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MEETING DATE: 2/20/96

ITEM NO.
COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT &CO
DATE Februsry 15, 1996
TO: MAYOR AND TO COUN
FROM: TOWN MANAGER
SUBJECT: CONSIDER REPORT ON DOWNTOWN PAm IMPROVEMENT PLAN AND
PROVIDE DIRECTION TO STAFF AS APPROPRIATE
RECOMMENDATION:

Consider report oa Downtown Parking Improvement Plan and provide direction to staff as sppropriste.
Staff recommends in favor of the following items or concepts:

L.
2
3.

bt o

10.

1L

Development of 180 new parking spaces in the Downtown over the next S years is desirable. The new spaces
would come from the construction of one new structure and increasing efficiency in existing lots.
Paricing Lots # 2 end 13 are top candidates for a new structure pending further study end snalysis,
Parking Lots # 1, 3, 6 and the Park & Ride Lot should be immedistely improved for pevement maintensnce
striping efficiency end might safety.
An In-Lieu parking optica is scceptable to allow for modest intensification of use.
The preferred revenus genersting method to find the contemplated new structure end the ongoing maintensnce
of all lots is the computerized pay-on-foot technology providing multiple payment opticas. Develop RFP
A perking credit for Town residents with a valid California drivers license will be included in the parking plan,
for example, & po cost debit card with & $15 credit balance could issued ca & snoual basis.
Certain sress of parking will be designated for day parking (employes/owners) subject to monthly or annual
pass and a corresponding fee structure.
Coasider s temporary installstion of the psy-on-foot system for & 8 month period.
a.) Standardize all Preferential Pariing Districts:
i.) Parking restrictions shall be enforced 24 bours a day

i) No grace shall be allowed (currently some have & two hour parking linmit)
Substantial incressss i development sre not desired; however continustion of retail continuity would
be scceptable sush as & store front on a parking structure(s).
Private development of new pariing spaces should be encouraged by providing s fes structure for newly
Instruct the Planning Director to initiate proposed necessary amendments to the Downtown Specific Plan and
Zoning Ordinancs es sppropriste.

M'" Somasdw‘ggb

Director of Building and Engineering Services

NABLEVCNCLRPTS\PARKING2.TCR

Reviewed by: Mm Revised: 21596 252 pm
10/,23/93

Reformsafted:
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MAYOR AND TOWN COUNCIL

SUBJECT: - CONSIDER REPORT ON DOWNTOWN PARKING IMPROVEMENT PLAN AND PROVIDE
/ DIRECTION TO STAFF AS APPROPRIATE

February 15, 1996

BACKGROUND:

On September 11, 1995, the Town Council and the Perking Cormmission conducted a study session to discuss verious
items related to improving parking in the Downtown Cenmral Care (Attachment |). Staff submitied a repart (svailable
st the Permits Counter) and many of the items found in the report ere reiterated herein with more curent or additional
modificstions. Becsuss this is such s complex issus with oumerous possibilities smd considerstions, staff
recommendations are mads to direct the focus of fixther sction and maimize the productivity of staff time.

INTRODUCTION

Fhﬁgnptﬁcd@hmhlm’fﬁgmoﬂsm The Los Gatos' Downtown
was laid out with the horse and buggy in mind. Existing streets and sidewalks are narrow by modern standards and oo~
site parking is almost nooexistent. Some financial experts bold the opinion that the municipal costs to support an older
downtown exceed revenus potential end represent & bad investment. The Los Gatos Downtown, to the contrary, is e
excellent investment. The premiss of this report is that a solution is atainable.

mmmmmwmm‘hmm The Town is very fortmate to
have scquired the Southern Pacific Right-of-Wsy (i.e. Statica Way) and other properties for Downtowa core parking
mmfahmmmmmw-mnpmmwmnm‘urm
general find contributions. DPAD monies are collected from the propesty ownars in the district and general fnd monies
come from many sources with property tax end sales tax providing & substantial shere. Opersting expense for the
Downtown lots is estimated at $60,000 per yesr and comes entirely from the Town's general find. The DPAD and the
mmmmmwmmmmwm.mm [t seams caly fitting that the users (i.e.
thsmmdhpcﬁum)muha&dmbpqhtndhp@m

