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PREFACE 

 

This Study Report presents the results of extensive data collection, analysis and evaluation regarding 

the existing and future parking conditions and needs in the Town of Bath, Berkeley Springs, Morgan 

County, West Virginia.  Managed by the Town of Bath Streetscape Committee, the study has been 

cooperatively funded by the Town of Bath, the Morgan County Economic Development Authority, 

the Berkeley Springs-Morgan County Chamber of Commerce and the West Virginia Governor’s 

Community Partnership Program.  The study has been accomplished and results presented in this 

report through the transportation consultant services of Desman Associates, supported by the efforts 

of community representatives and local volunteers.  

 

Over the last several years, the Town of Bath and the surrounding Berkeley Springs area has achieved 

recognition as a visitor destination, while continuing to serve as the primary commercial and 

governmental center of Morgan County.  Considerable commercial and residential development has 

taken place and is anticipated to continue in the future.  To support this continued development, the 

Town recognized the need for a comprehensive parking plan that would support resolution of existing 

parking issues and accommodate expected growth.   

 

As outlined in the Introduction, the data collection and analysis was conducted in several phases, with 

the intent that the presented information and conclusions will allow the community to move forward 

with implementation of recommendations contained in the report for a comprehensive parking plan in 

the community. 

 

The cooperative efforts of all who participated in the conduct and outcomes of the study are much 

appreciated. 
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SECTION 1- INTRODUCTION 

 
The Town of Bath/Berkeley Springs, West Virginia recently began a streetscaping program for its 
historic downtown.  With the introduction of formal curbs, gutters, crosswalks, and other pedestrian 
amenities the Town’s Streetscaping Parking Sub-committee voiced concern that the supply of on-
street parking spaces could be negatively affected. Furthermore, the downtown had recently received 
negative press regarding the management and enforcement of parking meter restrictions.  Finally, 
with the reconstruction of the Morgan County Courthouse there was a need to quantify the impact 
that the Courthouse parking demand would have on commercial and residential parking availability.   
 
DESMAN Associates was retained by the Town’s Streetscaping Sub-committee to conduct a 
comprehensive parking study for the downtown study area. The goal of this study was to provide the 
Town with a comprehensive assessment of needs and creation of recommendations to support 
decisions regarding parking management and development.  The study methodology is divided into 
five phases.   
 
o Phase I – Assessment of Existing Conditions 
o Phase II - Quantify the Need/Potential for Future Parking Infrastructure 
o Phase III- Identify Specific Sites and Techniques for Providing Future Parking Amenities 
o Phase IV – Identify/Prepare Innovative and Progressive Management Strategies and Urban Design 

Guidelines 

o Phase V - Prepare Cost Analysis, Implementation Program, Draft Report, and Final Report 

 
 
SECTION 2- STUDY AREA  
 

Exhibit A illustrates the overall study area boundary as well as block codings. The overall study area 
is bounded by Williams Street to the North, Laurel Avenue and Ewing Street to the East, Martinsburg 
Road to the South and Wilkes Street to the West. To better identify parking needs associated with 
various blocks the study area was divided into 44 blocks. Parking lots within each block or section 
were assigned a letter.   
    

 



  

Exhibit A: Study Area Boundaries and Block Codes
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SECTION 3- ASSESSMENT OF EXISTING CONDITIONS 

 

1.0 Parking Inventory, Existing Parking Regulations, Land Use Activity, and Stakeholder 

Interviews 

 

 1.1   Study Area Parking Inventory 

 

A detailed inventory of surface parking lots and on-street spaces was conducted within the study area. 
The current inventory of parking in the town of Bath consists of private/restricted off-street lots and 
metered and non-metered on-street spaces. All off-street parking is privately owned and/or is 
restricted to specific user groups.  There are no municipally owned/operated off-street spaces.  Tables 
1a and 1b present the current on- and off-street parking inventory by block by restriction respectively.  
The inventory consists of 1,153 private/restricted off-street and 620 on-street spaces. The on-street 
parking inventory includes metered spaces, non-metered paved, unpaved, handicapped spaces, and 
loading zones.  Of the 620 on-street spaces 102 (16%) are metered, 145 (23%) are paved-unmetered 
and 358 (58%) are unpaved-unmetered. Exhibit B1 illustrates the study area parking inventory by 
type by block code.  
 
The inventory of parking spaces in Bath is rather unique from a number of perspectives.  First, there 
are no municipally owned or operated off-street facilities.  Even in smaller communities one can find 
a centrally located property that is owned or leased by the municipality for the purpose of providing 
public parking.  Public parking, as opposed to private/restricted parking, is available to anyone 
regardless of trip purpose.    Second, there are privately owned properties that appear to be used for 
public parking purposes.  Typically, private/restricted parking is reserved for the use of specific 
tenants (commercial and residential) and their customers/visitors.  Examples include the two 
properties adjacent to the Catholic Church along Fairfax Street  Other property owners (see upcoming 
comments from stakeholder interviews) have voiced frustration at their inability to preserve parking 
for their employees and patrons.  Third, much of the on-street supply is unrestricted and unpaved.  In 
many locations it appears that the adjacent business or property owners began parking in 
undesignated areas that lie between the paved roadway and their property.  Based on a review of the 
town tax/parcel maps, these areas are part of the public right-of-way and should not be restricted for 
private use.  There are more significant examples of this on Liberty Street and Independence Street 
where the public right-of-way has become private lots and property.   While it may be argued that the 
informal nature of both on-street and off-street parking in Bath has been successful in the past, 
continued economic and cultural success and vitality will require a more formal delineation between 
on-street and off-street spaces and public and private spaces. 
 
In addition to the inventory of parking in the study area, DESMAN also evaluated customer service 
related issues such as cleanness, lighting and condition of informational signage. This information is 
based on field observations and several one-to-one interviews with residents and stakeholders. The 
condition of some on-street spaces and private parking lots that are currently being used for public 
purpose was a great concern since neither was paved.  Of an even greater concern was the lack of 
way-finding and parking informational signs in the downtown study area. It is too difficult to read 
restrictions and rates on meters at most locations. Except for the occasional “No Parking” there is no 
proper parking signage that indicates parking enforcement hours and time limits in the downtown 
study area. 
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Block Private/ Public Total Block Unpaved/ Paved/ Metered Handicapped Loading Total

Number Restricted Number  Unrestricted  Unrestricted  Zone

1 0 0 0 1 12 10 0 0 0 22

2 49 0 49 2 0 9 0 0 0 9

3 35 0 35 3 12 0 0 0 0 12

4 47 0 47 4 4 0 0 0 0 4

5 18 0 18 5 14 0 0 0 0 14

6 0 0 0 6 28 0 0 0 0 28

7 76 0 76 7 28 0 0 0 0 28

8 146 0 146 8 9 26 0 4 0 39

9 10 0 10 9 20 0 0 0 0 20

10 0 0 0 10 8 0 0 0 0 8

11 22 0 22 11 10 0 9 1 0 20

12 52 0 52 12 13 0 6 1 1 21

13 0 0 0 13 12 8 0 0 0 20

14 0 0 0 14 25 0 0 0 0 25

15 12 0 12 15 0 16 0 0 0 16

16 11 0 11 16 0 10 4 1 1 16

17 16 0 16 17 15 0 10 1 0 26

18 35 0 35 18 11 0 0 0 0 11

19 0 0 0 19 3 0 0 0 0 3

20 13 0 13 20 9 0 0 0 0 9

21 0 0 0 21 0 14 0 0 0 14

22 14 0 14 22 0 6 19 1 0 26

23 3 0 3 23 5 0 6 0 0 11

24 28 0 28 24 2 0 6 0 0 8

25 11 0 11 25 0 0 20 1 0 21

26 46 0 46 26 15 5 6 2 0 28

27 14 0 14 27 0 0 9 0 0 9

28 77 0 77 28 3 3 0 0 0 6

29 90 0 90 29 0 0 0 0 0 0

30 61 0 61 30 25 5 7 1 0 38

31 2 0 2 31 0 0 0 0 0 0

32 0 0 0 32 9 0 0 0 0 9

33 0 0 0 33 0 0 0 0 0 0

34 8 0 8 34 0 4 0 0 0 4

35 48 0 48 35 19 0 0 0 0 19

36 0 0 0 36 8 0 0 0 0 8

37 0 0 0 37 4 0 0 0 0 4

38 24 0 24 38 0 9 0 0 0 9

39 36 0 36 39 0 6 0 0 0 6

40 0 0 0 40 29 0 0 0 0 29

41 80 0 80 41 0 0 0 0 0 0

42 69 0 69 42 0 14 0 0 0 14

43 0 0 0 43 6 0 0 0 0 6

44 0 0 0 44 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 1,153 0 1,153 Total 358 145 102 13 2 620

Table 1a: Study Area Off-street Parking                     Table 1b: Study Area On-street Parking 

        Inventory by Block by Type                                             Inventory by Block by Type 
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Exhibit B1: Study Area On- and Off-street Parking Inventory by Block by Type
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1.2   Existing Parking Regulations 

 

As a part of studying current parking conditions in downtown, DESMAN reviewed the town’s current 
parking ordinance. The town ordinance does not appear to have required language regarding parking 
design standards such as parking space and isle design dimensions, minimum dimensions for tandem 
or parallel parking, parking lot landscaping, lighting and maintenance. Later in the report, DESMAN 
will provide recommendations with regards to changes/add-ons to the Town’s parking ordinance. 
 

 

1.3   Land Use Activity 

 

Parking by its very nature is a supportive function of other land use activities. In an effort to 
understand why the inventory of parking spaces have evolved as they have, some understanding of 
the character of land use activity is required. DESMAN conducted a visual tour of the properties and 
buildings within the study area to identify their general use. Exhibit B2 graphically presents a 
characterization of land use activity within the study area. Land use activities were categorized as 
commercial (office/retail/restaurant), residential, cultural/historical, religious, hotel/inn, and 
government.  The image also exhibits the relative location of paved/unpaved off-street lots.  Note that 
this is a perspective based survey that generalizes the function of existing buildings and some 
deviation in opinion will occur.  Nonetheless, it is effective in differentiating between higher intensity 
commercial, religious, and government parking activity and lower intensity residential/neighborhood 
activity.    
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Exhibit B2 – Characterization of Current Land Use Activity 
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1.4 Stakeholder Interviews 

 
A study of parking is also a study of people, their trip purpose (work, shop, dine, etc.), and their 
expectation regarding convenience.  As such, an understanding of parking cannot simply be based on 
knowledge of supply, land use, and parking utilization.   To expand upon this knowledge DESMAN 
conducted interview sessions with key downtown stakeholders.   Interview groups included Morgan 
County administration, major property owners, Morgan Arts Council, representatives from the 
Trinity, Methodist, and Catholic churches, managers of the CNB, BB&T, and City National Banks, 
and various restaurant, spa, and retail shop owners.  The following paraphrases some of the comments 
that were received.       
 

! Parking spaces in the town are under utilized 

! County needs around 60 parking spaces for its employees 

! Meters have different time restrictions which confuses people 

! County should provide more parking 

! Many people use parking spaces in the Trinity Church lot 

! The Town should enforce restriction on private properties  

! Alleyways should be enforced 

! The County should build a parking facility 

! Employees park on-street and use spaces that should be saved for visitors 

! There is a need for more long-term customer spaces 

! Discontinue Saturday parking enforcement  

! Meters are old and its not easy to read the time restriction and fares 

! Duration of meters should be extended 

! Employees are willing to walk for about 2 blocks 

! Parking will be a limiting factor when town starts to grow 

! County employees use a lot of parking spaces in the core of downtown without paying a fee 

! The “trailer lot” and the lot across from the BB&T are the key to solve parking problems in the town 

! 4-way stop signs should be installed at the Ice House intersection 

! The trailer lot can accommodate the customer/visitor parking need 

! Enforcement is overly aggressive 

! Parking should be a revenue generator 

! Meters should be installed in the trailer lot 

! Some informal sharing is already taking place as some Courthouse employees and employees form other 

businesses already park on the Church Lot 

! $0.50/ hr is not a high rate for parking 

! Fairfax can be converted to a one way street with angles parking 

! One solution to parking is the Antique Mall lot 

! The Courthouse lot was full everyday before the construction started 

! Locals are price sensitive 

! $50 to $70/month is a fair permit fee for employees 

! Acceptable walking distance for tourists is 2 to 3 blocks 

! A table top deck could be built off Mercer St onto the CNB Lot 

! A quasi public/private effort is required to mange private lots 

! Warning tickets should be issued for the first parking violation 

! Converting Mercer to a one-way pattern is not a good idea 
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Block Private/ Public Total Block Unpaved/ Paved/ Metered Handicapped Loading Total

