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Honorable Members in Session:

SUBJECT: ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION FUNDING OPTIONS AND HECOMMENDA%’I;NS

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 turiding ‘in the amount: af‘$5®@L0(D ifor the
promotion of alternative- modes of transpartation, as recommended by the Mayor’'s Downtown Transpenatlon
Task Force.

Staff is recemmendmg a combination of two of the optlons dlscussed |n thlS report For the next flscal year

a The;suggested pregrams involve: (1) expanding the existing Discount Carpool Parking. RProgram from 250
part pants toy f5 jy increasing the discount rate for carpools, @) lncreaslng the:prometional” o] 55
and (3) funding. the: Parking Policy Study that will determine the appropriate Jevel of
own The suggested programs are semewhat limited due to covenants on the parking: fund
from 4 fevenue-bond issue supported by parking fees.

. For the long-term, staff recommends that a“County*wide funding source for promoting alternative modes be
identified in 4990-81 instead of focusing on only-cistomers of City parking.garages. The:preferred-funding
source would-also have fewer restrictions than parking fée revenue.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

During the budget hearings on parking fee increases in June of last year, the Joint Committee directed staff
to:return.at midyear to provide a funding source in the amount-6f$500;000 for prometing alternative modes.
This report provides a range of revenue options that are available along with a recommendation on how
to.support: aiternative modes-in the upcoming fiscal year.
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Dunng the analyses of the various fundmg optlons. staff consrdered the following:

L The: downtown area: should not bear the full burden pf the program » . ' 7@

Any long-term program should be funded jomtly wrth other govermnmental agencres

The fi scal condrtlon of the- Parkmg Fund should rict- be placed-in. jeopardy

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

5. The Budget and Finance Comimittee’s’ pohcy is that? jany proposals for new ar expanded
\ervuce be accompanued by a new fundlng source. g; . A

The.type of revenue options that are avarlable can be grouped rnto three categories: (1) Use emstmg '

resources at the expense of other programs or services, (2) raise exrstmg fees, and (3):initiate new fees.
Each of the options within these categories are summarized beiow and is accompamed by a staff
recommendatlon

. 4\
o
i”~

There are three existing revenue sources (outmde 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 enforcmg the c:rys TSM Ordinance, and in some
special cases, Parking Fee revenue.

Transponatlon Development Acl Funds

The TDA funds.currently received total approxlmately $230 000 annuzIalIy Thls is currently used for capital

_projects. Specifically, the funds are.being used in the current year for the followmg bikeway projects:

American River Bike Trarl/ : $.,1.0,QQO
under H Street Bridge - . o ‘
Natomas Main Drain Bikeway ' ‘$ 30,000
~ Sacramento Bikeway Masterplan' EIR . . $ 30,000
Pocket Canal Pa’rkway-Developme'nt , wm- :
: o I ' $230000._--

Staff does not recommend the defundmg of the pro1ects outlmed above The pm|ects funded W|th TDA
funds are currently contrlbutlng to alternatlve modes

'TSMFees B o o .

" The City’sTSM program is,a relatlvely new:initiative . (adopted December 13, 1988) to encourage employers

to promote aiternatives: to the:single- occupancy vehicle: Fees currenﬂy collected 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 Transportatlon Division.is: workmg with the State on this question and |

will bnng a-report-back once the issue is resoived. Thls may reduce program resources-by $70,000.

&@“

(Currently the General Fund contributes $674,000 annually to transit-related activities.)_—p
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This antrcrpated revenue shortfall, plus-the fact that the-staff curreritly funded by this program are aiready
.~ working on promoting alternative- modes, eliminates. this as a possible funding source.

' Parking: Fee Revenue:

. “The revénue from parkmg fées was the sourcp of funding initiaily 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 invoived language in bond covenants, and the .others involved budget

restraints and the equity involved in having downtown parkers: pay the entire cost of a program that benefits
_all residents of the Clty and the County. . A ’

-+ 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 hoiders. if there ware 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 Parkzng Fund to pay back'the bondholders

The .second drawback was the budget constraints of the Parking Fund, both in the current year ] 989-90)
~and in the near future with the debt payments for ‘the Civic Center Plaza Parking Garage starting in 1990-

81. There simply was not a_surplus $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 singled out to fund this
- hew program when the benefits were.to accrue not only city-wide, but county-w:de

- " Today, the same conditions still exist for the Parking Fund. The bond cavenants 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 balance due to the recent debt i lssue for the Civic Center Plaza Parking Garage; however, those.
funds are necessary to make the first mstallment on the debt in 1980-91 and to complete the funding of the
new garage. Therefore, staff cannot recommend the use of exnstlng parking fee revenue at this time to fund
alternatlve modes.

