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Budget and Finance Committee
Sacramento, California

Honorable Members in Session:

SUBJECT: REPORT BACK ON THE ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION MODES FUNDING

SUMMARY

This is a report back in response to a request by the Budget and Finance Committee during the May
30, 1990, public hearing on the parking fee rate increases. This report provides information on the
Alternative Modes Fund and recommends approval of the parking fee increases as proposed.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Mavor’'s Downtown Transportation Task Force

The 1988 Mayor’s Downtown Transportation Task Force Report supported an increase in parking fees
for the purpose of "creating new parking facilities”, and recommended that "monies from the proposed
parking fee increases be allocated to a Downtown Parking Alternatives Fund.” The concept, as
explained in the report, consisted of two elements:

1. alternative transportation modes programs, and
2. various sources of funding for these program expenditures.

Alternative Transportation Modes Programs

The report listed the following as potential uses of the Downtown Parking Alternatives Fund: R
additional parking at light rail stations

park and ride lots for bus or shuttle service in areas not served by light rail
marketing of alternative modes including transit, carpools and vanpools, and bicycles
transit pass subsidies instituted at the time of parking rate increases for a two- or
three-month period and targeted at current single-occupant automobile commuters,
especially those who live in areas ‘with available transit capacity; and

transit capital improvements and operating subsidies.
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Downtown Parking Alternatives Fund Revenue Sources

The report aiso stated that in addition to a share of revenue from parking rate increases, including the
on-street parking meter General Fund revenues, other possible sources of funds for the Downtown
Parking Alternatives Fund include:

allocation of a portion of city, county, state, private, and commercial parking fees;
° one-time levies on new parking spaces, both pubic and private, and
in-lieu parking fee for variances to parking requirements.

Legal inion

The Department of Finance requested the City Attorney’s Office review the feasibility of the Task
Force proposal to use parking revenues as a source of funds for the alternative transportation
programs.

The findings outlined some constraints that must be observed when considering each funding source.
Off-street parking revenues may not be utilized to establish a "Downtown Parking Alternatives Fund”,
due to 1968 Parking Revenue bond covenants. However, some of the expenditures (programs) appear
to fall within the range of permissible expenditures.

The opinion continues citing case law that provides "revenues from on-street parking meters are
generally not to exceed the reasonable costs incurred in operating the parking meter system and
regulating traffic, and that parking meters may be used as a revenue source.” However, so long as
the purpose of the rate increase is to provide monies to improve traffic and parking problems in
downtown Sacramento, using the increased revenue for the programs in the Mayor's Downtown
Transportation Task Force should be permissible.

1989-90 Budget Hearing and Fee Increase

During discussions at the June 20, 1989 Budget hearing, this information was reiterated and public
testimony was heard. Discussion among Councilmembers raised the question of equity and economic
balance. By raising parking fees in downtown Sacramento, City parking customers would be funding
new programs, the benefits of which would be county-wide, not just city-wide. Raising parking fees
in the downtown area without a commensurate fee in the county would also put local employers and
merchants at a competitive disadvantage. '

The parking fee increases for the 1989-90 fiscal year were approved with the condition that staff
return at midyear to provide a funding source in the amount of $500,000 for promoting alternative
modes.
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Mid-Year Report

Attachment A is the report that was brought back to the Joint Committee on February 27th. The
report recommended that parking rates be increased to fund Alternative Modes programs (discounted
carpool program, increased TSM promotional budget, and funding for a regional parking study).

The report also recommended that a long-term funding source for promoting alternative modes be
identified in 1990-91. This funding source would be county-wide to refiect the benefit area and would
have fewer restrictions than parking fee revenues. The following excerpt from the attached report
discusses available options:

Initiate New Fees _
There are several options for creating a new fee to support alternative mode

programs. A new fee could provide maximum flexibility in terms of program
expenditures and could be spread to those that benefit on an equitable basis.