Number Restricted Number Unrestricted Unrestricted Zone

8 0 0 0 8 0 8 0 2 0 10

10 0 0 0 10 8 0 0 0 0 8

11 22 0 22 11 10 0 9 1 0 20

12 46 0 46 12 13 0 6 1 1 21

13 0 0 0 13 10 8 0 0 0 18

15 12 0 12 15 0 16 0 0 0 16

16 11 0 11 16 0 10 4 1 1 16

17 16 0 16 17 15 0 10 1 0 26

18 35 0 35 18 11 0 0 0 0 11

19 0 0 0 19 3 0 0 0 0 3

21 0 0 0 21 0 14 0 0 0 14

22 14 0 14 22 0 6 19 1 0 26

23 3 0 3 23 5 0 6 0 0 11

24 28 0 28 24 2 0 6 0 0 8

25 11 0 11 25 0 0 20 1 0 21

26 46 0 46 26 15 5 6 2 0 28

27 14 0 14 27 0 0 9 0 0 9

28 0 0 0 28 3 0 0 0 0 3

29 90 0 90 29 0 0 0 0 0 0

30 61 0 61 30 25 5 7 1 0 38

31 2 0 2 31 0 0 0 0 0 0

32 0 0 0 32 9 0 0 0 0 9

34 8 0 8 34 0 4 0 0 0 4

35 48 0 48 35 19 0 0 0 0 19

36 0 0 0 36 8 0 0 0 0 8

37 0 0 0 37 4 0 0 0 0 4

38 0 0 0 38 0 3 0 0 0 3

39 36 0 36 39 0 6 0 0 0 6

40 0 0 0 40 29 0 0 0 0 29

Total 503 0 503 Total 189 85 102 11 2 389

1.5   Core Study Area Parking Inventory 

 

Given the large size of the overall study area, the concentration of cultural, commercial, and 
government land uses, and on- and off-street spaces, DESMAN, in consultation with the 
Streetscaping Parking Sub-committee, focused the study of parking utilization and future 
surplus/deficit on a core area.  This core study area is bounded by Green, Wilkes, Union and 
Martinsburg streets.   Tables 2a and 2b and Exhibit B3 present the core study area’s on- and off-street 
parking inventory by block. The core study area parking inventory includes a total of 892 parking 
spaces. Of the total 892 spaces 503 spaces, or about 57%, in the core study area are dedicated to 
private/restricted off-street parking. On-street spaces account for 43% of the total inventory and 
include 102 metered, 85 paved and non-metered, 189 unpaved and non-metered, 2 loading, and 11 
handicapped spaces.   In effect, the Town of Bath only controls 13% of the downtown parking supply 
(115 metered, handicapped, and loading zone spaces divided by 886 total spaces).  

 
 

 Table 2a: Core Study Area Off-street Parking                        Table 2b: Core Study Area On-street       Parking 

Inventory by Block by Type                                           Inventory by Block by Type 
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Exhibit B3: Core Study Area Parking Inventory by Block by Type 
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Block Inventory 11:00 12:00 1:00 2:00 3:00 4:00 5:00 6:00 7:00 Block Inventory 11:00 12:00 1:00 2:00 3:00 4:00 5:00 6:00 7:00

Number AM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM Number AM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM

8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 10 0 1 2 1 1 1 0 0 0

10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 8 2 3 4 1 1 1 1 1 1

11 22 8 8 7 8 8 8 6 6 3 11 20 5 5 6 8 7 6 5 3 3

12 46 22 19 17 17 17 17 14 10 7 12 21 4 5 5 5 6 6 6 4 11

13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 18 3 4 4 4 4 4 6 5 5

15 12 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 15 16 11 14 16 13 10 8 6 5 5

16 11 7 7 6 3 3 2 2 3 3 16 16 9 9 9 11 8 6 5 11 9

17 16 3 7 16 17 13 9 9 2 3 17 26 3 9 13 16 16 16 14 9 14

18 35 13 13 13 19 17 10 17 15 17 18 11 2 4 6 5 5 8 2 3 2

19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 3 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1

21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 14 12 12 12 11 13 14 12 10 10

22 14 8 10 12 10 9 8 5 4 3 22 26 24 21 21 23 21 20 20 24 23

23 3 1 2 3 4 2 0 0 0 0 23 11 7 7 9 6 5 5 6 8 8

24 28 8 16 21 12 11 10 8 8 7 24 8 3 4 2 1 1 1 0 0 1

25 11 11 8 6 1 2 3 6 4 4 25 21 9 11 12 10 8 5 6 12 10

26 46 32 36 39 38 35 33 10 6 8 26 28 6 12 18 14 4 5 6 2 2

27 14 7 7 7 5 6 6 5 5 3 27 9 9 7 5 4 6 7 0 0 0

28 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 28 3 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 0 0

29 90 38 46 52 47 49 52 49 50 52 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

30 61 6 18 24 26 25 23 10 10 9 30 38 0 5 7 13 7 3 1 2 2

31 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 31 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

32 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 9 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 3 2

34 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 34 4 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 0 0

35 48 5 14 24 28 20 13 5 0 0 35 19 6 7 8 5 4 4 3 2 3

36 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 36 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

37 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 37 4 2 2 2 2 3 4 2 2 3

38 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 38 3 0 0 0 2 1 1 1 1 1

39 36 24 23 23 20 19 20 13 15 11 39 6 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 29 9 7 6 4 5 6 7 12 17

Total 503 195 237 273 257 238 215 160 139 131 Total 389 131 155 175 167 142 137 115 120 133

39% 47% 54% 51% 47% 43% 32% 28% 26% 34% 40% 45% 43% 37% 35% 30% 31% 34%

2.0 Core Study Area Current Peak Parking Utilization 

 

Hourly utilization data for off- and on-street parking spaces was collected on Friday July 17th from 11 
AM to 7 PM and Saturday July 18th from 11 PM to 7 PM to capture typical weekday (Friday) and 
Saturday parking activity. Tables 3a, 3b and 3c and Graph 1a illustrate the hourly on-street, off-street 
and system wide parking utilization pattern on Friday respectively.  Friday peak utilization occurred 
at 1:00 PM for both on and off-street spaces when 273 (54%) of the 503 off-street spaces and 175 
(45%) of the 389 on-street spaces were occupied. System-wide 50% of the spaces in the core were 
occupied  

 
 
 

Table 3a: Friday Core Study Area Off-street                Table 3b: Friday Core Study Area On-street Parking    
                   Occupancy by Block                                                                       Parking Occupancy by Block  
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Block Inventory 11:00 12:00 1:00 2:00 3:00 4:00 5:00 6:00 7:00

Number AM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM

8 10 0 1 2 1 1 1 0 0 0

10 8 2 3 4 1 1 1 1 1 1

11 42 13 13 13 16 15 14 11 9 6

12 67 26 24 22 22 23 23 20 14 18

13 18 3 4 4 4 4 4 6 5 5

15 28 11 15 17 14 11 8 6 5 5

16 27 16 16 15 14 11 8 7 14 12

17 42 6 16 29 33 29 25 23 11 17

18 46 15 17 19 24 22 18 19 18 19

19 3 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1

21 14 12 12 12 11 13 14 12 10 10

22 40 32 31 33 33 30 28 25 28 26

23 14 8 9 12 10 7 5 6 8 8

24 36 11 20 23 13 12 11 8 8 8

25 32 20 19 18 11 10 8 12 16 14

26 74 38 48 57 52 39 38 16 8 10

27 23 16 14 12 9 12 13 5 5 3

28 3 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 0 0

29 90 38 46 52 47 49 52 49 50 52

30 99 6 23 31 39 32 26 11 12 11

31 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1

32 9 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 3 2

34 12 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 0 0

35 67 11 21 32 33 24 17 8 2 3

36 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

37 4 2 2 2 2 3 4 2 2 3

38 3 0 0 0 2 1 1 1 1 1

39 42 25 24 23 20 19 20 13 15 11

40 29 9 7 6 4 5 6 7 12 17

Total 892 326 392 448 424 380 352 275 259 264

37% 44% 50% 48% 43% 39% 31% 29% 30%

Table 3c: Friday Core Study Area On- and Off-street Parking Occupancy by Block 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

         
 

Graph 1a: Friday Parking Utilization Pattern by Type 
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Block Inventory 11:00 12:00 1:00 2:00 3:00 4:00 5:00 6:00 7:00 Block Inventory 11:00 12:00 1:00 2:00 3:00 4:00 5:00 6:00 7:00

Number AM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM Number AM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM

8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 10 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 4 2

10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 8 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2

11 22 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 2 2 11 20 4 7 14 15 10 9 12 9 6

12 46 13 11 13 15 14 14 13 13 11 12 21 6 6 11 10 10 9 8 10 14

13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 18 0 0 5 3 2 2 2 7 7

15 12 1 2 1 2 2 2 3 2 2 15 16 15 14 14 12 13 14 13 11 9

16 11 5 6 7 5 3 2 4 6 4 16 16 14 14 12 12 12 13 11 12 13

17 16 11 7 6 7 5 7 8 6 6 17 26 15 19 20 15 16 17 13 12 14

18 35 13 13 14 15 14 14 16 14 13 18 11 5 4 5 4 4 4 5 5 4

19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 3 3 3 2 2 3 4 4 2 0

21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 14 8 10 9 8 8 9 8 9 10

22 14 8 10 11 11 10 10 10 8 6 22 26 25 26 25 25 25 25 24 25 24

23 3 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 23 11 7 5 7 8 6 7 8 9 10

24 28 9 10 12 10 9 8 9 8 7 24 8 0 3 4 4 3 2 3 6 6

25 11 9 9 10 13 13 13 12 10 11 25 21 8 20 15 20 16 15 20 21 18

26 46 16 14 14 14 13 13 32 38 27 26 28 6 7 5 7 4 2 12 11 5

27 14 4 5 6 11 10 10 1 1 3 27 9 1 5 6 7 7 7 6 9 6

28 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 28 3 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0

29 90 71 62 62 79 73 69 80 72 63 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

30 61 11 4 7 8 8 8 48 41 24 30 38 9 8 11 10 7 7 13 21 17

31 2 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 31 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

32 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 9 5 4 5 4 3 3 2 2 4

34 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 34 4 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0

35 48 5 2 1 0 1 2 2 5 3 35 19 3 3 3 2 2 1 2 3 3

36 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 36 8 1 1 0 2 2 0 0 0 0

37 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 37 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

38 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 38 3 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

39 36 17 20 23 19 19 19 18 16 12 39 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 29 3 1 1 2 4 6 7 18 22

Total 503 194 177 188 212 196 193 258 243 195 Total 389 141 163 177 177 160 158 177 208 196

% 34% 31% 33% 38% 35% 34% 46% 43% 35% % 36% 42% 46% 46% 41% 41% 46% 53% 50%

Saturday peak parking occupancy patterns slightly differ from Friday. Tables 4a, 4b and 4c illustrate 
the hourly on-street, off-street and system-wide parking utilization respectively. Saturday off-street 
parking occupancy peaked at 5:00 PM when 258 (46%) of the 503 spaces were utilized. On-street 
spaces experienced the highest peak occupancy at 6:00 PM when 208 (53%) of the 389 spaces were 
occupied. System-wide the core study area was at 51% occupancy during its peak at 6:00 PM. To 
further illustrate this peak condition of parking utilization Graph 1b illustrates Saturday parking 
utilization pattern by type. 

 
 
 

 
Table 4a: Saturday Core Study Area Off-street                     Table 4b: Saturday Core Study Area On-street 

Parking Occupancy by Block                                                          Parking Occupancy by Block  
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Block Inventory 11:00 12:00 1:00 2:00 3:00 4:00 5:00 6:00 7:00

Number AM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM

8 10 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 4 2

10 8 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2

11 42 4 7 14 16 11 10 13 11 8

12 67 19 17 24 25 24 23 21 23 25

13 18 0 0 5 3 2 2 2 7 7

15 28 16 16 15 14 15 16 16 13 11

16 27 19 20 19 18 16 15 15 18 17

17 42 26 26 26 22 21 24 21 18 20

18 46 18 17 19 19 18 18 21 19 17

19 3 3 3 2 2 3 4 4 2 0

21 14 8 10 9 8 8 9 8 9 10

22 40 33 36 36 36 35 35 34 33 30

23 14 8 6 7 9 6 7 8 9 10

24 36 9 13 16 14 12 10 12 14 13

25 32 17 29 25 33 29 28 32 31 29

26 74 22 21 19 21 17 15 44 49 32

27 23 5 10 12 18 17 17 7 10 9

28 3 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0

29 90 71 62 62 79 73 69 80 72 63

30 99 20 12 18 18 15 15 61 62 41

31 2 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

32 9 5 4 5 4 3 3 2 2 4

34 12 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0

35 67 8 5 4 2 3 3 4 8 6

36 8 1 1 0 2 2 0 0 0 0

37 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

38 3 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

39 42 17 20 23 19 19 19 18 16 12

40 29 3 1 1 2 4 6 7 18 22

Total 892 335 340 365 390 357 351 435 451 391

% 38% 38% 41% 44% 40% 39% 49% 51% 44%

Table 4c: Saturday Core Study Area On- and Off-street Parking Occupancy by Block 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

         
  

    
  Graph 1b: Saturday Parking Utilization Pattern by Type 
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3.0 Core Study Area Practical Surplus/Deficit 

 

The result of the parking occupancy surveys would suggest that the core study area has more than 
sufficient parking to meet weekday and Saturday needs.  However, peak occupancy figures fail to 
illustrate the stress and frustration that drivers experience when trying to locate an available space in a 
particular block, lot, or curbside area. One measure of that stress is practical capacity, which estimates 
the operational efficiency of a parking facility and/or parking system.  As occupancy levels within a 
parking facility or system reach a certain level, drivers who are searching for an available space will 
be required to search longer and farther.  This increases the driver’s frustration, the potential for 
vehicle/vehicle or vehicle/pedestrian conflicts and supports the perception of unavailable parking.  
This is particularly true for drivers who wish to remain parked for only a short period of time 
(shoppers, diners, infrequent visitors, etc.).  The effective and efficient utilization and turnover of 
spaces is achieved when an operational surplus of between 5% and 10% is provided.  For the purpose 
of this study, a practical capacity factor of 10% was used to analyze parking conditions in the core 
study area. 
 
