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RULE NO.: R161-25.10
NOTICE OF RULE ADOPTION ADOPTION DATE: July 16, 2025

By: Richard Mendoza, P.E., Director
Transportation and Public Works Department

The Director of the Transportation and Public Works Department has adopted the following rule.
Notice of the proposed rule was posted on May 12, 2025. Public comment on the proposed rule
was solicited in the May 12, 2025, notice. This notice is issued under City Code Chapter 1-2
{Adoption of Rules). The adoption of a rule may be appealed to the City Manager in accordance
with City Code Section 1-2-10 (4ppeal of Adopted Rule to City Manager), as explained below.

A copy of the complete text of the adopted rule is attached to this notice.
EFFECTIVE DATE OF ADOPTED RULE

The rule adopted by this notice is effective July 16, 2025.

TEXT OF ADOPTED RULE

Rule R161-25.10: Director’s Rules For The Establishment, Modification, Enforcement or
Removal of Resident-Only Zones and Issuance and Revocation of Resident Permits. The
adopted rule establishes the following:

(1) Purpose, (2) Authority to Establish Zones, (3) Authority to Establish Rules, (4) Powers and
Dutics of Traffic Engincer, (5) Definitions, (6) Eligibility, (7) Application, (8) Petition Process,
(9) Notification Process, (10) Traffic Engineer Initial Study and Findings, (1 1) Residential Parking
Permit (RPP) Zone Reevaluation, (12) Permitting, and (13) Enforcement.

The adopted rule contains some changes from the proposed rule that are based on comments
received. Changes are illustrated by strike-throughs and underlines in the attached text of the rule.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS

The Transportation and Public Works Department received written comments regarding Rule
R161-25.10. Below is a non-exhaustive summary of comments received, whether relevant to the
rule or not:

Rule Sections Identified
» Most individual commenters provided program commentary but did not reference a
specific rule or section. '
» Urban Transportation Commission (UTC): Commented on specific sections, notably
Sections I, V, X, XI, XII.

Commenter Position
» Majority of the commenters support the RPP program.
+ Some individuals oppose zonce reductions or zone removals.



« UTC: Mostly supportive, with some proposed changes and additions.
e A few commenters expressed opposition to how the rules are applied or enforced.

Comment Summary
o Support for RPP due to its value in preventing non-resident parking in neighborhoods.
» Affordability and equity concemns, especially for multi-family.
« Suggestions: improve permitting technology and expand eligibility.
» UTC: suggested changes in rule language, inclusion of hybrid zones, and better support
for businesses and local employees.
s Opposition focused on RPP pushing congestion elsewhere or lacking enforcement.

Department Response
o Reassures RPP is not being eliminated, only formalized through rules for consistency and
improvement.
« Notes digital permitting improvements, affordability options, and potential for mixed-use
or pay-to-park models.
o Clarifies criteria for underutilization and the role of the City Traffic Engineer.

Justification For Rule / Response
¢ Emphasizes the program’s intent to:
o Manage limited curb space;
o Promote walkability and safety; and
o Ensure faimess in public right-of-way use
« Explains rationale for:
o Homeowner priority in rule-making;
Maintaining enforcement consistency; and
> Evaluating program effectiveness and zone necessity

A complete copy of all public comments and staff responses is attached to this notice or may be
requested by e-mail at TPWRPPRuleComments(@austintexas.gov.

AUTHORITY FOR ADOPTION OF RULE

The authority and procedure for adoption of a rule to assist in the implementation, administration
or enforcement of a provision of the City Code is provided in City Code Chapter 1-2. The authority
to establish safe practice rules for the administration and usage of residents only zones is
established generally in City Code Chapter 12-5 (Stopping, Standing, and Parking) and
specifically in Section 12-5-37 (Residents Only Zones).

APPEAL OF ADOPTED RULE TO CITY MANAGER

A person may appeal the adoption of a rule to the City Manager. AN APPEAL MUST BE FILED
WITH THE CITY CLERK NOT LATER THAN THE 30TH DAY AFTER THE DATE
THIS NOTICE OF RULE ADOPTION IS POSTED. THE POSTING DATE IS NOTED ON
THE FIRST PAGE OF THIS NOTICE. If the 30th day is a Saturday, Sunday, or official City
holiday, an appeal may be filed on the next day which is not a Saturday, Sunday, or official City
holiday.

An adopted rule may be appealed by filing a written statement with the City Clerk. A person who
appeals a rule must (1) provide the person’s name, mailing address, and telephone number; (2)



identify the rule being appealed; and (3) include a statement of specific reasons why the rule should
be modified or withdrawn.

Notice that an appeal was filed will be posted by the City Clerk. A copy of the appeal will be
provided to the City Council. An adopted rule will not be enforced pending the City Manager’s
decision. The City Manager may affirm, modify, or withdraw an adopted rule. If the City Manager
does not act on an appeal on or before the 60th day after the date the notice of rule adoption is
posted, the rule is withdrawn. Notice of the City Manager’s decision on an appeal will be posted
by the City Clerk and provided to the City Council.

On or before the 16th day after the City Clerk posts notice of the City Manager’s decision, the City
Manager may reconsider the decision on an appeal. Not later than the 31 day after giving written
notice of an intent to reconsider, the City Manager shall make a decision.

CERTIFICATION BY CITY ATTORNEY

By signing this Notice of Rule Adoption R161-25.10, the City Attorney certifies that the City
Attorney has reviewed the rule and finds adoption of the rule to be a valid exercise of the Director’s
administrative authority.

REVIEWED AND APPROVED

Wﬁé\ DATE: 7/15/2025

Richard Mendo#a, P.E., Director
Transportation and Public Works Department

N - e —
I ML \ AN i DATE: r) | } (_D | 2 O?\ o)
Deborah Thomas, City Attorney ! |
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DIRECTOR’S RULES FORTHE ESTABLISHMENT, MODIFICATION, ENFORCEMENT OR REMOVAL
OF RESIDENT-ONLY ZONES AND ISSUANCE AND REVOCATION OF RESIDENT PERMITS.

I. PURPOSE

The City of Austin’s Residential Parking Permit (RPP) Program is intended to manage parking
access within the public right-of-way, particularly in areas adjacent to high-demand destinations.
By regulating parking availability during certain times, the program aims to protect the safety of
individuals and property, as well as ensures the smooth and efficient flow of traffic, by reducing
congestion and optimizing space utilization on neighborhood streets, improving overall access

Il. AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH ZONES

Per City Code 8§ 12-5, the City’s Traffic Engineer or their designee can create residents-only
parking zones in certain areas. This means the City can designate some parking spaces for
resident use only at times, making it easier for them to park near their homes. The City establishes
and manages these zones by putting up signs, issuing purchased parking permits to eligible
residents, and enforcing rules to keep non-permit holders from using these spaces.

1. AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH RULES

City Code 8 12-5 gives the Director of Transportation and Public Works (TPW) the power to create
rules for residential parking zones, in accordance with the process outlined in Chapter 1-2 of the
City Code. The Director can establish how the program works, including who can use permits,
how permits are issued, and how parking restrictions are enforced. The goal is to manage parking
fairly and efficiently, reducing congestion and ensuring residents have access to parking.

IV. POWERS AND DUTIES OF TRAFFIC ENGINEER

The Traffic Engineer is granted specific powers and duties under the City Code to regulate traffic in
a way that protects the safety of individuals and property, as well as ensures the smooth and
efficient flow of traffic. The Traffic Engineer retains the authority to install, modify, or remove
residential permit parking and to issue, modify, or revoke permits for any justifiable cause.