Parking Lot 4 (IV) provided the first mlti-level parking structure Downtown snd compieted the perking enhancements
specified in the 1987 DPAD. Under the current assesmment, property ownars will be making peyments until the year
2007. Casual observation and cocupency surveys confirm that pericng demand is grester than current capacity at peak
occupancy times (Attachment 2). The mmicipal Downtown parking lot spaces are predominantly 3-bour limited parking
with some unlimited perking speces for employees and long term needs. By early momning thess long term spaces sre
filled and the overflow spills ino the 3-hour speces, reducing the sumber of speces svilsbie for customers. Customers
ovmh&m!ﬁhdpmﬁﬁm%d&“qﬁuui“pﬂz&mmm
move their cars every 3 housa. -

1218 1954 Meme o the Parking Commission the Assistant Town Manger identified (Attachment 3)
X ] Cost to enfiores perking control wes almost $7,000 greater then the revenne generated by perking citations

e AmpcﬁncmmabaﬂlZOpcywinabmmthm

e Ccnbmu:lpcﬁuqnmisSI0.000-S0,000whhhwmeﬁudnhmpqmdwssoo
to $2,400 per yeer for 20 years

me4wwn.om.mommammm This equals $9,375 per spece.
Since the property Wes already owned by the Town, land scquisition did oot add to the cost per spece. Also, the cost
pa-spmdounotmﬂaathnmm&'h3zowmedsdualﬁap¢ﬁn|mbﬁomdthebn-
level parking structure.

Ifthcﬁ:llmdmﬁmbmlﬁdmmembcofwmmamd(uﬁmmamhtheuew
structure minus the number of space in existing or previous lot), the $9,37$ figure would doubls to $18,750 per net new

spece.
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m:mdhg:a-w&;ﬂﬁ%:«ﬁm&%dm:%aﬁpubh
alternatives. msrepatmﬂpqpuﬁaﬂnmﬁmhmpﬂnﬁdndmdnﬂmhh
Downtowncenwdmingl_uﬁumnidpdlm.l.z.ld,éﬂndIS(Am:).LmShlpdvmh&r'Oid
Town® and some possible considerations which may encoursge development o privass lots will be introduced.

A comprebeasive long term paridng solution should:

@ Provide s cngoing finding source for nsw lot construction, cperation, snd meintensnce

e Establish flexibility and control to provids for employes end customer parking options

® Eliminate or minimize the need for Parking Control Enforcement and perking <itstions

o Encouregs economic dsvelopment and betier land uses

Charging a fos for strest paridng 15 not belng considered becamses

®  Strest speces cannot be fully sutomated and would require parking control and individual meters
® Current fiscel needs can be sstisfied from municipal lot revenus

© The Town should provide for soms limited “fres” pariing in the Downtown which is mostly likely a bensfit
to local patrons

o There is no practical potential for substantially increasing net new spaces on the street

We will explore the challenges and opportimities for economic development within the proposed perking plen. A
conceptual framework for financing end constructing new parking speces is presented. Finally, the conclusions and
recommendations suggest 8 courss of action that will lead to s comprehensive, long term parking solutioa.
DISCUSSION:

m&m;nﬁﬂmahmwhmhn?lpmd&m The recommendation wre
generally consistent with; Economis Development Principles, the Downtown Specific Plan and the Commercial Specific
Plan Committes Report. A copy of the pertinent spread sheet dats from the staff report of Jeouary 6, 1996 is included
(Attachment 4).

Itom l- New Speces

The Town Council hes indiceted thet considerstion of cne new perking structure in the Downtown is desirable.
Depending on verious factors and final site selection it is likely that 8 new structiwre could producs spprosimately 150
net new speces. An additionsl pumber of net new spaces could be realized by restriping the older lots to ths current stall
standarde. Some other mcreases could be achieved with adjusiments to soms plaster aress, walkwsys and drivewsys.

Itesm 2- Lot Prioviy . _

Staff recomenends that if one lot is to be considered for construction, that it should be either Lot #2 or 13. Both lots have
o high rats of cccupency and are likely to produce a maximum oumber of speces ot the most ressonable cost. Lot # 6
due to its sizs end configuration would oaly provide about 50 net new speces at 8 cost of about $50,000 per space. A
multi level structure on Lot # 2 or 13 could provide spproximately 150 net nsw spaces at 8 cost of $25,000 to $30,000
per spece.  The potential for the development of Lot # 6 might be feasible through a public/private joint veature.
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It could be practical to allow a private developer to construct the lot, collect parking revenuss for some term (Le. 20
years) thea return coatrol of the lot to the Town. Neturally, this optica would be more feasible if the dsveloper was
constructing s similar lot of their own. Staff will assess various design opticns for Lots # 2 and 13 end submit & report

evalusting development potential coce a fimding sourcs is spproved.