Tables 5a and 5b illustrate the block by block peak practical surplus or deficit on Friday and Saturday 
respectively. Overall, these tables indicate that the core study area experiences a practical surplus of 
355 spaces on Friday and 352 spaces on Saturday.  However, due to the private/restricted nature of 
off-street parking and depending on the type of land-use in each block, individual blocks experienced 
different peak surplus and/or deficit conditions. Exhibits C1 and C2 identify surplus/deficit categories 
for Friday and Saturday respectively.  Blocks identified in dark blue represent the highest surplus 
(more than 30 spaces) while blocks identified in light blue represent the lowest surplus (less than 10 
spaces). Alternatively, those blocks that experience a parking deficit are coded in varying shades of 
red. 
 
Even when considering practical capacity there are surplus spaces available in nearly every block 
during each survey day.  However, Block 25, which encompasses the historic baths and national park, 
exhibited a deficit of 2 spaces during the peak Saturday period.  It should be noted that there was a 
concert on the park on Saturday evening which contributed to the demand and utilization of parking 
in that area. 
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Peak Practical

Block Practical Occupancy Surplus/

Number Inventory Capacity at 6:00 PM Deficit

8 10 9 4 5

10 8 7 2 5

11 42 38 11 27

12 67 60 23 37

13 18 16 7 9

15 28 25 13 12

16 27 24 18 6

17 42 38 18 20

18 46 41 19 22

19 3 3 2 1

21 14 13 9 4

22 40 36 33 3

23 14 13 9 4

24 36 32 14 18

25 32 29 31 -2

26 74 67 49 18

27 23 21 10 11

28 3 3 0 3

29 90 81 72 9

30 99 89 62 27

31 2 2 1 1

32 9 8 2 6

34 12 11 0 11

35 67 60 8 52

36 8 7 0 7

37 4 4 0 4

38 3 3 0 3

39 42 38 16 22

40 29 26 18 8

Total 892 803 451 352

Peak Practical

Block Practical Occupancy Surplus/

Number Inventory Capacity at 1:00 PM Deficit

8 10 9 2 7

10 8 7 4 3

11 42 38 13 25

12 67 60 22 38

13 18 16 4 12

15 28 25 17 8

16 27 24 15 9

17 42 38 29 9

18 46 41 19 22

19 3 3 2 1

21 14 13 12 1

22 40 36 33 3

23 14 13 12 1

24 36 32 23 9

25 32 29 18 11

26 74 67 57 10

27 23 21 12 9

28 3 3 2 1

29 90 81 52 29

30 99 89 31 58

31 2 2 2 0

32 9 8 2 6

34 12 11 2 9

35 67 60 32 28

36 8 7 0 7

37 4 4 2 2

38 3 3 0 3

39 42 38 23 15

40 29 26 6 20

Total 892 803 448 355

       Table 5a: Friday Core Study Area                                            Table 5b: Saturday Core Study Area                                       
Surplus/Deficit by Block                                                        surplus/ Deficit by Block  
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Exhibit C1: Friday Core Study Area Surplus/Deficit by Block 
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Exhibit C2: Saturday Core Study Area Surplus/Deficit by Block 
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Block Inventory Practical Peak Occupancy Surplus/

Number Capacity at 11:00 AM Deficit

15 28 25 22 3

16 27 24 15 9

17 42 38 12 26

18 46 41 15 26

21 14 13 9 4

22 40 36 39 -3

23 14 13 20 -7

24 36 32 13 19

25 32 29 30 -1

26 74 67 71 -4

27 23 21 13 8

28 0 0 0 0

29 90 81 59 22

30 99 89 92 -3

31 2 2 4 -2

Total 567 511 414 97

While the overall parking study focuses on typical weekday and Saturday parking conditions, 
Streetscaping Committee members wished to also sample parking activity during a Sunday when area 
churches and the farmers’ market was active.  It should be noted that farmers’ markets are not held 
every Sunday of the year.   Table 6 illustrates the results of the 11 AM survey that was completed by 
Streetscaping Committee volunteers within a 2-block radius of the farmers’ market.  Committee 
members suggested that farmers’ market parking activity does not extend beyond that radius.   In 
comparison to the parking utilization that was surveyed on Friday and Saturday within that same 2-
block radius, Sunday use was roughly 50 vehicles greater. A surplus of nearly 100 spaces would still 
remain. While parking utilization is greater within this sub-area on Sunday, the overall analysis of 
future surplus/deficit conditions will continue to focus on a typical weekday and Saturday.  However, 
parking management recommendations in subsequent documents will address both the 
weekday/Saturday needs as well as Sunday church and farmer’s market impacts. 
 

 
Table 6: Sunday Sample Core Study Area Surplus/Deficit by Block 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.0  Core Study Area Sample Turnover Rate 

 
In addition to utilization data, metered space turnover and duration of stay was recorded for sample 
on-street locations. Exhibit D illustrates locations within which the license plate survey was 
conducted and which includes all of the metered, loading zone, and handicapped spaces.   
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Exhibit D: License Plate Survey Locations 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Tables 7a and 7b present turnover rates by block for Friday and Saturday respectively. On Friday 258 
vehicles parked in 111 surveyed spaces. This indicates a duration of stay of 1.6 hours and a turnover 
rate of 2.3 cars per space. The analysis indicates that on Friday 34 vehicles parked for more than 2 
hours meaning 13% of the parkers were in violation of the 2 hour restriction.  Note that this figure 
includes 5 County employee vehicles that parked in metered spaces on Fairfax Street that the County 
leases.  As such, the overall percentage would be slightly lower.  On Saturday 374 vehicles utilized 
111 on-street surveyed spaces. The system-wide turnover rate (3.4 cars per space) was higher on 
Saturday and a large percentage of parkers (23%) exceeded posted duration. 
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Total Vehicle Average Length Vehicle per 

# Face Inventory 1Hr 2 Hrs 3 Hrs 4 Hrs 5 Hrs 6 Hrs 7 Hrs 8 Hrs 9 Hrs Utilization Of Stay (Hrs) Space Turnover

11 East 5 13 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 1.2 3.20

11 South 5 9 5 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 18 1.8 3.60

12 South 5 13 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 16 1.4 3.20

12 West 3 5 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 9 1.9 3.00

16 East 6 12 2 1 4 0 0 0 1 0 20 2.2 2.86

17 North 4 13 4 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 20 1.6 4.00

17 west 7 13 4 1 2 0 0 1 0 0 21 1.9 3.00

22 North 8 12 6 6 3 0 0 0 2 0 29 2.4 3.22

22 South 8 20 6 3 0 0 3 0 1 0 33 2.0 3.67

22 East 4 8 5 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 16 2.1 3.20

23 West 3 6 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 12 1.8 4.00

23 South 1 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1.3 1.33

23 North 2 8 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 13 1.6 4.33

24 South 6 2 6 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 13 2.4 1.86

25 North 11 30 13 5 2 1 0 0 0 0 51 1.6 4.25

25 East 10 17 0 6 1 0 0 1 0 0 25 1.8 2.50

26 North 6 11 4 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 18 1.7 3.00

27 North 9 8 4 5 2 1 0 1 0 0 21 2.4 2.33

30 North 8 12 2 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 19 1.8 2.38

Total 111 215 74 45 25 4 3 3 5 0 374 1.9 3.09

Block 

Total Vehicle Average Length Vehicle per

# Face Inventory 1Hr 2 Hrs 3 Hrs 4 Hrs 5 Hrs 6 Hrs 7 Hrs 8 Hrs 9 Hrs Utilization Of Stay (Hrs) Space Turnover

11 East 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2.0 0.20

11 South 5 6 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 1.4 1.80

12 South 5 6 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 1.3 1.40

12 West 3 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1.0 1.67

16 East 6 9 4 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 16 2.4 2.29

17 North 4 17 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 1.1 3.80

17 West 7 13 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 19 1.5 2.71

22 North 8 15 8 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 27 1.6 3.00

22 South 8 9 8 4 2 1 0 0 0 0 24 2.1 2.67

22 East 4 13 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 17 1.8 4.25

23 North 2 7 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 9 1.4 3.00

23 South 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 5.0 1.00

23 West 3 4 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 7 2.1 2.33

24 South 6 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1.0 0.50

25 North 11 30 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 40 1.3 3.33

25 East 10 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 1.0 0.70

26 North 6 12 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 1.3 1.36

27 North 9 7 5 3 1 0 1 0 0 0 17 2.1 1.89

30 North 8 12 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 1.3 1.88

Total 111 175 49 19 7 2 4 0 0 2 258 1.6 2.11

Block 

Table 7a: Weekday Turnover and Duration by Block 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

Table 7b: Saturday Turnover and Duration by Block 
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SECTION 4- POPULATION BASED PARKING DEMAND MODEL 

 

1.0 Core Study Area Existing Population Based Parking Demand 

 

A study of parking utilization is simply a survey of parking use on a particular day.  Utilization does 
not identify the demand for parking nor does it record the impact associated with special events.  In 
order to analyze parking demand on a block by block basis a property/business owner survey was 
conducted.  The intent was to capture the number of employees and visitors that frequent the core 
study area during weekdays and weekends and use that data to model parking demand. A total of 58 
business owners within the core study area were interviewed representing a 90% response rate.  Data 
was adjusted by a non-captive factor of 1.1 to estimate a 100% response rate.    
 
On Friday the core study area has an estimated 384 employees and 764 visitors between the period of 
1:00 and 3:00 PM.  On Saturday the employee peak is between 10:00 AM and 12:00 PM where 
approximately 213 employees are at work. The visitor peak of 1,271 occurs between 1:00 and 3:00 
PM.  Though the Saturday employee and visitor peak hours differed the analysis of parking demand 
combines those two figures under the presumption that employees will remain parked over a longer 
period of time.  
 
Tables 8a and 8b detail the weekday and weekend population-based employee and visitor parking 
demand respectively. In order to obtain an accurate parking demand figure DESMAN applied a peak 
hour factor (PHF) to the population figures.  PHF converts people into parked cars based on estimated 
auto use patterns, persons per auto occupancy, and the average number of stops a visitor makes to 
different offices, shops, and restaurants during a single trip to Bath.  This is referred to as synergy.    
 
To calculate the peak visitor parking demand a non-captive factor of 1.1 was applied to the sample 
peak visitor number. The results were then multiplied by an auto use factor of 100% and a synergy 
factor of 75% (i.e., 75% of customers frequented more than one business). Considering a multiplier of 
1.7 visitors per vehicle, the PHF for visitors is estimated at 0.16 or 16 vehicles per 100 visitors. This 
illustrates the interrelationship between retail and restaurant business and hotels/inns, the park/baths, 
offices, the courts, and other shops and restaurants.  The employee PHF is based on a 1.1 non-captive 
adjustment, auto utilization of 85%, and an employee per auto ratio of 1.1 (one employee passenger in 
every 10 employee vehicles) and equals 0.85. 
 

