid Transit Stations

Rapid transit commuter parking was cited by six of the
localities having a non-resident parking ban as one of the
prime reasons for implementing the program and by two other
areas considering such bans (see Table 2.1). This situation
occurs in major metropolitan areas that have large volumes
of central business district (CBD) bound commuters with
origins in the outer suburbs; it holds for both the older
rapid transit systems which typically end at the center of
one of the inner residential areas, as well as the two new
rapid rail systems, BART in San Francisco and the Washington
Metro. Center city congestion and parking shortages act as
strong deterrents to driving to the CBD, and commuters
choose to drive only as far as the first convenient rapid
rail station. Unfortunately, the use of feeder bus lines to
rapid transit stations or express bus terminals is not often
seen as being a satisfactory substitute to the automobile.
In the low density residential patterns of suburban
development, sufficient coverage and frequency of bus
operation is almost impossible to achieve.

Even in the case of BART and the Washington Metro,
sufficient park-and-ride accommodations have not been
provided. Surface lots consume enormous amounts of
increasingly expensive land, and garages are costly to
build. But when financing is available for these parking
garages, they often come up against opposition from local
residents. Objections are raised to both the traffic
generation and the environmental impact of such facilities.

A good example of this is in Cambridge where, at the
new Alewife Brook rapid rail station, residents forced a
compromise by reducing the garage size from the original
projected need of 5000 spaces to 2000. Fear of traffic and
the physical impact of such a large structure were cited as
reasons. (In addition, the residents feared that with such
large parking provisions a station that was planned to be
the temporary terminus of the extension was more likely to
become the permanent end of the line.) The result of this
reduction, in combination with a non-resident parking ban
now in effect, is that park-and-ride capacity at that
station is effectively limited to 2,000 cars.

Thus, there is often a clear conflict between transit
plans and non-resident parking bans. The implications and
potential resolutions of these conflicts are further
illustrated in the case studies and are discussed in the
conlusions.



Legal Decisions

A recent United States Supreme Ccurt decision removed
the final legal obstacle to this concept. The Supreme Court
upheld an Arlington County, Virginia ordinance which bans
non-resident parking on designated streets (County Board of
Arlington County, VA, et.al. v. Rudolph A. Richards, et.al.;
october 11, 1977). The ordinance is found in Appendix A,
and the Supreme Court decision is found in Appendix B. The
Court stated that the Arlington ordinance is intended "to
reduce hazardous traffic conditions resulting from the use
of streets within residential (areas) . . . for the parking
of vehicles by persons using districts zoned for commerical
or industrial uses . . . ; to protect those districts from
polluted air, excessive noise, and trash and refuse caused
by the entry of such vehicles . . . (and) to preserve the
character of those districts as residential districts . . ."
The Court concluded that reducing air pollution and other
adverse environmental effects are legitimate goals and that
"a community reasonably may restrict on-street parking
available to commuters, thus encouraging reliance on
carpools and mass transit." The Court also noted that the
same goal is served by encouraging residents to leave their
cars at home during the day.

Litigation over non-resident parking regulations has
produced two other major court decisions. The Massachusetts
Supreme Court had previously accepted the validity of non-
resident prohibition in Cambridge (Commonwealth v. Guy A.
Petralia; April 29, 1977); this decision is described in the
Cambridge case study in Section 2.4. An Ohio County Court
struck down a parking restriction on non-residents in 1970;
however, in light of the recent U.S. Supreme Court decision,
it is doubtful that the Ohio decision would stand if
challenged today.

2.3 Summary of American Experience

Information about parking policies of forty communities
throughout the country was obtained. The research addressed
the reasons for different policies, implementation issues
and processes, and the effectiveness of different
regulations. The reader should note that these communities
do not comprise a random sample of communities throughout
the United states. The selection process was arbitrary and
strove to find communities with the parking policies
descrilbed above.

The four policies affecting the supply and distribution
of neighborhood parking identified above were examined:

1. bans on curkside parking in residential areas

2. limits on the number of consecutive parking hours



3. alternate side parking requirements during mid-
morning or mid-afternoon

4. non-resident prohibition (residential parking
permits).

Table 2.1 summarizes the findings; more detailed
information for each site is found in Appendix C. An "X"
indicates that a city is pursuing one of the four parking
policies to either prevent long-term parking or improve the
neighborhood environment, aesthetics, or safety. If a
community has instituted one of these policies for some
other purpose, such as a curbside ban to improve traffic
flow on a narrow street, this has not been so noted.
However, these practices are described in Appendix C.
Communities which are currently discussing, or plan to
implement, residential parking permit programs have been
identified with a U/C (under consideration).

Non-resident prohibition has already been treated in
depth and is the subject of the two case studies in Section
2.4. In addition to the sixteen existing programs,
residential parking permit programs are being considered by
several other communities.

Curbside Bans

curbside bans may prohibit on-street parking at certain
times, on certain days, at all times, on one side, on both
sides, or combinations of the above. Eight of the cities
contacted employed some type of ban to prevent long-term
parking. Although many communities employ parking bans for
a variety of reasons (the most commonly cited reason was
inadequate street width), Table 2.1 identifies only those
areas which were conciously prohibiting parking to alleviate
commuter-induced congestion or improve the neighborhood
environment.

additional reasons for curbside bans are included in
Appendix C. Emergency vehicle access was of particular
concern with both fire and police departments requesting
parking bans. Commuter thoroughfares traversing residential
areas are frequently the subject of parking bans during peak
traffic hours as are bus routes in residential
neighborhoods.

Limits on Consecutive Parking Hours

Restrictions on the number of consecutive parking hours
were found to be the most popular regulation used to prevent
long-term parking (33 of the 40 communities use them). 1In
large part, this popularity stems from the legal and
political acceptance these regulations enjoy in all parts of



the country. The most common restrictions are for one or
two hours.

Daytime hourly parking limits have been initiated in
most residential areas to prevent the long-term parking
attracted by commercial districts, employment centers,
transit stations, schools, recreation areas, etc. Traffic
departments typically respond to resident requests for
parking relief and will regulate on-street parking if
parking studies indicate a need.

Some communities employ hourly restrictions in
conjunction with their preferential parking programs. The
parking permits exempt residents from the hourly
restrictions. In several instances, the residential permit
program grew out of resident complaints about hourly
restrictions (which applied equally to residents and non-
residents) . Another policy to minimize the burden on
residents is selective enforcement. Some communities
indicated they only enforce the regulations when residents
complain and, then, in a manner which avoids ticketing
residents.

Alternate Side Requirements During Daytime Hours

Five of the communities contacted employ alternate side
parking requirements which change during the morning or
afternoon. The purposes of this regulation are twofold:

(1) to permit street cleaning, and (2) to discourage long-
term parking. The effect of this policy is to prevent
commuters from parking on those streets all day.
Enforcement is straightforward and the police department
cooperates with the sanitation department to remove
illegally parked cars.

2.4 Case studies

Case studies are presented for Cambridge,
Massachusetts, San Francisco, California, and Washington,
D.C. The three cities are densely populated, but Cambridge
is much smaller and less complex than the other two.
Cambridge now has a city-wide preferential parking permit
program while the ones in San Francisco and Washington are
on a neighborhood by neighborhood basis. The Cambridge plan
is well established, having been started in 1972. The San
Francisco plan is young and ambitious and is currently
experiencing growing pains. The Washington plan, which
began in 1976, will include 24 neighborhoods by August 1978.

Cambridge, Massachusetts

Cambridge, Massachusetts is an oclder-style city across
the Charles River from Boston. It is the home of Harvard
University and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
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has a major shopping and entertainment district in the area
surrounding Harvard Square, and contains the terminus of a
major rapid rail line into Boston. Before the residential
parking program went into effect, many of Cambridge's
residential areas were being used as parking lots by
commuters travelling into Boston.

Cambridge is densely populated; there are approximately
25,000 persons per square mile in its 4 1/2 square mile land
area (excluding the two universities). Forty-thousand
automobiles are registered in the City, and there is very
little off-street parking available. The street pattern is
characterized by major arterials radiating from several
squares throughout the City. These arterials are connected
by narrow, residential streets (see Figure 2.1).

In 1972 the Massachusetts State Government passed
legislation (Chapter 340 of the Acts of 1972) enabling the
director of traffic and parking in each city to prohibit
parking of motor vehicles on the whecle or any part of one or
more residential streets under the control of the city. The
first resident sticker parking program was instituted in the
Cambridgeport neighborhood of Cambridge in 1972 to prevent
students commuting to Boston University from parking in the
area and walking over the bridge to classes in Boston (see
Reference 1). 1In order to meet the legal requirements
established by the State, the requlations were advertised in
the local newspaper and a notice was mailed to all families
in the area informing them of the Frogram.

The price of the sticker was set at $1, and no guest
stickers were sold under the original plan. The fine for
parking without a sticker was set at $15. Enforcement began
in January 1973, and the number of daily violations declined
from 132 to 29 in just two and one-half weeks.

However, several complaints were soon received from
non-residents and residents alike. The most common
complaints were lack of parking for guests of residents,
customers of stores, and patients of doctors: for
contractors on a job, for church and school functions; for
rented or borrowed vehicles; and for students with out-of-
state plates. However, the overall consensus was that the
program was a good idea and should be continued on a
modified basis.

The program was suspended for two months until
solutions could be found to these problems. At the end of
this period it was re-instituted with the following
modifications: two visitor permits (at $.50 each) were
issued to each resident of the neighborhcod; the proprietor
of a business located on a street in a residentially zoned
area was given the option of having the rarking spaces in
front of his building omitted from the residential sticker
restrictions; doctors and similar professionals were issued
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visitor permits for their clients; the police were regquested
not to ticket commercial vehicles belonging to contractors
working in the area (such as carpenters or plumbers) if
these vehicles were identified by a company name, address
and phone number; parking for church or school functions was
allowed if a telephone request was made to the police
department; Sunday was omitted from the restricted period;
stickers were issued to residents of rented vehicles who met
the resident requirements; and students were required to
register their cars in Massachuetts to qualify for a
sticker.

In order to prevent the guest permits from being
abused, parking officers would note when a guest sticker
appeared on the same vehicle day after day. The resident
owner of the sticker would be sent a letter of warning, and
if the practice continued, the sticker would be revoked.

The modified program was judged a success and was
expanded to include the Mount Auburn/Brattle Street area
adjoining the Mount Auburn Hospital., Persons associated
with the hospital had been filling all available on-street
spaces rather than pay for parking in the hospital's lot.
The program remedied this situation.

One of the most critical parking problems had developed
in Harvard Square, which is the terminus of a rapid rail
line, the location of Harvard University, and a major center
for shopping and entertainment. Residents in neighboring
residential areas found the streets in front of their homes
filled with vehicles belonging to commuters, students,
shoppers, and tourists at all hours of the day and night.

It is interesting to note that implementing the
residential permit program in the Barvard Square area 4id
not result in complaints from this group of non-resident
parkers. One of the reasons for this was that good feeder
bus service was available from the neighboring communities
into Harvard Square, and people were able to find reasonable
alternatives to parking on the street. In general, after
modifications were made in 1973, there have been very few
complaints about the program.

There were, however, several court cases affecting the
program. Initially stickers were issued only to residents
living in the areas where the restrictions were in force,

In 1974 a County District Court judge ruled that a parking
permit program available to all Cambridge residents would be
valid but that one that did not permit all city residents to
obtain a sticker discriminated among Camkridge residents in
violation of the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth
Amendment to the United States Constitution (Commonwealth v.
Henry P. Sorett). As a result, the traffic director altered
the parking sticker program to make the stickers available
to all residents of Cambridge who owned vehicles principally
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garaged in the City; these stickers were valid throughout
the City. On the other hand, guest stickers, which are
color coded, remainded valid only in the area of residence.

once the stickers were valid city-wide, a resident in
any part of Cambridge could drive to one of the three rapid
rail stations and park all day. Yet, since Cambridge is
small vis-a-vis the surrounding area, the demand on these
spaces was not sufficient to render the progam ineffective.