Raise Existing Fee

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

TSM Fees

The TSM Fee is currently set at $1,169 for the first year and $282 each year thereafter. The drawback to this
option is that, as previously stated, the State has not acknowledged 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 recommendf increases, in the TSM fee to, support additional aiternative modes programs.
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Parking Fees: L S R

- lncreasrng parkrng fees is a- vrable Optron for raising revenues in the {upcoming. fiseal year Fee -increases

could be calculated in order to generate the additional revenue. needed for an alternative  modes program. -

. Two of the drawbacks ‘identified above still- would remain. First, the expendlture of the revenues would have

to be closely related to the current parking operation. This would restrict the scope and flexibility of the
alternative modes program. Also, it would still place the financial burden for the program on the downtown .
parking customers with possibie. impacts on commercral/retall businesses. : '

. Despite-the drawbacks crted above, staff recommends that a small. parkrng fee increase be consrdered as.

an interim financing mechanism for alternative modes. This will:be explarned further in the recommended
option section below,

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 involve a minimum of six months to establish

" the detailed policies and procedures that are necessary to start up- cpllectron .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 ne>{<t fiscal year (1990-91). Staff does

récommend that ali options for new fees be considered in the context of the Parking Policy study that is
currently under way. This: recommendatron is explamed further below T = _

The ‘option for new fees that are- dlscussed here are- not new ideas. Some of them are under study at this.-
time by other agencies. They are described here. i in” summary to provude an-example of the type of new
fees that are possible. : ,

.County Service Area Transrt Operatlons

The. Crty Council authonzed 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 promcting altematrve modes: The benefit of a County-

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

‘l
Parking Surcharge County-wrde f

As partof the Interim Air Quality Plan, SACOG is recommendlng thatifree 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
onall parking. The revenue fromi this surcharge could be used to fund alternative modes. Again, this would
permlt all County and. City parklng spaces to generate-revenues to. the program.

Transut Development Fee

The.appellant.in the- recent Wells Fargo appeal recommended that-the: Crty 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 aiternative- modes. -

A.fee:like the County's would be-less reliable than the-first two. optlonsl since. the money would only be- .
collected from developers as projects are:constructed. .
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Recommended Option and Pr m_Expenditures

Staff recommends.a combination of two of the options discussed above, As.a short-term revenue source
- {1990-91), it is recommended that altematrve mode programs totalling $575,000 be added to the 1990-91
proposed budget for the Parking Fund. .These new expenditures wouid be offset by a small 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 fundmg source be identified in the context of the current studies on
a Parkmg Polncy, and County Sewlce Area for Regional Transit operating costs.

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

Expand Current Discount Carpool Program -

The City currently offers a 25 percent discount on menthly permits for individuals in carpools. 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 pamc:lpants to 750. The cost per -
person for this program is. dusplayed in. Table 1: o o ,
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This table: illuétratés the amounf of savings that are.available to individuais who carpoal 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- subsrdrzrng the expansron of this program in 1990—91 is approxrmately $250 000

.Increase Budget and Actlvrties of City TSM Program

There are two-areas that could use additional support.in the TSM Program First, there is a potentral
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 incresse be used to subsidize the cost of reviewing
the State’s TSM efforts, and that $25,000 be allocated 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 fundrng for Parking Policy Study -
The: preliminary work that has been outlined for a parklng study has not been funded at this time.
Itis recommended that $225, 000 of the fee increase be earmarked for this study in 1990-91,

'Summary of Program Expendrtures ,

Staff recommends that $575 000.in projected parklng fee revenues: be allocated for the followrng
activities: :

Expand Current Dascount Carpool Program B $250,000 '

_Expand Budget and Activities of City TSM Program $100,000
Provide Funding: for Parking. Policy Study $225.000
S o - $575,000 -

All of the activities listed will either promote or support aiternative 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 1930-91 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 additionai revenues for this
purpose. These optrons are shown in detail on the attached chart (Attachment A). The revenue potential.

for each of these- optlons is summarized as foilows

Annual Revenue

,Option 1: Increase hourly parking fees at Lot H $540,000
Lo (10th &.L) to $1.50 per- hour : :
Option 2: Increase hourly parking for the fourth ‘ $558,000
_ ‘hour from $1.00 to $1 30 at all facrlrtres -
,.Opti‘onﬂ3‘: lncrease all hourly fees across. the , ; ,$;’576,452A,

: boardby$005 o -

" Option 4: . Raise rates three:months ahead. of - o $260.000A“‘

- schedule across the board

" .Option:5: Raise rates three months ahead of $643,000

schedule in conjunction with addrtronai
mcreases at Lot H o

Based on the minimal amount: of increase-in the fees as- shown in Optlon 3 staff recommends. that this
option. be selected. This*would spread the impact of the rate increase across. all users of the- parking
facilities. - The'impact of this additional rate rncrease is. shown in Table 2! .