V. DEFINITIONS
(1) Chronic Violation means three or more verified violations of residential parking
regulations within a 12-month period.

(2) Department means the Transportation and Public Works Department or successor
department, as established by the City Manager.

(3) Hybrid Zone means a designated parking area within a RPP zone that integrates a pay-
to-park component, allowing both permitted residents and non-residents to use the
available parking spaces under specific conditions. In a Hybrid Zone, residents or
visitors with valid permits can always access parking, while other visitors or non-
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residents can park for a limited duration by paying a fee through metered parking or a
digital payment system.

Misuse means the act of using a residential parking permitissued in a manner that
violates the ordinance or the intended purpose of the permit. This can include, butis
not limited to, the use of a permit by individuals who are not eligible to hold it, and/or
displaying a permit that has expired, is forged, or was obtained through fraudulent
means. Permit misuse may also involve transferring or selling a permit without
authorization or using a permit in areas not covered by its specific terms.

Pay-to-Park means a parking system where drivers must pay a fee to park their vehicle
in a designated area. Payment methods can include parking meters, pay stations,
mobile apps, or digital permits.

Resident means an individual who legally resides at a specific address within a
designated residential area. Residents must provide proof of their address, such as a
current utility bill or current lease agreement, to demonstrate their residency status, to
participate in the Residential Parking Permit Program.

Residential Parking Permit Zone means a designated parking zone within the city,
created to manage parking in residential neighborhoods. The boundaries of a RPP zone
may encompass one or more subdivisions or neighborhood sections.

Resident Parking Permit means an authorization issued that allows individuals who
live in a designated area to park their vehicles. These permits are typically available
only to residents who can provide proof of address and may be issued in various
formats, including physical hangtags, decals (stickers), or digital permits linked to a
vehicle’s license plate.

Visitor means an individual who does not reside at a specific residential address but is
temporarily visiting a residence within a designated residential parking area. Visitors
do not qualify for residential parking permits but may be allowed to park in residential
parking zones for a limited time with a visitor’s permit.

Visitor Parking Permit means a parking authorization issued that enables a resident
to extend parking privileges to their guests within designated residential permit zones.
This permit allows non-resident vehicles to park legally for a limited duration in areas
that would otherwise require a residential permit. Visitor permits may be issued in
various formats, including physical hangtags, paper passes, or digital credentials.

VI. ELIGIBILITY

(A)

Applicant Criteria

The initial application for a RPP zone must originate from a property owner whose residential

property directly abuts the street being evaluated. Proof of ownership may be shown with
one or more of the following items:

(1)

Property Deed

A copy of the deed showing the applicant’s name and the property address.
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Property Tax Statement

A recent tax statement from the county assessor’s office listing the applicant as the
owner and the property address.

Mortgage Statement

A recent mortgage statement with the applicant’s name and property address.
Homeowner’s Insurance Policy

A policy document listing the applicant as the property owner and the property
address.

Applicant Responsibility

The applicant must commit to the following responsibilities when applying for a RPP zone:

(1)

(2)

Be the main point of contact for the City of Austin, stakeholders, and neighborhood
groups within the area.

Notify all of the residents in the proposed zone and gather support for the RPP zone.

Contextual Factors for RPP Zone Requests

A RPP Zone is typically warranted when certain conditions indicate a need for restricted
parking to prioritize residents. Some key contextual factors include:

(1)

High Parking Demand from Non-Residents

A significant number of vehicles parked in a residential area belong to non-residents,
often due to nearby traffic generators such as businesses, hospitals, transit stations,
schools, parks or entertainment venues.

Limited Availability for Residents

A substantial percentage of on-street parking spaces are occupied during peak hours,
making it difficult for residents to find parking near their homes.

Prolonged Parking Duration

Many parked vehicles remain for extended periods (e.g., all day), often due to
commuters, employees, or non-residence visitors using residential streets as free or
long-term parking.

Safety and Traffic Flow Concerns

Excessive parking occupancy may create visibility issues, obstruct driveways, or
increase congestion in residential areas as drivers search for parking.

Alternative Parking Options Are Limited

There are relatively few or no viable off-street parking options, such as driveways,
garages, parking lots, or unrestricted nearby streets.

Zoning and Land Use Considerations

The area consists of residential properties rather than mixed-use or commercial
zones, making residential parking a higher priority.

Past or Current Parking Violations

High rates of unauthorized orillegal parking suggest enforcement challenges that
could be mitigated with a permit system.
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(8) Impactof New Developments or Policies
New developments, zoning changes, or curb management policies (e.g., new metered
parking nearby) increase parking demand in adjacent residential areas.

Location-Specific Criteria
For TPW to accept an application, the following location-specific criteria will be considered:

(1)  Public Street
The street must be a public street under the jurisdiction of the City of Austin.
(2) NotanAlley
The street must not be designated as an alley.
(3) Insufficient On-Site Parking
Multi-unit residences dependent on on-street parking due to insufficient parking
capacity on site may be considered. Multi-unit residential properties with seven or
more units and non-residential land uses are ineligible to participate.
(4) Residential Units
Residential units must front the requested street segment.
(5) No Duplicate Applications
The application must not be a duplicate or overlap with any other active application.

(6) Existing Parking Regulations
The existing curbs along the street segment must not be fully regulated by other RPP
zones, valet zones, commercial loading zones, or other specific use designations.

(7) Direct Access to Street
Residential units along the requested street segment must not be obstructed from
direct access to the street by barriers like cliffs, steep slopes, fences, walls, dense
vegetation, or other similar obstacles. Emergency exits or service entrances are not
considered direct access for this purpose.

(8) Parking Restrictions Due to Safety or Security
On-street parking along the segment must not already be fully restricted due to safety,
mobility, or security concerns.

VII. APPLICATION

All applications are subject to City Traffic Engineer approval, which is not guaranteed.

All applications are subject to review and evaluation based on applicable laws, regulations,
and policies.

The Director reserves the right to approve, deny, or modify any application at their sole
discretion.

Fees paid are non-refundable and are used to offset staff time for processing applications,
reviewing information, conducting field evaluations, and verifying submittals.

To apply for a RPP Zone, the applicant must provide the following:

(1) Name, address, and phone number of the applicant.

Page 4 of 13 Transportation and Public
Works Department




161

162
163

164
165
166

167
168

169
170

171

172
173
174
175

176
177

178
179

180
181
182

183

184
185

186
187
188
189

190
191
192

193
194

195
196
197

(H)

(2) The street and blocks to be considered for RPP.

(8) Provide justification for applying for RPP, based on the existing parking conditions, and
provide the days and times when primary parking problems exist.

The Traffic Engineer will select the regulated days and times based on real-time field
conditions, existing regulatory zones, community needs, transportation planning objectives
and engineering judgement.

Modifications to parking regulations may be based on an evaluation of data, including
parking demand, traffic congestion, and land use patterns.

An application fee, as established by the annual City of Austin Fee Ordinance, must be paid
in full before the application will be processed or considered submitted.

VIII. PETITION PROCESS

(A)

Map Creation: If the street qualifies for consideration, TPW staff will create a map showing
the proposed RPP limits and the associated petition area. The petition area shall consist of
properties facing or abutting the street segment for which RPP is requested. This map and a
TPW Support Petition will be provided to the applicant.