In all cases, however, a new fee would invoive a minimum of six months to
establish the detailed policies and procedures that are necessary to start up
collection and accounting for the new revenue. Because of the length of time
associated with setup of a new fee, staff is not recommending that any of the
options below be considered as a funding source next fiscal year (1990-91).
Staff does recommend that all options for new fees be considered in the context
of the Parking Policy Study that is currently under way. This recommendation is
explained further below.

The option for new fees that are discussed here are not new ideas. Some of them
are under study at this time by other agencies. They are described here in
summary to provide an example of the type of new fees that are possible.

County Service Area - Transit Operations

The City Council authorized the City Manager to work with the County of
Sacramento on possible County-wide assessment to support the operating cost
of Regional Transit. A portion of the revenue generated from an assessment
of this type could be dedicated to promoting alternative modes. The benefit

of a County-wide assessment is that all areas would be contributing to the
fund -- not just the downtown area.

Parking Surcharge - County-wide :
As part of the Interim Air Quality Plan, SACOG is recommending that free
parking be eliminated in all parts of the County. Implementation of such a
proposal would enable the County or the City to place a surcharge on all
parking. The revenue from this surcharge could be used to fund alternative
modes. Again, this would permit all County and City parking spaces to
generate revenues to the program.
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Transit Development Fee

The appellant in the recent Wells Fargo appeal recommended that the City institute
a Transit Development Fee similar to the County. Although the appellant made this
proposal in the context of mitigating demand for parking spaces, such a fee could
be used to mitigate parking needs by promoting alternative modes. A fee like the
County’s would be less reliable than the first two options since the money wouid
only be collected from developers as projects are constructed.

The February 27th Joint Committee staff report was not heard by the Committee. The report was sent
back to the Mayor’s Downtown Transportation Task Force for comment. A meeting with the Mayor’'s
Downtown Transportation Task Force was held April 5, 1990. The report was reviewed, although no
vote was taken due to lack of a majority of the voting task force members. Task Force members
commented that while there is support for the programs staff has recommended to be funded by the
parking fee increase, they do not feel that these items satisfy the recommendations of the Alternative
Transportation Mode fund.

EY 90-91 RATE INCREASES

Staff’s recommendation is that the off-street parking fees be increased as proposed, and that
$500,000 from the money raised by this rate increase be used to fund:

TSM Staff $ 85,000 Expanded promotional activities
Parking Study $195,000 Regional air quality/parking transportation study
Carpool Discount Program $220,000 Increased discount program

This is consistent with previous expenditures from increased parking revenues. City Council has, in
the past, approved expenditure of the revenues generated by parking fee increases to fund programs
that share the aim of the Task Force’'s recommendations. For example, in FY 88-89 TSM personnel
(staff who monitor and enforce the City’s Transportation Systems Management Ordinance) and the
Downtown Economic Study (a recommendation of the Downtown Transportation Task Force) were
funded from the parking fee increases.

Source of Funding

The Parking Fund is a balanced enterprise fund. Rates are "Jetermined by the expenditures of the fund.
The expenditures include the costs of labor and supplies necessary to operate the garages,
maintenance, debt service, and programs relative to parking. The three aforementioned programs have
been included in the calculation used to develop the proposed rate. To yield any additional monies
toward other alternative fund programs will require additional rate increases.

The estimate for expansion of the carpool discount program is not an expenditure but really the cost
of subsidizing the program in terms of cost revenue to the Parking Fund. The other two programs,
TSM promotional activities and the Parking Policy Study, will be funded from the monies raised by the
parking fee increase.
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Additional r f Alternative Mode Fundin

Other possible fund sources that were discussed at the Budget and Finance Hearing, May 30th
included: 1) Parking Fund Balance, and 2) defunding of CIP projects.

Parking Fund Balance Attachment B is a status of the Parking Fund balance excerpt of the May 30,
1990, parking fee increase report. The 1990-91 proposed budget for the Parking Fund contains
expenditures of $13 million and revenues of $11.83 million. This means that the fund will rely partly
on the Parking Fund balance to meet expenditures, given the proposed rate increase.

