Parking in the U District – 

Top recommendations!

March 14, 2001
Draft results of the technical assistance the City of Seattle provided to a “parking work group” of U District business and residential representatives from the Fall of 2000-Spring 2001

The puzzle pieces are in place: what picture do they make?  If you said a comprehensive, attainable package of parking management changes that balance the needs of businesses, residents and visitors, you’re right!  

SHORT RANGE

· 8th Ave NE – Add parking by changing ‘no parking signs’ to limited parking. Consider adding restricted parking with the expectation it will be full of more residential car storage, leaving little room for commuters.  Consider signing it for no parking only from 9 am to 6 pm to prevent commuter parking.

Puzzle piece: On-street

Implementation/timeframe: Requires residents’ support/petition.  SeaTran to send a letter to nearby residents alerting them of the potential change and encourage someone to take the lead and generate a petition. 

Balances needs of businesses and residents? Since 8th Ave NE is relatively far from the Ave commercial center, there will be little commercial impact.  Restricting from 9 am to 6 pm could discourage people from using it for commuter parking.

Fits in with priorities?  Effectively increases parking for residents while discouraging commuter parking.  Trade-offs: cars need to move in the morning, which might encourage SOV travel.  Our expectation is that those who already move their car in the a.m. will use this space, freeing up nearby unrestricted space who don’t use their car every day.

· 12th Ave NE – Add approximately 25 parking spaces on two blocks on the east side of 12th, south of 43rd by changing ‘no parking signs’ to limited parking. Consider signing it for no parking only from 9 am to 6 pm to prevent commuter parking.  As SeaTran considers adding a bike lane along Brooklyn, consider this parking as a swap for any parking, should it have to be removed, along Brooklyn.  At this time, SeaTran believes we will not need to remove parking along Brooklyn.

Puzzle piece: On-street
Implementation/timeframe: Requires residents’ support/petition.  SeaTran to send a letter to nearby residents alerting them of the potential change.  Melissa Briody, Brooklyn area resident,  will spearhead a petition. 

Balances needs of businesses and residents? It increases on-street parking for both businesses and residents. 

Fits in with priorities? Effectively increases parking for residents while discouraging commuter parking.  Trade-offs: cars need to move in the morning, which might encourage SOV travel.

· Loading Zones – Notify businesses and key property owners that they can change/move load zones in front of their property if they would rather have a parking space instead. 

Puzzle piece: On-street
Implementation/timeframe: SeaTran requires buy-in from all businesses on the block for load zone to be removed. Past surveys suggested that businesses, if anything, want more load zones.  

-SPO will post notice in BIA/Chamber newsletter and Daily Herald to alert businesses of the opportunity and will send letters to key property owners. Will also use Access Package outreach to educate business owners about load zones.

- Community Members should identify property owners/apartment building who should receive a letter. 

Balances needs of businesses and residents? Little resident impact since most load zones are on Ave.  Converting load zones would allow more customers to park for long enough to eat lunch, see a movie, etc.  The downside is since load zones have a shorter parking span (usually 30 minutes), they  allow a higher turn-over if enforced.  Converting load zones limits parking supply for short trips. 

Fits in with priorities?  Increases longer-term (2 hour) parking for customers. 

· Advertise in newspapers and newsletters that monthly or nightly parking is available to residents in UDPA lots. 

Puzzle piece: On-street and off-street

Implementation/timeframe: Hans will post a notice in his group’s newsletter; UDPA will continue to promote; City will compose a letter to residents and distribute one time on “cars parked on parking strips” north of this area.

Balances needs of businesses and residents?  Utilizes existing off-street supply in the evenings and gives residents a place to store their cars during evening hours.  Forces people to move their cars in the morning, possibly promoting more car travel unless new transit incentives can convert some newly-available employee commuter spaces to monthly residential spaces.

Fits in with priorities?  Increases evening parking for residents.

· Access Package to improve parking validation and signage while providing employee travel benefits.  The overall idea of an “access package” is to increase potential customers’ perception of parking availability and access in the U District.  

1. Make better use of existing off-street parking. 

· Expand validation program so that more businesses participate

· Improve validation signage: Window signs for participating businesses, signs within the parking lots that identify businesses that validate, identification signs around the district that identify the available lots
2. Provide employees with options to make it easier for them not to drive to work.  

· Discount transit tickets can be purchased by employees at a lowered rate and will be partially subsidized by the City, the County and the employer for the first year:

· Offering “contingency plans” for employees who do not drive also increases their willingness to travel by transit.  “Home free guarantee” allows each employee up to ten cab rides home each year in case of sickness or family emergency.  FlexCar offers employees access to a car during the day for unexpected travel events. 
Puzzle piece: On-street, off-street and transportation demand management.

Implementation/timeframe: Requires buy-in from small businesses, BIA, and Chamber; administrative/logistic coordination; new signage design and installation; education. FlexCar is expected in the U District in early April.