IMPAC
Option 3

TABLE 2
T ON PARKING FEES
- $0.05 Across the Board.

CURRENT PROJECTED RATES .
RATES: RATES WITH EXTRA
1988-90 - 1'9?-‘91 - $.05 '
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The-projected.rates that are. shown for 1990—91 have'been presented to Councxl 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, staff 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.

POLICY C ousmemﬁgdg

The Joint. Committee dlrected staff to pfowde revenue options for supportmg alternatave -modes. This. report
and the accompanying recommendatlons are prowded to meet this directive; . ‘

The recommendatlons conform to emstmg Ccmmlttee policy that any new program proposals be
accompanied by a new revenue source.

The use of parking fee.revenue for sub&dnzmg discount carpool permits and for studylng alternatwe parking
policies is a valid use of parklng fee revenue. Slmnlar expendltures have been, and continue to be, made
for these purposes. from the Parking Fund

The use of parking fee revenues for support.of the eXIst:ng TSM Program will have to be developed carefully -
in order to conform with, eXIstlng bond covenants Staff believes that thls is possnble

Staff believes this is the most reasonable .of all the revenue 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 1991-92 year, staff will work
to find a long-term funding source that will have more flexibility and that is spread more equntably among
the. beneflc:aﬂes of the program. :

MBE/WBE

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 |rr the 1990:91 Proposed Budget for the Parking Fund $575,000 in new programs
' to support alternative modesI Accompanying this request will be the-requisite rate increase-
necessary to offset the addmonal costs.

2.  Incorporate |ong-term funding for promoting alternative mode transportatlori inta studies
o currently under way (i.e., Parking Pollcy Study; County Serwce Area Transit Development

Fee, Parking Surcharge)

APPROVED FOR COMMITTEE INFORMATION:

SOLON WIsHAM, JR.
Assistant City Manager

Contact Person:

ROBERT L. LEE 4
Deputy Director of Public Works/
Engineering Services

449-5283

RLL:MW:sm

CA7-104.8
02.21.90

Attachments 2.

.

Respectfully submitted, -

MELVIN:H. JOHNSON '\
Director of Public Works

February 27, 1980 -
All Districts :
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OPTION

~ ADVANTAGES

.| Increase. hourly fees at Lot H
"~ (10th & L) o
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 Revehue' $540,; OQO

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.

DISADVANTAGES

Edst End tetail
business would beé

.impacted by higher

parking fees for
customers. .

Increase hourly fee for 4th hour

1 and: up in all parking lots from

$1.00 to $1 .30

| Aaditional Revenue: - $558,000

Equitable to all retail areas.

Increases TSM’dlsincehtive for

1ong term parklng

Provides more customer ‘short
{ term parking supply.

Would increase
traff1c¢:1rcu1atlon,
congestion, & air
pollution due to

~vehicles exiting &

reparking-to avoid -
higher long term
fees,

ReVenue decrease in
| long term. fee range

ray 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 t6”e11 retail areas.

Mlnlmal due to low
cost to publlc
parker: This would
be on top of the
rate increase .
alréady propose- for
90/91.

— . —— e - LR
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ADVANTAGES

DISADVANTAGES

OPTION

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

~ attached fee table (Attachment
IIB“) .
AddltlonalvRevenUe: '$260, 000

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

Eliminates need for hearing on

parking fee increases in June.

Provides a one-time
funding source.

May set future

precedents to
increase parking
fees as a "Quick
Fix" solutien 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 1ncreases for
Lot H as follows: :

Lot H accelerated fee increases:

Eliminates need for parking fee
increase hearing in June.

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

May set future
precedent to bypass
standard parking fee

adoption process.

" May be perceived as

5/1/90 7/1/90
| 1st 2 hrs. $ .70'@hr.$ 1.25 ehr.
- 3rd hr. .55 @%hr. .75 @khr,
Thereafter 1 10 1.25 hr.
Max. $i2.40 10.80
12 hrs. 8 hrs.
1/1/91 _
1st 2 hrs. . 1.50 @hr.
3rd hr. .75 @%hr.
Thereafter 1.50»@hr.
Max. $12.00 @8 hrs.
8 hrs. '

' Additional Revenue: $543 000

Merchants could continue to
validate at a discount.

inequitable to east
end retail and
commereial area.