In 1975 a suit was filed against the City by a non-
resident arguing that the parking regulation discriminated
against him as a non-resident in violation of his right to
equal protection of the laws. The legality of the suit was
tried in a state court (Commonwealth v. Guy A. Petralia),
and the legality of the parking program was upheld.

The court stated that:

the basic question is whether the classification
made by the regulation rationally furthers a
legitimate state purpose....We think that a
regulation which discourages persons from driving
their automobiles to the congested
neighborhoods... deals rationally with the public
interest in reducing highway congestion, in
reducing air pollution, and in encouraging the use
of public transportation in rlace of private
transportation.

We turn then to the question whether the Cambridge
parking regulation's distinction between Cambridge
residents who have obtained parking permits and
all others rationally furthers one or more of
these legitimate state interests....We conclude
that the placing of motor vehicles of residents of
Cambridge in a category apart from all other motor
vehicles is not irratiomal.

Those Cambridge residents most interested in
parking in the restricted area are those who live
in it. If they leave their cars parked near their
homes, they contribute nothing to air polution or
to the congestion of moving traffic on the
highways. 1In general, those Cambridge residents
who do not live in the restricted area but are
permitted to park in it have a shorter distance to
travel and will contribute less to air pollution
than will persons driving to the restricted area
from other municipalities. Legislative
classifications need not ke perfect in order to
survive a challenge on equal protection grounds.

The discrimination made ky the Cambridge
requlation is Lkased rationally on the use or non-

14



use of a motor vehicle. A resident who parks near
his home is not using his automobile, whereas a
person who parks in an area away from his home has
used his vehicle and thus has contributed to the
problems which the Cambridge regulation seeks to
address. The rational distinction made by the
Cambridge regulation is founded on vehicle use.
Place of residence is merely a reasonable means of
measuring that use.

The sticker program has been expanded each year until
by the end of 1978 ninety percent of eligible streets will
have been posted with 5000 signs. The number of parking
control officers has been increased from two in 1972 to 25
in 1978 to enforce the program. Revenue from the citations
they issue more than offsets their cost to the City.

Due to the effectiveness of the program, available
parking spaces are more than sufficient for resident
requirements. The City is contemplating instituting
alternate side parking to facilitate street cleaning, snow
plowing, the identification of stolen or abandoned cars, and
to return more of the street area to the people.

San Francisco, California

San Francisco is in the process of implementing a major
residential permit parking program throughout the city. The
City government passed the enabling ordinance in August 1976
to set up residential parking zones. The following steps
are required to implement a parking zone:

1. petitions signed by 250 citizens

2. a study by the Department of Public Works to
recommend the type of scheme most appropriate to
the area

3 a public meeting where boundaries, time limits,
and days of enforcement are finalized

4. a written report presented to the City Council

5. a positive vote by the City Council to implement
the plan.

In August 1977, a small area (7 blocks) around the Daly
City BART station became the first restricted district.
Parking was limited to two consecutive hours except for
those cars with a resident sticker. The yearly cost for the
sticker is $10, and it must ke affixed to the rear bumper of
the resident's automobile. The initiative was taken by a
single resident who obtained the necessary signatures on
petitions. The Daly City station is at the end of a BART
rapid rail line and is the station closest to San Mateo
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County, a major residential area for commuters working in
San Francisco. Freeway I-280 provides easy access from the
San Mateo Peninsula to Daly City, and commuters had been
filling all available parking spaces on the local streets
around the station. Several months after the parking
prohibition went into effect, a multi-story parking garage
providing free parking was opened adjacent to the BART
station. However, the number of sraces in the garage was
inadequate to serve the commuters, and the parking ban
remains in effect.

A major residential parking district was implemented in
March 1978 in the Telegraph Hill - North Beach - Russian
Hill neighborhood of San Francisco (see Figure 2.2). This
area is within a mile of the CBD, is densely populated, has
little off-street parking, and has excellent transit access
to the CBD by bus, trackless trolley, and cable car.
Commuters from Marin County (to the north of San Francisco)
coming over the Golden Gate Bridge had found it convenient
to park here and ride transit to work. In fact, a study
conducted by the San Francisco Department of Public Works
(Reference 2) found that 68 percent of the vehicles parked
in this neighborhood during the day came from outside the
area.

The parking restrictions are in effect from 8:00 a.m.
until 9:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday. A resident must
purchase a registration sticker for $10 and affix it to the
back bumper of his car. The sticker contains the car's
license plate number so that it can not be transferred.
Provisions have been made for residents who lease cars to
obtain a sticker, but for residents who rent cars on a short
term basis a solution has not been worked out. Initially,
guest passes were to be sold for $1 for a 14 day pass.
However, the City was afraid that these passes would be
abused (given or sold to commuters) and the police claimed
that there were no available means for enforcement, so it
was decided not to issue any guest passes. As a result,
guests planning to stay more than two hours can not arrive
before 7:00 p.m. (two hours before the restrictions end).

Besides having no provisions for guests, the program
has several other shortcomings that the City is attempting
to work out. There is no provision for workmen such as
carpenters who must kring their tools via a truck. Under
the current system workmen are legally required to move
their vehicles every two hours. However, it appears that
the police are being lenient with them. People who live in
high-rise apartment buildings and currently rent parking
space in the building (for as much as $60 per month) may now
decide it is cheaper to park on the street (where sgaces
have suddenly become available). If this happens, building
owners may turn to commuters to f£ill up their garages.
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The boundaries of the area were very hard to define,
and persons living just over the border are unhappy because
they can no longer park in the restricted area. This
problem is particularly accute at the southern edge of the
district bordering Chinatown where available parking spaces
are very scarce. Rather than include Chinatown in the
district, the City is planning to make this very densely
populated neighborhood into a separate parking district. A
buffer zone, 2 blocks on either side of the boundary, has
been created; residents living in this buffer zone can park
anywhere within its boundaries as well as in their primary
zones. The Broadway area, which is at the southern border
of the zone, is devoted to restaurants and night life, and
non-residents who use this area in the evening fill all
available parking spaces. For this sub-area, the
restrictions will probakly be extended to midnight.

San Francisco intends to implement from 15 to 20 new
zones during the next 6 to 18 months. These areas are, for
the most part, adjacent to major traffic generators such as
BART stations, colleges, and medical facilities. The
situation at the Glen Park BART station is a case in point.
This station is in a valley and is adjacent to I-280. By
7:00 a.m. freeway commuters as well as residents from the
neighboring hills have filled every available space near the
station. There is no commuter parking lot, and San
Francisco does not intend to build one. The official city
policy is that all access to the BART stations be by
transit. While San Francisco has one of the best transit
systems in the United States, the transit lewel of service
is far inferior to that of the automobile for feeder trips
to the Glen Park and other BART stations where parking plans
are contemplated.

Since there is no available parking after 7:00 a.m.,
the usefulness of BART to other commuters and to mid-day
travelers who find the transit access to be unsatisfactory
is severely limited. The solution would be the substantial
upgrading of the feeder service to the BART stations and the
extension of the system into San Mateo County where
sufficient land is available to build a large park-and-ride
lot. Both actions would be extremely costly and the transit
systems are already experiencing serious financial
difficulties. 1In addition, San Mateo County voted against
being included in the BART system during its planning period
and most certainly would continue to vote against it due to
BART's poor performance record to date.

Washington, D.C.

The Washington, D.C. residential permit parking program
is currently in effect in 11 areas of the District and will
be expanded to 13 more by August 1978. The District is
divided into eight zones and a sticker issued to a resident
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living in an effected area is good in all affected areas
within the same zone. However, it is not valid in any of
the other seven zones. The permit parking restriction is in
effect from 7:00 AM to 6:30 PM on weekdays, except holidays.
Persons without a permit can park for no more than two hours
on a restricted street. The sticker, which costs $5 per
year, is affixed to the car's rear window and contains the
license plate number of the vehicle. Two fifteen-day
visitor permits may be obtained free by each household.
One-day permits are issued in unlimited numbers. Students
and other temporary residents are eligible for stickers, but
only if they can prove that they are actual zone residents
and meet the District's requirements for vehicle
registration.

Table 2.2 lists the existing and proposed neighborhoods
and the reason for the parking ban. The primary reasons for
the parking bans are major attractors such as universities,
hospitals and transit garages, transit transfer points, and
proximity to the CBD. o
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TABLE 2.2

WASHINGTON, D.C. PARKING PERMIT NEIGHBORHOODS

Existing

Friendship Heights (March 1976) - Transit garage attracting
large number of employees

Gateway (March 1976) - Transit garage attracting large
number of employees

Walter Read (June 1976) - Walter Read Army Hospital
Pleasant Park (June 1976) - Commuter transfer to bus

Georgetown (August 1977) - Georgetown University and
convenient commuter parking

Burleith (August 1977) - Georgetown University and
convenient commuter parking

Foxhall Village (August 1977) - Georgetown University

Foggy Bottom (September 1977) - George Washington University
and convenient walk to CBD

Glover Park (September 1977) - Major bus line

Capitol Hill (September 1977) - Major bus line and
convenient walk to CBD

Kalorama/Adams Morgan (October 1977) - Embassies

To be implemented Ly Auqust 1978

Potomac Palisades - Bus lines

Spring Valley/Wesley Heights - American University

Dupon Circle -Rapid rail, bus, and convenient walk to CBD
Cleveland Park - Commuter transfer to bus

Van Ness Center - University of the District of Columbia and
large shopping complex

Woodley Park - Commuters

Georgia Avenue - Transit garage
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TABLE 2.2 (CONTINUED)

WASHINGTON, D.C. PARKING PERMIT NEIGHBORHOODS

Detroit Park - Howard University

Brookland - Two rapid rail stations and cCatholic University
Anacostia - Major bus line

Minnesota Avenue - Schools and future rapid rail station.
Tacoma Park - Rapid rail station

Dhillum - Rapid rail station
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A neighborhood wishing to implement a parking permit
program proceeds as follows:

A petition is signed by fifty-one percent of the
residents on a block (the permit program may be
implemented in as small an area as one block
within a neighborhood).

The petition is submitted to the mayor.

The mayor sends the petition to the Washington
Department of Transportation.

The Department of Transportation conducts a
parking study:

= between 7 AM and 6:30 PM, 70 percent of the
legal spaces must be filled

- 10 percent of the cars must be from outside
the ward.

The Department of Transportation considers the
following factors:

- the clean air requirements of Federal and
District air quality glans

= the possibility of a reduction in vehicle
miles travelled

- the likelihood of alleviating traffic
congestion, illegal parking, and related
health and safety hazards

- the proximity of public transportation

- the desire and need of the area residents for
residential permit parking and their
willingness to bear the associated
administrative costs

= the need for parking for periods in excess of
two hours for business establishments and the
general public for religious, health, or
educational purposes; and

- the need for parking regulation to maintain
the stability of neighborhoods.

Following 30 days notice, a public forum is held.

This is done for the entire ward in order to
minimize costs.
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® The records of the forum are kept open for two
weeks in order to add additional blocks.

° Thirty days later the hearing officer submits the
proposal to the mayor.

° The mayor has 30 days to act; the mayor submits
the proposal to the City Council.

° The City Council has 45 days to act.

° The Department of Transportation has 30 days to

implement the plan.

The Washington program was the subject of one court
case brought by the Business and Professional Association of
Georgetown. The judgement by the Superior Court of the
District of Columkia was in favor of the City. The Court
found that: there is no invidious discrimination in the
regulation; the legislation is rational; the regulation does
not violate the equal protection clause of the Constitution:
and the regulation is a reasonable exercise of the police
power and therefore does not violate the Constitution.

