DOWNTOWN PARKING STUDY UPDATE

In the June edition of the Planning
Department Newsletter, we provided
information about the Planning
Commission’s ongoing study related to
parking for downtown residentia uses.
This study was prompted primarily by
Pioneer Hill residents concerned about the
prospect of large mixed use developments
in the central business district placing
parking pressures on adjacent residential
neighborhoods.  Currently, there is no
requirement in the Pullman zoning code for
downtown land uses to provide off-street
parking.

As part of its study, the Commission
accepted public input on this topic at its
meetings of July 25 and August 22. In all,
15 individuals provided comments during
these meetings.

At the July 25 session, the maority of
citizens called for some sort of parking
requirement for residential development
downtown; the most common request was
for one off-street parking space per
bedroom, but a few individuals
acknowledged that one off-street parking
space per residence might be acceptable.
Both of the real estate developers who
spoke opposed any new parking
requirements because they felt it would
discourage investment in the downtown.
They, dong with some others, promoted
the establishment of an impact fee zone or
taxing district to help fund parking
improvements downtown (e.g., parking
structures). Other comments offered to the
Commission included an interest in more
accessible parking spaces, the potential
benefits of changing the city's time
restrictions for public parking areas, the
value of sharing parking spaces, the
suggestion to remove certain on-street
parking spaces to enhance traffic flow, and

whether it would be appropriate to conduct
areview of the community’s vision for the
central business district, perhaps with the
aid of a consultant.

During the August 22 meeting,
members of the public remarked that, while
there may not be a significant problem with
downtown parking now, it certainly could
become a substantial problem if the city
code is not atered to require parking for
residential development. The Commission
was asked to consider better signage
informing motorists of available parking
lots in the central business district and
consider utilization of the ground floor of
downtown structures for residential uses or
parking for residential uses (currently
prohibited). = Some individuals warned
again that city-imposed parking regulations
might constrain downtown development,
and if these regulations pertain only to
residential uses, the requirements might
have the effect of shifting investment in the
central business district from residentia to
commercial projects, thereby disrupting the
healthy mix of activities that is currently
promoted downtown.

In preparation for the August 22
meeting, planning staff took inventory of
the number of public accessible parking
spaces in the city center and compiled
downtown parking regulations from
selected cities in the region. With respect
to accessible spaces, staff found 15 such
stalls—12 of these in public parking lots,
and three more on city streets. For the
parking regulation research, staff reviewed
codes from nine eastern Washington cities
(Spokane, Kennewick, Moses Lake, Pasco,
Richland, Sunnyside, Walla Walla,
Wenatchee, and Yakima) and five college
communities in the region (Bellingham,



Cheney, Ellensburg, Missoula, and Moscow). Staff's
research found that only two of these 14 cities require off-
street parking for commercia developments, but eight of
the cities impose off-street parking regulations on
residential uses.

Also, a the August 22 meeting, planning staff
reminded the Commission that the City Council has
adopted a 2007 goa generaly pertaining to this matter.
This goal reads as follows:

Consider budgeting for a consultant to develop a
downtown plan that will focus upon a variety of
downtown issues including traffic flow, deliveries,
parking, and housing.

Staff told the Commission that the Council has yet to
act on this goal, but it will likely do so sometime this fall.

The Commission concluded the August 22 session with
its own discussion of downtown parking issues. The
consensus of the Commission was that parking for
residential uses in the central business district is a
potential future problem that should be addressed in some
fashion today. Commission members noted that, while
they would cautiously approach any new parking
regulations, they would consider recommending minimal
parking requirements in order to set certain expectations
for residential development downtown. The members also
commented that they might be receptive to alowing the
use of the ground floor of downtown structures for
residential parking. In the end, though, the Commission
stated that it would defer action on all of these measures
until after the City Council had addressed the above-cited
goal.
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Many downtown dwellings, like those in the Bridgeway Centre, have assigned off-street parking spaces.



#2 %234 56 ( 7*53 45 3 %5 #%

( ' $ 8 $ $& oo
" $ & $ 4 ! $ &%
I & ! / $ ! $ /
5% L&/ $0 e :$ $ & $ A&
s/ & $ $ $ & $ I & & &
$ & $ 5 1 9 & 9 & @ $
& $ $ & & $ & $ | & & &

I &9 I & ; $ $ $ & &A B &® /% $' & I &
& & &$ &
4 % < $ & $ & $& & & 4 % $& $ $

I & & & $ &$
$ 4 $ & $ & # < $& 9 & &
/ $ ; & $$ & & & & $ ! &
& $ & & ! &$
I & & & &!
, B &'" 9 & $0 - #- &#H4 < $& 9 &
$9 & * 3 ! $ & & & & $ ! &
9 &$
/ '$ /$
! '8 $ $ / &! &
! & & & $ & $
# $ "%$& $ < 9 $
4 $ & $ &$& $ $< & " 5%$9"! /
! ! # > #$ O#4 & L/ & &
# $ 4& $ 9 #-6 % $!) I & & $ &$ !
> F#$ < $& $ 4 & $ & $ & &

< ' & & & &!'9 $ % Y $ $

! "# $ "%$& $



) * 3 1 1 3 ( ( ’ ’ 1
D) A 3 &
+ + 9 o *3&
* * , , 0
( 6 ( 3 & 4 ( & * 3 + + )
&2 2 33 ) )
$ ( ( ( &( 5 + ) B $9
3 +) &
))
C 0 * * 1T B 3 & 1IC * 03 0 ( + B
53 * 0
? ) S & ) ) ) 8 ) + 0
* & + & ( 0
(0
& «c n * 2 & *3 +)),
1" #1$% ) & ) * ok 4
& -1/ -}
) 0 + $1
4 * } 0 +3 (( H & |# 18 &)) * ), 9))
)) 51"61$% | #$& "7 3( -
( # &
4 0 ; IS #' 18 & * 3 +)), 9,
) 164% 0o+ . ) ., -6
= 4 & *
) D IR S B 13 (& 2?2 * * ) @+
) >l () * )) =" -> "9
& )) 3¢ &
) ;6 "#
5 + ) "6'% * ) [ 0,4 & () )) *
0 + " & * )
-1
A 3 ( ) 6 |0 3 ( + #_H & )) , *
1& )
+? 3 ( ; RN (3 &2 2 33 & * 3 + )
"6l. % >S>1& 8 *
* * ) 0 'l 1& [ # () * & * 3 + )
"6l % , , 6. "1 |
&
48 ) S #' 18 & * 3 + )
) ) "6-"% , . 0 +
B6B'! &
. ) 0 ('# ) 53 * & )) ., *
"6l--% 0 + > &) )
(7 ) ) * )-BB) )) it 2 3 * & * 3 + )
"6l- B -0,
4 + 0 ( % ) 4+ >$. () * & * 3 + )
'6l-. %
4 + 0 (-.! +*) 4+ B" & * 3 + )
"6l-#%
F C G + = 9 9' 3 8 I= 9 $8 '
9 B? 8 = 9 - 0 ( 9 .9 $C 9
9'? * 9 ( 492 2 (+ * 77}@
5 G G 9 G + 9 G & @ 9 G ) &, +9
4
GW& )), & , ) +)), & ) & (< ), 30 ) & ( 0* 1'% O )
+ A & 0 1% ) * 30, & + , , &) ) , . & * ) ( + &

< &, ( 9 )) ; ; (2 . )1




(

!
# B

) *% L+ &

) %L+,

) 0(

1

2"

( #)
(#)

3

$

$

&
& $
$ &8 & /!
$ &$s$/C
& &
/! ! '&
& I & $
$ & $& & $
& &