The proposed 1990-91 ending fund balance shows $2,154.000. This includes a $2,152,000 infusion
from the Civic Center Plaza Parking Garage bond proceeds; however, these funds will be required to
complete the funding of the new garage. There simply is not a surplus of $500,000 availabie to
provide for any new programs. Therefore, staff cannot recommend the use of Parking Fund Balance
at this time to fund alternative modes.

Defunding of CIP Projects Any monies defunded from Parking CIP projects are off-street parking
revenue monies subject to the restriction of bond covenants and 1949 Parking law. Attachment C is
a current status of Parking Funded CIP projects. Analysis shows the following projects with significant
available budgets (those projects with over $100,000 available budget or those programs with
expenditures not more than 60 percent of the total budget).

Current Budget Total Obligations Availabie Budget
VB36 Replace Fee Computer System $ 341,111 $175,706 $165,404
VCO6  Firefighting System Design $ 177,000 $ 29,885 $147,114
VvC11 Replace Lot G Elevator Controller $ 161,000 $ 4,000 $157,000
VC66  Garage Enhancements $ 300,000 $26,255 $273,744

Review of these CIP’s show that VC06--Firefighting System Design and VC11--Replacement of Lot G
Controllers are of a public safety origin, and it is not recommended that these programs be defunded.
CIP #'s VB36 and VC66 show sizeable available budgets; however, with regard to VB36, contracts
have recently been executed. Phase Il of this project has been included in the 1990-91 CIP budget.
The garage enhancements project (VCB6) hdas been designed and currently is being reviewed by the
Design Review Board Staff. Staff does not recommend defunding any CIP projects to fund the
alternative modes program.

FINANCIAL DATA

-1
Staff is recommending that parking fee revenues be used in 1990-91 to support the aforementioned
alternative mode programs. These program costs were included in the Parking Fund expenditure plan
used to determine the rates (see Attachment B).
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POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

The Joint Committee directed staff to provide revenue options for Supporting alternative modes
programs. The attached report and the inclusion of $500,000 alternative mode programs in the 1990-
91 budget endeavor to satisfy this directive.

The recommended programs conform to existing Committee policy that any new program proposals
be accompanied by a new revenue source.

The use of parking fee revenue for subsidizing discount carpool permits and for studying aiternative
parking policies is a valid use of parking fee revenue. Similar expenditures have been and continue to
be made for these purposes from the Parking Fund.

MBE/WBE

There is no MBE/WBE impact related to this matter.
RECOMMENDATION

This item is for Committee information only. This report supports the adoption by the City Council of
the proposed parking fee increases and the alternative mode programs outlined in this staff report.

If approved, staff will proceed to take the following actions:

Incorporate long-term funding for promoting aiternative mode transportation into studies currently
under way (i.e., Parking Policy Study, County Service Area, Transit Development Fee, Parking
Surcharge}. This will provide a means of funding that is stable, less restricted than parking revenues,
and derived from the entire region benefiting from the programs supported.

Respectfully submitted,

ROBERT L. LEE
Deputy Director

APPROVED FOR COMMITTEE INFORMATION: APPROVED:

JACK R. CRISi MELVIN H. JOH

Deputy City Manager Director of Publi

Contact Person: » June 20, 1990
All Districts

MARYV WRAY, Assistant to the Transportation
Division Manager

-449-8523
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Budget and Finance/
Transportation and Community Development Committee
Sacramento, California

Honorable Members in Session:

SUBJECT: ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION FUNDING OPTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

SUMMARY

This is a report back in response to a request by the Budget and Finance/T ransportation and Community
Development Committee (Joint Committee) to identify a source of funding in the amount of $500,000 for the
promotion of alternative modes of transportation, as recommended by the Mayor’'s Downtown Transportation
Task Force.

Staff is recommending a combination of two of the options discussed in this report. For the next fiscal year
(1880-81), it is recommended that a series of City programs related to aiternative modes be expanded or
added with the funding coming from parking fee revenue. This will require an additional increase above and
beyond that which will be required to pay for the initial debt payments on the Civic Center Plaza Parking
Garage.