An impact analysis was carried out in the Friendship
Heights area. Total vehicles parked on the streets
decreased by 56 percent from 1140 to 501 after the program
was implemented. It is interesting to note that while the
number of non-Washington vehicles declined by 62 percent
(713 to 270), vehicles with Washington plates declined by 45
rercent (427 to 231) indicating the large number of commuter
trips made within the city.

While there has not been a high level of enforcement in
the Friendship Heights area, the residents have been
satisfied that the level of enforcement is sufficient to
meet their needs. Businesses have not been adversely
affected. Before implementation, business owners were
concerned that they and their employees would no longer be
able to find a free parking space. However, since the
program has made short-term parking spaces available to
customers, it has probably helped business in the area.

Even many members of the Georgetown Merchants Association

who had been against the concept are now pleased with the
program.

Another interesting result is the change in the use of
the Robert F. Kennedy Memorial Stadium parking lot on the
eastern edge of the Capitol Hill area. Eefore the permit
program was instituted on Capitol Hill, this lot was empty;
commuters preferred to park on the street rather than pay
the $1 parking fee. Now that the program has been
implemented, the one-thousand space lot is filled each day.
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At present parking regulations are enforced by the
police department; the amount of enforcement of the permit
program varies from district to district, depending on the
pricrity it is given by the district police officer.
Washington expects to implement a major parking enforcement
program beginning Octoker 1978. The program calls for a
significant increase in the levels of ticketing, towing, and
booting without adding highly trained rolicemen and without
using valuable judicial expertise to hear complaints arising
from the tickets. The increased traffic enforcement would
generally be handled by the Washington Department of
Transportation with a staff of six supervisors, eight
administrative personnel, and 50 ticket writers.
Adjudication of traffic cases would be transfered from the
court system to the Traffic Adjudication Bureau of the
Department of Transportation.

2.5 Parking Conclusions

Despite the proklems related to the definition and
treatment of boundaries, the issuance of visitor permits,
and the adverse impacts on rapid transit and shopping
accessibility, resident parking permit grograms have become
a popular means of restraining the use of the automobile in
residential areas. The existing programs have been
successful in accomplishing their stated goals: parking has
been made available to local residents, non-resident traffic
has been reduced, and the neighborhcod enviroment has been
improved.

The concept is sufficiently flexible so that a
community can tailor its program to best meet its needs; the
days and hours restrictions are in effect, the definition of
those who qualify for parking permits, the boundaries of the
area, the relationship among different areas, and the level
of enforcement can be adjusted until the program runs
smoothly. For example, during the first month of operation
of San Francisco's North Beach neighktorhood parking program,
the area has been enlarged slightly and a buffer zone
created in a problem section. In the near future the hours
of restrictions will be changed in the entertainment area of
the zone since it continues to attract non-resident parkers
during the evening hours. In Cambridge, the restrictions
were modified to eliminate Sunday from the control period
after receiving numerous citizen complaints.

As in the case of traffic restraint devices, the
implementation of residential parking permit programs is
ideally suited to the locally based political structure of
cities. A program can be initiated by a neighborhood in
response to a highly visible problem. The concept is
politically popular since those who benefit comprise a
clearly identifiakle constituency in the city while those
who lose their parking rights are usually from outside the
area.
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However, with this ease of implementation comes a very
serious cause for caution: the locality planning a non-
resident parking prohikition should be required to take into
account the consequences its actions will have on the region
as a whole. One of the most inappropriate motivations for a
restricted parking program is to limit on-street parking
near a rapid transit station while providing no alternative
means of access. Residents living in the area want to
recover their on-street spaces; yet, they will not authorize
the construction of a substitute off-street parking facility
for environmental reasons. Feeder transit to the station is
inadequate for many of the displaced auto trips, and the
sprawling land use pattern makes it difficult to updgrade
the transit level of service at a reasonable cost.

The streets surrounding the BART stations in the
suburban areas of San Francisco are filled with commuters?
cars by 7:00 a.m. In order to encourage the use of transit
access to these stations, San Francisco has refused to build
parking garages. Yet, during the coming year several of
these stations will be included in new residential parking
permit programs. The existing feeder transit is not capable
of providing a satisfactory level of service to many of
these commuters who will no longer be able to park on the
street, and no plans have been formulated to improve the
transit service. Thus, persons who had formerly used their
cars only for access to transit may soon be forced to
abandon BART and drive to the San Francisco CBD. The same
scenario has been repeated in Washington and Boston.

similar negative effects can be expected to occur on
business activity where off-street parking facilities do not
exist. What is needed is a regionmal planning approach to
obtain a balance among non-resident parking prohibitions,
off-street parking garages, and upgraded feeder service.
Since the implementation of off-street parking and transit
feeder programs takes several years to accomplish, planning
should begin at once in areas considering the widespread use
of non-resident parking bans.

3. TRAFFIC RESTRAINT DEVICES IN RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS

3.1 Definitions and Issues

Neighborhood traffic restraints are physical or
regulatory measures placed on residential streets to
restrict or prevent the flow of through traffic. The
projects of interest apply these measures systematically
throughout residential neighborhoods in order to divert
through traffic to the peripheral arterials. The specific
devices used are detailed in Section 3.2.
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The Problem

The residential neighborhoods that have implemented
traffic restraint schemes were all previously impacted by
high volumes of through traffic which: created safety
hazards, particularly for children and the elderly; degraded
the residential environment with noise, air pollution and
the visual invasion of autos; and, in many cases, caused
disruption of the social life and cohesicn of the
neighborhoods and interfered with neighborhood activities.
These negative effects have been shown to be related to the
volume and speed of traffic on residential streets (see
Reference 3).

Traffic management plans have keen employed to
eliminate these proklems, to provide open space in which
children may safely play, and to improve the physical
appearance of the streets. These goals have to be balanced
with the need to allow access for emergency, transit, and
delivery vehicles, and to maintain access for residents and
auto trips with destinations within the area.

The most severely impacted neighborhoods tend to be
those which become convenient short cuts for commuters from
outlying neightorhoods on their way to the city center or to
an expressway. In older urban areas the main street
containing the primary shopping and community functions is
often also the arterial connecting several commmunities;
thus heavy traffic passes through the heart of each area's
activity center. Congestion built up on expressways and
arterials can make residential streets into attractive
bypass routes. Trucks, restricted from certain parkways may
use neightorhood streets as their access routes creating
particularly aggravating problems at night. Traffic lights
on main roads can often be avoided ky cutting through
residential areas.

A regular grid pattern of streets tends to aggravate
the proklem since it creates no clear preferred routes and
causes driver to choose a path of minimum congestion, which
usually occurs on residential streets. By contrast, complex
irreqular residential street patterns will discourage entry
by outsiders and discourage through movements. In a sense,
many of the neighborhood traffic restraint schemes are
designed to convert the former type of street pattern to the
latter.

The inner city neighborhoods that usually bear the
brunt of through traffic are often older, lower income
residential areas. Most of these neighktorhoods are battling
against a number of pressures that in combination with the
through traffic threaten their survival such as aging
housing stock, changing populations, declining property
values, lack of public services and encroaching real estate
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development. As occurs in the Berkeley case study, most of
the autos travelling through the area carry commuters from
the farther, newer and wealthier suburbs. Thus, questions
of social equity and related political debates often arise
with neighborhood traffic restraint schemes.

The Solutions

Three types of solutions could be considered:

1. Traffic restrictions which discourage the passage
of autos through certain areas, with the primary
effect of shifting the traffic to the periphery of
such areas.

2. Changes in travel mode brought about by lowering
the desirability of travel by private auto while
raising that of public transit.

3. Changes in travel demand brought about by shifting
land uses and activities in such a way that the
need for now troublesome auto travel is eliminated
altogether.

For a comprehensive discussion of these approaches and their
effectiveness, see Reference 4.

Inducing a change in travel mode is greatly inhibited
by the large discrepancy between the level of service for
the automobile and for transit. Land use controls are
relatively weak, and even the few pclicies that can be
implemented are likely to be effective only in the long
term. Thus, for practical purposes, traffic restraint
schemes provide the only feasible alternative in the short
run.

Most of the sites where residential neighborhood
traffic restraint schemes have been implemented (see Table
2) are medium, rather than high, density areas and have
wide grid street patterns where the initial increments of
neighborhood traffic restraint can be implemented without
causing major problems of congestion at the periphery. If
neighborhood restraint schemes proliferate throughout the
metropolitan area, their total effect may cause serious
problems of concentrated congestion and long, circuitous
trips.

Neighktorhood traffic restraint programs set out to
divert traffic from "inside"™ a neighborhood to its
"periphery." This concept appears simple but in many cases
identifying where "inside" and "periphery" are to be located
is not. The "inside" is generally defined by some sense of
physical cohesion, supplemented ky a distinct social and
political organization. The latter is essential for
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shepherding the programs through the local political
machinery. The "periphery" should be a traffic carrying
channel that can accommodate additional bypass traffic
without interfering with the activities that need to occur
in its vicinity.

Since this periphery becomes the repository for
unwanted traffic and thus for most potentially adverse
impacts, it plays a controlling role in the feasibility of
neighborhood traffic restraint schemes. If it is a wide
street with few pedestrian oriented functions and only
limited needs for crossing, then the diverted traffic will
cause few problems. This is more likely to be the case in
the relatively newer cities where such arterial roads were
adapted to almost exclusively auto use from their initial
development.

Problems are likely to arise in the older city
patterns. In these cities the main arterials are also
usually the "Main Streets"™ of commerical activity and
community facilities. Pedestrian access to these facilities
(such as shops and schools) is essential and cannot be
sacrificed to increased traffic flow, and neighborhood
activities often extend to both sides of such streets. 1In
this type of urban fabric large residential traffic
restraint districts are usually not feasible. Nevertheless
it is often possible to shift the emphasis of different
streets to different functions and create overlapping
networks of pedestrian preference, local access, and through
traffic streets (see Reference 5). This variant of the
neighborhood traffic restraint scheme is more sympathetic to
the denser, more continuous urban fabric but still assumes
that traffic removed from one street can be appropriately
diverted to another. If no streets capable (or willing) to
carry the excess traffic exist, the solution must lie in the
much more difficult areas of changing travel mode or travel
demand.

Initiation and Implementation

As the two case studies in Section 3.4 illustrate,
restraint schemes are usually initiated by a local
organization responding to (or created by) residents
troubled by the impacts of through traffic. If the
organization can develop a sufficient consensus for the
issues, it can usually get the City Government to provide
technical assistance and adopt a program. Implementation
usually begins with a demonstration scheme using temporary
diverters. This is then evaluated, modified if necessary,
and made permanent if found acceptakle by the majority.

One successful neighborhood restraint scheme in a city
is likely to create interest among many other residential
areas impacted by traffic problems. At this stage the city
may adopt a city-wide policy for initiating restraint
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schemes. Technical assistance and implementation funds will
then be provided to neighborhoods that show popular support
for the idea. The Seattle case study describes such a
program that has been operating since 1971.

3.2 Traffic Restraint Devices

Traffic restraint devices are not new to the United
States. Diagonal diverters and cul-de-sacs imposed on
existing grid systems were implemented in Montclair, New
Jersey in 1945, in Grand Rapids, Michigan in 1950 and in
Richmond, California in 1958. The following traffic
restraint devices are currently being employed in many
American cities; diagonal and semi-diverters, cul-de-sacs,
street closures, one-way streets to discourage penetration,
"do not enter" signs, one-way maze, rumble strips, bumps,
"stop" signs to slow or discourage traffic, narrowing of
streets/chokers, traffic circles, traffic signals to
redirect traffic, turn prohibition, forced turns, star
diverters, median barriers, pedestrian signals, and no truck
signing. Several of these devices are illustrated in Figure
3.1 The interested reader should consult Reference 6 for a
more complete discussion of the torics of this section.