The peak parking demand on Friday was calculated at 318 employee parked vehicles and 124 parked 
visitor vehicles. In comparison to peak Friday utilization (448 occupied spaces) this total of 442 
spaces suggests that that the population-based demand estimate is sufficiently accurate for purposes 
of this study 
 
Based on calculations on a Saturday the population-based peak parking demand would be 181 spaces 
for employees and 271 spaces for visitors.  This total (452) is only 1 space greater than the number of 
vehicles that were observed during the field surveys.  If deemed accurate, this would also suggest that 
almost none of the core area parkers are parking outside of the core study area.    
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Total

Peak Hour Sample Peak Parking Demand= Peak Hour Sample Peak Parking Demand= Peak

Block Employee Pop. Between PHF* Peak Hour Visitor Pop. Between PHF* Peak Hour Parking

Number Inventory  1:00 and 3:00 PM Sample Population (1)  1:00 and 3:00 PM Sample Population (2) Demand

11 42 9 0 14 2 2

12 67 19 16 85 14 30

15 28 4 3 1 0 4

16 27 34 29 112 18 47

17 42 14 11 72 12 23

21 14 6 5 0 0 5

22 40 58 49 181 29 79

23 14 77 65 44 7 73

24 36 18 15 38 6 21

25 32 14 12 65 11 22

26 74 9 8 62 10 18

27 23 2 2 0 0 2

29 90 50 43 38 6 49

30 99 50 43 50 8 51

31 2 2 2 0 0 2

35 67 6 5 2 0 5

36 8 2 2 0 0 2

39 42 10 9 0 0 9

Total 747 384 318 764 124 442

(1) Peak Hour Factor (PHF) = Non-captive System-wide Adjustment (1.1) * Auto Utilization Adjustment( 85%) / Visitor Per Car (1.1)

(2) Peak Hour Factor (PHF)  = Visitor Sample Peak Population*Non-captive System-wide Adjustment (1.1) * Synergy( 75%) / Visitor Per Car (1.7)

Employee Visitor

Total

Peak Hour Sample Peak Parking Demand= Peak Hour Sample Peak Parking Demand= Peak

Block Employee Pop. Between PHF* Peak Hour Visitor Pop. Between PHF* Peak Hour Parking

Number Inventory 10:00 and 12:00 PM Sample Population (1)  1:00 and 3:00 PM Sample Population (2) Demand

11 42 6 5 20 4 9

12 67 12 10 215 46 56

15 28 1 1 0 0 1

16 27 29 25 153 33 57

17 42 9 8 84 18 26

21 14 0 0 0 0 0

22 40 42 36 384 82 117

23 14 6 5 31 7 12

24 36 2 2 20 4 6

25 32 20 17 250 53 70

26 74 3 3 2 0 3

27 23 1 1 0 0 1

29 90 50 43 110 23 66

30 99 20 17 0 0 17

31 2 3 3 0 0 3

35 67 2 2 2 0 2

36 8 2 2 0 0 2

39 42 5 4 0 0 4

Total 747 213 181 1271 271 452

(1) Peak Hour Factor (PHF) = Noncaptive System-wide Adjustment (1.1) * Auto Utilization Adjustment( 85%) / Visitor Per Car (1.1)

(2) Peak Hour Factor (PHF)  = Visitor Sample Peak Population*Noncaptive System-wide Adjustment (1.1) * Synergy( 70%) / Visitor Per Car (1.55)

Employee Visitor

Table 8a: Weekday Population Based Peak Parking Demand by Block by User Type 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
                      

 

 
 

 

 
               

  Table 8b: Weekend Population Based Peak Parking Demand by Block by User Type 
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Total Peak

Peak Peak Practical

Block Practical Parking Surplus/

Number Inventory Capacity Demand Deficit

11 42 38 9 29

12 67 60 56 4

15 28 25 1 24

16 27 24 57 -33

17 42 38 26 12

21 14 13 0 13

22 40 36 117 -81

23 14 13 12 1

24 36 32 6 26

25 32 29 70 -41

26 74 67 3 64

27 23 21 1 20

29 90 81 66 15

30 99 89 17 72

31 2 2 3 -1

35 67 60 2 58

36 8 7 2 5

39 42 38 4 34

Total 747 673 452 221

Total Peak

Peak Peak Practical

Block Practical Parking Surplus/

Number Inventory Capacity Demand Deficit

11 42 38 2 36

12 67 60 30 30

15 28 25 4 21

16 27 24 47 -23

17 42 38 23 15

21 14 13 5 8

22 40 36 79 -43

23 14 13 73 -60

24 36 32 21 11

25 32 29 22 7

26 74 67 18 49

27 23 21 2 19

29 90 81 49 32

30 99 89 51 38

31 2 2 2 0

35 67 60 5 55

36 8 7 2 5

39 42 38 9 30

Total 747 673 442 231

2.0 Core Study Area Estimate of Surplus/Deficit Based on Population Ratios 

 

Tables 9a and 9b revisit the weekday and Saturday block by block practical surplus and/or deficit 
figures using the results of the population-based model. Although on Friday and Saturday a system-
wide surplus of 231 and 221 space exists respectively, deficit in several individual blocks emerge.   
For example, blocks 16, 22, and 23, which include County offices and a high concentration of 
restaurants, spas, and retail shops, have a combined deficit of 126 spaces on Friday.   On Saturday 
when office activity is typically quite low yet restaurant and retail activity peaks the deficits are 
concentrated in blocks 16, 22 and 25 and equal an estimated 155 spaces 

 
           Table 9a: Weekday Population Based                               Table 9b: Weekend Population Based                        

Peak Surplus/Deficit                                                             Peak Surplus/Deficit 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

Although these figures are good indicators of the number of surplus or deficit of spaces within each 
block, they fail to address the demand associated with each user group. For instance it is not clear 
what percentage of the total deficit in blocks 16, 22 and 23 on Friday is associated with employees 
and what percentage associated with visitors. 
 
In order to better identify the parking demand associated with employee and visitors, tables 10a and 
10b present the weekday and weekend theoretical break-down of parking demand and surplus and/or 
deficit of spaces by user group under the presumption that all visitors utilize only the supply of on-
street spaces and all employees utilize only the supply of off-street spaces.  
 
Overall these tables indicate that if employees were to only utilize  the supply of 460 off-street spaces 
in the core study area, a system-wide surplus of 96 spaces on weekdays and 233 spaces on weekends 
would exist. However, surplus and/or deficit figures vary within each block. For instance, an 
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Off-street

Block Parking  Practical 

Number Supply Capacity Weekday Weekend Weekday Weekend

11 22 20 0 5 20 15

12 46 41 16 10 25 31

15 12 11 3 1 8 10

16 11 10 29 25 -19 -15

17 16 14 11 8 3 6

21 0 0 5 0 -5 0

22 14 13 49 36 -36 -23

23 3 3 65 5 -62 -2

24 28 25 15 2 10 23

25 11 10 12 17 -2 -7

26 46 41 8 3 33 38

27 14 13 2 1 11 12

29 90 81 43 43 39 39

30 61 55 43 17 13 38

31 2 2 2 3 0 -1

35 48 43 5 2 38 41

36 0 0 2 2 -2 -2

39 36 32 9 4 24 28

Total 460 414 318 181 96 233

Theoretical Peak Theoretical Peak 

Employee Parking Employee Parking 

Demand Surplus/Deficit

On-street

Block Parking  Practical 

Number Supply Capacity Weekday Weekend Weekday Weekend

11 20 18 2 4 16 14

12 21 19 14 46 5 -27

15 16 14 0 0 14 14

16 16 14 18 33 -4 -19

17 26 23 12 18 11 5

21 14 13 0 0 13 13

22 26 23 29 82 -6 -59

23 11 10 7 7 3 3

24 8 7 6 4 1 3

25 21 19 11 53 8 -34

26 28 25 10 0 15 25

27 9 8 0 0 8 8

29 0 0 6 23 -6 -23

30 38 34 8 0 26 34

31 0 0 0 0 0 0

35 19 17 0 0 17 17

36 8 7 0 0 7 7

39 6 5 0 0 5 5

Total 287 256 124 271 132 -15

Theoretical Peak 

Visitor Parking Visitor Parking 

Theoretical Peak 

Demand Surplus/Deficit

employee parking space deficit of 98 (36 plus 62) spaces exists in blocks 22 and 23. Exhibits E1, E2 
illustrate the weekday and weekend population based employee surplus and/or deficit by block.  

 
Similarly, if visitors were the only group to utilized the 287 on-street parking spaces, a surplus of 132 
spaces on weekdays and a deficit of 15 spaces on weekends would exist. Exhibits E3, E4 illustrate the 
weekday and weekend population based visitor surplus and/or deficit by block. Saturday’s visitor 
parking deficit in blocks 22 and 25 is problematic as there are only 47 (26 plus 21) on-street spaces in 
those two blocks available to meet an estimated visitor demand of 135.  

 
 

 

 
Table 10a: Weekday & Weekend Theoretical               Table10b: Weekday & Weekend Theoretical  
  Peak Employee Parking Surplus/Deficit                            Peak Visitor Parking Surplus/Deficit 
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Exhibit E1: Weekday Population Based Employee Surplus/Deficit by Block 
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Exhibit E2: Weekend Population Based Employee Surplus/Deficit by Block 
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Exhibit E3: Weekday Population Based Visitor Surplus/Deficit by Block 
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Exhibit E4: Weekend Population Based Visitor Surplus/Deficit by Block 
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Block 

Number Weekday Weekend Weekday Weekend

11 2 4 0 5

12 14 48 17 11

15 0 0 4 1

16 19 34 30 26

17 12 19 12 8

21 0 0 5 0

22 31 86 52 37

23 27 7 133 5

24 6 4 16 2

25 11 56 12 18

26 11 0 8 3

27 0 0 2 1

29 6 25 45 45

30 8 0 45 18

31 0 0 2 3

35 0 0 5 2

36 0 0 2 2

39 0 0 9 4

Total 150 284 398 190

Theoretical Future  

Peak  Visitor 

Parking Demand

Theoretical Future 

Peak  Employee 

Parking Demand

SECTION 5- ASSESSMENT OF FUTURE CONDITIONS 

 

1.0 Parking Demand Condition 
 
Unlike typical municipal parking studies where significant and quantifiable development information 
is provided by the planning department or office of economic development, the Town of Bath’s future 
is less concrete and definable.   It is a historic district where new retail, restaurant, and office activity 
is associated less with new construction than with the occupancy of vacant second or third-floor 
buildings.  As a result, future parking demand, supply, and surplus or deficit conditions for this study 
will be limited to an understanding of demand increase due to Morgan County’s government and 
courts activity after the completion of the courthouse, projection of Morgan Arts Council events and 
the Ice House, and background growth.  
 
Background growth attempts to quantify the increase in parking activity associated with continued 
success and vitality of existing business and the occupancy of vacant commercial/residential space.  
That continued vitality could be generated by growth in regional tourist activity or by significant 
residential development on the periphery of Bath.   Unfortunately, this study is unable to predict the 
growth of tourist activity or the phasing and impact of residential development.  However, for 
purposes of this study and in an effort to adjust for the recent downturn in the economy, a growth 
factor of 1.05 (5%) will be applied to current population-based estimates of peak weekday and 
Saturday parking demand to reflect parking condition within the next five years.  
  
 
Based on information provided by the County, and due to 
the return of Circuit Court functions after the completion 
of the courthouse, the number of employees will increase 
by 40 during the peak hour. Similarly the number of 
visitors will increase by 120 during the weekday peak 
hour. Using the calculated PHF (Peak Hour Factor) from 
the previous section of this report, the return of Circuit 
Court functions will increase visitor parking demand by 34 
spaces and employee parking demand by 20 spaces 
 
Discussions with County administrators identified the 
option of locating Sheriffs Department functions into the 
new courthouse.  Administrators suggested that the 
parking demand associated with Sheriffs Department 
employees and fleet vehicles could require an additional 
30 spaces on a weekday. 
 
Table 11 layers the demand associated with future 
conditions on the existing population based weekday and 
weekend demand.                  

 
             
                                                                              Table 11: Peak Hour Future Parking Demand by Block 
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Off-street

Block Parking  Practical 

Number Supply Capacity Weekday Weekend Weekday Weekend

11 22 20 0 5 20 15

12 46 41 17 11 24 30

15 12 11 4 1 7 10

16 11 10 30 26 -20 -16

17 16 14 12 8 2 6

21 0 0 5 0 -5 0

22 14 13 52 37 -39 -24

23 3 3 133 5 -130 -2

24 28 25 16 2 9 23

25 11 10 12 18 -2 -8

26 46 41 8 3 33 38

27 14 13 2 1 11 12

29 90 81 45 45 36 36

30 61 55 45 18 10 37

31 2 2 2 3 0 -1

35 48 43 5 2 38 41

36 0 0 2 2 -2 -2

39 36 32 9 4 23 28

Total 460 414 398 190 16 224

Theoretical Peak Theoretical Peak 

Employee Parking Employee Parking 

Demand Surplus/Deficit

On-street

Block Parking  Practical 

Number Supply Capacity Weekday Weekend Weekday Weekend

11 20 18 2 4 16 14

12 21 19 14 48 5 -29

15 16 14 0 0 14 14

16 16 14 19 34 -5 -20

17 26 23 12 19 11 4

21 14 13 0 0 13 13

22 26 23 31 86 -8 -63

23 11 10 27 7 -17 3

24 8 7 6 4 1 3

25 21 19 11 56 8 -37

26 28 25 11 0 14 25

27 9 8 0 0 8 8

29 0 0 6 25 -6 -25

30 38 34 8 0 26 34

31 0 0 0 0 0 0

35 19 17 0 0 17 17

36 8 7 0 0 7 7

39 6 5 0 0 5 5

Total 287 256 150 284 106 -28

Demand Surplus/Deficit

Visitor Parking Visitor Parking 

Theoretical Peak Theoretical Peak 

2.0  Parking Surplus or Deficit Condition 

 
Tables 12a and 12b and Exhibits F1, F2, F3 and F4 present the future parking supply, practical 
capacity, theoretical population-based demand, and peak weekday and Saturday parking surplus or 
deficit respectively based on documented future parking demand conditions. Overall, on a weekday 
an employee surplus of 16 off-street spaces and a visitor surplus of 106 on-street spaces would exist. 
Note that this surplus is dependent on sharing of on-street spaces by visitors and informal sharing of 
all private/restricted off-street spaces by employees.  
 