Item 3- Lot Maintenance

The current pavement sod geoeral maintensoce condition of Lots # 1, 2, 3, 6, 13 end Park"N® Ride are i need of
immediste attention. Surface conditions are such a8 0 csuse conocera for pedestrin safsty dus to the potential for
*trip/fall® accidents. Since the municipel periing lots are not eligible for °gas tax® funds, the caly visble fimding sourcs
for maintensnce is from the general find or economic uncertainly reserves. Staff has developed com figure estimates
to bring the lots in the Downtown Core to an scceptable standard at sbout $250,000.

Item 4 - In Lien Fess

Staff recommends that an In Lieu Fes Program be considered. Businesses that went to ingensify their “use® could
purchass In Licu credits to meet parking deficiencies. The number of pariing spece credits evailable to the program
would be equal 10 or less than the aumber of net new speces developed. For example, if remufacing and restriping the
existing lots created 30 net new spaces, staff would suggest issuing the same oumber of periing specs credits. Staff
suggests that $10,000 per spece credit would be acceptabls snd economically visble to the business commamity. Aa
In-lieu Program would be more likely to allow uses more in keeping with the character of the Town, “Fest food”
establishrents have lesser parking requirements than ‘white linen® restaursnts end many other retail uses. Therefore,
without an option to incresse perking credits, *fast food® and similar uses are currently favored dus to their less stringent
parking requirements. This option would assist property ownars that did not medmize the purchass of periing credit
when the Assessment District wes formed.

Item § - Source of Revenue

The Downtown property owners and the general fund have finded and continus to fund the awmicipel parking lot
construction and ongoing maintensnce. If a parking revenus source is established, new speces oa existing mumnicipal
lots could be constructed which would improve the economis vitality of the Downtown. Some of revenus issues mnclude:

Meter ve, Cenixal Py

Automated pariing control systems can issue pass stubs and collect focs from central stations. The initial coat
is o a par with.ipdividual coin cnly meters; however, the difference in on-going cperstion snd maintenance
is dramatic. Imagins te tims o remove coins from S00 meters compared 0 eight 1 tea central locations.
Accountability end security are enhanced by hendling less cash dus to son-casls peyment options. Cash is
collected i s sscurity box ssperstely keyed so the collection stiendant does not heve eccess 1 bills or coins.
Additionsl eccountability is provided by remote posting of revenus totals. Finally, mwitiple psyment options
maks pay-on-foct vastly more flexible and customer friendly than coin meters.

No More Pariing Tickein

With gated entry control, snd sutomated collection systems, the nsed to enfbros perking tims limits is
climinated. This would also reduce the work load of parking eaforcement staff end allow thoss resources 0
be used to patrol the lots for incressed security and preservation of peace and quiet. Paricing revenues could
be used to offsst losses in perking ticket receipta. Parking tickets genersted $148.000 im 1993-94. About 15%
of all perking ticksts are issusd in the mumcipal lota. Steff estimates that loss of tickst revenus would be sbout
S30.Wmﬂz?mhmmﬁbreﬁﬂduhmmn@uhmm
of ticket revenue.  With the computerized pey-on-foot concept, there would be no parking tickets issued or
angry letters of protest becauss of s few mimutes overstsy. The concept is simple and fair and you caly pay
for the tims you ectnally use. This is even better than meters, where sometimes you leave carly and lose “time
on the meter.” The central pey station can sccept coins, bills, credit cards, and debit cards. Merchants can
provide special debit cards which could be given to preferred customers.
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Mm(mm&mmm)wudﬁmhmemhﬂ
of employees and business owners. Umhmmmmbfnmwm
Qeﬂmhni.t‘barofpul.dnguqnchrp. mumudbunﬁtdshvmndvcyﬁmmm Also,

Imocics bis opponent ot in the 1 or 15th round, [n Los Gatos, under this proposal, & dinner snd « movis (for
four) might cost you $150.00, but the four hours of parking would caly cost $2.45 and the Brewing Compeny
may be inclined  pay for your parking,

Revenue Potential

m(hm@bmdy)udhmmmmmmuhaﬁmﬁrlw
mdﬂ.l”ailm.mmmsm,pcﬁuhh(A&ml.m“lﬂyif&ndln
are ot fres and the same perking occupency and fee rate are sssuned). If 160 speces were offered «t $75 per
month, $144,000 annually, this brings the total estimated gross sonual revenus to $¥,450,000. The cehtral pay
equipment cost is epproximately 62% of the gross revenus or just less then eight months of revemue.