The appropriate device or set of devices depends on the
community's needs and financial resources. The community
should ask itself the following questions:

° Does it want the control to be external to the
area or internal? Wwhile entrance barriers are
easier to enforce than a maze of one-way streets,
they reduce the accessibility of the area to
neighborhood residents as well as to those passing
through. ‘

° What is the desired level of impact? A full
barrier will cut off an area completely while a
turn prohibition will merely reduce the flow.

° What amount of violation is tolerable, and what
will be the enforcement levels? Physical barriers
are self enforcing while signs are easily
violated.

° Are the controls to be temporary (a few hours a
day or on weekends) or permanent? This decision
impacts the design and materials used.

The more restrictive physical controls have the
advantage of being self-enforcing and of creating a visual
impression that a street is not intended for through
traffic. Disadvantages are the cost, the restriction of
emergency and service vehicles, and the reduction in
accessibility to the neighborhood by its residents. The
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following provides a brief summary of the most common
physical controls used in American cities:

Speed bumps and undulations - to reduce vehicle
speed; proklems with safety and noise to
residents.

Rumble strips - to alert drivers to control
devices or to a dangerous ccndition such as a
sharp turn.

Diagonal Diverter - barrier placed diagonally
across an intersection to convert it into two
unconnected streets; makes travel through a
neighborhood difficult, can be designed to permit
emergency vehicles; temporary diverters may be
asphalt berm, concrete blocks, wooden barricades,
concrete bollards with connecting boards or
chains, or street posts with reflective devices;
permanent diverters may ke standard steel
guardrails, concrete barriers, or concrete or
asphalt islands with or without landscaping; costs
range from $500 to $2000 for temporary diverters
and $1000 to $12,000 for landscaped ones.

Intersection barrier of street resulting in a cul-
de-sac - diverter blocking entrance to a street at
an intersection but leaving the block open to
traffic at the other end; types of construction
and costs same as for diagonal diverter.

Midblock cul-de-sac - barrier at midblock to allow
access to midblock traffic generator; more
convenient to residents but confusing to
outsiders; type of construction and costs same as
for diagnonal diverter.

Semi-diverter - barrier across half of the
roadway; minimal impediment to emergency vehicles
but easily violated; types of construction same as
for diagonal diverters; costs range from $300 to
$1200 for temporary semi-diverters to $1,000 to
$8,000 for landscaped ones.

Forced turn channelization - traffic islands
specifically designed to prevent through traffic
from passing through an intersection (e.g., the
Seattle star diverter); makes travel on local
streets difficult but does not prevent it; may be
made of concrete blocks, asphalt berms, islands or
pavement buttons; costs range from $200 to $1500
for berms and blocks to $1000 to $10,000 for
islands.
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° Median barrier - used to prevent traffic from
turning from a major arterial onto a street
passing through a residential neighborhood; may be
raised concrete, concrete bars, asphalt berm,
cement barrier or standard guardrail.

° Traffic circles - used to slow traffic; safety
problems since vehicles come closer to pedestrians
and bicycles, and vehicles may go in wrong
direction to save time; temporary circles are made
of barrels or concrete blocks, permanent ones of
bollards or islands; costs range from 3500 to
$2000 for temporary ones and from $7000 to $10,000
for permanent ones.

° Chokers - narrowing of a street, either at an
intersection or at mid-block; used to reduce
traffic and to improve the appearance of the
neighborhood; construction can be concrete bars,
buttons, or concrete bulbs (existing curb
extensions).

° other physical control devices - play streets
closed to traffic for a specific time period,
signing (stop, speed limit, turn prohibition, one-
way, do not enter, dead end, lccal access only,
truck restrictions, etc.), and one-way street
systems (to discourage entry or to create a maze) .

3.3 summary of American Experience

Minor traffic restraint devices, such as truck
prohibitions and "do not enter" signs exist in many American
residential neighborhoods. A number of communities,
however, have instituted major comprehensive restraint
schemes employing a combination of the more elaborate
measures such as diverters, barriers, street closures, and
one-way mazes. Table 3.1 summarizes the use of these
devices in 37 American cities. Berkeley, Seattle, and
Madison have the most extensive programs. Case studies of
Berkeley and Madison are found in the next section. The
most popular devices among the 37 cities are "stop" signs to
slow or discourage traffic, diverters, and one-way streets
and "do not enter" signs. These are followed in descending
order of popularity by barriers forming cul-de-sacs,
narrowing of streets or chokers, street closures, forced
turns, one-way mazes, rumble strips and bumps, median
barriers, turn prohibitions, traffic signals, traffic
circles, and star diverters.

3.4 Case Studies

Berkeley, California

Berkeley, California is a 10.6 square mile older-style
American city, eight miles to the northeast of San Francisco
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TABLE 3.1 SUMMARY OF TRAFFIC RESTRAINT DEVICES IN RESIDENTTAL NETGHBORHOODS

courage Penetration or
"Do Not Enter" Signs
Narrowing of Streets
Traffic Signals to
Redirect Traffic

Stop Signs to Slow or
or Chokers

One-Way Streets to Dis-
Discourage Traffic

Diverters
Cul-de-Sacs/Barriers
One-Way Mazes

Rumble Strips

Bumps

Traffic Circles
Turn Prohibitions
Forced Turns

Stars

Median Barriers

COMMUNITY

> | street Closures

Alexandria VA
Berkeley CA X
Beverly Hills CcaA
Boston MA X X

Buena Park CA X

Campbell CA X

Charlotte NC X

Cleveland OH X X X X

Corpus Christi TX

Davis CA X X X

Decatur IL X X X X X X
Detroit MI X X

El Paso TX X

Formington UT X X X X
Hampton VA X X X X X

Isla Vista CA X X

Jersey City NJ X

>
=
>
X
>
>
=

Kalamazoo MI X X
Kansas City MO b
Lake Oswego OR X X X

Madison WI X X X X X X X X

Newark NJ

Norfolk VA X

Palo Alto CA X X X X X
Rocky Mount NC X X X

St. Joseph MI

St. Louis MO X X X X X

St. Paul MN X

San Luis Obispo CA

Santa Ana CA X X

Santa Cruz CA

Seattle WA X X X X
Shaker Heights OH X X X X X X
Springfield MA

Torrance CA X X X

Visalia CA X

Wichita Ka X X X

=
>
>
=

HMOoX X X X
b
>

Number of
Applications 14 10 8 11 6 1 4 17 10 2 3 7 8 2 5
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across the San Francisco Bay. 1In 1970 the city's population
was 117,000.

Most of Berkeley is on a grid system with major
arterials and collector streets providing access to all
areas of the city (see Figure 3.2). A freeway runs along
the city's western boundary providing access to oakland and
San Francisco to the south and Marin County and the Napa
valley to the north. Berkeley is served by two BART rapid
rail stations and numerous fixed route bus lines. The
University of California on the eastern side of Berkeley is
a major traffic generator.

Through traffic intrusion on local streets was a
concern to residents in virtually all gparts of the city
except the northeastern hill neighborhoods where the
population density is low and the street pattern is not a
grid. Berkeley began its neighborhood traffic management
plan in 1964 with the installation of several diverters in
the San Pablo Park neighkorhood in the southwest section of
the city. These diverters were fully landscaped and meant
to upgrade the appearance of this low-income neighborhood as
well as decrease through traffic. puring the next few years
several more diverters were installed throughout the city.

Based on the initial success of the diverters, Berkeley
hired a group of consultants in 1972 to develop a
coordinated traffic management plan for the entire city.
Their work consisted of traffic studies, meetings with
neighborhood groups, publication of an "Issues Report," a
postcard survey, public meetings for final neighborhood
review, and the publication of a final report (Reference 7)
in 1974. The plan called for the installation of a large
number and a variety of traffic management devices including
diverters, islands, stop signs, and chokers throughout the
city. The plan and the cost (in 1974 dollars) is summarized
in Table 3.2.

The Berkeley Traffic Management Plan proposed by the
consultants was implemented in August 1975 on a trial basis
which ended on May 31, 1976. In May 1976 a report was
produced on the effects of the plan (Reference 8). The
report summarized the major findings as follows:

o Changes in traffic volume have occurred generally
as expected. Traffic on most local streets has
decreased or remained unchanged. Traffic on some
arterials and collector streets has increased. A
few local streets, generally short segments in the
vicinity of diverted streets which formerly
carried substantial traffic, have suffered traffic
increases. Several arterial and collector streets
have benefited from the Traffic Management Plan
and experienced traffic decreases. Generally
these have Leen streets of residential character
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Quantity

6

74

3
39,900 ft.

4,450 sq. ft.

179
9,400 sq. ft.

10
83
66

TABLE 3.2

Item

Signals

Diverters

signal Modifications
Striping

concrete and Asphalt
Islands

wsStop" Signs

Paint and Bar
Islands

Chokers

Pavement Markings

signs (Other than
" Stop")

BERKELEY TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT PLAN

Cost Each

$35,000
500-2250
5000-15,000
«27 to 1.00/
ft.

2.50/f¢.
30-50

0.43/sq.ft.
400

10-40

30

Subtotal

contingencies @ 10%

37

TOTAL

Total Cost

$210,000
128,250
25,000

13,830

11,130
6,090

4,040
4,000
2,900

1,980

$407,220

40,780

$448,000



while most of the arterial streets experiencing
increase are non-residential or of mixed land-use
in character.

Traffic increases on the arterial and collector
streets have not caused serious increases in
congestion. Current capacity utilization ratios
at key intersections are improved over those
measured in 1970. Traffic orperations improvements
carried out in the intervening period have
absorbed the impacts of Traffic Management Plan
induced shifts as well as normal traffic growth.

Overall travel times in Berkeley along the
designated circulation system have not changed
significantly from pre-Traffic Management Plan
conditions. However, elimination of through-
neighkorhood shortcuts has caused increases of
overall travel time on many trips. The
seriousness of this change derends on whether one
is travelling in an emergency situation or simply
a matter of personal convenience.

Traffic accidents and traffic fatalities in the
City are down over the period the Traffic
Management Plan has been in effect though injury
accidents are up slightly. Along with traffic
volume, the Plan aprears to shift many of the
accidents which formerly occurred in neighborhoods
to the bounding arterial streets. Instances of
vehicles striking traffic management devices have
decreased as people have beccme familiar with the
Plan. As familiarity increases and devices are
better marked, this is likely to become even less
of a problem.

There is considerable disobedience of all types of
traffic management devices deployed in the City.
Violation of diverters, semi-diverters and
closures occurs reqularly and should perhaps be
the subject of increased police enforcement.
However, violations are nct so frequent as to
impair the effectiveness of these devices or to
warrant development of more sorhisticated
provisions for emergency vehicle gaps.

The undercarriage preventer blocks which guard
emergency vehicle openings against violators are
generally successful in discouraging violations.
However, they can ke crossed by high-slung
vehicles and many private cars, if driven with
care. They have damaged a few police vehicles
during high speed crossings. In the absence of
increased enforcement, the blocks appear the best

38



compromise ketween unprotected emergency openings
and fully closed diverters.

violation of circles (left turns on wrong side of
circle) is frequent and involves a serious
accident potential--one reason why replacement of
several circles is recommended herein.

violation of "stop" controls - failure to stop -
is flagrant at many locations. Placement of
nstop" controls at intersections where there is
perceptually little need to control right-of-way
appears to have bred driver contempt and hazardous
disregard for this device. Most of the obviously
inappropriate "stop" controls incorporated in the
Plan were never installed or have been removed.
Large scale occurrence of hazardous violations is
one of the reasons for recommendations herein
which indicate removal of all "stop" controls
which have been placed for valid right-of-way
control purposes.

"Stop" controls have had very limited effect in
reducing traffic speed except in the immediate

vicinity of the device itself. This is another
reason for the removal recommendation above.