Accepted Petition Forms: Only petitions on forms provided by TPW will be accepted.
Counter-petitions or similar instruments will not be considered.

Petition Validation: Staff reserve the right to validate the authenticity and completeness of
any petition submitted.

Submission Deadline: Petitions must be fully completed and returned within 90 calendar
days from the date of issuance of the petition, for further consideration of the RPP
application.

Representation and Signatures:

(1)  Each property within the petition area must be represented by a signature of the
property owner, and an indication of "Support,”" "Oppose," or "Agree with Majority".

(2) Anapplicant’s statement of exception is required if a property is not represented,
explaining the efforts made to contact the property owner or their representative. A
"good faith effort” typically includes at least three attempts on different days and at
different times.

(3) Onlythe property owner signature will be accepted for each property. Multiple
identical signatures will be considered as one, and conflicting signatures will be
deemed nonresponsive.

(4) Tenants may not represent a property, unless the property owner provides written
authorization to the Director.

Vehicle Information Requirement: Each residential property representative must provide
the license plate number and state of registration for any operable, street-legal vehicle
parked at their property. This information will be confidential and used to verify the extent of
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commuter or non-residential parking along the street segment. Properties not providing this
information will be considered accounted for but nonresponsive.

(G) Multi-Unit Properties: For multi-unit rental properties with six or fewer units (excluding
condominiums), a property manager’s or owner’s signature may represent all units,
provided they are identified on the petition form.

(H) Alterations to Petition: Any changes to a previously submitted petition, including
alterations to the indication of support, must be requested through a letter to the Traffic
Engineer. Requests for alterations will not affect applications that have already been
approved or denied.

()  Validation of Petitions: Applications with valid evidence of support petitions will be
assessed:

(1) Applications with less than 66% support will not be considered further.
(2) Applications with 66% or more support will undergo field parking surveys.

(J) Unacceptable Petitions: Applications with a petition with any of the following issues will not
proceed:

No petition submitted.
A petition submitted on a non-TPW form, an illegible petition, orincomplete petition.

(1)

(2)

(83) Petitions found to be false or misrepresented.

(4) Petitions that fail to represent or account for all properties in the petition area.
(5)

Petition not completed and returned within 90 calendar days from the date of
issuance.

IX. NOTIFICATION PROCESS
During the petition process TPW will complete the following:

(A) Notify any known neighborhood organization(s) within whose boundaries the street segment
exists of the intent to apply for a RPP zone.

(B) Posttemporary signs at each end of the requested street segment for no less than two
consecutive weeks, including City staff contact information for residents to learn more.

X. TRAFFIC ENGINEER INITIAL STUDY AND FINDINGS
(A) Field Observation & Data Collection

(1) The Parking Enterprise Manager or their designee will conduct a parking occupancy
survey over a two-week period that will aid the Traffic Engineer in deciding appropriate
days and times for establishing a RPP or Hybrid zone.

(2) The survey will record:
(a) The total number of legal curbside parking spaces.
(b) The number of occupied spaces.

(c) The license plate information of parked vehicles.
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(B)

(€)

(D)

(E)

Validation Criteria
(1) The application meets the requirements if:

(a) Atleast 75% of legal parking spaces are occupied and

(b) Atleast 50% of those spaces are taken by non-residents on that street.
Comparison & Decision Making

(1) Thelicense plate data collected during the survey will be compared to the license
plate data from the evidence of support petition.

(2) Basedon survey results, the Traffic Engineer may:
(a) Approve the application as submitted, or
(b) Deny the application as submitted; or

(c) Modify and adjust the application. No additional petitioning will be required for
modifications.

Consideration of Contextual Factors: The Traffic Engineer will also consider traffic data
and other relevant contextual factors when determining whether to approve, deny, or modify
an application.

Final Decision & Explanation

(1) Ifanapplication is denied or modified, an explanation will be provided to the
applicant.

(2) Ifanapplication is approved, the Parking Enterprise Manager or their designee will
send a letter to the applicant with details about:

(a) The approval and estimated installation date of parking restrictions.
(b) How to purchase RPP permits.
(c) Other relevant program information.
Reconsideration of Denied or Modified Application
(1) Denied or modified applications may be reconsidered on a case-by-case basis.

(2) Toreguestreconsideration, the applicant must submit a written explanation to the
Traffic Engineer stating why the decision should be reviewed.

(3) The Traffic Engineer will review the request and decide whether to proceed with
reconsideration.

(4) Ifreconsideration is approved, additional parking surveys will be conducted.
Setting Up the Zone

(1) The Parking Enterprise Manager or their designee, through TPW internal processes, will
arrange for the installation of the necessary signage and street markings to establish
the zone with the approval by the Traffic Engineer or their designee.

Xl. RPP ZONE REEVALUATION
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To ensure that RPP zones remain aligned with actual parking needs and community priorities the
Parking Enterprise Manager or their designee may study parking activities within an established
RPP zone with approval by the Traffic Engineer.

(A) Initial Notification to Affected Residents and Neighborhood Association
When TPW determines a RPP Zone Re-evaluation is to occur, the Parking Enterprise
Manager or their designee will provide notification to affected residents and Neighborhood
Association.

(B) Data Collection and Assessment
(1) Conduct periodic occupancy surveys to evaluate the usage of RPP zones.

(2) Gatherfeedback from residents and Neighborhood Associations regarding parking
conditions and concerns.

(3) Evaluate the permit purchase history for the RPP zone.
(C) Criteria for Underutilization
A RPP zone may be considered underutilized if:
(1) Lessthan 66% of eligible households purchase or renew permits annually; or

(2) Thereis a significant reduction in parking demand due to redevelopment, repurposing,
or improved on-site or off-site parking availability nearby.

(D) Resident Notification of Underutilization

For RPP zones that meet the criteria to be classified as underutilized, the City Traffic
Engineer will determine whether to modify, reduce or remove a zone and notify affected
residents and the Neighborhood Association of the findings.

(E) Potential Modifications
Based on feedback and assessment, the following actions may be considered:

(1) Reduce the RPP zone size or hours of operation to focus on areas with consistent
demand.
(2) Adjust permit limits to allow for visitor permits or mixed-use solutions.
(3) Convert spaces into general parking, time-limited parking, hybrid zone, or pay-to-park
spaces if appropriate.
(F) Notification of Final Decision

If the Traffic Engineer reviews and determines that modifications or removal are warranted,
affected residents will be notified at least 30 days in advance of any changes.

XIl. PERMITTING

RPP fees are established by City Council every year through a fee ordinance. Certain factors
contribute to permit fee considerations, such as administrative cost recovery, technological
innovations, enforcement operations, and demand management.

(A) Permit Eligibility
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To obtain a permit in the RPP Program, applicants must prove that they are an owner,
property manager, or current resident of the area for which the permitis to be issued by
providing at least one of the following with the property address included:

(1) Avalid driver’s license.

(2) Acurrent property tax statement.

(83) Acurrent utility bill in the requester’s name, dated within 30 days of the date of
request.

(4) Voterregistration card.

(5) Anexecuted lease between the owner or agent of the property and the tenant. Only
tenants indicated on the lease will be considered eligible to purchase permits.
Subleases are not accepted.

(6) Multi-unit residential properties with seven or more units and non-residential land
uses are only eligible to receive day pass permits.

Eligibility for Resident Permit

(1) Eligible program participants may obtain up to four resident permits, one for each
vehicle that has valid vehicle insurance that matches the address of the current place
of residence and a current State of Texas vehicle registration with that address.