Initial installation costs for the central pay equipment would run sbout $900,000. The purchase price of this
Wammmmuqummmmhmuummm
and flexdbility. The actal purchess price may be less in the neer fisure. Using the conservative figure of
sm.wo.uuqmqumwalommmmmmu
about $100,000 per year. ’

A profiminary estimungs of nanaslisd ruvennes and aapeases e esntred payr

Gross Annual Revenue: $1,450,000

Estimated Expenss:

1. Loss in Perking Citation . $30,000
2. Operstion end Maintensnce (general) 60,000
3. Operation end Maintenance (Central Pay) 50,000
4. Leass Psyment Central Pay ; ; 100,000
5. Downtown Business Promotion 75,000
6. Downtown Capital end Beautification Projects 400,000
7. New lot Construction - Debt Service (S5 million) 500,000

8. Loss of revenus during construction (115 speces maximum) —233.000
$1,450,000

It should be noted that Item 2 is currently funded in the Town Opersting Budgst. Items § and 6 are opticnal
and could-be reduced or increased as appropriste. However, pay parking could be a funding source for the
‘Downtown Street Scape Plan” estimated to be in the $2,000,000 rangs. 1t is generally agreed that coe of the
best weys 1o encourage economis dsvelopment is by providing s sound infrastructure in & bemutiful seating.
Item 8 Revenus Loss would occur only during the tims o lot was out of ssrvics and would incresss revenues
dus to existing and newly crested spaces coming online once the lot is completed.

While o parking soluticn can coms without some cost, s modest fise with convenient peyment is & small price
compared to negative impacts of insufficient parking spece and issuance of parking citations.
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Funding Via ln-Lieu F.

An In-lieu Fee Program wouid be valusble mechanism to improve Downtowa business ectivity. This option
would also provids s pertial finding source for new parking lot construction. [t would bs & substantial funding
mwmdﬁfﬂm-ﬂeﬁdmymhhmm The “market potential® for
advncdpuﬂl-dm-li-_lptmmismm This potential revenus source seems
worthy of further mvestigation, If sufficient mterest edsts, then the concept could bs developed with standards
mmummwmhmm-mw&hﬁuwmcpm
or other financing opticos.

Other Funding Opti

Sialt b siicared et Aol " hicl ” ide edditicnal perking, A T
been used in the past. They are expensive t0 creats and require detsiled engimeering salysia. Further, they

anM@WmmMﬂthuﬂMmhm
District. To echieve s perking solution would require about a four fold increase over curTent assessmenta.

memHMcm“h-(cah)oﬁhuddpdbuh.uivnhuﬁdmﬂw&a
fees, operste existing lots, and construct new Speces as per an agreement. Private firms ere in business to maics
lpmﬁtMqummm,mmmhhMbhmiﬁmem
of the “uwser® and business comnvmity resulting in "market® periing rates similer to thoss found in Sen Jose.

Doubling the business license tax in ths Downtown would raise sbout $256,000 per year. To equal the central
pqmmmm.wmnﬁmhmh This would shift the burden
of payments to the merchant (unléss the space is owner cocupied).

Parcel taxes or utility user taxes are a funding alternative. However, widespread support for thesss options is
nmﬁkdybecnmhynbambymmythﬂwwldchhnmbdwhmuhlmpm
soiution.

Mhhﬁmﬁmmwuvdmmﬁhqu-mmtrpﬁjmmm
ammwwm-mwmmnMumhdpmp-ﬁuWaduabﬁtyw
tofluence parking behavior is left to time limits and perking citations. For the reasons sbove, staffl recommends
Mdamhb&mh'whambhmm

Item 6 - Pavking Credit Fev Town Residents

mmeﬂmnmhalmidmmmphmwmnﬁhmmdhhaﬂsnkhcﬂbepmﬁdd
for Los Gatos residents with e valid driver's license. Under the pey-on-foot concept, 8 debit card could be inserted into
o machins to pey for parking. Ths cards could be rencwed anmually. At the recommended rate of $.35 per haif bour,
the card would provide 20 hours of fres parking. With the first half hour fres, this would equal eight 3 bour perking
adventures, (or thirtesn for 2 hours or forty at | hour) ot 00 cost to the resident. A married coupls would have double
hhnu':ne-:dsoan{Mnﬁhﬂwﬂ@hmﬁhwmmmdhhwm&uh&'ﬁtm

run’ types of shopping.