Balances needs of businesses and residents? Flex-Car is a benefit to both businesses and residents. Does not add or remove any parking spaces; just encourages better use of existing inventory.  Increases perception of parking in the U District, which is attractive to shoppers.  Could open spaces for residents.

Fits in with priorities?  Increases customer parking opportunities; discourages commuter parking.

MID-RANGE

· Continue exploring alternatives to improve resident parking in the West Residential/Brooklyn area.  Research suggests that a traditional RPZ will not be effective because most of the parking demand is by local residents.  Areas for future research: a late summer survey to assess dorm impact, residential time limits.  
Puzzle piece: On-street

Implementation/timeframe: Necessary to research additional tools that deal with resident parking issues; need for summertime survey to asses dorm impacts.  Survey should occur immediately after “sweeping” the area for cars which violate the 72-hour rule.  Revenue for RPZ/parking impact study for this area was cut with I-722 (total cost estimated at $3000); study will occur when funds become available.  This effort should be combined with marketing residents about nightly or monthly parking in UDPA lots. 

Balances needs of businesses and residents? Residential time limits will increase supply for residents but will not necessarily “solve” the resident parking problem.  There could be spillover effects to other areas as excluded parkers look elsewhere to park.

Fits in with priorities? Increases resident parking supply; reduces free on-street parking.  Approach reducing demand by marketing FlexCar and monthly surface parking.

· Explore potential and costs to remove unrestricted parking under University Bridge for City use or Sound Transit Construction Worker parking, facilitating cleaning up the site. Sound Transit, if they decide to pursue this, will likely only make improvements they need to the parking area, and to provide sidewalk to the parking area.  
Puzzle piece: On-street

Implementation/timeframe: Sound Transit may not decide to pursue this, they are still interested as of 3/01.  Implementation is largely up to them, the City and citizens can attempt to maximize the usefulness of the improvements within their budget.  If Sound Transit chooses not to pursue this, it should occur as neighborhood funds become available.  

Balances needs of businesses and residents? Cleans up the area for businesses and residents in the Northlake area; enhances the waterfront area.  Presumably any residents who currently park under the bridge would use the parking added along 8th Ave.  

Fits in with priorities? Reduction of free on-street parking.  Harmonious with the Neighborhood Plan.

LONGER-RANGE

· Improve offsite parking regulations.  Fix reporting procedures, clarify terms of parking agreements, establish effective signage, require replacement parking if the offsite parking spaces become unavailable.  Improve monitoring system!  -- DCLU must do a better job allocating resources for monitoring.  New permit tracking system to track offsite parking.  Annual review of all arrangements. Improve enforcement.

Puzzle piece: Land use

Implementation/timeframe: The offsite parking code amendment will be presented to City Council this spring which might jumpstart the implementation timeframe.  Otherwise, this will mostly be applicable to new developments.

Balances needs of businesses and residents?  Provides more parking availability to residents who do not have parking in their buildings.  

Fits in with priorities? Increases parking for residents.

· Promote shared parking opportunities. Consider increased distances for shared parking (ie, from 800 ft to 1600 ft), look at religious facilities and auditoriums, schools, etc for more sharing opportunities.  The parking work group expressed concerns that shared parking would not allow new development to not build adequate parking because they are concerned that in the future there would not be the legislative will to enforce these agreements. If the shared parking is located offsite instead of within a mixed-use development, same improvements in offsite parking reporting will be required. Examples include: 

· Church lots in the Greek Row area 

· Safeco surface parking lots

· Small lots on Roosevelt near the hardware store
· PetCo lot (45th and I-5)

Puzzle piece: Land use

Implementation/timeframe: Short-term changes can be made by identifying specific lots and working with nearby property owners to facilitate shared parking opportunities.  Land use policy changes would require a longer implementation timeframe.  

Balances needs of businesses and residents? Shared parking could “reshuffle” existing supply to increase parking availability to residents and businesses.  Would require these groups to work together for optimum parking supply management. There must be some caveat in place which prevents shared parking facilities from being used by commuters.  Specific lots should be identified by community members.

Fits in with priorities? Increases parking availability for residents and businesses.

Individual Committee members’ recommendations for long-range city parking policy changes and areas for future consideration.

These recommendations may be outside the scope of what this parking committee has been addressing because they are City-wide changes.  However, it is important to record these recommendations so that support for them in the UDistrict community is on the City’s radar as future changes occur. City staff will explore current status of this work in the City – and communicate both UDist group interests and determine if it would be effective to discuss the details of implementing these recommendations with the group in the near future.

· Revisit its street use curb policy and prioritize bike and transit uses above parking on the priority list.

· Consider restricting all parking in urban centers, villages and hubs.

· Increase funding and staffing for police enforcement officers. 

· Developers should contribute to an RPZ fund in NC-3 neighborhood commercial zones in order to mitigate some parking impacts.

· A LID should be used for residential transit passes in the U District or other funding mechanisms to explore residential passes should be pursued.

· Impose a parking tax in urban centers/villages.

· Enforce TMP/shared parking plans.
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