Future conditions for Saturday would be slightly more problematic as visitor on-street parking deficits 
in blocks 12, 16, 22, 25 and 29 could increase to 174 spaces. Accounting for practical capacity and 
presuming that parkers would be willing to walk a few blocks in some cases a deficit of 28 spaces 
would still exist on Saturday. 

 
 
    

                 Table 12a: Future Theoretical Employee                         Table 12b: Future Theoretical Visitor Based    
                   Population Based Peak Surplus/Deficit                                         Population Based Peak Surplus/Deficit       
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Exhibit F1: Future Weekday Employee Population Based Peak Surplus/Deficit 
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Exhibit F2: Future Weekday Visitor Population Based Peak Surplus/Deficit 
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Exhibit F3: Future Weekend Employee Population Based Peak Surplus/Deficit 
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Exhibit F4: Future Weekend Visitor Population Based Peak Surplus/Deficit 
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3.0 Findings from the Assessment of Existing and Future Conditions 

 

At present there appears to be sufficient parking capacity to meet current parking needs as 50% of on-
street and off-street spaces were unoccupied during the surveyed peak weekday and Saturday period.  
However, this figure includes the availability of private/restricted parking facilities. Parking that is 
clearly dedicated for public purposes is limited to on-street spaces as there are no municipally owned 
or operated off-street lots.  Additionally, the effectiveness of on-street spaces for public parking is in 
itself limited by the fact that only 115 are actively managed through meters (102 spaces) or 
handicapped/loading zone restrictions (13 spaces).  “Locals” have learned to navigate through this 
somewhat informal and unregulated system, finding unrestricted on-street spaces on Wilkes Street 
and Mercer Street (among others) and unmanaged/un-enforced parking on private property.   
Previously, this informal system of sharing parking between property neighbors may have been 
viewed as acceptable.  As commercial activity grew and as the loss of surface parking on and around 
the courthouse was realized, the increase in demand and reduction in supply created additional 
pressure on those private lot owners to the point where they cannot continue to share.    
 
The study of future weekday and Saturday employee and visitor parking deficits that is based on off-
street/employee and on-street/visitor parking assumptions noted that though a system-wide surplus of 
spaces would remain significant deficits in individual blocks would exist.  With the return of circuit 
court functions after the completion of the courthouse (see block 23) a weekday employee parking 
deficit of 130 spaces is envisioned.  Employment levels in block 22 and the lack of off-street spaces 
dedicated to employees suggest that an additional employee parking deficit of 39 spaces be 
anticipated.  While there are off-street surpluses in other core area blocks, it is unlikely that the 
adjacent property owners (Catholic Church, Citizen National Bank, library, etc.) would be willing to 
satisfy this demand over the long term. Furthermore, on-street parking surplus, where present, should 
not be counted on to satisfy employee parking demand regardless of the demand generate.  
 
Theoretical parking deficits on a future Saturday shift from employees to visitors.  On-street visitor 
deficits north of Fairfax Street persist in blocks 12, 16, and 22 and total 112 spaces.  There are 
insufficient on-street surpluses in adjacent blocks to satisfy that demand and it is unlikely that private 
off-street lots (Asbury Trinity Church, library, City National Bank, etc.) would be available to meet 
that need. Visitor on-street parking deficits to the south of Fairfax are less significant as the County 
Inn (block 29) satisfies its visitor demand in its parking lot(s).   
 
Overall, it must be presumed that private off-street lots cannot be counted on to meet existing or 
future needs.  This increases the value of the on-street spaces and underlines the need to maximize the 
capacity and efficiency of on-street parking spaces and parking management strategies.   
Additionally, the continued growth and vitality of the core area of Bath may be dependent to a certain 
degree on the introduction of an employee/resident dedicated parking facility or facilities that could 
accommodate between 60 and 80 spaces.  Such a facility need not be in a central location given an 
employee and residents greater acceptable walking distance (compared to visitors).  Alternatively, the 
town could explore more formal shared parking agreements with select downtown property owners.  
Unfortunately, public/private shared use agreements are difficult to enact and maintain given the 
complexity of parking management that is required.  Nonetheless, the next phases of the study will 
examine physical and operational strategies that can be effectively implemented to meet current and 
future needs.  Additionally, those strategies will be examined financially to ensure that they are 
reflective of the economic demographics of Bath’s employees, residents, and visitors. 
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  SECTION 6- RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

1.0  Physical Recommendations 
 
One practical solution to the town’s parking problem is to maximize the existing capacity and 
efficiency of on-street parking curbside spaces. This section of the report evaluates future parking 
expansion/improvement opportunities under two different alternative implementation strategies. It 
also estimates the cost associated with each alternative based on the estimated data or unit price 
provided by the streetscaping subcommittee and includes price adjustments to reflect the current 
conditions in Berkeley Springs. 

 
1.1   Parking Expansion Opportunities 

 

Alternative 1: Restriping (Immediate-range solution) 

 

A strategy that can be implemented immediately to increase the current supply of on-street parking is 
to simply restripe existing parking spaces.  Exhibit F illustrates the location of on-street parking 
spaces that could be gained through restriping. According to the Town’s Parking Enforcement Officer 
as many as eleven (11) parking spaces could be gained if the length of yellow curbs indicating “No 
Parking” is limited to twenty feet. DESMAN is in agreement with this recommendation and suggests 
that the Town shall consider the following locations as a part of its on-street future parking expansion 
opportunities.   Each number corresponds to the locations on the following map (Exhibit G) for ease 
of identification. 

Exhibit G: Core Study Area Parking Expansion Opportunities 
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1. North Washington St: West side south of Union St. between the red curb (Fire Hydrant) &  current 

meters 

2. East Independence St.: North side west of the current loading zone 

3. North Washington St.: North east side south of the three meters in the 300 Block 

4. North Washington St: North west side south of the Bank drive-way between the existing   meter & 

the red curb (Fire Hydrant) 

5. North Washington St.: South east side between the last meter and Independence St. 

6. North Washington St.: South east side between the Loading Zone and Independence St. 

7. North Washington St.: South west side in front of the Perry Building, between the last meter and the 

red curb (Fire Hydrant) 

8. East Independence St. at Mercer St.: South side from the Loading Zone to the yellow curb at side 

entrance to the Ice House 

9. East Fairfax at Mercer St.: North west side in front of entrance to Magistrates Court 

10. East Fairfax at Washington St.: Southside between the Bank drive-way and Washington St (2 

spaces). 

 

Alternative 2: Reacquisition of Public Right-of-Way (Immediate to long-range solutions) 

 

To also increase the capacity and efficiency of on-street parking in the core study area, it is 
recommended that reacquisition of public right-of-ways in several key and high demand areas occur.  
It has been noted throughout this report that areas within the public right-of-way under the purview of 
the West Virginia Department of Highways (WVDOH) and the town of Bath have fallen under the 
temporary control of private property owners.  While this unapproved use of public property for 
private parking purposes or other purposes had not been an issue in the past, the increase in parking 
demand associated with office, retail, restaurant, and residential activity has brought this practice into 
question. In addition, given that the town does not own or operate a municipal parking lot, the ability 
to effectively expand on the supply of public parking is limited to these on-street areas.  
 
Concept plans have been developed in areas where it is believed additional on-street parking capacity 
can be gained through reacquisition and redesign. Other areas were excluded as an initial 
investigation suggests that no additional on-street parking could be created.  Note that these concept 
plans have been shared with WVDOH but no formal comments have been received to date from this 
agency.   In addition, all concepts and cost estimates presented in this document are for planning 
purposes only as they are based on inexact property tax maps and aerial photographs.  
 
Option A: Introduction of new on-street layout designs on Union, Independence and Congress 

Streets while maintaining two-way traffic flow pattern (2 to 3 year implementation schedule) 

 
Union Street: Exhibit H1 illustrates the proposed conceptual angled parking layout on Union Street. 
Although the recommended conceptual layout on Union Street will not increase the number of 
parking spaces, it does offer an on-street parking design that is more efficient and easier to manage as 
formal curbs, gutters, pavement markings, signage, and meters would be introduced. This concept 
could potentially create twelve (12) on-street angled parking spaces along the north side of Union 
Street.   This concept requires installation of a side-walk on south side of the street and curbs and 
gutters on both sides of the street. This plan also calls for elimination of the eight (8) foot grass/gravel 
median on the north side of the street and the displacement of approximately fourteen (14) unpaved-
unmetered spaces. (10 spaces on the north side and 4 spaces on the south side of the street).  
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Exhibit H1: Proposed Angle Parking Layout on Union Street 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Congress Street: Exhibit H2 illustrates the proposed conceptual parking layout on Congress 
Street. This proposed layout would increase the total number of on-street spaces by 1 space and it 
would require demolition of the grass median and curb along the north side of Congress Street. 
Note that DESMAN only considered acquisition of specific parts of the right-of-way on the north 
side of the Congress Street since the net gain of parking spaces would be minimal due to existing 
curb-cuts/driveways and the negative impact on vehicle’s turning radius.   Though this increase is 
small, it would permit the town to formally manage these spaces for the benefit of the public. 

 
Exhibit H2: Proposed Parking Layout on Congress St. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

Before 

After 

Before 

After 
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Street Name Before After Net Gain

Union St. between Washington & Mercer St. 14 12 -2

Independence St. between Wilkes & Washington St. 5 11 6

Congress St between Wilkes & Washington St. 8 9 1

Total 27 32 5

Independence Street: Currently (see photo on Exhibit H3) the right-of-way on Independence Street 
between Wilkes and Washington Streets has been “absorbed” and controlled by business-owners 
along its southern boundary. Exhibit H3 also illustrates the proposed parking layout on Independence 
Street, which would reintroduce these on-street spaces to the general public and create as many as six 
(6) on-street spaces. Implementation of this plan requires elimination of some trees, vegetations and 
existing curbs along the south side of the street and displacement of privately held parking spaces 
within the right-of-way. Note that due to the minimal net gain of parking spaces, location of existing 
curb-cuts and driveways, and the negative impact on vehicle’s turning radius, DESMAN did not 
consider additional use of the right-of-way on the north side of the Independence Street. 
 

Exhibit H3: Proposed Parking Layout on Independence Street 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

Table 13a illustrates the number of parking spaces gained as a result of proposed changes under 
Alternative 2-Option A. The proposed parking layouts on Union, Independence and Congress Streets 
would increase the total inventory of on-street parking in the core study area by five (5) spaces. 
 

 

Table 13a: Net Gain of Parking Spaces - Option A 

 
 
 

 

 

 

Option B: Introducing a one-way traffic flow pattern on Independence and Congress Streets with a 
one-side angled parking layout (3 to 5 year implementation schedule) 

 
Another option would be to convert Independence and Congress Streets to one-way traffic patterns 
while introducing angled parking along one side of the streets. Note that under this option the traffic 
pattern on Union Street would remain two-way with the same proposed layout previously identified 
on Exhibit G1  

Before 

After 
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Independence Street: Exhibit I1 illustrates the conceptual parking layout on Independence Street 
between Wilkes and Mercer Streets under the one-way west-bound traffic flow pattern. The proposed 
conceptual layout recommends creating angled parking along the south side of the street. 
Implementation of this conceptual plan requires the right-of-way in order to create fifteen (15) on-
street angled parking spaces along the south side of Independence Street. As a result of this plan, 
some trees, vegetation, and existing curbs along the south side of street will be required to be 
removed as will eleven (11) “private” parking spaces located within the right-of-way. 
 
Similarly, the conceptual layout plan for the section of Independence Street between Washington and 
Mercer Streets proposes conversion of Independence Street to a one-way west-bound traffic pattern 
and introduces twelve (12) angled parking spaces along the south side of Independence Street. This 
plan also requires removal of six (6) parking spaces on the north side of the street and displacement of 
four (4) parking spaces on the south-side of the street. Some curb, gutter, and asphalt installation is 
also required. 

 
Exhibit I1: Proposed Parking Layout on Independence St. under the One-way Traffic Flow Pattern 

 

Congress Street: Exhibit I2 illustrates the conceptual parking layout under a one-way east bound 
traffic pattern on Congress Street. This layout displaces eight (8) parallel parking spaces with ten (10) 
angled spaces along the south side of Congress between Wilkes Street and Washington Street.  This 
concept requires extension of the existing curb on the south side of Congress between Wilkes and 
Washington Streets.  
 