(2) Applicantand/or registered vehicle owner must have no outstanding or unresolved
parking citations. Applicants and/or registered vehicle owners are ineligible for a
residential parking permit until all citations are fully paid or otherwise resolved. Proof
of resolution must be provided before a permit can be issued

(8) Eligible program participants that are unable to meet the requirements for resident
permits may obtain up to two visitor hangtags.

(4) Resident permits are linked to specific license plates.
Resident Permit Issuance

(1)  RPPresident permits, based on zone location, expire on a specific date every year as
follows:

(a) Orange Permits (University Area) Expire July 31st.
(b)  AllOther Color Permits Expire December 31st.

(2) Permitfees are non-refundable and not prorated, based on the time of the year that a
permitis purchased.

(83) Aresident permit may only be assigned to a vehicle regularly parked at the residence.

(4) Ifanalternate vehicle is used in place of the original permitted vehicle and is parked in
a RPP zone, it is the resident’s responsibility to contact the permitting office and have
the alternate vehicle’s license plate number recorded as the new permitted vehicle.

(5) Residents who apply for permits within an operational hybrid zone will receive the first
two permits at no cost every year.

(6) Residents on low- or fixed-income residences who participate in the City of Austin's
Customer Assistance Program (CAP) will be eligible for reduced resident permit pricing
for up to two permits.
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(D)

Visitor Permits: These may be hangtags which hang from the rearview mirror and are linked
to a specific address, or visitor permits may be digital. These permits are valid for the same
time-period as resident permits for that zone.

(1)
(2)

Each eligible residence may purchase up to two visitor permits.

Residents on low- or fixed-income residences who participate in the City of Austin's
Customer Assistance Program (CAP) will be eligible for reduced visitor permit pricing
for up to two permits.

Non-Resident Owner Permits: These may be hangtags which hang from the rearview mirror
and are linked to a specific address, or non-resident owner permits may be digital. These
permits are valid for the same time-period as resident permits for that zone.

Each non-resident owner can purchase one permit per address.

Limited Use Permits

(1)

(2)

Day Passes
(a) These are for special events at a specific address and last 24 hours.

(b) You may obtain up to 20 passes from the permitting office. Requests for more
than 20 must undergo additional considerations and may be denied due to
limited infrastructure or other traffic control or curb-space managementissues.

(c) Asingle residence may utilize day passes up to six times per year for special
events at a specific address.

Construction Passes

(a) These are for workers' vehicles during construction projects at the residence (but
not for signed commercial vehicles as defined by city code).

(b) A maximum of three construction passes may be issued to each participating
RPP address at one time.

(c) Linked to a specific address and valid for 45 consecutive calendar days. Longer
projects must request additional passes in 45-day increments.

Permit Holder Responsibilities

Permit holders must use and store their permits properly.

Selling or distributing permits or passes without authorization is prohibited. Any
unauthorized permits may be revoked and confiscated. Vehicles using revoked
permits may receive a citation.

Anyone found misusing permits or allowing improper use may lose their privilege to
participate in the RPP Program. The Director and Traffic Engineer have full authority to
decide who can participate in the program and may revoke permits or change RPP
zones if necessary.
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(4)

(5)

Failure to respond or to provide relevant information to a City employee investigating
the misuse of RPP permits may result in lost privilege to participate in the RPP
Program.

Permits are non-transferrable.

XIll. ENFORCEMENT

(A)

Permit Display and Compliance

(1)

(2)

All vehicles parked in RPP-designated areas must display a valid permit (resident

permit, visitor permit, non-resident owner permit, or limited use permit) as specified in

the Director’s rules.

Resident permits must be linked to the license plate number of the vehicle that is

parked in a RPP parking space.

Visitor and non-resident owner permits and limited use permits must be displayed

with writing facing outward and visible from the outside of the vehicle.

(a) Permits may be suspended from the rearview mirror or placed on the dashboard.

(b) The use of sunshades is permitted but must not obstruct the visibility of the
permit or its placement.

Permits must match the assigned vehicle or address and be current for the designated

permit year and area.

Commercial motor vehicles, as defined by city code, may temporarily park in RPP

zones for the purpose of conducting business, deliveries, or providing services,

without a residential permit for up to 30 minutes.

Routine Patrol, Monitoring and Vehicle Removal

(1)
(2)
(3)

The Parking Enforcement Services Program will conduct patrols of RPP zones to
ensure compliance with permit regulations.

Officers will verify that all parked vehicles have the appropriate permit and match the
license plate or address on record.

Vehicles parked without a valid permit or in violation of permit rules may be subject to
enforcement action, to include citation and/ or towing at the owner’s expense.

Violation Identification and Citation Issuance

(1)

(2)

(3)

Any vehicle found parked in a RPP zone without a valid permit, using an expired permit,
or displaying a revoked permit is subject to citation.

Citations may include fines as established by City Council ordinances and/or the City
Code.

Repeated violations may result in increased penalties or additional enforcement
actions.

Permit Revocation Process

The City of Austin reserves the right to revoke any permit found to be misused or fraudulently
obtained.

(1)

Grounds for Revocation
(a) Permit Misuse

Page 11 of 13 Transportation and Public
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422
423
424
425
426
427
428

429
430

431
432
433
434

435
436

437
438
439
440

441
442
443

444
445
446
447

448
449

450
451
452
453
454
455
456
457

(E)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(b) Chronic Violation

(c) Failure to correct misuse or resolve violations after identification

(d) Non-compliance with eligibility requirements such as, but not limited to:
(i) No longer residing within the permit zone
(ii)  Insurance not maintained
(iii)  Vehicle registration not maintained

Revocation Notice

The Parking Enterprise Manager or their designee will send a written Notice of Intentto
Revoke to the permit holder via mail and/or email. The notice will include:

(a) Specific violation or misuse allegation,
(b) Dates and nature of the incident,

(c) Evidence or documentation, and

(d) The deadline for response to the director.

Permit Holder Response
The permit holder may:

(a) Submit awritten explanation or appeal, within 14 calendar days of receiving the
Notice of Intent to Revoke.

(b) Provide any supporting documentation, pertinent to the specific incident

Determination

The Parking Enterprise Manager or their designee will make their final determination on
permit revocation, based on all the information received, and send a written decision.
The following are actions that may be taken:

(a) Revoke the permit(s)
(b) Issue afinalwarning
(c) Take noaction
Appeal Process

The permit holder may file a formal appeal with the Director or their designee, within
14 calendar days of receiving the determination. The Director’s decision will be final.

Restriction to Reapplication

(a) Permit holders whose permits are revoked are barred from reapplying for a
permit for 12 months of the date of the determination.

(b) Afterthe ineligibility period, a new application may be considered for processing.

Record Keeping

All revocations, appeals and related documentation will be retained for a minimum of

3years.

Reporting and Program Oversight
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458
459
460

461
462

463
464

(1)

(2)

The Traffic Engineer may periodically review enforcement data to assess the
effectiveness of the RPP program and recommend adjustments to policies or
procedures.