The suggested programs involve: (1) expanding the existing Discount Carpool Parking Program from 250
participants to 750 by increasing the discount rate for carpools, (2) increasing the promotional budget of
the TSM Program, and (3) funding the Parking Policy Study that will determine the appropriate level of
parking downtown. The suggested programs are somewhat limited due to covenants on the parking fund
from a revenue bond issue supported by parking fees.

For the long-term, staff recommends that a County-wide funding source for promoting altemative modes be
identified in 1990-91 instead of focusing on only customers of City parking garages. The preferred funding
source would also have fewer restrictions than parking fee revenue.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

During the budget hearings on parking fee increases in June of last year, the Joint Committee directed staff
to retumn at midyear to provide a funding source in the amount of $500,000 for promoting altemnative modes.
This report provides a range of revenue optlons that are available .along with a recommendation on how
to support alternative modes in the upcoming fiscal year.

Attachment A
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During the analyses of the various funding options, staff considered the following:

1. The downtown area should not bear the full burden of the program.

2. Any long-term program should be funded jointly with other governmental agencies. '

3 The fiscal condition of the Parking Fund should not be placed in jeopardy.

4. The General Fund is not a viable option given the number of unmet needs in this fund.

{Currently the General Fund contributes $674,000 annually to transit-related activities.)

5, The Budget and Finance Committee’s policy is that any proposals for new or expanded
service be accompanied by a new funding source.

The type of revenue options that are available can be grouped into three categories: (1) use existing
resources at the expense of other programs or services, (2) raise existing fees, and (3) initiate new fees.

Each of the options within these ategones are summarized below and is accompanied by a staff
recommendation.

Use of Existing Resources

There are three existing revenue sources (outside of the General Fund) that can be used for activities related
to promoting alternative modes of transportation. These are the Transportation Development Act funds
received from the State, TSM fees collected by the City for enforcing the City’s TSM Ordinance, and in some
special cases, Parkmg Fee revenue.

‘Transportation Development Act Funds

The TDA funds currently received total approximately $230,000 annually. This is currently used for capital
projects. Specifically, the funds are being used in the current year for the following bikeway projects:

American River Bike Trail/ $ 10,000

under H Street Bridge
Natomas Main Drain Bikeway $ 30,000
Sacramento Bikeway Masterplan EIR $ 30,000
Pocket Canal Parkway-Development $160,000
: $230,000

Staff does not recommend the defunding of the projects outlined above. The projects funded with TDA
funds are currently contributing to alternative modes.

TSM Fees

The City’s TSM program is a relatxvely new initiative (adopted December 13, 1888) to encourage employers
to promote altemnatives to the single occupancy vehicle. Fees currently coliected are being used to fund
the staff that reviews Transportation Management Plans submitted by employers. it was originally projected
that the annual revenue collected from these fees would be $220,000; however, to date, no fees have been
received from State agencies. The Transportation Division is working with the State on this question and
will bring a report back once the issue is resolved. This may reduce program resources by $70,000.

Attachment A
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This anticipated revenue shortfall, plus the fact that the staff currently funded by this program are already
working on promoting altemnative modes, eliminates this as a possibie funding source.

Parking Fee Revenue

The revenue from parking fees was the source of funding initially identified for promoting alternative modes

during the rate hearings this past year. At the time of the hearings, staff presented three drawbacks to the
use of parking fee revenue. One involved language in bond covenants, and the others invoived budget

" restraints and the equity invoived in having downtown parkers pay the entire cost of a program that benefits

all residents of the City and the County.

The bond covenants are part of a revenue bond that was issued to build a City parking lot. The language
in the covenants state that all parking fees are to be used for the parking operation. This language was
included in the covenants to protect the interests of the bond holders. If there were no restrictions on the
revenues it is possible (in theory) that the City could use the fees for other programs and thereby reduce
the capacity of the Parking Fund to pay back the bondholders.