The proposed layout for the section of Congress Street between Washington and Mercer Streets 
displaces two (2) on-street parallel parking spaces and creates six (6) on-street angled parking spaces 
resulting in a net gain of four (4) parking spaces along Congress Street between Wilkes and 
Washington Streets. Implementation of this concept requires installation of curbs and gutters  

 
Exhibit I2: Proposed Parking Layout on Congress St. Utilizing One-way Traffic Pattern 

 
Table 13b identifies the net gain of parking spaces as a result of proposed roadway design changes 
under Option B. This concept could increase the supply of on-street parking by twenty-five (25) 
spaces.  
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Street Name Before After Net Gain

Union St. between Washington & Mercer St. 14 12 -2

Independence St. between Wilkes & Washington St. 5 20 15

Independence St. between Washington & Mercer St. 10 12 2

Congress St between Wilkes & Washington St. 8 10 2

Congress St between Washington & Mercer St. 8 12 4

Total 45 66 21

Alternative/Option Net Gain

Alternative 1 11

Alternative  2

Option A 5

Option B 21

Option C 1

Subtotal A+C 6

Subtotal B+C 22

 Table 13b: Net Gain of Parking Spaces – Option B 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

Option C: Improve/Reclaim Lot Parking (Liberty Street) 
                                                                                                               
 Another mid-term implementation strategy 
is to reclaim and improve a public street that 
functions as a parking lot.  Liberty Street is 
currently being utilized as a parking lot for 
the Catholic Church.  There are 8-hour 
parking meters located in a section of this lot 
but are rarely used as other spaces in the lot 
are unmarked and free. The town could 
reclaim and improve the Liberty Street Lot, 
improve public parking signage, and install 
additional meters for both short-term and 
long-term parking activity. Exhibit J 
illustrates improvements that could be 
completed on Liberty Street by a modest 
amount of paving and striping. This would 
increase the supply by one (1) spaces and 
most importantly, reintroduce this lot to the 
general public.                                                                
                                                 
Table 14 summarizes the net gain of on-street parking spaces under the two proposed alternatives. It 
is estimated that as many as eleven (11) parking spaces could be gained immediately by simply 
restriping existing spaces. As many as five (5) parking spaces can be gained through reclaiming and 
redesigning streets without changing the two-way traffic pattern.  Twenty-one (21) spaces could be 
gained by changing traffic flow patterns on Independence and Congress Streets and introducing 
angled parking.  Additionally, one (1) parking space could be gained by reclaiming and improving the 
Liberty Street Lot. 

  Table 14: Net Gain of Parking Spaces 
The town could choose to implement one or a combination of the 
above implementation strategies. For example, reclaiming/ 
improving the Liberty Street Lot and redesigning roadways, 
while maintaining the current traffic flow pattern (Alternative 
2A) could be completed simultaneously.  This action would add 
six (6) additional spaces to the supply of on-street spaces in the 
core study area. Similarly, the town could choose to implement 
both Alternative 2B and 2C, which would increase the total on-
street parking inventory by twenty-two (22) spaces. 

 

     

    

Before 

Exhibit J: Improve/Reclaim Liberty Street
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Curb & Gutter Curb & Gutter Asphalt on

Removal Installation Existing Base Side-walk

Phase Location ($8/Lf) ($25/Lf) ($3.5/Sq.Ft.) ($7/Sq.Ft) Total

Alternative 1 Various Streets Minimal Minimal Minimal Minimal Minimal

Alternative 2 Union St. between Washington & Mercer St. $800 $14,000 $12,400 $7,700 $34,900

Option A Independence St. between Wilkes & Washington St. $1,800 $5,000 $12,300 $4,000 $23,100

Congress St between Wilkes & Washington St. $600 $1,800 $1,600 $0 $4,000

Subtotal $3,200 $20,800 $26,300 $11,700 $62,000

Option B Union St. between Washington & Mercer St. $800 $14,000 $12,400 $7,700 $34,900

Independence St. between Wilkes & Washington St. $1,800 $6,000 $12,300 $4,000 $24,100

Independence St. between Washington & Mercer St. $0 $12,500 $3,500 $0 $16,000

Congress St between Wilkes & Washington St. $2,600 $15,000 $9,500 $0 $27,100

Congress St between Washington & Mercer St. $0 $1,000 $0 $0 $1,000

Subtotal $5,200 $48,500 $37,700 $11,700 $103,100

Option C  Liberty St. Lot $200 $2,800 $3,500 $6,500

Cost Net Gain Cost per Space

Alternative 1 Minimal 11 Minimal

Alternative 2 

Option A $62,000 5 $12,400

Option B $103,100 21 $4,910

Option C $6,500 1 $6,500

Subtotal A+C $68,500 6 $11,420

Subtotal B+C $109,600 22 $4,980

1.2   Cost Estimates 
 
Table 15 estimates the cost associated with each parking expansion alternative. Alternative 1 
(restriping) costs are minimal and can be completed by the town’s in-house staff.  As such, there is no 
dollar value assigned to this improvement.   
 
It is projected that the cost of introducing new roadway designs (Alternative 2) under Option A (two-
way traffic) will be $62,000. Implementation of Alternative 2 - Option B, which includes conversion 
of Independence and Congress Streets to one-way traffic is estimated to cost $103,000.  The 
estimated cost for reclaiming and improving the Liberty Street Lot is $6,500.  

 
    Table 15: Cost Estimates under the Two Proposed Parking Expansion Alternatives 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
Table 16 layers the net gain of parking spaces 
(Table 14) on the cost estimate associated with 
each alternative (Table 15). Option B has the 
lowest cost per space gain followed by Options C 
and A. The approximate cost per space gain under 
Option A is $12,400.  Implementation of Option B 
is estimated at $4,910 per space gained. 
                                                                                                                            
                                                                                                           Table 16: Cost Estimates per Space 

                                                              

While the cost per space gained appears significant, these costs must be compared to traditional 
surface and structured parking construction costs. On average, a properly designed surface parking 
space costs $2,500 per space to construct.  That cost includes grading, paving, curb and gutter, 
lighting, landscaping, and storm water control.   Parking structure construction costs can range from 
$12,000 to $25,000 per space depending on site conditions and architectural treatment/materials.  
These surface and structured costs do not include land value. If, for example, a 1/2 acre parcel of land 
in downtown Bath/Berkeley Springs cost $250,000 and that parcel could support 60 parking spaces 
(approximately 350 sq.ft. per space), then the cost to build that lot would be $250,000 plus $150,000, 
or $6,660 per space.   The cost per space gained under Alternative 2B plus 2C is, in comparison, 

much lower estimated at $4,980. 
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2.0 Parking Management Strategies and Best Practices 
  

2.1    Current Public Parking Operations 

 
This analysis of existing and future parking conditions suggests that at present, and presuming the 
availability of private/restricted parking facilities, there is sufficient capacity to meet current and 
near-term need.  However, it is unrealistic to depend upon a supply of privately-owned spaces as 
these spaces may become unavailable any time.  Issues associated with safety, security, and liability 
will require property owners to limit parking activity to your customers and/or tenants.  Signs noting 
parking restrictions and towing posted at the Nations Bank lot are a sign of things to come.  As such, 
the Town of Bath must expand the supply of publicly available parking spaces.  Given the cost of 
land acquisition, it is unlikely that a new municipal lot will be developed in the near term.  Therefore, 
on-street parking within the town’s core commercial district is the only resource that the Town of 
Bath can quickly and efficiency improve.  
 
This section of the report examines the town’s current enforcement and maintenance of parking and 
suggests operational and management strategies by which the town can improve the effectiveness of 
the parking system without negatively affecting residents, employees or visitors.   

 
2.2    Organizational Structure 

 
Unlike larger municipalities, the Town of Bath does not maintain a parking division, department or 
parking authority.  Nearly all of the day-to-day parking functions including meter installation, 
maintenance, revenue collection, and enforcement are performed by the enforcement officer under the 
supervision of the Police Department with support from other departments. 
 

2.3    Enforcement & Maintenance  

 
Currently, there are 102 active meters in the study area. Time restrictions for these meters are broken 
down as follows:  
 
! Eighty-eight (88)  2-hour meters 
! Ten (10) 8-hour  meters 
! Four (4) 15-minute meters   
 
Meters are active and enforcement is conducted Monday through Saturday from 9 AM to 5 PM 
except for Sundays and holidays.  As noted previously, one parking enforcement officer is 
responsible for all parking related functions including parking enforcement, revenue collection, and 
minor meter maintenance.  The town does enforce a comprehensive range of parking violations with 
fines ranging from $8 for common meter violations to $100 for unauthorized parking in a 
handicapped zone.  The meter enforcement program focuses mainly on meter payment  and not on the 
enforcement of the 2-hour duration.  As a result, users are allowed to park for more than two hours on 
a 2-hour meter if they feed the meter.  The Town of Bath does maintain a booting and towing 
program, which is under the administration of the Chief of Police, but this program is rarely 
implemented. 
 
 
 
 



DESMAN  
   A   S   S   O   C    I   A   T   E   S 

 

 
Town of Berkeley Springs                                                                                                                     Final Report                  
Parking Study                                                                                                                                   December 2009                              

45

2.4     2008-09 Parking Revenues & Expenses 

 
Based on information provided by the Police Department, hourly 
rates charged at meters vary from one hour for $0.25, two hours 
for $.25, and fifteen minutes for $0.25.  Meter revenue is collected 
on weekly basis.   
 
In Fiscal Year 2008-09, the revenue generated by the existing 102 
meters was $31,261.93, or $306.48 per meter per year.  Presuming 
a 300-day calendar year, each meter generated an average of $1.02 
per day. 
 
Based on this same data 1,950 tickets were issued which averages 
6.5 tickets issued each day. Of the 1,950 citations issued, 1560 
were paid, which equates to a 75%-85% collection rate.  Parking 
fines totaled $8,504.50 in Fiscal Year 2008-09.   
 
The annual operating revenue generated by the town’s parking program for Fiscal Year 2008-09, 
which includes parking fines and parking meter revenue, totaled $39,766.43.  With the exception of 
the salary of the enforcement officer’s the town does not track the cost to develop and maintain its 
parking meter program.  Based on the findings from similar municipal parking systems (Clarksville, 
TN, Ellicott City, MD, Carlisle, PA), the cost to maintain an on-street parking space is approximately 
$250 per space per year.   That cost includes meter acquisition, installation, maintenance, 
enforcement, and revenue collection. Given the total of 102 metered spaces in the study area, the 
theoretical cost to maintain Bath’s parking meter program equates to $25,500.  This would suggest an 
annual operating surplus of approximately $14,200. 

 
 

3.0 Overview of Best Management Practices 

 
3.1    Parking Management and Operational Best Management Practices 

 
As previously noted, the public parking system in Bath is comprised of on-street spaces with no off-
street spaces owned or controlled by the town As a result, the town must maximize the effectiveness 
of its on-street spaces through improved parking operation and management to provide the perception 
of readily available and convenient parking to support the business community.  The following is 
offered as a basic introduction on current parking operational best management practices and serves 
as a foundation upon which more specific recommendations for Bath are to be based.   The discussion 
of best management practices takes two forms; 1) the overriding principle regarding who is 
responsible for parking management and 2) the organization, approaches, and technologies employed 
to manage parking on a day-to-day basis.  Note that this review is based on DESMAN’s experience 
on a number of mid-Atlantic municipal parking studies, notably Carlisle, PA, North Beach, MD, 
Leesburg, VA, Frederick, MD, Ellicott City, MD, and Roanoke, VA.  However, conditions in Bath 
are, as previously stated, unique and effective parking policy cannot simply be modeled on other 
municipal program’s success.   Ultimately, an effective management program for Bath will be based 
on policies and procedures that 1) are affordable, 2), politically supported, 3) are sustainable, and 4) 
improve accessibility and support the viability of commercial and institutional uses.  Therefore, this 
overview provides some basic guidelines for sound management principals. 
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3.2    Parking Responsibility 

 
The form, function, and character of a downtown parking system is first dictated by the roles of the 
public and private-sector in the planning, development, ownership, and operation of parking.  The 
responsibilities for parking could, in some examples, fall wholly within the public-sector where new 
private-sector development is prohibited from building additional parking thus requiring the particular 
municipality to provide the necessary public infrastructure. Like water, sewer, electricity, and public 
safety, some towns and cities view parking as required public infrastructure that increases the value of 
those commercial and residential activities that it supports.  Conversely, the public-sector could 
abrogate its authority to the private-sector, requiring developers to provide sufficient parking for their 
respective needs and possibly the parking needs of adjacent developments.  
 
In the case of Bath, it appears that the community leans toward the second definition where private 
property owners are responsible for the supply and management of their own parking as there are no 
town-owned or operated off-street facilities to support the demand generated by the private-sector.  
Furthermore, only a small fraction of the on-street spaces are managed for public parking purposes as 
only 102 of the 389 on-street spaces in the core are managed through parking meters.  Unfortunately, 
given the cost of building surface and structured parking and the cost of land acquisition, it is unlikely 
that private interests would be willing to build public parking facilities in Bath.  This is due to low 
market parking rates in Bath, and in this region of the country, making the investor’s return on 
investment an unattractive one. 
 