Residents may report unauthorized vehicles or suspected permit misuse to the
permitting office for investigation.
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Administrative Rule Comment Summary Report

Rule Title: Director’s Rules For the Establishment, Modification, Enforcement or Removal of Resident-Only Zones and Issuance and Revocation of Resident Permits
Rule Number: R-161-25.10

Public Comment Period: May 12, 2025, through June 13, 2025

Prepared by: Transportation and Public Works Department

Date of Report: 07/15/2025

Date . Commenter Department . .
. Commenter | Rule Section(s) . Comment Summary Justification For Rule/ Response Provided
Received Position Response
05/24/25 Terrence B Akin Not Specific To For the Program | E-mail received regarding the elimination of the RPP program. No rule Staff response back, reassuring that the program was not being
Rules or Rule changes dissolved, but asking for feedback on rules.

My family and | live at 110 W 32nd St in Austin. My understanding is that a survey was

Section requested or
completed recently (about which my neighbors and | were neither informed nor in made. Thank you for e-mailing us about the Residential Permit Parking Program
which we were invited to participate). Apparently there was feedback from the survey (RPP). The recent RPP survey was sent out through our mobility
that some don’t like the current Residential-Only Parking policy/program in the North newsletter, posted on the city website and promoted through social
University neighborhoods. media and next-door app within the communities with RPP. We

attempted to use e-mails contained in our permitting system for a mass

Firstly, | am quite disappointed and concerned that we residents who have an communication about the survey but ran into some technical issues. The

obvious vested interest in safety, navigability and parking near our homes, were not survey was live from April 7th to the 28th. Additionally, staff provided a
presentation to City Council's Mobility Committee (4/17/25) and the

Urban Transportation Commission (5/6//25). We apologize that you were

made aware of any such survey. How and when was the survey distributed and
disseminated, and to whom? Secondly, | want to emphasize that eliminating this
important program would be a major step backwards in terms of all of the above not made aware of the survey to participate.
issues of concern. Many of our streets are narrow with barely enough room for our
traffic needs as it is, often with space only for a single vehicle to pass at one time. Since the survey, Transportation and Public Works Department (TPW)
has posted an official rule, based largely on the 2011 Guidelines. The
following items represent key highlights, not an exhaustive list, of some
proposed improvements. The rules introduce a more structured
framework for requirements, establish definitions, clarify eligibility, offer
some affordability options, outline a process for evaluating program
effectiveness, and add steps to address potential program abuse. Once
fully processed and approved, the rules will enable a significantly higher
degree of accountability and procedural rigor when the director of TPW
seeks to implement future changes to the program.

| urge you and our City Council members to seek broad, inclusive input on any such
proposed change, certainly with priority given to residential tax payers/homeowners
in our area. Moreover, | strongly urge that this important program not be reduced or
eliminated.

| have attached a PDF of the rule so that you do not have to spend time
clicking through the City's website, but also included a link below, for
your use. Thisis your opportunity to provide us feedback! The public
comment period for the proposed rules is open until June 13, 2025, with
final adoption anticipated on July 17, 2025. Comments should be sent

via e-mail to: TPWRPPRuleComments@austintexas.gov. When
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submitting feedback, it would be helpful to include the following details
to ensure your comments are clear and actionable:

. Section number

. Page number

. Line number

. Text of the rule

. Suggested change and a brief explanation of why the change is
needed

Link:

https://www.austintexas.gov/cityclerk/postings/occ_notices.htm

Again, thank you for reaching out. Your feedback plays a vital role in
shaping rules and policies that reflect the values and needs of our
community. We truly appreciate your thoughtful input, ideas, and
engagement and look forward to continued collaboration.

05/28/25

Graham Keever

Not Specific To Rule
Section

For the Program

E-mail received regarding the elimination of the RPP program.

Please accept this email as registering my absolute opposition to changes in/the
elimination of the Residential Parking Permit program. As the owner of 206 West
32nd Street, a home in one of the first - if not the first - neighborhood to volunteer to
pay to park in front of our residences - | did not receive the survey about this program
that was apparently circulated. Who did? The developers who need parking for the
new "affordable" eight-plexes that will begin replacing single-family

dwellings? Maybe the UT students whose predecessors used to choke West 32nd
and the rest of the neighborhood with their cars? The RPP exists because the use of
this neighborhood by students as a parking lot had gotten bad by 1997. If you

repeal this program, they will return en masse. | have two degrees from UT and spent
much of my undergraduate years scheming ways to park for free. Trust me, they will
parkin front of these houses and walk to the bus stop on Speedway or walk the ten
blocks to campus to save $10 on parking/day. It will be a traffic hazard and make it
difficult for emergency services access, deliveries, home repairs, visits from friends
and family, etc. | know all of this because | lived it before the program was created.

Here are some of the things the city has done oris in the process of doing that will
affect this neighborhood adversely:

1) Whatever the name of that ordinance is that basically repealed zoning if the lot is
within a few blocks of the unbuilt (and definitely in jeopardy of not being built) rail
line;

2) A 76-unit housing complex on the AGE block at 3710 Cedar Street (originally
proposed with zero parking for residents);

No rule
changes
requested or
made.

Staff response back, reassuring that the program was not being
dissolved, but asking for feedback on rules.

Thank you for reaching out to us regarding the Residential Permit Parking
(RPP) Program.

We value the RPP Program and want to assure you that we are not
eliminating it. Rather, the Transportation and Public Works Department
(TPW) is working to strengthen the program by establishing formal
administrative rules. These rules are intended to enhance transparency,
accountability, and procedural consistency when the department
considers future modifications.

The recent RPP survey was distributed via our mobility newsletter, posted
on the City RPP website, and promoted through social media and the
Next-Door app within neighborhoods that participate in the program. We
also attempted to use the email addresses from our permitting system to
send a broader communication; however, we encountered technical
issues that limited our outreach. The survey was open from April 7 to April
28. Additionally, TPW staff presented information about the program to
the City Council Mobility Committee on April 17, 2025, and to the Urban
Transportation Commission on May 6, 2025. We apologize that you were
not informed of the survey in time to participate. Following the survey,
TPW posted a draft rule for public review, which is largely based on the
2011 RPP Guidelines. The proposed rule includes several key updates—
though not an exhaustive list—including:

e A more structured framework for program requirements
e Clear definitions and eligibility criteria
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3) Tearing up Hemphill-Adams Park to put in a water retention pond to benefit
someone upstream;

4) Proposed large utility facility around 38th and Guadalupe to support light rail;

5) Parking structure to support light rail around 38th but accessible from only one
direction (the irony of the light rail eliminating the only grocery store in walking
distance, Wheatsville, is not lost on me);

6) Making westbound 29th at Guadalupe virtually impassable by car by reducing it to
one lane to install little-used two-way bike lanes;

7) Expansion of the UNO to build high rises on top of the Drag (what, those luxury
units towering over Rio Grande didn't make things more affordable?);

8) Proposed luxury towers abutting Kirby Hall school; and
9) undoubtedly a lot other things.

Please don't pile on by taking the RPP away.

Department

Response

Justification For Rule/ Response Provided

e Affordability options

e Aprocess for evaluating program effectiveness

e Measures to address potential program abuse
For your convenience, | have attached a PDF of the proposed rule, so you
don’t have to navigate the City website. A direct link is also provided
below. We welcome your feedback! The public comment period is open
through June 13, 2025, with final adoption of the rule anticipated on July
17, 2025. Please send comments via email to
TPWRPPRuleComments@austintexas.gov. To help us process your
input effectively, please include the following:

e Section number

e Page number

e Line number

e Textoftherule

e Suggested change and a brief explanation
Link to Proposed Rule:
https://www.austintexas.gov/cityclerk/postings/occ_notices.htm

Thank you again for your engagement. Your feedback is vital to ensuring
our policies reflect the needs and values of our community. We
appreciate your time and look forward to your continued participation.