The second drawback was the budget constraints of the Parking Fund, both in the current year (1983-S0)
and in the near future with the debt payments for the Civic Center Plaza Parking Garage starting in 1990-
91. There simply was not a surpius $500,000 available to provide for any new programs; regardless of
whether the program fit within the parameters of the bond covenants.

The final drawback was that the City parking customers in the downtown were being singied out to fund this
new program when the benefits were to accrue not only city-wide, but county-wide.

Teday, the same conditions still exist for the Parking Fund. The bond covenants remain in place and there
are no "surplus” revenues in the Parking Fund. The midyear review of the Parking Fund shows an increase
in the Fund batance due to the recent debt issue for the Civic Center Plaza Parking Garage; however, those
funds are necessary to make the first installment on the debt in 1980-31 and to complete the funding of the
new garage. Therefore, staff cannot recommend the use of existing parking fee revenue at this time to fund
altemnative modes. '

Raise Existing Fees

The City’s TSM and Parking revenue as currently structured are fully allocated to existing program
commitments. It is an option to increase either of these fees to fund a new program.

TSM Fees

The TSM Fee is currently set at $1,168 for the first year and $292 each year thereafter. The drawback to this
option is that, as previously stated, the State has not acknowiedged payment of the fees, and a shortfall in
revenues may be realized. in addition, the fees that were set for the review of Transportation Management
Plans provide for recovery of costs incurred by the City in setting up this program.

Staff does not recommend increases in the TSM fee to support additional altemative modes programs.

Attachment A
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Parking Fees

increasing parking fees is a viable option for raising revenues in the upcoming fiscal year. Fee increases
could be calculated in order to generate the additional revenue needed for an altemative modes program.
Two of the drawbacks identified above still would remain. First, the expenditure of the revenues would have
to be closely related to the current parking operation. This would restrict the scope and flexibility of the
aternative modes program. Also, it would still place the financial burden for the program on the downtown
parking customers with possible impacts on commercial/retail businesses.

Despite the drawbacks cited above, staff recommends that a small parking fee increase be considered as
an interim financing mechanism for alternative modes. This will be explained further in the recommended
option section below.

Inttiate New Fees

There are several options for creating a new fee to support altemative mode programs. A new fee could
provide maximum fiexibility in terms of program expenditures and could be spread to those that benefit on
an equitable basis. In all cases, however, a new fee would involve a minimum of six months to establish
the detailed policies and procedures that are necessary to start up collection and accounting for the new
revenue. Because of the length of time associated with setup of a new fee, staff is not recommending that
any of the options below be considered as a funding source next fiscal year (1980-81). Staff does
recommend that all options for new fees be considered in the context of the Parking Policy study that is
currently under way. This recommendation is explained further below.

The option for new fees that are discussed here are not new ideas. Some of them are under study at this
time by other agencies. They are described here in summary to provide an example of the type of new
fees that are possible.

County Service Area - Transit Operations

The City Council authorized the City Manager to work with the County of Sacramento on possible County-
wide assessment to support the operating cost of Regional Transit. A portion of the revenue generated from

an assessment of this type could be dedicated to promoting altemative modes. The benefit of a County-

wide assessment is that all areas would be contributing to the fund—-not just the downtown area.
Parking Surcharge - County-wide

As part of the Interim Air Quality Plan, SACOG is recommending that free parking be eliminated in all parts
of the County. Implementation of such a proposal would enable the County or the City to place a surcharge
on all parking. The revenue from this surcharge could be used to fund altemative modes. Again, this would
permit all County and City parking spaces to generate revenues to the program.

Transit Development Fee

The appellant in the recent Wells Fargo appeal recommended that the City institute a Transit Development
Fee similar to the County. Although the appellant made this proposal in the context of mitigating demand
for parking spaces, such a fee could be used to mitigate parking needs by promoting altemnative modes.
A fee like the County’s would be less reliable than the first two options since the money would only be
collected from developers as projects are constructed.