3.3    Organizational Structures 

 
Parking industry management experts generally agree that a parking management structure most often 
dictates what a parking system will look like.  Conversely, the parking system and its operation most 
often reveal the nature of the management structure.  A fragmented approach to managing public 
parking is most often a result of low demand for public parking and does not allow a parking system 
to properly plan for future parking growth and development.  This method of parking management is 
also not conducive to supporting proper urban planning and redevelopment efforts in a typical 
downtown setting. 
 
Given the relatively small size of the public parking system (102 metered spaces), it is understandable 
that the Town of Bath does not have a dedicated parking division or department.  If the town’s 
parking system were to grow significantly, there are two organizational different approaches to 
management that could be explored.  This includes the parking authority and parking department.  
The following describes the characteristics associated with each of the aforementioned management 
approaches. 
 
A parking authority is defined as an independent body politic of a municipality enabled under State 
legislation, and created by a city or county ordinance or resolution.  In most States, parking 
authorities have the following powers and characteristics: 
 
• The ability to acquire real property either through negotiation or its vested powers of eminent 

domain. 
• A parking authority has a five-member board of directors.  The mayor with the consent of a city or 

county commission appoints the board. 
• The board is empowered to hire a director and any and all other employees that it deems necessary 

to manage and operate parking facilities, processes, and functions under its jurisdiction. 
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Not unlike other municipal departments, a parking department can manage its special charge from a 
single consolidated base.  Although parking departments can succeed in managing on and off-street 
parking facilities, there are certain inherent problems that prevent parking departments from 
delivering the higher level of service that a parking authority can achieve.   
 
The primary drawback is that parking departments cannot control all the variables associated with the 
delivery of parking services.  Parking departments are most often created to be reliant on other 
departments that have cooperation with a parking department as a secondary or tertiary responsibility.  
A meter pole is broken - call the Public Works Department.  Parking income is suspect - call the 
Finance Department.  Have a problem with a parking contract - call the Law Department.  Parking 
departments find it difficult to divest themselves of reliance on other departments, thus maintaining a 
major fatal parking flaw – fragmentation of critical support services and the absence of a true 
business model.   
 
Another problem is that parking departments must compete for funding in the municipal budget 
environment and cannot operate as a business.  It is difficult to explain to City or County officials 
why a parking structure’s restoration needs are more important than other competing interests. 
Unfortunately, a frequent byproduct of Parking Department managed facilities is lesser facility 
maintenance levels and a Class “B” appearance.   
 

3.4     Retention of Parking Related Revenue 

 
Another key to a successful public parking program is the system’s ability to be financially and 
politically neutral.  Parking best management pricing and enforcement practices are often at conflict 
with the wishes and opinions of local property and business owners.   One common refrain from 
downtown businesses is that parking should be free so that local businesses can compete fairly with 
offices, shopping centers, and restaurants in the suburbs.   However, case studies have documented 
the fact that when on-street parking regulations are removed those most convenient spaces would be 
consumed by long-term parkers, i.e., employees and downtown residents, thereby reducing the supply 
of spaces available for shoppers and other short-term parkers.  This, in turn, reduces retail/restaurant 
sales and the resulting sales tax revenue.  A key tool to financial and political neutrality is a parking 
enterprise fund.  The parking enterprise fund permits the department or authority to operate in a 
business like manner where all costs and revenues associated with the public parking system are 
quantified.  Parking rates and enforcement revenue are set to encourage commercial and residential 
vitality but with knowledge of parking planning, development, operating, and maintenance costs.  
Generally, it costs a municipality between $250 and $300 per space per year to simply maintain 
existing on-street and off-street spaces.  That cost includes meter maintenance, enforcement, and 
revenue collection, snow removal, restriping and repainting. The enterprise fund’s charter/language 
could stipulate that the municipality’s general fund would receive any surplus revenue each fiscal 
year or be responsible for any shortfall.  This would lessen any temptation by the community to 
artificially increase or lower appropriately established parking rates and fines for violations.  
   

3.5     On-street Parking Management Technology 

 
One method to significantly improve on-street parking is to enhance the level of technology applied 
to parking operations.  With the move toward a “cashless” society, it has become increasingly 
inconvenient to carry the number of coins needed to meet parking meter fees.  To offset this demand 
for increased coins, parking meter manufacturers began to offer a variety of technology options.  
These options include debit card, credit card (for multi-space parking meters), token technology, and 
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cellular phone payment technologies.  Multi-space parking meters come in two varieties, Pay-By-
Space and Pay-And-Display.  Each electronic meter option is discussed below.  
 
1. Electronic Single Space Parking Meters - The traditional approach would be to install single space 

state-of-the-art electronic parking meters that accept various media such as debit, credit and chip 
cards.   While the Town of Bath does employ single space parking meters the devices are currently 
a combination of old mechanical and newer digital meters.   This often confuses frequent visitors 
and complicates maintenance.    

 
2. Multi-Space Parking Meters - Recently, multi-space parking meters have become increasingly 

popular.  Multi-Space parking meters come in two varieties Pay-By-Space and Pay-And-Display.  
Multi-space parking meters have some distinct advantages.  Primarily, they provide a 
comprehensive audit trail of all transactions.   

 
3. Pay-And-Display parking meters have been a growing part of the on-street parking market that has 

gained and enjoyed user acceptance.  Aspen, Colorado was one of the first municipal jurisdictions 
to abandon traditional on-street single space parking meters and replaced them with Pay-And-
Display parking meters.  What started as an experiment nearly 8 years ago has turned into a 
successful national model for this payment option.  Aspen started with a few test patches of Pay-
And-Display central parking meters and expanded the program to the entire City.   

 

3.6     Parking Enforcement 

 
Effective parking enforcement is the key to any properly functioning on-street parking program. 
Industry standards suggest that a single parking enforcement officer patrolling on foot could patrol an 
area of between 300 and 400 on-street spaces every two hours.  The two hour duration is generally 
successful in meeting a variety of short-term trips (dinning, shopping, business meeting, etc.).    
 
There are no industry standards for fines associated with parking violations.  Fine values should be 
sufficient to affect proper vehicle turnover, durations promote public safety, ensure efficient vehicular 
and pedestrian circulation, and deter repeat offenders.  Therefore, effective fine values differ from 
community to community depending on their particular socio-economic conditions. 
 
The majority of municipalities nationwide maintain ordinances that permit the enforcement of two-
hour durations regardless of meter feeding.    
 
To successfully keep track of vehicles that violate legislated duration of stay parking rules, many 
municipalities employ handheld ticket writing technology.  Regardless of the size of the respective 
parking operation, implementing ticket-writing technology will greatly benefit a parking program.   

 
The general purpose for instituting the use of handheld ticket-writing devices is to: 
• Provide a less labor-intensive ticket issuing system 
• Easily track negative parking trends and reassign staff as necessary to affected areas 
• Track productivity of enforcement officers 
• Increase parking fine collection rates 
• Consolidate existing citation management programs 
• Use variable rate fine structures 
• Identify scofflaws 
• Permits greater customer service flexibility in parking enforcement 
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Information for each vehicle that is issued a warning is entered into the handheld device resulting in a 
warning being dispensed automatically.  At the end of each patrol shift, each officer downloads their 
device into a personal computer.  This information is then assigned the correct owners’ names based 
on the license plate numbers recorded and for any previous warnings.  This technology allows the 
municipality to track the number of warnings that a vehicle has been issued so that appropriate action 
can be taken should it fall within the criteria for towing.  The municipality could program the system 
to issue warnings as opposed to violations to first offenders.  This is a significant element to effective 
parking management in a downtown that supports tourism and retail activity. 
 
If the Town of Bath were to purchase this type of system, it is recommended that two (2) handhelds 
be purchased.  This will allow for a spare should the need for immediate replacement of a 
malfunctioning unit arise.  The cost of this system ranges from $20,000 to $50,000, depending on the 
level of equipment and software desired.  
 
 

Sample Handheld Ticket Issuance Devices 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4.0 Recommended Changes to On-Street Parking Operations 

 
4.1   Parking Meter Expansion Program 

 
As identified earlier, the town does not own or operate a municipal parking lot resulting in the ability 
to effectively expand on the supply of on-street parking critically important.  It is recommended that 
the town expand its on-street parking program using the following three phases. 

 
Phase 1- Introduce meters on Wilkes Street between Fairfax and Independence Street and 

Increase meter rates on Washington Street and Fairfax Street (6 – 12 month implementation 

timeframe)  

 
In an effort to keep parking manageable and user-friendly, providing consistent time limits within a 
central business core is recommended in this phase.  The Town of Bath must maintain its current 2-
hour time limit. While the practice of meter feeding is prohibited by West Virginia State law and also 
constricts the efficiency of an on-street parking program, it is recommended that Bath continue to 
permit meter feeding for the time being.  Transient parking durations of stays in Bath range from 15 
minutes to nearly 4 hours given the type of commercial business in the core study area (restaurants, 
spas, galleries, etc.).  As there are no municipal parking lots to serve long-term public parking 
activity, the town cannot enforce 2-hour restrictions until long-term public spaces are created.  To 
encourage long-term users to use peripheral metered spaces it is recommended that the most 
convenient and visible on-street metered spaces be slightly more expensive.  Higher parking rates for 
on-street spaces should encourage a greater distribution of demand where cost conscious individuals 
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can find inexpensive parking on the periphery of an area while the convenience conscious individuals 
can find “front door” parking but at a slightly higher price.  Exhibit K1 illustrates the recommended 
Phase 1 meter expansion program on Wilkes, Washington and Fairfax Streets. 
 
                                                                          
Wilkes Street: At present there are approximately 30 spaces on Wilkes Street between Fairfax and 
Independence Streets most of which are utilized by employees of adjacent blocks.  In order to make 
these highly desirable spaces available to visitors, it is recommended that all spaces on Wilkes Street 
be converted to pay parking at the rate of $0.25/hr.  Note that residents on Wilkes Street should be 
allowed to utilize these on-street spaces through implementation of a residential permit program.  
Long-term parkers would be encouraged to find parking elsewhere. 

 
Washington Street and Fairfax Street: 
Metered spaces on Washington Street 
and Fairfax Street are the most 
convenient and therefore the most 
valuable parking assets in core of the 
downtown.  Currently, there are 26 
metered spaces on Washington Street 
between Independence Street and 
Liberty Street and 25 metered spaces on 
Fairfax between Wilkes Street and 
Green Street.  Parking rates for these 51 
spaces should be greater than an 
equivalent duration in any other on-
street area.  For example, if the 2-hour 
meter rate is $0.25/hr on Congress and 
Independence Streets, on-street meter 
rates on Washington and Fairfax Street 
should be increased to $0.50/hr.                                           
 
As noted in the Parking Expansion 
Opportunities section of this report (see 
Alternative 1, page 33), as many as 6 
parking spaces on Washington Street 
and 3 spaces on Fairfax Street could be 
gained through restriping existing 
parking surfaces.  Two-hour meters 
costing $0.50/hr should also be installed 
at these 9 spaces. Overall, after 
implantation of this phase, as many as 
90 metered spaces at a price of $0.50 
per hour could be introduced in the core 
of downtown. 

                          
 

 

                                                                                             
 

                                                                                 Exhibit K1: Phase 1 Meter Expansion Program 
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Phase 2- Introduce 8-hour Meters on Liberty Street (1 to 2 year implementation timeframe) 

 
Exhibit K2 illustrates the Phase 2 meter expansion program.  As previously identified, it is possible to 
reclaim and improve the Liberty Street lot for use by the general public.  This would add 20 
additional parking spaces to the supply of publicly-available parking.  The town should encourage 
long-term parkers to park on this lot by introducing 4 hour metered durations with a $0.25 per hour 
rate.  Note that under Phases 1 and 2 of the expansion program, meter rates on Congress Street and 
Independence Street would remain at $0.25 per hour. 
 
 
 

                                        Exhibit K2: Phase 2 Meter Expansion Program 
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Phase 3-Expand On-street spaces on Congress, Independence, and Union Streets, begin enforcing 

parking duration regulations and increase meter rates (3 - 5 year implementation timeframe) 

 
Exhibit K3 illustrates the Phase 3 meter expansion program.  In order to encourage a higher turnover 
rate and to offer various time durations and price sensitive options to parkers, the Town should begin 
enforcing 2-hour regulations at this phase.  Introducing 4-hour meters and increasing rates is also 
recommended. 