05/31/25

Patsy
Tankersley

Not Specific To Rule
Section

For the Program

E-mail received regarding the elimination of the RPP program.

| believe | met you several years ago when my neighbor, Sara, and | did the RPP before
the city took over. | believe you had just had a baby. As | recall, you’d had several
boys.

| am writing to urge you to keep the permit parking program. We live right by UT, and
before we began the program, we could never park anywhere near our house. There
are so many students/staff and not nearly enough parking provided. | am disabled
with multiple joint replacements and spinal fusions, and walking far to my house
would be increasingly difficult. | don’t quite get why it’s better to have a bunch of
healthy 20 year old children taking up this parking rather than owners who pay
thousands of dollars a year in taxes and even more thousands in maintenance for the
property so that the area is not dangerous to walk through.

| hope the city will take our comments seriously.

No rule
changes
requested or
made.

Staff response back, reassuring that the program was not being
dissolved, but asking for feedback on rules.

Thank you for reaching out to us regarding the Residential Permit Parking
(RPP) Program.

We value the RPP Program and want to assure you that we are not
eliminating it. Rather, the Transportation and Public Works Department
(TPW) is working to strengthen the program by establishing formal
administrative rules. These rules are intended to enhance transparency,
accountability, and procedural consistency when the department
considers future modifications.

The proposed rule includes several key updates—though not an
exhaustive list—including:

. A more structured framework for program requirements
. Clear definitions and eligibility criteria

. Affordability options

. A process for evaluating program effectiveness

. Measures to address potential program abuse

For your convenience, | have attached a PDF of the proposed rule to
review, so you don’t have to navigate the City website. A direct link is also
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provided below. We welcome your feedback! The public comment
period is open through June 13, 2025, with final adoption of the rule
anticipated on July 17, 2025. Please send comments via email to
TPWRPPRuleComments@austintexas.gov. To help us process your input
effectively, please include the following:

L Section number

. Page number

L Line number

. Text of the rule

. Suggested change and a brief explanation

Link to Proposed Rule:
https://www.austintexas.gov/cityclerk/postings/occ_notices.htm

Thank you again for reaching out. Any additional feedback is vital to
ensuring our policies reflect the needs and values of our community. We
appreciate your time and look forward to your continued participation.

06/01/25

Nadine Catala

Not Specific To Rule
Section

For the Program

E-mail received regarding the RPP program.
Suggestions:

-making the residential parking cheaper. Ot is already such an high expense to live in
Austin, especially for those Affordable homeowners who actually own their home and
have to pay to park in front of their home. In Mueller the congestion of drivers has
increased . There are many parking garages that are not utilized instead, those who
do not live in Mueller decide to park in front of the residential homes yet we have to
pay to actually utilize the parking spaces. | find that to be unfair and instead if one of
our tags is not on the car window in error, we are the ones who seem to get the tickets
more than those who non-residents.

-there are those who live in Mueller actually have two HOA's. They have their own, for
example the condos have their second HOA. Please allow for a HOA to submit RPP
for the residence or owners who live in these condos to have a set price not for the
year, but for them to pay it as a lump sum this will also cut down the cost of living for
the residences and then if they would like a second visitor tag then of course it would
be their own fee, but that is my suggestion is to allow for the residence to act as more
of a rental ownership where the property owner gives permission to the residence to
park in front of their home, but instead allow the owners to do that one lump sum
yearly, and if they would like a second pass or construction pass, etc., that would be
the owners responsibility.

Thank you for your time,

No rule
changes
requested or
made.

Staff response back about the current program , but asking for feedback
onrules.

Thank you for reaching out regarding the Residential Permit Parking (RPP)
Program.

We have received your comments about convenience and affordability!
We are currently working to strengthen the RPP Program by establishing
formal administrative rules, that standardize program procedures. |
believe that through the use of digital permitting, it will help prevent you
from receiving a citation for a hang tag that might be inadvertently placed
in an inconspicuous manner. Your permit will be tied to your license
plate, making it easier for officers to identify program participants.

While RPP permits are currently sold on an annual basis, in the rules,
we've also included some affordability options, that if implemented,
could potentially bring permits costs down. | encourage you to read
through the attached PDF of the proposed rule. The public comment
period is open through June 13, 2025, with final adoption of the rule
anticipated on July 17, 2025. Please send comments back to this e-mail
TPWRPPRuleComments@austintexas.gov. To ensure that your

comments are clear and actionable, it would be most helpful to include
the following:

. Section number
. Page number
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o Line number
o Text of the rule

Suggested change and a brief explanation
Link to Proposed Rule:

https://www.austintexas.gov/cityclerk/postings/occ_notices.htm

Thank you again for reaching out. Any additional feedback is vital to
ensuring our policies reflect the needs and values of our community. We
appreciate your time and look forward to your continued participation.

06/03/25 Patsy Not Specific To Rule | Forthe Program | E-mail received regarding the RPP program. No rule Staff response back about the current program and passing along
Tankersley Section changes information to the permit office and vendor.
| wanted to make a brief comment about the RPP. | have felt that the program works requested or
very well. We live in the UT area and were inundated with students’ parking up and made. Thank you for your additional input. I've shared your comment with the
down the street before we had permit parking. | have trouble walking, so being able to permitting office regarding your online experiences.
park in front of my house is particularly important.
They work directly with our permitting system provider, who can review
The only problem | have seen is with the website when trying to buy new permits for the permitting interface to see what type of improvements may be
the following year. Most years | have had to talk to someone in the office, and they needed, to enhance customer experience.
finished the application over the phone with me. Some years | have had to drive down
to the office. It is definitely worth it, but it does seem like by 2025 your technology
people should be able to find a user friendly application process.
Thank you for soliciting our comments. | really appreciate having this program,
06/03/25 Urban Section I. Purpose Against BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the UTC recommends the Director’s Rules are Agree to make | Section reworded for greater emphasis on public safety and
Transportation amended to remove provisions in Section | stating that the purpose of the Residential revision infrastructure usage and access. See Below:
Commission Parking Program is, in part, to make it “easier for residents to find an open parking
spot” and replace it with language clarifying that the purpose should be to reduce The City of Aust?n’s Resident.ial'Parking Pe'rm'it (RPP) Program'is inten@ed
. . . . to manage parking access within the public right-of-way, particularly in
strain on overparked curbs on neighborhood streets. This may include language from areas adjacent to high-demand destinations. By regulating parking
Section IV, which references the duties of a traffic engineer to regulate traffic in a way availability during certain times, the program aims to protect the safety of
that “protects the safety of individuals and property, as well as ensures the smooth individuals and property, as well as ensures the smooth and efficient flow
and efficient flow of traffic;” of traffic, by reducing congestion and optimizing space utilization on
neighborhood streets, improving overall access and ensuring balanced,
fair usage of on-street parking infrastructure.
06/03/25 Urban Section V. For Hybrid Parking Regulations; Agree No Changes Requested
Transportation Definitions
Commission
06/03/25 Urban Section V. For Definition of resident in Section V(6), which is inclusive of Multi-Family residents. Agree No Changes Requested
Transportation Definitions