Attachment A
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Recommend ions and Program iture:

Staff recommends a combination of two of the options discussed above. As a short-term revenue source
(1890-81), it is recommended that alternative mode programs totalling $575,000 be added to the 1990-81
proposed budget for the Parking Fund. These new expenditures would be offset by a smalil fee increase
above that which will be required to pay the debt service on the Civic Center Plaza Parking Garage. it is
further recommended that a long-term funding source be identified in the context of the current studies on
a Parking Policy, and County Service Area for Regional Transit operating costs.

The expenditure program for the new revenue was developed carefully given the source of funds and the
objective of promoting alternative modes of transportation. The staff proposat for the additional revenue is
as follows: .

Expand Current Discount Carpool Program

The City currently offers a 25 percent discount on monthly permits for individuals in carpoois. There
are approximately 250 permits in the program at this time. Staff recommends that the discount be
increased to 50 percent with the goal of increasing the number of participants to 750. The cost per
person for this program is displayed in Table 1:

Attachment A
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This table lustrates the amount of savings that are available to individuals who carpool to City
parking lots. Under the proposed program, the typical carpool (2 members) will save approximately
$50.00 per month in parking fees (the difference between $66.00 and $16.50).

The cost of subsidizing the expansion of this program in 1990-91 is approximately $250,000.

Increase Budget and Activities of City TSM Program

There are two areas that couid use additional support in the TSM Program. First, there is a potential
loss of revenue for this program associated with the question of the State payment of the City TSM
fees, and secondly there is a need for promotional activities in support of the City’s TSM efforts.
It is recommended that $75,000 from the rate increase be used to subsidiZze the cost of reviewing
the State’s TSM efforts, and that $25,000 be ailocated to this program for promotional activities (the
focus of both of these efforts will have to be refined in order to comply with the bond covenants).

Provide funding for Parking Policy Study
The preliminary work that has been outlined for a parking study has not been funded at this time.
It is recommended that $225,000 of the fee increase be earmarked for this study in 18980-91.

Summary of Program Expenditures
Staff recommends that $575,000 in projected parking fee revenues be allocated for the following
activities:

Expand Current Discount Carpool Program $250,000
Expand Budget and Activities of City TSM Program $100,000
Provide Funding for Parking Policy Study $225,000

$575,000

All of the activities listed will either promote or support altemative modes of transportation. in
addition, staff believes that all can qualify for support by parking fee revenues.

FINANCIAL DATA

Staff is recommending that parking fee revenues be used in 1930-81 to support alternative mode programs.
This will require a rate increase above and beyond the projected rate increase to cover debt service on the
Civic Center Plaza Parking Garage. There are several options for raising additional revenues for this
purpose. These options are shown in detail on the attached chart (Attachment A). The revenue potential
for each of these options is summarized as follows:

Annual Revenue

Option 1: Increase houry parking fees at Lot H $540,000
(10th & L) to $1.50 per hour

Option 2: Increase hourly parking for the fourth $558,000
hour from $1.00 to $1.30 at all facilities :

Option 3: Increase all hourly fees across the $576,452
board by $0.05 _

Option 4: Raise rates three months ahead of $260,000
schedule across the board

Option &: Raise rates three months ahead of - $643,000

schedule in conjunction with additional
increases at Lot H

Based on the minimal amount of increase in the fees as shown in Option 3, staff recommends that this
option be selected. This would spread the impact of the rate increase across all users of the parking

faciities. The impact of this additional rate increase is shown in Table 2:

Attachment A
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TABLE 2
IMPACT ON PARKING FEES
Option 3 - $0.05 Across the Board

CURRENT  PROJECTED RATES
RATES RATES WITH EXTRA
1989-90 1990-91 $.05

‘ACROSS -FROM-MAG
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The projected rates that are shown for 1990-91 have been presented to Council on two occasions. The most
recent was during consideration of the debt issue for the Civic Center Plaza Parking Garage in October,
1989. At this time, staft still projects that increases of this magnitude will be required to make the initial debt
service payments for the new garage and maintain a positive fund balance in the Parking Fund.

POU NSIDERATION

The Joint Committee directed staff to provide revenue options for supporting altemative modes. This report
and the accompanying recommendations are provided to meet this directive.