Modi fications to many of the devices deployed in
*he initial Traffic Management Plan implementation
could improve their visibility and functional

qualities.

Air quality in the Bay Area as a whole, citywide
in Berkeley, or on individual Berkeley streets has
not been meaningfully impacted by Traffic
Management Plan implementations.

Insufficient data is available to quantify changes
in energy (gasoline) consumption resulting from
Plan implementation. However, in all probability,
gas consumption has increased for many trips still
made in Berkeley.

The Traffic Management Plan has had a range of
effects on community services operating in
Berkeley. Among these are:

- Little discernible effect on AC Transit
operations.

= Refuse collection service routings have been
revised with little quantified effect on
operation efficiency. On at least one cul-
de~-sac, Tanglewood, the collection truck must
back out one block after collections.
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Adjustments to Berkeley Unified School
District bus routes have enabled continued
fulfillment of school transportation
requirements. However, such route
adjustments are estimated to cost $10,000 for
the current school year.

Adjustments to the school crossing protection
plan will be needed primarily due to changes
in attendance because of the earthquake
safety rehabilitation program. The Traffic
Management Plan should be taken into account
in such adjustments.

Vandalism on diverters and related devices
cost some $6,700 for repairs in the first six
months of Plan implementation. Repeated
vandalism of two devices accounted for nearly
two-thirds of all vandalism.

No catastrophic incidents resultant from
Traffic Management interference with fire
protection services have been reported but
the Fire Department is ccncerned that the
risk of serious incidents may be overlooked.
A specific design criteria for the Traffic
Management Plan was mobility of fire
protection apparatus. However, emergency
access openings have been blocked by parked
cars or apparatus otherwise delayed by
Tratfic Management devices on at least five
occasions since the Plan implementation.
Several new hydrant installations will be
required if certain diverters are made
permanent. If the Plan is continued,
measures should be taken to ensure the
quality of fire protection services in
Berkeley.

Crime statistics and police response time
data provide no substantiation that the
Traffic Management Plan has adversely
affected the overall quality of police
services in Berkeley. However, individual
incidents and perceptions of patrol officers
indicate potential fcr problems. Increased
manpower and resource allocation to the
Patrol Division could offset potential
adverse effects of the Plan and lead to
better traffic enforcement.

Numerous citizen communications regarding Traffic
Management have been received regarding the Plan

both before and after implementation. The balance
of citizen view on Traffic Management, pPro or con,
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cannot be judged on the basis of communications
received. However, these communications have been
of great value in pointing up issues of concern
related to the Plan and suggestions for specific
device modifications.

The plan generated considerable controversy. Persons
living in the low-lying residential areas, who suddenly
found their streets free from through traffic, were
delighted. By contrast, persons living in the affluent
northeast hills section, who had grown accustomed to taking
short-cuts through these now-protected neighborhoods to get
to work, shopping or the freeway, were dead-set against the
plan. Opponents of the plan placed a "diverter initiative"
on the June 1976 ballot that could have removed all
diverters had it passed. However, it failed by a vote of
26,000 to 20,000. The areas that voted to eliminate the
diverters were the northeast hills section, the southwest
san Pablo Park neighborhood, and a few other fringe
neighborhoods. Strongest support for the plan was, as
expected, in the well protected central neighborhoods.

Following the evaluation report and the election, a few
minor changes were made to the plan, and the City cCouncil
declared it a success. A second initiative to remove the
diverters was placed on the ballot in April 1977, but it,
too, was defeated.

To this day the controversy goes oOn. People living on
residential streets that had been designated as arterials
are angry, and the police department finds that the
diverters interfere with their duties. Some people still
have not grown accustomed to the new street pattern and end
up having to back out of unsuspected cul-de-sacs. There is
a court case pending to remove the diverters. Yet, for
every opponent there appears to be at least one proponent,
and the traffic restraint plan remains in place.

Residents complain about the appearance of the
diverters, which are for the most part cement bollards
connected by wooden beams. The City would like to replace
them with permanent landscaped ones, but the cost.would be
from $10,000 to $30,000 for each diverter. The total cost
to make the system permanent would be from $500, 000 to $2.5
million.

Seattle, Washington

Seattle, Washington has been implementing neighborhood
traffic management schemes on a neighborhood by neighborhood
basis since 1971 (References 9 and 10) . Since most of the
city's residential subdivisions are plotted in grid con-
figuration, vehicle restrictive devices were needed to
channel vehicles onto the major arterials which are spaced
at one-half mile intervals. In 1968 Seattle voters approved
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a bond issue for neighborhood improvement program funds that
can be used to pay for traffic management schemes.

Seattle has developed a sequence of procedures that
must be followed before a traffic management device may be
installed. A request for a traffic management plan must be
made by a neighborhood resident or group of residents and
have the approval of a majority of the neighborhood property
owners. This is followed by a traffic study performed by
the City's Engineering Department, public meetings, a
proposal for the demonstration, a survey of all neighborhood
residents, a demonstration period where temporary control
devices are installed, a second neighborhood survey, more
public meetings, and finally a decision ky the City Council
whether or not to make the plan permanent.

Residents from the Stevens Neighborhood were the first
to petition the City in 1971 to develor a traffic control
plan to alleviate the excessive traffic, vehicle speeds and
accidents in their 12 block neighborhood. The Stevens
Neighborhood area, which is nearly all single family homes,
is bordered by arterial streets (see Figure 3.3); yet,
commuters and persons accessing the adjacent park found it
more convenient to use the interior streets.

Following the planning sequence outlined above, a
demonstration scheme consisting of four temporary diagonal
diverters was installed in September 1971. The control
devices were sand-filled 50 gallon drums connected by wooden
rails. In March 1973, following the review process, a
permanent diversion system was installed at a cost of
$38,000. The plan was modified to include two traffic
circles, a diagonal diverter, a partial diverter, and two
traffic "bulges," acting as semi-diverters (see Figure 3.4).

An evaluation was performed (Reference 11), and most of
the measured impacts were positive: traffic was reduced
from 25 to 50 percent; accidents fell from 12 per year to .5
per year; traffic volume or accidents did not change on
adjacent arterial streets; vehicles were only slightly
inconvenienced; the neighborhood is quieter and residents
have developed a stronger identity; and the environmental
values were enhanced. The only detrimental effects were
confusion to people unfamiliar with the control devices and
slightly longer driving routes for some of the residents and
service and emergency vehicles.

As a result of the success of the Stevens Neighborhood
project, Seattle has installed vehicle ccntrol plans in at
least seven other locations (References 12, 13, 14, 15, 16,
and 17). These plans include diagonal diverters, barriers
to create cul-de~-sacs, "stop" signs to slow traffic,
circles, star diverters, and a bridge closing. Experience
has shown that traffic circles have only a minor influence
on the traffic volume and divert only a moderate amount of
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traffic to other streets. In many cases they have been
installed as a first step in a traffic management plan.
Cul-de-sacs and traffic diverters, including star diverters,
have had a more significant effect on speed and traffic
volumes. Seattle has found that star diverters should not
be used unless there is sufficient intersection area and
roadway width to permit an installation that would include
adequate extension (such as a median) tc force right turns.
Otherwise, they will be constantly violated. "Stop" signs
were found to have no effect on vehicle speeds.

As a result of the careful planning and implementation
process described above, the final restraint schemes have
been very popular among the residents. The one time that
the control devices were installed on a permanent basis
without an evaluation period resulted in several costly
modifications when flaws were discovered in the plan.
Seattle recommends that all traffic control devices be
installed on a temporary, experimental basis so that they
can be adequately evaluated and modified before they are
made permanent.

3.5 Traffic Restraint Conclusions

Most of the neighkorhood traffic restraint schemes
implemented in the United States have occurred in relatively
less dense cities (see Table 3.1). These cities usually
have a grid street pattern and sufficient reserve street
capacity to accommodate the diverted traffic without causing
serious congestion. 1In the cores of the denser, older
cities such as New York, Boston or Philadelphia no such
district-wide programs have keen tried.

Both case study cities fall into the relatively low
density category. The impacts obtained under these
conditions produced no major suprises. BAs predicted in the
planning studies, local street traffic decreased
considerably on the streets with the restraining devices.
Arterial traffic increased slightly on the periphery of the
neighborhoods, kut these increases cculd be handled with
relatively minor (and thus low cost) traffic management
devices and caused no serious adverse impacts. Changes in
overall travel times were minor kut seemed significant to
those who lost their accustomed shortcuts. Actual impacts
on public services and deliveries were minor but caused some
stress among those who objected to the forced adjustment.
The accident rate decreased dramatically in Seattle while
Berkeley reported some collisions with the traffic
management devices and continuing vandalism and confusion.
While no systematic studies of changes in neighborhood
perception, cohesion and activity pattern are available, the
Berkeley residents living on the non-traffic streets have
been pleased with the results, and the Stevens neighborhood
in Seattle reported improvements of all these factors.
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All of the traffic restraint projects relied strongly
on local initative by the affected neighkorhoods. The
neighborhoods provided the political pressure while the city
government supplied technical assistance. The partnership
of these two elements was generally carried through the
rplanning, review, demonstration, evaluation and permanent
implementation stages. Generally the organized and
concentrated political support of the neighborhood (often in
alliance with other neighborhoods with similar programs) has
prevailed over the more diffused opposition of those who may
have been inconvenienced. 1In some cases this latter group
consisted of commuters from outside the municipality who had
no political leverage in decisions controlled by the city.
Even in Berkeley where the main opposing group was located
inside the city, the traffic restraint program survived two
successive popular referrenda.

The compensatory programs at most sites were limited to
relatively minor traffic management measures. These appear
to have been sufficient due to the traffic carrying capacity
of the street system.

As neighborhood traffic restraint devices gain
widespread use (as is occurring in Seattle) or are
introduced more comprehensively in denser, more congested
areas, the impact of displaced traffic and the measures
required to deal with it will change. At some threshold
point, which will vary with the local conditions, congestion
will increase to the point that major compensatory programs
will be required. These may be one of two types:

1. Substantial increase in traffic capacity through
road building or widening.

2. Traffic reduction through substantial shift to
public transit or carpooling.

The neighborhood traffic restraint schemes are highly
suited to the prevailing planning and political styles of
American cities. Such schemes can be identified with the
interests of a specific constituency that can effectively
lobby for them through local politicians. They are
relatively inexpensive and can be implemented quickly. For
these reasons they have been gaining in popularity during
the past several years.

By contrast, once the threshold mentioned above is
reached, the required compensatory measures are costly,
complicated to plan and implement, and have long lead-times.
Thus, it is very likely that in most instances long periods
(probably several years) will elapse between the time the
need for compensatory measures emerge and the time such
measures begin to effectively operate to relieve congestion.
The continuing stress during this period could create
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reaction and reversal of some of the neighborhood traffic
restraint schemes.

The conclusion, however, should not be excessive
caution against neighborhood traffic restraints. Due to
their politically viable nature, these, in combination with
the parking restraints discussed in the first half of this
paper, may be some of the most effective initial steps for
shifting American commuters from autos to public transit.
The difficulty lies in improving the transit alternative
fast enough so that when the pressure of induced congestion
builds up the shift to transit occurs naturally and
pressures for road building or reversal cf the restraints
are avoided.
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APPENDIX A

ARLINGTCN COUNTY, VIRGINIA
ZONING ORDINANCE

(as contained in the appendix of the Arlington County Code)

D. RESTRICTIONS ON PARKING IN DISTRICTS IN WHICH
COMMERICAL ANLC INDUSTRIAL USERS ARE NOT PERMITTED

1.