Item 7 - Designaied Employss and Long Tarm Parking

Some aress should be designated for long term perking. Cmuuuaumbtdwﬂmm&rhbaaﬁt
of employess and business cwners, In the Downtown; all of Lot # 9, lower level of Parking Lot #4, the rear secticns
of Lots #13, 2, 1 snd all of the Park “N" Rids lot are long term pariing. The best opportusity 1 enhanse the efficient
mddﬂ;wwﬁhmwamgmmdimgmpm“mm#l(hidlmuqme)m
the Pack"N"Rids (low cccupency rats). Early arriving employees park in the Lot #1 unlimited speces which are the first
in the morning to £l up.
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Since everyone has equal conditions (i.e. all spaces ere free) they nanurally ssek out the closest spece o their place of
employment. Iftbere'ulfeet‘otputing.melmgumprhngmmhnnmm..mlpd
closenndplyordoiparkinthcl’nk'N‘RidaLotfcrﬁundmnthewdk.___Sun‘uadlmﬂymdﬂSh
long term parking, however, aa AM and PM pass is possible. Since very few employees work more than tweive hours,
passes could be split: for example dsytime i.e. 6 AM to 6 PM could be $50.00 end 6 PM to 6 AM could be $25. The
regular parking rats would cost about $120 per month assuming $ days per week at eight hours per day.

Item 8 - Alkternative Interim Plan For Long Tarm Parking

Staff has considered various “Trial or Interim® test plans for pey parking. Some opticas will be presented below.
However, staff could not devise 8 “partial test® plan that provided the full rangs of smticipeted bepefits a3 those
contemplated in the comprehensive Downtown Parking Plan. The first concem is that of semple area. If cnly &
relatively small ares-such as one lot is effected, it is likely that “users® will simply svoid-the smail test-area and
exacerbate parking problems in adjoining lots or residential neighborhoods. Therefore, the staff recommendation is o
install the full pey-on-foot periing system for en eight month trial period. Eight months is the estimated time to fully
pay for the system. This assumes that 00 other uses of parking revenus other tham to pey off the system will cccur in
the first eight montha,

If a pass is issued for long term periing in the existing lots, then the method of eaforcement is the parking citation. If
s parking attendant is used then the test is likely to be limited to cash caly transections. The msjor staff concern is that
'-wﬁwmuplnmmmmmmmmmmhhwpm
This could diminish the chances to develop or implement the comprehensive plan.

Veriati

1. At the regular Town Council Meeting of June 6, 1994 staff presented s report on night time sttendent pariing.
The plan was rejected by Council due to the marginal profitability of the proposal. Assuming that profit is not
an issue for the purpose of a test, then this proposal could be implemented in relatively short order. If deytime
hours were included, profitability could increase slightly.

2. [nstalling the pay-on-foot equipment on Parking Lot # 4 would provids a good test with the one exception of
limited area. Both levels could be gated and computerized for about $120,000, The lower level for day parking
and the upper for short term perking Estimates of revenus are difficult becsuss it is herd to estimate how
many users will chooss to park in the adjoining lots or neighborhoods. However ths theoretical revenue could
approach $400,00 ennually besed on the proposed rates and the current cocupency. Staff opimion is that many
office woriers in the area would like the day perking and accept the rate. The merchants close-in would not
like the fact that their petrons would pay for parking, while in the nexa lot over it was fres. :

2a One varistion on the above alternative would be to only gate the lower level for day parking The
equipment cost would run sbout $40,000 and generate $144,000 annually. This would give a good
mglhdlyu.mntubtnwaﬂdnmﬁwhdhdmabmmﬁrm:am

perking.

Item 9 - Development and Continuity
The Town Council has indicated that substantial increases to development is not desirable, such es constructing a full
level of retail spece 40 gain ons level of parking However, if continuity of retail spece can be maintained through a

store front in s parking structure, this would be acceptable.

Item 10 - Private Development of Parking

Currently the Zoning Ordinance prohibits charging s fee for parking in privetely owned pericing lots Staff would
recommend in favor of e provision which allows for newly developed private parking structures to collec{ a fee for
perking. The fee structure could be the same as for municipal lots.