The recommendations conform to existing Committee policy that any new program proposals be
accompanied by a new revenue source.

The use of parking fee revenue for subsidizing discount carpool permits and for studying alternative parking
policies is a valid use of parking fee revenue. Similar expenditures have been, and continue to be, made
for these purposes from the Parking Fund.

The use of parking fee revenues for support of the existing TSM Program will have to be developed carefully
in order to conform with existing bond covenants. Staff believes that this is possibie.

Staff believes this is the most reasonable of all the fevenue options available to the City for the next fiscal
year due to the minimal impact on short-term fees ($0.05 per hour). For the 1981-82 year, staff will work

to find a long-term funding source that willi have more flexibility and that is spread more eguitably among
the beneficiaries of the program.

MBE

There is no MBE/WBE impact related to this matter.
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RECOMMENDATION
This item is for Committee information only. If approved, staff will proceed to take the following actions:
1. Include in the 1990-91 Proposed Budget for the Parking Fund $575,000 in new programs
to support aitemative modes. Accompanying this request will be the requisite rate increase
necessary to offset the additional costs. .
2. . Incorporate long-term funding for promoting atemative mode transportation into studies
currentdy under way (i.e., Parking Policy Study, County Service Area, Transit Cevelopment
Fee, Parking Surcharge).
} Respectfully submitted,
- , - ) (‘\l
MELVIN H. JOHNSON :
Director of Public Works

APPBQVED FOR COMMITTEEZ INFORMATION:

SO%ON WISHAM, JR. lﬁ ]

Assistant City Manager

February 27, 1SS0
All Districts

Contac? Person:

ROBERT L LEE

Deputy Director of Public Works/
Engineering Services

449-5283

RLL:MW:sm
CA7-104.8
02.21.50
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OPTION

ADVANTAGES

DIBADVANTAGES

Increase hourly fees at Lot H
(1oth & L)

Current 6 a.m. - 6 p.m.

1st 2 hours .55

3rd hour .55 @% hour
4th hour & up 1.00 No maximum
Proposed:

1st 2 hours 1.50 @ hour

3rd hour .75 @ % hour

thereafter 1.75 @ hour
8 hour max. 12.00

Additional Revenue: $540, 000

This is a high demand facility
due to proximity to the State
capitol

Increased fees would be similar
to nearby private parking
facilities.

Higher fees would reduce demand
and create better access.

East End retail
business would be
impacted by higher
parking fees for
customers.’ :
(validations would
be discounted.)

vy juawyoselly

‘Additional Revenue:

Increase hourly fee for 4th hour
and up in all parking lots from
$1.00 to $1.30

$558,000

Equitable to all retail areas.

Increases TSM disincentive for
long term parking.

Provides more customer short
term parking supply.

Would increase
traffic circulation,
congestion, & air
pollution due to
vehicles exiting &
reparking to avoid

- higher long ter

fees. .

Revenue decrease in
long term fee range
may exceed estimates
and not provide
anticipated
alternative mode
funding.

Raise all hourly fees for all
parking lots by .05 @ hour

Additional Revenue: $576,000

Equitable to all retail areas.

Minimal due to 1low
cost to public
parker. This would
be on top of the
rate increase - ,
already proposed for
90/91.
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OPTION

ADVANTAGES

DIBADVANTAGES

Increase parking lot hourly fees
3 months early, le. eff. 5/1/90.
Instead of 7/1/90, Pursuant to

attached fee table (Attachment
"B") .
Additional Revenue: $260,000

Maintains equity for short
term customer parking according
to demand, as currently
establlshed

Eliminates need for hearing on
parking fee increases in June.

o

Provides a one-time
funding source.

May set future -
precedents to
increase parking
fees as a "Quick
Fix" solution to
long term problems, -

by passing the

standard parking fee
adoption process.