Whenever the County Manager or his designee shall
determine that the streets of a particular
district or discrete portion of a district in
which residential users are permitted and
commerical and industrial use are not permitted,
except transitional uses or by conditional use
permit are being used for parking by the operators
of vehicles while the orerators of those vehicles
are using districts in which commerical or
industrial uses are permitted or portions of
districts in which Conditional Special Uses have
been permitted under Section 3.A9 a-c of the
Zoning Ordinance and the average number of
vehicles parking in such a manner is in excess of
25% of the number of parking spaces on such
streets and the total number of spaces actually
occupied by any vehicles exceeds 75% of the number
of spaces on the weekdays of any month, as
disclosed by an engineering study, the County
Manager or his designee shall prohibit parking
during the hours when such use has been found on
those streets of those districts or portions of
districts found by the survey to have been so
affected. 1In such cases the county manager shall
cause appropriate signs giving notice of the
prohibition to be posted on those streets
restricing all parking except parking by the
holders of permits to be granted only under the
following conditions.

To persons who are residents of any particular
area in which parking is so restricted, to be
limited to that particular area in which parking
is so restricted for every vehicle owned by those
persons and registered in the County.

To persons who are visitors of any residents of
any particular area in which parking is so
restricted , to be limited to the particular area
in which parking is so restricted, to be valid for
a stated period but no more than 30 days, and not
to be any more than two persons who are visitors
at a residence during any period in which another
visitor to that residence holds such a permit; and
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to persons who do business with any residents of
any particular districts in which parking is so
restricted during the hours of restriction, to be
limited to that particular area or areas which
parking is so restricted and in which such person
so transacts business.

However, the parking prohibition of this Section
33, Subsection D shall not arrly to service of
delivery vehicles which are keing used to provide
services or make deliveries to dwellings.

On the application of any resident to the
district, the Chief of Police or his authorized
designee may issue permits to be valid for only
one day and for no more than four hours on that
day upon a showing by the resident that during the
hours for which the permits are to be issued, his
residence will be used in such a way consistent
with its residential character and other
provisions of law that vistors to his residence
would not ke able to park without violating the
law. If the Chief of Police shall find the
foregoing facts and further find that the issuance
of the permits will not unduly impair traffic
safety during the time of their validity, he shall
issue such permits and may limit the streets or
portions of streets on which they shall be valid.
The number of such permits shall not at any time
exceed 50% of the number of spaces in which they
are valid.

Any such person shall show to the County manager
or his authorized resprentative satisfactory
evidence that he fulfills all the conditions for
such a permit. Whenever the ccnditions no longer
exist, the persons holding such a permit issued
under sukparagraph 1(a) or 1(c) shall surrender it
to the County Manager or his authorized
representative. It shall be unlawful for any
person to represent that he is entitled to such a
permit when he is not so entitled, to fail to
surrender a permit to which he is no longer
entitled, or to park a vehicle displaying such a
permit any time when the holder of such permit is
not entitled to hold it. Nc permit issued
hereunder shall be valid for more than one year,
but may ke renewed upon expiration, provided the
condition for issuance exist.

The signs placed in such areas shall be of such
character as to inform readily an ordinarily
observant person of the existence of the rules and
regulations imposing the foregoing restrictions.
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It shall be unlawful for any persons to violate
such rules and regulations.

Wherever metered parking is in effect in any
portion of a district that becomes subject to the
restrictions of this paragraph D, the parking
spaces controlled by meters may be excepted from
the provision of this paragraph so long as the
control ty meters continues.

Nothing in this Section 33, Subsection D shall

repeal or supersede any other provision of law
which provides authority to regulate parking.
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APPENDIX B

SUPREME COURT DECISIO
VA, ET AL., V. RUDOLPH A. RICHARDS,

No. 76-1418.
Oct. 11, 1977.

Action was brought for a judgment
declaring invalid a county ordinance autho-
rizing permit parking on certain public
streets in residential areas. The Virginia
Supreme Court, 217 Va. 645, 231 S.E.2d 231,
affirmed a judgment declaring the ordi-
nance invalid and county sought certiorari.
The Supreme Court granted certiorari and
held that a county ordinance directing the
county manager to determine those residen-
tial areas especially crowded with parked
cars from outside the neighborhood and au-
thorizing the issuance of free parking per-
mits to residents of designated areas, to
persons doing business with residents there
and to some visitors, but denying permits to
all other persons, did not deny equal protec-
tion.

Reversed and remanded.

Mr. Justice Marshall would have grant-
ed the petition for certiorari and set the
case for oral argument.

1. Automobiles &7
Constitutional Law &235

County ordinance directing county
manager to determine those residential ar-
eas especially crowded with parked cars
from outside neighborhood and authorizing
issuance of free parking permits to resi-
dents of designated areas, to persons doing
business with residents there and to some
visitors, but denying permits to all other
persons, did not deny equal protection.
U.S.C.A.Const. Amend. 14.

2. Constitutional Law =235

To reduce air pollution and other envi-
ronmental effects of automobile commut-
ing, community reasonably may restrict on-
street parking available to commuters, thus
encouraging reliance on car pools and mass
transit, and community may also decide
that restrictions on flow of outside traffic
into particular residential areas would en-
hance quality of life, thereby refusing noise,
traffic hazards and litter, and such restric-
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ET AL.

tions would not violate equal protection.
U.S.C.A.Const. Amend. 14.

3. Constitutional Law &213.1(2)

Equal protection clause does not pre-
sume distinctions between residents and
nonresidents of local neighborhood to be
invidious, but requires only that distinetion
rationally promote objectives of regulation.
U.S.C.A.Const. Amend. 14.

PER CURIAM.

The motion of D. C. Federation of Civic
Associations, et al., for leave to file a brief,
as amici curiae, and the petition for a writ
of certiorari are granted. -

To stem the flow of traffic from commer-
cial and industrial districts into adjoining
residential neighborhoods, Arlington Coun-
ty, Va., adopted zoning ordinance § 29D.
The ordinance directs the County Manager
to determine those residential areas espe-
cially crowded with parked cars from out-
side the neighborhood.! Free parking per-
mits are then issued to residents of the
designated areas for their own vehicles, to
persons doing business with residents there,
and to some visitors. To park an automo-
bile without a permit in a restricted area
between 8 a. m. and 5 p. m. on weekdays is
a misdemeanor.

Acting under the ordinance, the County
Manager designated a restricted area in
Aurora Highlands, a residential neighbor-
hood near a large commercial and office
complex. Commuters who worked in this
complex and had regularly parked in the
area sued in the Circuit Court of Arlington
County to enjoin the enforcement of the
ordinance on state and federal constitution-
al grounds. The Virginia Supreme Court
ultimately held that the ordinance violated

1. This condition is met when ‘the average

number of vehicles [operated by persons whose
destination is a commercial or industrial dis-
trict] is in excess of 25% of the number of
parking spaces on such streets and the total
number of spaces actually occupied by any

vehicles exceeds 75% of the number of spaces
on such streets on the weekdays of any month



the Equal Protection Clause of the Four-
teenth Amendment.?

As stated in its preamble, the Arlington
ordinance is intended
“to reduce hazardous traffic conditions
resulting from the use of streets within
areas zoned for residential uses for the
parking of vehicles by persons using dis-
tricts zoned for commercial or industrial
uses . . .; to protect those districts
from polluted air, excessive noise, and
trash and refuse caused by the entry of
such vehicles; to protect the residents of
those districts from unreasonable burdens
in gaining access to their residences; to
preserve the character of those districts
as residential districts; to promote effi-
ciency in the maintenance of those streets
in a clean and safe condition; to preserve
the value of the property in those dis-
tricts; and to preserve the safety of chil-
dren and other pedestrians and traffic
safety, and the peace, good order, com-
fort, convenience and welfare of the in-
habitants of the County.”
Conceding the legitimacy of these goals, the
Virginia Supreme Court found that the or-
dinance's discrimination between residents
and nonresidents “bears no reasonable rela-
tion to [the regulation’s] stated objectives,”
and, therefore, that “the ordinance on its
face offends the equal protection guarantee
of the 14th Amendment.” 217 Va. 645, 651,
231 S.E.2d 231, 235. We disagree.

[1,2] To reduce air pollution and other
environmental effects of automobile com-
muting, a community reasonably may re-
strict on-street parking available to com-
muters, thus encouraging reliance on car

2. Although the state trial court found the ordi-
nance invalid under the State and Federal Con-
stitutions, the State Supreme Court rested its
decision solely on the Equal Protection Clause
of the Fourteenth Amendment.

3. Restrictions on nonresident parking have
sparked considerable litigation. See, e. g,
South Terminal Corp. v. Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, 504 F.2d 646, 671-676 (CAl) (re-
strictions upheld); Friends of the Earth v. Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, 499 F.2d 1118,
1125 (CA2) (restrictions upheld); Massachu-
setts v. Petralia, 362 N.E.2d 513 (1977) (restric-

pools and mass transit. The same goal is
served by assuring convenient parking to
residents who leave their cars at home dur-
ing the day. A community may also decide
that restrictions on the flow of outside traf-
fic into particular residential areas would
enhance the quality of life there by reduc-
ing noise, traffic hazards, and litter. By
definition, discrimination against nonresi-
dents would inhere in such restrictions?

[3] The Constitution does not outlaw
these social and environmental objectives,
nor does it presume distinctions between
residents and nonresidents of a local neigh-
borhood to be invidious. The Equal Protec-
tion Clause requires only that the distine-
tion drawn by an ordinance like Arlington’s
rationally promote the regulation’s objec-
tives. See New Orleans v. Dukes, 427 U.S.
297, 303, 96 S.Ct. 2513, 2516, 49 L.Ed.2d 511,
Village of Belle Terre v. Boraas, 416 U.S. 1,
8, 94 S.Ct. 1536, 1540, 39 L.Ed.2d 797. On
its face, the Arlington ordinance meets this
test.

Accordingly, the judgment is, set aside,
and the case is remanded for further pro-
ceedings not inconsistent with this opinion.

It is so ordered.

Mr. Justice MARSHALL would grant the
petition for certiorari and set the case for
oral argument.

(]
o & KEYNUMBERSYSTEM
i

tions upheld); Ohio v. Whisman, 24 Ohio Misc.
59, 263 N.E.2d 411 (Ct. of Com. Pleas, Scioto
Co. 1970) (restrictions invalidated), George-
town Assn. of Businessmen v. District of Co-
Iumbia, Civ. No. 7242-76, D.C.Super.Ct., Aug.
9, 1976 (restrictions preliminarily enjoined).
The United States as amicus curiae notes that
parking restrictions to discourage automobile
commuting have been recommended by the En-
vironmental Protection Agency to implement
the Clean Air Amendments of 1970. See 38
Fed.Reg. 30629. .
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ARLINGTON COUNTY, VA

Curbeide Ban

Limites on Consecutive

Parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During Day time

Non-resident Prohibition

BALTIMORE, MARYLAND

Curbeide Ban

Limlts On Consecutive
Parking Hourse

Alternate side Require-
mente During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibition

APPENDIX C

Due to a shortage of parking in the
county, curbside bans are only used
©On very narrow streets, and only
apply to one side.

Residential communities bordering
employment and shopping centers may
have 1 and 2 hour restrlctions.

Alternate side requirementments
were inetituted after a Virginia
State court initlally struck down
the permit system (subsequently
upheld by the U.S. Supreme Court -
Appendix A.) The regulations are
=till in force in some areas;
however, the county will consider
sukstituting the permit system if
tedldents request it. The
changeover time may be at 10:00
a.m. or 2:00 p.m. and the intent is
to prevent all-day parking.

A residental parking permit program
is currently in effect in a 18
block area near Crystal City, VA.
{This program was contested all the
May to the U.S. Suprese Court,
mhero it wan upheld.) Major
loyment conters in Crystal City
were créating excess parking domand
in nearby neighborhoods, County
officials felt the petro stogp
provided an alternative to driving
and that the parking ban would not
C€reate an unreasonable burden. It
was also observed that many drivers
were simply avoiding parking
charges in commercial lots. The
program has successfully alleviated
the proklem and additional sites in
the county for RPPPs are now under
consideration.