PAGE 8

MAYOR AND TOWN COUNCIL

SUBJECT:—— CONSIDER REPORT ON_DOWNTOWN PARKING IMPROVEMENT PLAN AND PROVIDE
DIRECTION TO STAFF AS APPROPRIATE

February 15, 1996

CONCLUSION:

This report is oot intended to achieve every answer to every possible question relsted to s Downtown perking solution.
It is intended 1o taks the next step towerd s perking solution. The task is formidable but the potentiel rewards are grest.
The Town of Los Catos is extremely fortunats to have o thriving and active Downtowa whea %0 many dowatowns are
in decgy. A pericng solution is necessary to improve the economic heaith of the Downsowa,

Staff makaes the following ebesrvatioass

@ The Los Getos Downtown is in need of s perking solutica

@ Parking demand exceeds paridng svailability

e Incressed parking is the key to enhancing snd sustaining the esonomic visbility of the Downiown

® Issusnce of parking citations are counter to Downtown economic growth

® A fonding source that is sustainable and oo-going is desirabie

e The concept of user fees and central pay is reasonable

In order to influence buman bebsvior nominal pariing fees are necessery. When pariing is fres there is no incentive
wwmeumuMu&mwﬁndhpﬁngwabanymmum

Eavironmental assessment would occur at the time s ectual project is identified.
FISCAL IMPACT:

None at this time.

Aftachmentx

1. Parking Map

2. Occupensy Rates
3. Memo from Mark Linder

4. Spread Shest
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April &, 1994

Sceott Baker, CBO
Director of Building

and Engineering Services
Civic Center

110 E. Main Sst.

P.0O. Box 949

Los Gates, CA 95032

Dear Scott:

Enclosed is the survey that we did at your lots. Please call me if
you need further information.

Sincerely,

-‘L?l g f:ﬂr’:;gric

8 susiclary of  JABIM] American Building Maintenance Indusines. 'nc. ATTACHMENT 2



o UF ULLUFANLY

F-SA-SU

8 AM-12 PM 12PM-5PM 5 PM-9PM
P&R 0.11 0.2 0.18
LOT 1 0.75 0.93 0.89
LOT 2 0.74 1 1.01
LOT3 0.49 0.9 0.98
UL 4 0.43 0.74 0.58
ULe 068 0.83 0.84
LOT9 0.98 0.97 0.5
LOT 13 0.97 - 1.02 0.98

ST 0.68 1 0.91



% OF OCCUPANCY

MONDAY - THURSDAY

8AM-12PM 12PM-5PM

P&R 0.8 0.34
LoT 1 0.85 0.94
Lor2 0.86 0.99
LOT3 0.15 0.76
UnL4» 0.55 0.69
Une 0.61 0.81
LOT9 1.05 0.94
LOT 13 0.99 0.98
ST 0.63 0.8
LOWER LOT 4 SELL MONTHLIES

LOT 13A k. :

LoT9

5 PM-9PM

0.17
0.69
0.85
0.87
0.38
- 0.86
0.35
0.85
0.92



% OF OCCUPANCY

M-W-F-SA
APRIL 1994
9
| 2 LOT 2 0.84 0.82 0.73
3 LOT3 0.83 0.80 0.52
4 LOT 4 (UP) 0.72 0.72 0.72 i
5 LOT 4 (LOW) 0.78 0.81 0.70
6 LOT 6 0.90 0.90 0.79
7 LOT 13 0.93 0.89 0.78 |

Black Shade: 8 AM - 12 PM; White Shade: 12 PM - § PM; Grey Shade: 5 PM - 9 PM

1.00 +

0.90 -

0.80 + | -
0.70 + ‘
0.80 +
0.50 +
040 T
0.30 +
0.20 +
0.10 + )
1 2 3 4 5 g 7

0.00 -




QOFFICE OF THE TOWN MANAGER
TO: PARKING COMMISSION
FROM: MARK LINDER, ASSISTANT TOWN MANAGER
SUBJECT: PARKING FINANCIAL INFORMATION
DATE: August 31, 1994

You requested the following:

1. PARKING TICKET REVENUE VS, EXPENSES

1993-94 Parking Ticket Revemue = $147,867.63

1993-94 Parking Program Expense = $155,821.25

2. SALES TAX REVENUE VS, COST OF PARKING SPACE CONSTRUCTION

A parking space costs between $10,000 to $30,000 per space depending on the cost of
land,

AparhngspaceuworthappronmanelySlZOOOperywmsalawhxchmhmto$120

$255,916.51 based on 1994 revenues.

4. WHAT IS DERT SERVICE ON $3 MIT 1 ION?

Based on the current $2,960,000 COPS for Parking Lot #4, the total cost with interest over
the 20 year period is $4,937,050. Tnnubasedonas9%m=r=tmmm

pay'm:nu of $253,960.
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