Commission
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06/03/25 Urban Section X. For Hybrid Parking Regulations; Agree No Changes Requested
Transportation
Commission
06/03/25 Urban Section XI. RPP Zone For Residential Parking Program Re-evaluation Criteria, including that a zone may be Agree No Changes Requested
Transportation Reevaluation underutilized if fewer than 66% of eligible households purchase or renew permits
Commission annually in Section XI(C)(1);
06/03/25 Urban Section XI. RPP Zone For Hybrid Parking Regulations; Agree No Changes Requested
Transportation Reevaluation
Commission
06/03/25 Urban Section XII. For Hybrid Parking Regulations; Agree No Changes Requested
Transportation Permitting
Commission
06/03/25 Urban Section XII. For Allowing multi-unit residential properties with seven or more units to be eligible for Agree No Changes Requested
Transportation Permitting Day Passes under Section XII(F)(1);
Commission
06/03/25 Urban Section XII. For Creation of Construction Passes under Section XII(F)(2); Agree No Changes Requested
Transportation Permitting
Commission
06/03/25 Urban Section XII. Partial BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the UTC recommends that the Director’s Rules be Do Not Agree | Private garages and parking lots align with the City’s goals for appropriate
Transportation Permitting amended to allow residents of multi-unit residential properties with seven or more long-term off-street storage of vehicles. The allowance of visitor permits,
Commission units to be eligible for Visitor Permits under Section XII(D); which are valid for an entire year, may be viewed as an alternative to
residents purchasing off street space, increasing the possibility for on-
street vehicle storage and potential misuse versus the limited access
that day passes provide. The new rules are allowing multi-unit residential
properties with seven or more units to be eligible for Day Passes under
Section XII(A)(6).
06/03/25 Urban General Unknown BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the UTC recommends that Transportation & Public Partially Agree, | TPW Traffic Engineers regularly review on-street parking near multi-family
Transportation Recommendation/ Works review whether ineligible multi-family residents impacted by the creation of a No Changes residences for community impacts and work to address larger parking
Commission Not Specific to Rule Residential Parking Program zone (whether in the zone or near the zone) can be Made related concerns. Residents who are ineligible for RPP but have limited
or Rule Section provided with a benefit commensurate to the benefits afforded to single family and on-street parking should contact the City’s Traffic Engineer to discuss
smaller multi-family residents, possibly including discounted or free Park ATX codes, potential treatments or alternatives to resolve challenges.
or additional Loading Zones and Drop Off Zones;
If within a RPP zone, under the proposed rules, larger multi-family
residents will be able to obtain day passes.
TPW also currently offers ParkATX mobile app codes within metered
parking areas that provide (2) free 15-minute validations, usable every 24
hours. The codes are: Free15ATX1 and Free15ATX2.
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06/03/25 Urban General Unknown BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the UTC recommends that Transportation & Public Partially Agree, | TPW notifies known neighborhood organizations and posts public
Transportation Recommendation/ Works add owners and employees of adjacent cultural venues and businesses as No Changes notification of proposed RPP zones for two weeks, including signage in
Commission Not Specific to Rule interested parties in the establishment of Residential Parking Program Zones, Made the area, which includes City contact information for interested parties to
or Rule Section ensuring they maintain access upon the zone’s establishment; provide feedback and input prior to implementation of a new zone.
06/03/25 Urban General Unknown BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the UTC recommends that Transportation & Public Partially Agree, | Further review is necessary to assess resource needs, to analyze
Transportation Recommendation/ Works review the effects of proposed RPPs on employees of adjacent local cultural No Changes potential impacts and to determine the most equitable strategies for
Commission Not Specific to Rule venues, including but not limited to music venues and restaurants, and establish Made everyone. This would include evaluating how the Affordable Parking
or Rule Section affordable and accessible options for employee parking in RPP zones, using the Program, currently designed to provide affordable access to off-street
model of the Affordable Parking Program, to be detailed in the Director’s Rules. parking, can be appropriately adapted and integrated. Specific language
may be further developed and considered in future iterations of the
Director’s Rules.
06/10/25 Ted Raab Did Not Specify Against The rules governing this program that were in place in 2022, when | was last directly Do Not Agree Homeowners have a direct financial and legal obligation in the property
Section, but likely concerned, give a noticeably greater voice to area property owners than to residents. and the surrounding neighborhood. They are legally responsible for the
VI. Eligibility & VIII. As aresidential renter, | pay property taxes (through my rent) and sales taxes and I'm payment of property taxes, maintenance, and improvements. This
Representation far more directly affected by parking issues than a non-resident property owner. | ownership implies a vested interest in decisions that affect the property’s
don't suggest reducing the privileges of property owners, but residential renters value and livability. Allowing homeowners to establish parking permit
should have at least equal rights. zones ensures that those with the most significant and enduring stake in
the neighborhood’s infrastructure can shape its use. Renters, while
residents, typically have a contractual relationship with the property that
is temporary and mediated through landlords, which may not align with
long-term neighborhood planning. Section VIl (E) (4) allows tenants of
properties to participate in the petition process with homeowner
authorization, and can obtain permits under XII (A) (5).
06/10/25 David Todd Entire Rule For E-mail received regarding the SoCo Parking and Transportation Management District No rule Staff response back about the PTMD, with input shared with responsible
(PTMD) changes staff members.

I would like to applaud the proposed revision of the Residential Parking Program rule.
| am especially pleased to see the effort to accommodate construction workers and
commercial vehicles, and the work to allow for revocations for abuse or underuse.
Those all seem like worthwhile improvements.

While this may be outside of the scope of the rule revision, | think the success of the
RPP relies on prompt and responsive use of the moneys raised through the Program.
At this point, significant funds have been raised, but | am not aware of any
expenditures and improvements in our Travis Heights neighborhood. For instance, |
believe the pending sidewalk proposal for Academy, just east of Congress, should be
funded and built. This would address real safety concerns on Academy, and build
appreciation and support for the RPP.

requested or
made.

Thank you for your input. It sounds like the RPP Program is heading in the
right direction!

You are correct that the draft rules and the deployment of Parking and
Transportation Management District funds collected are separate issues,
but there is certainly correlation between all types of parkers and the
need for infrastructure, for mobility and safety. I’ve copied the Parking
Enterprise Manager Joseph Al-hajeri and his team, who are more familiar
with those funds, and any conversations had regarding Academy. The
South Congress area is one of the jewels of Austin and we know that the
funds collected will enhance the pedestrian experience.
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06/10/25 Jean Williams Not Specific To For the Program | E-mail received regarding the RPP Program Survey. No Rule Staff response back asking for feedback on rules.
Rules or Rule Changes
Section Residential parking permits survey: We never received a survey form. We have for Requested or Thank you for reaching out. | am sorry to hear you were not able to
many years and still live in the NUNA residential parking permit area near UT. Itis a Made. participate in the survey. The draft rules are posted for review at
necessity for us since my husband and | are 78 years old and | am handicapped. https://services.austintexas.gov/edims/document.cfm?id=451490
| have added the email address where we are accepting comments on
the proposed changes by Friday, June 13, 2025.
Please feel free to review the posting and reply to this email with any
comments.
06/11/25 Jag Bath No specific section Against E-mail received regarding under-utilization of RPP Zones. Do Not The intent of the RPP reevaluation process is to determine program
mentioned, but Support effectiveness and need. Low or no permit purchases within a zone may

likely “Section XI.
RPP Zone
Revaluation”

There are a few concerns | wanted to bring to your attention:

1.

