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� Background

� Experience and Issues

� TPR Interpretation

Narrow Local Streets



I. Background -
TPR Adopted in 1991
(Oregon�s Transportation Planning Rule)

Narrow local residential streets, NOT:

� arterials

� collectors

� local streets in commercial and industrial areas



I. Background - TPR Adopted in 1991

1995 TPR Update -

Local governments 
continuing to require 
wide local residential 
streets



National research shows narrow streets 
are beneficial and recommended

I. Background - 1995 TPR Update

ITE

ULI

ASCE

NAHB

APA

AASHTO



Narrow streets reduce 
speeds and are more 
safe

I. Background - 1995 TPR Update



Mainstream national press advocating for 
�Smart Development�

I. Background - 1995 TPR Update



Celebration

Kentlands

Built examples nationally



Oregon examples

Corvallis
Corvallis

Yamhill



Salem

PortlandPortland

Oregon examples



� Neighborhood livability

� Reduce traffic speeds

� Efficient use of urban land

� Less costly to construct and maintain

� Less impervious surface -- less stormwater runoff

� Less heat build up

� Sized to meet actual traffic needs

Benefits of narrow 
streets



Requirement

��shall establish standards for local streets and accessways that 
minimize pavement width and total right-of-way consistent with 
the operational needs of the facility.�

Intent

�...consider and reduce excessive standards for local streets and 
accessways in order to reduce the cost of construction, provide for 
more efficient use of urban land, provide for emergency vehicle 
access while discouraging inappropriate traffic volumes and 
speeds, and which accommodate convenient pedestrian and 
bicycle circulation.�

What does the TPR say?



II.  Experience and Issues



Ashland Gresham

Bandon (pop. 2,500) Happy Valley (pop. 2,500)

Beaverton Hood River (pop. 5,000)

Coburg (pop. 800) McMinnville

Corvallis Milton-Freewater (pop. 6,000)

Eugene Redmond (pop. 11,000)

Forest Grove (pop. 15,000)  Washington County

Examples from Oregon�s Communities



Recent built 
examples
from Oregon

Redmond

Jacksonville



Fairview

Bend

Recent built 
examples
from Oregon

26 ft

30 ft



5.  Big city solution to small town...

Top 5 Concerns About Narrow Local Streets



Which streets are from small towns?



Which streets are from small towns?



5.  Big city solution to small town

4.  Farm equipment

3.  Recreational vehicles

2.  Emergency vehicle access and response times

1.  We like our streets the way they are!

Top 5 Concerns About Narrow Local Streets



� Skinny Streets brochure (1995)

� TGM Grants (ongoing)

� DLCD staff technical assistance (ongoing)

� Model Development Code and User�s Guide          
for Small Cities (1999)

� Neighborhood Street Design Guidelines 
(1998-2000)

DLCD Technical Assistance Efforts



Summary of Major Findings

Emergency vehicles should have room to 
access streets and set up equipment



Summary of Major Findings

Density:  wide streets are appropriate 
in high-density neighborhoods



Summary of Major Findings

Gaps in on-street parking should 
provide room for queuing



Summary of Major Findings

Narrow streets should be 
relatively short and connected



Neighborhood Street Design Guidelines

28-foot wide streets with parking on both sides...



Neighborhood Street Design Guidelines

�in low- and medium-density neighborhoods
with connected streets and adequate off-street parking...



Neighborhood Street Design Guidelines

�and where parking is prohibited at intersections.



Neighborhood Street Design Guidelines

24-foot wide streets with parking on one side and
similar neighborhood characteristics.



Neighborhood Street Design Guidelines

20-foot wide streets with no on-street parking in
less dense neighborhoods.



III. TPR Interpretation

Source: Hood River TSP, 1999

One size does not fit 
all�the design of local 
streets should vary 
according to function



III. TPR Interpretation

32�-36- wide streets are appropriate for:

High-density neighborhoods

High-volume �subcollector� 
streets

Evacuation routes

Farm equipment access roads



III. TPR Interpretation

When applied as a uniform standard to all 
local streets, 32�-36� wide streets are too 
wide



III. TPR Interpretation

28� wide streets are a safe harbor 
(Hood River, Corvallis)



Other acceptable solutions:

32� wide streets with curb extensions 
(Bend)

28� wide streets with parking on one 
side (Albany, Phoenix)

20-28� wide streets with parking bays 
(Jacksonville)

III. TPR Interpretation



Case Studies

TSP�s not yet 
acknowledged . . .

Sublimity

Harrisburg

Douglas County 
(Green UUA)
(unincorporated urban area)



Sublimity

34� wide local streets



Sublimity

34� wide local streets



Harrisburg

36� wide local streets



Harrisburg

36� wide local streets



Douglas County - Green Urban Unincorporated Area

� Located between Roseburg and 
Winston

� Population 5,800

� SF and MF residential

� Average Lot Size 10,000 SF (4 du/acre)

� Urban water and sewer services

� Two elementary schools

� Commercial services

� Transit service



Douglas County - Green UUA

36� wide local streets
34� wide cul-de-sacs



Douglas County - Green UUA

36� wide local streets
34� wide cul-de-sacs



� Local planning analysis should explain 
what they can (or cannot) do and why

� Adopt variety of local streets

� Adopt 28� �safe harbor�

� Don�t apply �one size fits all� 
standard

What guidance has DLCD given 
local governments?