Combination of early parking fee
increase (4/1/90) with a schedule
of accelerated fee increases for
Lot H as follows:

Lot H accelerated fee increases:

5/1/90 7 90
1st 2 hrs. $ .70 @hr.$ 1.25 @hr.
3rd hr. .55 @%hr. .75 @k%hr.
hr.

Thereafter 1.10 1.25 hr.
Max. $12.40 10.80

12 hrs. 8 hrs.
lLlLﬂl
1st 2 hrs. 1.50 ehr.
3rd hr. .75 @%hr.
Thereafter 1.50 @hr.

Max. $12.00 @8 hrs.
8 hrs.
$643,000

Additional Revenue: -

Eliminates need for parking fee
increase hearing in June.

Increase ongoing revenues at
Lot H to fund the 1990-1991
Fiscal Year Parking Program.

Merchants could continue to
validate at a discount.

May set future
precedent to bypass
standard parking fee
adoption process.

May be perceived as
inequitable to . east
end retail and
commercial area.




Budget & Finance Committae

Off-Street Parking Fees
May 30, 1990

Beginning Fund Balance
Revenues '

Expendltures
Employee Services
Cther Serv. & Supp.
Equipment
Debt Service
Transfers

Sub-thal

Alternative Transp.
Fund

Capital Improvements
Total
Surplus (Deficit)

Ending Fund Balance

Estimated

89-1990

$ 4,217>*
$10,369

$ 3,271
5,878
228
1,327
—149

$10,853

$ 0
411
$11,264

$ (895) (1.

$ 3,322

Proposed

1390=-3991

$ 3,322
$11,834

$ 3,557
6,282
11
1,981

—2L7
$11,948

$ 500

554
$13,002
168,000)
$ 2,154

3
Change Change
$ (732) (22%)
$1,465 14%
S 286 9%
404 7%
(217) (95%)
654. 49%
(32) (21%)
$1,258 12%
$ 500 100%
143 353%
$1,901 17%
$(1,168) (35%)

*Includes $2,152 infusion from Civic Center Garage Bond proceeds.

Propased 1990-91 CIP Projects

CIP NO.

Project Name

oo2v
0Qly
YB36

ATTACHMENT B

Cashier Station and Security
Parking Management Information System
Replace Fee Computer System '

Amount

$ 21,000
$ 28,000
$480,000



CA33 Handicapped Access Conipliance 238,500 227,782 10,717 95.51
DA26 Energy Conservation Program 112,058 70,600 41,457 63.00
DA41 Parking Lot Energy Conserv_ation 676,765 5‘31 ,393 145,371 78.52
VA66 Civic Center Plaza Park Garage 22,670,237 ‘ 4,330,998 18,339,239 19.10
VA86 Paint Handrail-Lot A, B, E, G 22,000 15,522 6,477 70.58
VvB11 Repaint Parking Facilities 35.000. 23,416 11,583 66.90
vB16 Lot C Booth Replacement 10,000 492 5.507 4.93
vBe31 Lots E, K & P TV Monitor 54,000 o} © 54,000 .00
vB36 Replace Fee Computer System 341,111 175,706 165,404 5?! .51
VB46 Lot K "Full” Signs 10,000 ) 10,000 .00
VB56 Lot K & E Expansion Joints 69,000 19,486 49,513 28.24
VB6E6 Internal Hardware Replace Lot E 44,000 44,020 -20 100.05
VB71 Pedestrian Exit Signs 31 ,OOO 16 30,983 .05
VvC06 Firefighting System Design 177,000 29,885 147,114 16.88
vC11 Replace Lot G Elevator Contract 161,000 4,000 157,000 2.48
vC16 Restripe Lots For Compacts 52,000 [o] 52,000 .00
VC21 Equipment Repair Facility 30,000 28,412 1,587 94.71
VC26 Oid Sacramenfo Signing 96,000 3,986 _ 892,013 4.15
VC56 Signing In Parking Lots 56,000 (o] 56,000 .00
VC6E6 Garage Enhancement 300,000 26,586 273,413 8.86
V€71 Cash Counting Room Monitor 50,000 0 50,000 .00
_— =
ATTACHMENT C