The rule changes state that under-utilization will result in the removal of a
zone or segment. This is highly concerning for certain parts of the Travis
Heights neighborhood. Take our street for example (East Elizabeth Street).
There are only a handful of homes along our street; and the majority of them
have driveways (hence no need for residential permits for those residents).
As a result, this would flag our street as under-utilized. This would be a huge
issue for us, and our neighbors without driveways, having to pay daily to
simply park in front of our homes. Surely this can't be something the city
would do??

In addition, related to this, we are already seeing significant problems due to
the introduction of paid parking on our street. Since | mostly work from
home, | have observed around 70% of visitors blatantly not paying for parking
(bad for the city), with very little oversight or checks from parking
enforcement, especially on weekends. 311 doesn't even accept parking
enforcement requests on Sundays, which is one of the worst days. The
reality is that people are not paying and we rarely have a place to park, even
with RPP. And now we're being told that we might lose RPP if enough
residents don't pay for permits. This seems to be going in the wrong direction
for residents, instead highly favoring the businesses who profit from visitors
to South Congress Avenue, as well as the city who collects payment for
parking.

Mark Thompson and the SRCC do not adequately represent residents of our
community. This has been an ongoing complaint throughout the community
and the neighborhood. Residents have previously voiced concerns in the
SRCC meetings about paid parking and RPP without those concerns being
heard or passed onto you or the city. Instead, Mark Thompson and the SRCC
were more concerned with the percentage of funds they would receive from
paid parking. This highly conflicts with the parking needs of residents.

Position, No
Changes Made

be an indicator that the original conditions necessitating the RPP zone
have changed. The City wants to be sure that the program still aligns with
current community needs and transportation goals, or determine if
another treatment may be a better fit.

If the zone is determined to be underutilized, TPW may choose a variety
of remedies. Some examples are: the zone could be reduced in size and
hours of operation, adjusted to allow for mixed-use solutions, or spaces
could be converted into some higher or better use appropriate for the
area.
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Date
Received

Commenter Department

Commenter | Rule Section(s)

Comment Summary

. Justification For Rule/ Response Provided
Position

Residents are willing to pay for RPP, but need adequate enforcement of RPP
and paid parking for this to effectively work. Many of the streets close to
South Congress cannot adequately support both paid parking and RPP, but
instead of taking care of the residents (who are willing to pay for RPP) and
better enforcement of paid parking, this latest notice clearly favors paid
parking over RPP, with the under-utilization assessment metric skipping
other important factors (like driveways, for example).

Response

06/11/25

Laine Hardy

Entire Rule

Against

The Residential Park Permit program is fundamentally flawed. | live two blocks north
of Lake Austin Blvd near Deep Eddy, an area which is very popular during events and
swim season. The first block and cross streets have permit parking which just pushes
congestion further into the neighborhood. Also, this is a very hilly neighborhood with
old narrow streets and it can be very dangerous to walk in when there are so many
cars. Ironically, the widest, flattest street with only 2 houses fronting it (Johnson St)
that is ideal for parking is one with residential permit parking for most of its curbs. I’'m
detailing this to say that there needs to be a full assessment of pedestrian safety and
the repercussions of these zones before they are put in place to ensure safety of all,
over convenience for a few. This RPP seems quite arbitrary and is doing more harm
than good.

| think we should do away with the residential permit parking more broadly and look
into more creative solutions or paid parking to encourage turn over.

Do Not
Support
Position, No
Changes Made

TPW supports the Residential Parking Permit Program to better manage
limited curb space, reduce congestion from non-resident vehicles, and
prioritize access for those who live in impacted areas. The program
enhances safety, promotes walkability, and ensures fair use of the public
right-of-way near homes, schools, and other community destinations.
The new rules would allow more utilization of hybrid metered/RPP areas
to manage demand for curb space and more flexibility in how RPP is
applied.

06/11/25

Devin Price

No specific section
mentioned, but
likely “Section XI.
RPP Zone
Revaluation”

Unknown

We live on a street (Upson St) that has residential parking permits on many of the
streets around us, but not our street. All the streets with residential parking permits
rarely have cars parked on them- ours is generally quite full. This seems like a poor
allocation of space.

When our street is full, | might prefer to park on the empty street one block away (2
houses down), but can’t because the RPP zone only applies to residents directly on
that street and we’re not eligible to purchase a permit. RPPs appear to merely push
parking to other streets- and do it inefficiently since it leaves a lot of unused space in
the RPP zone (at least in our case).

What would be lovely is to remove RPP altogether on streets that generally don’t have
high demand for street parking 95%+ of the time.

Areas with really high parking demand should be converted to paid parking, but give
resident options to buy parking permits in those areas. Street parking is a public
resource and not a resident right- it should be treated as such.

Partially agree,
No Changes
Made

Streets are initially evaluated for on-street demand, which determines
whether a RPP Zone is warranted or not. Once those conditions are met
and a zone is implemented, demand will drop based on the regulatory
signage. So, while it appears demand is low, the program is now
addressing prior over-demand for street space.

With these new rules, TPW staff have developed criteria to re-evaluate
existing residential parking zones that are deemed “underutilized”. If the
zone is determined to be underutilized, TPW may choose a variety of
remedies. The zone could be reduced in size and hours of operation,
adjusted to allow for mixed-use solutions or spaces converted into some
higher or better use appropriate for the area, to include a hybrid option
which incorporates pay-to-park within a RPP zone.

06/13/25

Tom Kidd

Not Specific To
Rules or Rule
Section

Unknown

With regard to the proposed Rule re: RPP (Residential Parking Permit, and Or [from
Brief Explanation - Proposed Rule, paragraph 4:

No Rule
Changes

The rules make mention of the powers and duties of the City’s Traffic
Engineer, but do not provide an all-inclusive list of responsibilities. Those
responsibilities are listed in City Code Section § 12-1-12 - POWERS AND




Date Commenter Department

. Commenter | Rule Section(s) . Comment Summary Justification For Rule/ Response Provided
Received Position Response

'Code Chapters 12-5 (Stopping, Standing and Parking) and 12-5-37 (Residents Only Requested or | DUTIES OF TRAFFIC ENGINEER, which includes: (B) (2) designate the

Zones)'. Made locations of safety zones, tow away zones, fire zones, and restricted or
prohibited parking zones and other zones prescribed by Chapter 12-

Comments 5 (Stopping, Standing, and Parking), and other specialized zones;

- Itis highly commendable for some additions contained in the proposed Rule. A Though the rules do not specifically mention site visibility, it is an

layman who researches the established City Codes seem to indicate no distinct engineering consideration when traffic regulations are written, and the

conceptually relevant issues that this Proposal mentions. To wit, issues which arise locations for regulatory signs are selected.

directly from non-resident vehicle parking, lead to the creation of distinct

conseguences - While the concerns about sightline obstruction and safety during vehicle
ingress and egress are valid, it is important to recognize that such risks

- [Line 26-27] It is assumed that the Traffic Engineers' Duties under the Code are inherent to traveling on any public right-of-way, regardless of roadway

expressly includes regulating 'parked vehicles' (beyond "Traffic"). restrictions.

- [Line 27] "in a way that protects the safety of individuals and property".

Residence who operate a personal vehicle and egress from property and transition
into the right-of-way are known to have compromised safety during this

maneuver. This is a direct and repetitious consequence of non-residents behaviors
when parking. Residents' vision of traffic flow is compromised/blocked during egress
and risk of collision with mentioned parked vehicle due to lack of clearance at curb
cut.

This issue is not directly found in neither the City Code nor State Ordinances.

Thank You for your attention to the existing Rule and the entirety of the Proposal.
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