Curbeide parking bans are in effect
during peak traffic hours on ma jor
arterials traversing residential
areas.

See alternate side below

Temporary and changeable signs are
used around a sports stadium and
Tacetrack to prevent all-day
parking when events occur. For
example, parkers are prohibited on
one side from 12:00 a.m. to 3:00
P-M. and on the other side from
3:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.

The city attempted to install a
residential parking permit program.
Commuters sued and the city was
enjoined. The case is currently
being processed and a decision ie
expected by mid-March. Residents
had requested the program due to
parking congestion caueed by a
nearby hospital and traneit
station. Other reasons were
deteriorating air quality and
noise.
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ATLANTA, GEORGIA

Curbside Ban

Limits on Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibition

BERKELELY, CALIFORNIA

Curbside Bans

Limits on Consccutive
Parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Nen-resident Prohibition

PARKING POLICIES IN FORTY COMMUNITIES

If residents request no parking
regulations, or if the city feels
the street is too narrow to
accompodats traffic and parkers,
bana may be ipstituted on one or
both aides,

In select arcas noar the CBD

and heavily used trapait stops, the
city has prohibieed parking betwoen
9:00 acm. and 11l:00 A.p., and 2:00
Ps®e and 8:00 pom.. Thin palicy
prevents all day parking and is
generally well roceived by the
sesldents.  (The community
initiaten the requent for parking
TeBtelctions.)

Hene

None

None

None

None



BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS

Curbelde Ban

Limite on Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-remident Prohibition

BUFFALO, REw YORK

Curbside Ban

Limits on Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-reeident Prohibition

parking is prohibited on certain
through streets to promote traffic
Elow.

A clty-wide ordinance limits
parking to two hours on all streets
not otherwise regulated. Residents
are exempt from this restriction
and may oktain parking permits from
city hall. Neighborhood boundaries
have teen established and a
resident's exemption is only valid
in the area near his home. One
residential section permits free
resident parking at certain meters.
Much of Boston's development
occurred Lbefore wide-spread auto
ownership., Commuters to employment
centers, government offices, and
rapld transit lines create enormous
parking demands.

None

See limits on consecutive parking
houra above.

puring the wintertime, overnight
parking ie prohibited on bus routes
in residential areas (to permit
snow removal). In older sections
of the city, inadequate off-street
parking creates supply problems,
particularly when the wintertime
ban is in effect.

one and two hour restrictians are
mainly employed around university
areas and industrial sites adjacent
to residental neighborhoods.
Transit stations do not create
major parking problems and in only
a few inatances have restrictions
been implemented nearby. Although
restrictions apply to both
residents and visitors, the city
feels they are widely accepted and
generally successful. Enforcement
is selective and gemerally occurs
only when residents complain.

An alternate side parking
requirement is in effect from
9:00am to 7:00pm, Monday through
Friday. Although the intent is to
facilitiate snow-plowing and
street-cleaning, the effect is to
discourage all day parking as most
employeee mst be at thelr place of
work by 9:00am {(and are thereby
prevented from moving their cat at
9:00 a.m.).

A residential parking permit
program proposed by a previous
traffic commission was rejected by
the city legislature,
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BRONX-NEW YORK CITY, NEW YORK
curbside Ban
Limits on Consecutive

Parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibation

CAMBRIDGE, MA

curbside Ban

Limits on Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibition

None

Meters are used on many
residential atreets abutting
commercial areas.

Alternate side parking restrictions
are in force on one side from 7:00
a.m, to 11:00 a.m. and then change
to the other side from 11:00 a.m.
to 2:00 p.m. The effect is to
prevent all-day parking as few
commuters can move their cars
during mid-morning. The restricted
side 1s alternated daily.

Repidents effectively have first
shot at permissible parking between
7:00 a.m., and 11:00 a.m. by virtue
of having moved their car the day
before.

None

The historical development of
cambridge has produced some streets
which are much too narrow for both
parking and traffic. These streets
have complete parking bans at all
times.

Meters with one and two hour limits
have bteen installed near cammercial
areas.

None

A residential parking permit
program was initiated in 1972 and
has since spread to 90 percent of
the residential streets. The
Massachusetts Supreme Court
subsequently ruled that the
ordinance must be city-wide to be
coneitutional. Residents with an
auto registered in Cambridge may
purchase a parking permit and
visitor passes (the permit must be
renewed annuvally). A large
university and rapid transeit
terminus are major commuter
attractions.



CHAPLOTTESVILLE, VIRGINIA

Curbside Ban

Limite on Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
sents During Daytime

Non-reeident Prohibition

CINCINATTI, OHIO

Curbeide Ban

Limits an Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate side Require-
Rments During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibition

On narrow streets with parking
prokblema, the city may ban all
parking at residente® request.

None
None

A residential parking permit
program has been imsplemented in a
areas of the city. Three sites are
near the university and one site is
near downtown. Residente may
purchase permits for $10/yx; autos
without decals are prohibited from
parking in these areas between 6:00
a.m. and 5:00 p.m.

Parking will be prohibited from one
8ide of a street, if it {s less
than 18 feet wide., The purpose is
to provide reasonable access for
emergency vehicles,

The city initially emplo: o and
& hour parking znnlgﬂm to
deter long-torm rarkere.  fowovar,
adainintrators felt that thin only
uhifted the problem from one ares
to adjacent neighborhoods and the
police found it troublesoms to
enforce, Meters (ranging from 30
0 I hours) have largely
the above restricticns in
tial aresas. Residents
expronned nixed smotions on the
deployment of mecers; tut,
generally accept theom in
deteriorated parking conditio
Industrial areas, universitie
transit stops were all cited an
potimtial problem areas., Metern
Are alno Installed near business
dintricts whern patrons encroach on
residential pu'krnq.

Rone

Concept currently being discumsed,
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CHICAGO, ILLINOIS

Curbside Ban

Limits on Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibition

CLEVELAND, OHIO

Curbside Ban

Limits on Consecutive
Parking Hours

Altemnate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibitione

None

One and two hour restrictions are
employed around certain business
areas and rapid traneit stations.
No municipal policies are under
conelderation to reconcile commter
parking demand and supply around
rapid transit etops. However,
parking is provided at commuter
rail lines which are more distant
froa the CBD.

None

A residentlal parking permit
program was proposed by the Mayor
shortly after the Arlington, VA
decision. A resldential community
adjacent to a large university had
previously requested non-resident
parking prohibitions; in part,
because the nearby student parking
lot was not being fully utilitized.
The proposed srea is within a 2-3
block radius of the university and
will cover 24 curb blocks. Two
types of permits will be sold: (1)
year-round, and {2} one-day (to be
validated by residents on the day
of use). The program will be
implemented around May 1, 1978 on
an experimental baeis. After
evaluation, consideration will
likely be given to applying similar
controls near restaurants, banquet
halle, theatres, stadiums,
recreational facilities, etc. on a
city-wide Lasis.

All remidontial streets designated

one-way have parking bans on one

eide. Exceptions arc older
i th inad

W off-
street facilities; rking may be
permittod on both sides of the ofif=
way. Narrow courts or alleys may
have bans on both midam.

Two hour king limits between
7:00 a.m. and 6300 p.m. are
employed near factories, employment
centers, and schools. Residents
must petition for restrictions and
o traffic study is conducted to
determine if they're warranted.

Special wintertime requlatione are
used to facilitate snow removal.

None



DENVER, COLORADO

Curbside Ban

Limits on Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibition

LOS ANGELES, CA

Curbside Bans

Limits on Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-Reeident Prohibition

Through streets in residential
areas may have parking bans to
promote traffic Elow.

Limits of ene-half, one and two
hours Eetween 8:00 a.m. and 5:00
p.m. may bte implemented at
citizens® requeste. Restrictions
are aimed at all day parkers near
transit stops and commercial areas.
The city will ancertain if adequate
off-street parking is available
pefore implementing time limits.

None

None

None

Limits w i1 '€ vnacted if

resident ¢+ guest them and the
Traffic Lepartoent warrants their
propriety. Thi practice is fairly
widespreaa ckroughout the city and
factories ard universities are
typical reasons for resident
requests.

None

None
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HARRISBURG, PA
Curbside Ban

Limits On Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibition

MADISON, WISCONSIN

Curbside Ban

Limits on Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibition

None

None
None

A residential parking pesait
program ham heen formulated and is
weheduled to be implémented in the
late spring. MHelghbtorhoods around
the state capital, a major
Bespital, and certain business
areas were vubject to oevere
parking congastion and rogquestod
roliet. The program will prohibic
non-renident parking between B:00
a.m. and 6:130p.m. Visitor passen
will ke provided.

Restrictions are used on very
narrow streets and generally are in
effect from 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m..
Some arterials running through
residentials areas may also have
parking kans.

The city employs two hour

parking liaite in many residential
areas. Areas near commercial
districts are typical sites.,

None

A residential parking permit system
is in effect near collges, high
schools, and business districts.
Certain criteria must be met before
an area will be considered for
inclusion in the permit program
(e.g., proximity to transit stop to
provide alternative mode, number of
non-resident parkers, etc.). The
city is conciouely coordinating
parking and transit and all streets
selected for the RPPP to date are
within 1200 feet of a bas stop.



MIAMI, FLORIDA

Curbeide Bans

Limits on Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibition

MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN

Curbside Ban

Limits an Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-reeident Prohibition

None

A large shopping center wae
creating excesalve parking demand
in a nearty residential area.
Residents requested, and the c%ty
installed, parking meters to dis-
courage parklng. The policy has
been successful and has diverted
parkers back to the shopping center
parking lot.

None

None

Curkside bans are occaeionally
employed on narrow streets and
during peak hours on major
thoroughfares.

One and two hour restrictions

are widely employed throughout the
city., Due to the localized nature
of many parking probless,
strategies have evolved which may
incorporate several policies. For
example, parking may be banned from
one side and one hour restrictions
placed on the other side. Areas
near the university have seriocus
parking problems and the city and
6chool have cooperated to rectify
them with fringe parking lots and
shuttle Fuses.

None

Neighborhoods near factories,
schools, hospltals, etc. are
eligitle far inclusion in the
cesidentinl parking permit program.
Hany of these aream were | tially
mubject to two hour restrictions,
but residents felt they were being
unjustifiakly penalized. If
residents request the prograe and
the clty warrants its Eopristy
after applying program criteria,
Fesidents will be exeapted from the
2 hour restrictions if they

purchane and display & permit
fcosting $ésyr),
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MIDTOWN MANHATTAN-NEW YORK CITY, NEW YORK

Curbeide Ban

Limits cn Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibition

MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA

Curbside Ban

Limite on Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibition

There are total parking bans in
mixed use areas (both commercial
and residential) from 7:00 a.m. to
7:00 p.m., Monday thrcugh Friday.
Some residential areas also
restrict parking during morning and
evening traffic peaks.

Hourly limits and parking

meters are widely used. Virtually
all areas have alternate side
requirements which effectively
limit the number of parking hours.

Alternate side parking is peraitted
from 0:00 a.m, to 11:00 a.m. on one
eide and then 11:00 a.m. to 2:00
p.m. on the other side. This mid-
morning change prohibits all-day
parking.

None

Bans have teen inetituted in areas
with severe parking probleas {near
3 university). Residents requested
the control.

There is a city-wide ordinance
restricting parking to two hours.
Signing and enforcement are .
selective and occur mainly around
the university. Near certain
businese areas, bus lines,

T aurants, etc., parking is
limited to one hour.

None

The clty has designated two
eritical® parking arean with ono
and 7 hour parking restrictions for
nof-residents (during the hours of
fh:00 to £:00 p.m.). Residenta
are eligible for identificatfon
mtickers which exempt them from the
ragulation. Preliminary

observat lons nuggest that sume auro
Copmuters have switcned to transic
or carpools, (This conclusion ie
Dased on the obaervatien that the
qain in off-ntreet arking L= lenn
than the reduction Tn on-strent
parking.)




MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND

curbeide Ban

Limite on Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate Site Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibition

NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA

curbeide Ban

Limite on Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibition

parking may be banned from one or
both sides of the street if it is
determinei that emergency vehicles
or other traffic is significantly
hampered by excessive parking.
Citizens request that such an
evaluation be made.

Pesidential areas bordering
central business districts may have

1 hour, 2 hour, or all day (9:00
a.m.-5:00 p.m.) parking
restrictions.

None

A residentiol parking permit
progras han boen instituted in a 25
equare block area in pethonda, Hd.
Maightorhoed organizations
periticned the County council ko
amel iorate packing conjeation
caused by retailors, employment
centors, and a major bus tdrsinal
far Wask haund

The program in considered
syecessful and an additionsl site
near a4 coliege in silver Springs i3
under review.

None

ne city has an ordinance wich
prehibits cus-of-parish {county|
parkers from parking an city
ntroets for more than four
copnecutive houra, Aulbueban
cormuters generate mignificant
parking desand in residental axean
noar @ majes domtown transit
route. The city is currently
neeking ways to Lntercept commuter
eraffic. Alternatives under
conelderation include: [38]
stricter enforcement of existing
ardinance, and (2) resident aticker
Froqgran o make auto identif ication
casier, (Autou are presently
identifind by parinh-issued safety
inspection stickers.)

None

See limits on consecutive parking
hours above.
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NEW BRUNSWICK, NJ

curbside Ban

Limits on Consecutive
parking Hours
Alternate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibition

OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA

Curbside Bans

Limits on Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibition

None

Hourly limits are used in some
neightorhoods; however, enforcement
is eelective.

None

New Brunswick hag Bevere problens
with New York City-bound workerd
who use the commuter rail linpos.
An ordipnance s currently beling
drafted to prohibit non-residents
from parking in repidential areas
near the traln stationfi.
tielghborhoods neae the Universlty
nnz also be included in the
ordinance (to alleviate parking
ahortagen cauned by students).

None

The traffic department responds
to residents' requests for hourly
parking limits. Limits will be
instituted if the department deems
they are appropriate.

None

wone



PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA

Curbside Ean

Limits on Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibiton

PORTLAND, OREGON

Curbeide Ban

Limits cn Consecutive
Parking Houre

Alternate side Regquire-
mente During Daytime

Non-reeident Prohibition

Curbside parking is prohibited
during peak hours on many arterial
streets traversing residential
areas.

One and two hours limits are
employed around transit stations,
employment centers and
universities. (Metered parking 1is
also ueed.) Restrictions are
implemented in response to
community requests and enforcement
generally occurs when citizens
complaln.

There is a four nour restriction
one day a week to permit street-
cleaning.

None

Gne of meveral policles which nay
be eagloyad o alleviate parking
probless, Remidents will T qui
parking investigation and if the
ity detecnines there is a problen,
A neighborhood neeting will be
Arranged. The meating in followed
By a city-sponsorod poRt card
mailing te allow ronidents to
Privarely wote for their choles of
parking policy for the area,

flourly limits may be implo

mintod at the request of rosidenes,
Woapitale, theatren, taverns,
playgrounds, schools, and Lranuit
Statians all account for resident
Fequentn for parking restrictions.
A free traneit zone downtown has
fmcouraged parking In rensdential
Aress adjacent to the CRD,

None

Residential parking permit program
under consideration.
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PITTSBURGH, PA

Curbside Ban

Limits on Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate side Require-
ments During Dzytime

Non-resident Prohibition

At residents' requests, curbside
bans may be instituted to enhance
traffic flow or promote safety on
narrow streets.

Hourly limits are rarely used in
residential neighborhoods. In the
few instances where they are used,
residents have requested the limits
to relieve parking pressures
generated by nearby factories,
hospitals, etc.

Parking may be prohibited on
arterial collector streets during
the peak hours on alternate sides.
The purpose is to promote traffic
flow Ly prohibiting parking on the
inbound eide during the morning and
on the outlound side during the
evening.

This policy is under consideration.

PRINCE GEDRGE'S COUNTY, MARYLAND

Curbside Ban

Limits on Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibi tion

Parking has been wholly prohibited
in some residential areas in the
county. The policy has been
adopted in respopnse to citizens'
requests to alleviate commuter
parking estgestion. The practice
is not widenproad.

Two pour limits are widely uned
arcund Lrannportation corridors ro
discourage ail day commaters.
Combinataionn of parking bans on ane
nide of the utreet and hourly
Limitn on the other side are also
used,

Hone

Takoma Park, Md. han inctituted a
reRidential parking Pernlt program
in responde to parking congestien
ehuned Ly a college and a METRO
Stop,  There in Limited parking ae
the trannit step and the
neightoring residential arean
requested reliof. The
neightorhoods alno appotie parking
lots tecause of the addltional
tratfic attracted. The kina and
ride alternative han been proposed
bBut in not likely to resolve the
Commuter parkings/resident
resentment problem.



PROVIDENCE, RHODE ISLANL

curtside Bar

Limits on Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibition

RICHMOND, VIRGINIA

Curbside Ban

Limits on Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibition

parking banu have besn inetituted
10 select neightarhoods to roduce
auto congesticn and promots
wnecgency vehicle access.
Heightorhood parking conditions
were aggravated by a college and
shopping centef. In the arca near
the college, the sclution vas to
implenent curtside bans from Bro0
a ro ¥:00 p.m. on ochool days.
The tratfie Jepartmont respords to
cltizen's Tequests and performn
packing ntufdies to determine actual
conditions, The curpent ban in
connsdered succeunfal and diverts
packers to areas danigned for
greater valume.

Limits on consecutive parking

hours are used in residential areas
where the parking protblems are not
severe enough to warrant curkside
bans.

None

None

curbside Bans are only used on
narrow streets. There are no
conclous municipal policies to
exclude autos from certain areas.

A one hour parking restriction

is widely used in residential areas
throughout the city. (SEE RPPP
BELOW) .

None

A residential parking permit
program was instituted in 1973 in a
densely populated area of about #1
tlock faces, Student commuters to
a nearky university were creating
unmanageable parxing demand.
Parking in the area is restricted
to one hour; however, residents
displaying a permit are exempt.
The City feels that enforcement has
been the key to the program's
success.
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QUEENS-NBW YORK CITY, NEW YORK

curbside Ban

Limits on Consecutive
parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibition

ROCHESTER, NEW YORK
Curbside Ban

Limits on Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibition

Streets with narrow widths or
commuter thoroughfares may have all
day curtside parking prohibitions.

Twc bour restrictions are
widely used in neighborhoods
abutting commercial areas.

None

None

None

city-wide ordinance permits 6 hours
of consecutive parking; however, it
is only rarely and selectively
enforced. Three hour limits are
used to prevent all day parking
near industrial and ccmmercial
sites.

None

None



57.LOULS, NISSOURI

Curbmde ban

Limits on Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibltion

S5AN ANTONIO, TEXAS

Curbside Bans

Limits on Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibition

None

None

Hone

None

None

Bone

None

None
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SALEM, OREGON

Curbside Ban

Limits on Conuecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-resident Pronibition

SAN FRANCISCO, CA

Curbside Ban

Limits on Consecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate Side Reguire-
ments During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibition

None

One and two hour parking limits
between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and
5:00 p.m. are in effect in several
residential sections. Employment
centers, state offices, and retail
stores create excess parking demand
in nearty residential areas.

None

The city issues all-day parking
permits to residents in areas with
one and two hour restrictions (the
permits are free). Salem is
pursuing a transportation policy
which promotes alternatives to the
auto. The residential parking
permit program was initiated by the
city and started on February 1,
1978 after environmental data, car
counts, and license checks were
collected and analyzed. The
evaluation process includes an
investigation of parking
alternatives and there is a
concious policy to recognize the
parking needs of transit commuters.

Parking bans are employed on one
side of some narrow streets to
permit emergency vehicle access.
Bans on Eoth sides of the street
are only considered if the street
is extremely narrow.

One and two hour limits may ke
instituted at the request of
neightorhood residents. Traffic
generators {e.g., transit stops,
commercial districts, etc.)
typically have prompted resident
requests,

None

A pllot residential PaLking permit
program was instituted near the
BART mtation in Daley City in 1977,
The program covers about Heven
block taces and the parking rermits
allow residents ta park all-day in
ATeas posted with two-hour Limit
(botwoen 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 .
Although o large parking garage
exluts near the transit stop,
comnuters had previously found it
ch"i'" andsor easier to park in
nearky ight, o il
hao successtully reducad tratfic
and parking congeation, A
ressdential packing Permit prograsm
wvan inplomented in the Morth Beach
rosidential azea in 1978. san
Francluco intendn to inplomont from
13 to 20 new rones during the next
& to 18 months.




SEATTLE, WASHINGTON

curbeirde Ban

Limits on Coneecutive
parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments puring paytime

Non-resident prohibition

WASHINGTON, DC

curbside Ban

Limite on Consecutive
parking Hours

Alternate side Require-
ments bDuring Daytime

Non-resident Prohibition

Kone

MEtere TOBEFRCT parking to anort
term une Ln DORE ar&an. Ruesidents
requested wnntallatien vo ol faet
demand ereated by Large garking
attraction® ||'plqm¢nl centers,
busiuessel, etc) .

Bone

A residential parking permit
gqrae is under consideoraticn.

al agwas fof application
psinean district;
ore isplenonting an
HEPP the city wiahes Lo ANCEOAn®

oOn narrow streets and alleys,
parking may be prohibited on one or
both sides.

two hour linits betwees T:00 a.m.
and 43 30p.m, are widely voed in
neightochoodn wtrongly ippacted by
commuter parking. The city is
crying to include theno ardad in
itu pesidential parking perait
programs.  (Hee bulow)

None

The city has a residential parking
which allows

systen im administersd on 4 zonal
pasis (corresponding to city wards)
and providen residents with parking
aunes for visitors, Hesidents
must apply fof & wisltor pase on
each occasion. The city believes
that careful sonltoring of the pans
provents wide-gpread abune. nath
comapreial aroas and transportation
corridors are included in the
exinting zones {e.d9., Georgrtoen,
capital Hill, Friendnhip Helghts) .
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TUCSON, ARIZONA

curbside Ban

Limits on congecutive
Parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During paytime

Non-resident prohibition

WILMINGTON, DELAWARE

curbside Ban

Limits on Consecutive
parking Hours

Alternate Side Require-
ments During Daytime

Non-resident Prohibition

Cuthpide parking L& prohibited an
wome pesidential areas which border
comaorical districesa. Prior to
implenenti ban, the tralfic
depar tnent. ralnen if thore im
adequate off-srreet parking for
renidenti,

Hourly limits are used to prevent
all-day parkers and to encourage
short-term use of parking capacity-

None

None

Some major comsutlng couten
craversing T sidential areas having
parking rostrictions during peak
hourm. Also, parking im prohibived
from 8:00 a.m. to 9:30A.m. O ono
pide of the strest in select
locations with strong long-ters
parking demand. This reatriction
14 uned in conjunction with the
r_unidmud parking permit program
in areas whers enforcusent 18
hampersed by the large pize of the
area.

Two hour restrictions are 1in
effect in certain residential
areas.

None

The city hat a rosidential parking
permit parking pProeas which
exempts cesidents from the posted
two hour farking restrictions.
Isolated parking problemn around
pedical centers and downtown
eriployment centern lead to citizens
requests for relief. Tho progran
initially lacked & peemit renawal
requirement which prevented
wtiective coptrol and lead to
i1llegal activitisn. “The city han
subsequently instituted a 2 year
ronewal requiresant.
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