                                                                                           
Parking rates on Washington and Fairfax 
Street would increase from $0.50 to $075 
per hour.  All other meters would increase 
to $0.50 per hour.  Four hour metered 
durations should be introduced at various 
locations including Independence Street, 
in the section of Wilkes Street between 
Independence and Congress Streets and 
on Union Street between Washington and 
Mercer Streets.  Depending on the 
alternative chosen from the parking 
expansion recommendation section of this 
report (either 2A or 2B), as many as  
twenty-three (23) to forty-four (44) 4-hour 
metered spaces could be introduced on 
Independence and Union Streets.  In 
addition, meter duration at the 20 existing 
meters on Wilkes Street between 
Independence and Congress should be 
increased to 4 hours without a change in 
rates from Phase 2.   
                                                                     
As noted, meter rates should be increased 
from $0.50 to $0.75 per hour on Fairfax 
Street and a section of Washington Street 
between Independence and Liberty Street 
(60 meters).  Existing meter rates on 
Washington Street between Independence 
and Union Streets (7 meters) should be 
raised from $0.25 to $0.50 per hour.  It 
should be noted that under this scenario 
meter rates on Wilkes Street between 
Congress and Fairfax Streets (10 meters) 
and at the Liberty Street lot would remain 
the same as in Phase 2, at $0.50 and $0.25 
per hour respectively.                                             Exhibit K3: Phase 3 Meter Expansion Program 
                                                                                                  
Table 17 illustrates the net gain in metered spaces as a result of the meter expansion program.  As 
many as 90 metered spaces charging $0.50 per hour would be introduced as part of Phase 1.  Twenty 
(20) long-term metered spaces with rates at $0.25 per hour would be introduced as a result of Phase 2.  
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Number of Number of 

Existing Future Net Gain

Metered Metered of Metered 

Expansion Phase/Location Spaces Spaces Spaces

Phase 1

       1-Wilkes Street 0 30 30

       2-Washington St ( Between  26 32 6

       Liberty & Independence St.)

       3-FairFax St 25 28 3

  Sub-total 51 90 39

Phase 2

        Liberty St 7 20 13

Phase 3

   Option A

        1-Union  Street 0 12 12

        2-Congress Street         8 9 1

        3-Independence Street 5 11 6

  Option A Sub-total 13 32 19

    Option B

        1-Union  Street 0 12 12

        2-Congress Street         10 22 12

        3-Independence Street 12 32 20

 Option B Sub-total 22 66 44

Finally, depending on the town’s preference in implementing Option A or B (one-way versus two-
way scheme), the following changes in the Town’s meter program would take place in Phase 3.  

 
Option A:  (Parking Expansions under the Two-way Traffic Flow Pattern) 
 
! Sixty (60) 2-hour meters would be introduced on Fairfax Street and on Washington Street between 

Independence and Library Streets at $0.75 per hour 
! Introducing eleven (11) 4-hour metered spaces on Independence Street, twelve (12) 4-hour metered 

spaces on Union Street and twenty (20) 4-hour metered spaces on Wilkes Street all charging a rate 
of $0.50 per hour 

! Introducing nine (9) 2-hour metered spaces on Congress Street and ten (10) 2-hour metered spaces 
on Wilkes Street at a rate of $0.25 per hour 

 
Option B: (Parking Expansions under the One-way Traffic Flow Pattern) 
 

! Introducing sixty (60) 2-hour meters on Fairfax Street and Washington Street between 
Independence and Library Streets at  $0.75 per hour 

! Introducing thirty-two (32) 4-hour metered spaces on Independence Street, twelve (12) 4-hour 
metered spaces on Union Street and twenty (20) 4-hour metered spaces on Wilkes Street at a rate of 
$0.50 per hour 

! Introducing twenty-two (22) 2-hour metered spaces on Congress Street and ten (10) 2-hour metered 
spaces on Wilkes Street at a rate of $0.25 per hour 

 
 
                                                                 Table 17: Meter Expansion Program 
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4.2     Single-space vs. Multi-space Meter Technology & Cost 

 
Due to current vehicle volumes and parking utilization levels within the downtown, it is 
recommended that for the immediate future the town continue to use the Duncan single-space parking 
meters for its on-street parking program versus multi-space meters.  The benefit of this 
recommendation is that there will be no capital costs associated with the purchase and installation of 
new on-street revenue control devices at this time.  However, the Town of Bath must begin preparing 
to incorporate modern technology as the town grows and parking demand increases. 

 
Each multi-space meter can monitor 10 to 15 on-street parking spaces, depending on the 
configuration of the parking and street layout.  The cost of each meter, depending on the type and 
features, ranges between $10,000 and $15,000 excluding installation.  It is estimated that the cost of 
full replacement of the single-space meters with a multi-space meter system in Bath would be in the 
range of $100,000 to $150,000; this assumes that approximately 10 multi-space meters will be 
purchased with an approximate combined installation cost of $25,000.  As previously noted, at this 
time replacing the current on-street metered system is not recommended.  However, given the 
significant benefits associated with this technology, it is recommended that the town plan for the 
future purchase and installation of multi-space meter technology. 

 
4.3    Long-term/Unrestricted Parking Expansion Program 

 
! Parking on Mercer Street between Fairfax Street and Market Street 
 

Currently, there are approximately forty-five (45) un-restricted/unpaved spaces on Mercer Street and 
Green Street between Fairfax and Market Streets.  In order to provide more long-term parking options 
for individuals, it is recommended that as the streetscaping program extends to Mercer and Green 
Streets, these lesser-used unpaved spaces be paved and converted to unrestricted spaces to serve both 
short and long-term parkers.  Overnight parking should only be allowed for residential permit holders 
who live on these two streets.   

 
! Required One-way Traffic Flow Pattern 
 

Another opportunity to create more on-street parking spaces on Mercer Street and Green Street 
requires conversion of these two streets to a one-way traffic pattern.  This would create as many as 90 
unrestricted on-street spaces.  Exhibit L illustrates the long-term/unrestricted parking expansion 
program under both one-way and two-way options. 
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Exhibit L: Long-term/Unrestricted Parking Expansion Program 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4.4    Employee and Resident Parking Permit Program 

 
The success of any downtown area often results in the misuse of on-street curbside parking by 
residents, merchants, vendors and their employees.  Service workers find it more convenient to park 
as close as possible to their location of employment even if it requires them to move their vehicle per 
the posted time limits for on-street parking.  Residents, business owners and employees often 
monopolize non-metered on-street parking (for example on Wilkes Street) as they arrive downtown 
before peak demand periods.  This is especially true in the Town of Bath as parking enforcement 
efforts do not begin until 9:00 AM, well after employees begin to arriving downtown.  This provides 
the public with the perception that there is insufficient parking in the area and results in additional 
traffic congestion due to visitors having to hunt for on-street spaces. 
 
In an effort to reduce the use of the valuable municipal parking inventory by individuals that live and 
work within the study area, a lower cost employee and resident parking program should be created.  
The concept of this program is to provide a percentage of long-term parking for residents and 
employees.  Pricing strategies should be developed to encourage this concept.  It is strongly 
recommended that employee parking occur in the areas of least demand.  Residents of downtown 
should be allowed to park at on-street spaces on Wilkes, Mercer and Green Streets at a minimal cost.  
Signage indicating the availability of these spaces to the intended users should also be put in place. 
 
The cost of this program should be modest depending on the number of residents requesting permits 
and the number of additional vehicles they wish to register.  Given the negative impact that parking 
rate increases may have, it is recommended that some free parking for both short-term and long-term 
individuals be made available in a peripheral lot that is to be located and leased by the town based on 

Two-way Scheme One-way Scheme 
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the criteria that will be set forth in the following section of this document.  Non-restricted spaces on 
Mercer Street and Green Street could also be used to serve short-term and long-term parkers. 
 
The operation of an Employee and Resident Permit Parking Program would require the issuance of 
numbered parking decals or hangtags that each user would be required to display in their front 
windshield.  This is necessary to ensure that a parking enforcement officer can verify the user and the 
validity of a vehicle to be parked in a specified space.  Valid and invalid permit numbers can be 
downloaded into the handheld ticket issuance system so that citations can be issued to users who have 
not paid for the month or who are parked illegally.  

 
                           Sample Employee/Resident Parking Decal/Hangtag 

 

      Rear View Mirror Hangtag                       Windshield Decal                                                        

 
 
 
 
 
 

Issuance of this permit would require that the user fill out a form that identifies the rules and 
regulations of this program.  To obtain a permit, a user would be required to either visit the Town of 
Bath Police Department to complete the form and to pay the appropriate first month’s fee or to 
complete the form and pay for the permit online and have the decal or hangtag sent to the user by 
mail.  In order to obtain a permit, proof of employment or residency should be required  This proof 
can be in the form of a drivers license, recent utility bill, recent pay stub or timecard, or business card 
for a local business.  A sample of such a registration form is included in the Appendix A of this 
report. 
 

4.5       Parking Validation Programs 

 

As parking fees increase it often becomes necessary to develop discounted parking program for 
visitors and shoppers of a downtown area. A merchant validation program allows a shopper to visit a 
local business and receive discounted parking. Most often, a predetermined dollar amount, 
determined by the merchant and the parameters of the program, is provided to shoppers who may 
meet purchasing requirements to be eligible in the program or to clients of professional services 
provided within the business district. To avoid abuse of the program, the town will be required to 
monitor the usage of each participant business to ensure that businesses are not providing this reduced 
cost program to its employees. Validation sales levels for all merchants must be tracked on a monthly 
basis to identify user trends. After one year of operation, the Town may want to limit the amount of 
discounted parking based on usage. If the merchant wishes to extend the program above the preset 
limits, it could do so on its own with no financial participation from the town. Under no circumstance 
should the Town fully fund the cost of this program. At best, the town should discount the cost of 
validated parking no more than 25%. The remaining cost should be funded by the local business 
association or local merchants on an individual basis. 
 

4.6       Non-metered (Punitive) Approach to Parking Management  

 
This section reviews and compares a punitive versus a non-punitive approach to parking 
management.  The foundation of any parking program is the enforcement strategy used to encourage 
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the proper use of on- and off-street parking.  Without proper and consistent enforcement levels an 
otherwise well-designed parking program will fail.  
 
If meters were to be removed from the core study area and all on-street spaces became time restricted, 
the success of parking system would rely exclusively on citations and towing as the means to bring 
about compliance with parking regulations.  Under this management strategy, parking fines would 
become the only revenue generator of the parking system.   
 
It might seem to be sufficient to conduct one patrol to issue parking citations. However, this may 
create a punitive atmosphere versus a more user-friendly atmosphere where the educational process 
could potentially reduce the number of illegal parkers and provide a better parking experience for the 
user by offering price sensitive option to parkers. 
 
 

5.0 Recommended Changes to Off-Street Operations 

 
5.1      Shared Management of Private Lots 

 
On-street parking recommendations will encourage long-term parkers, i.e., employees to seek other 
no- and low-cost alternatives.  Inevitably, this will increase pressure on private lot owners to manage 
those properties for the benefit of their customers, employees, and constituents.  While many 
employees and employers will be impacted by this program, the future parking demand analysis noted 
that county employees may feel this impact most acutely given the demand generated by County 
government functions in town. It is recommended that the county, with the help of the town, explore 
the opportunity to lease private parking lots for the purpose of maintaining public/employee parking 
access.  The county has been effective with these types of agreements in the past.  Individual lease 
agreements with those property owners that possess a large volume of parking spaces could be 
created that would permit part-time or full-time use of that property.  However, the county does not 
have the personnel necessary to manage permits or enforce this program.  The town, its parking 
enforcement program, residential permit program, and its expanding meter program could be used to 
support county or other employee parking activity on these leased lots. Parking meters or other 
revenue generating devices could then be installed, presumably generating sufficient parking revenue 
to fund lease payments and permit management costs.  Employees and tenants of those properties that 
are subject to the lease agreement could be accommodated through the use of no-fee parking permits 
that could be obtained from the town. 
 
Any lease agreement between the public-sector and the property owner would need to stipulate the 
hours of operation and define insurance language to mitigate the property owners’ liability during off-
hours.  A sample operation and management lease agreement between the City of College Park, 
Maryland and private property owners is included as Appendix B of this report. 

 

5.2     Long-range Identification, Acquisition, and Development of a Free Long-term           

Public Lot 

 
Though the identified parking expansion opportunities focus on changes that the Town, with State 
Department of Highways (DOH) support, could implement quickly and easily, long-term on-street 
parking demand estimates suggest that a publicly available off-street parking lot (or lots) is also 
required in order to meet demand.  It is recommended that the vast majority of new on-street parking 
spaces should be managed to service short-term parkers (shoppers, diners, and visitors).  Long-term 
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Stall Curb One-way Two-way Stall

Angle Width Length Aisle Width Aisle Width Depth

0 23' 23' 12' 20' 9'

45 9' 12'-9" 15' 22' 16'

60 9' 10'-5" 18' 24' 17'

90 9' 9' 20' 26' 18'

users, namely downtown residents and employees, should be redirected away from these most 
convenient spaces.  It is recommended that the Town of Bath begin to explore the leasing or 
acquisition of a peripherally located property for the development of an employee and resident permit 
parking lot.  A peripheral property is suggested as the availability and cost of land in the core might 
make acquisition difficult.  In addition, residents and employees are generally more willing accept a 
longer walking distance, particularly is price (fee parking vs. free parking) is an issue. 

 
To support future potential negotiations among the Town, County and private property owners 
general parameters for the selection of one or more peripheral employee/resident permit lot should 
include the following criteria: 
 
! The property should be of sufficient dimensions to support a minimum of 50 parking spaces 

(roughly 20,000 sq.ft.). 
! The property should not be more than three blocks from the center of the core study area (the 

intersection of Washington St. and Congress St.). 
! The property/lot design should be able to accommodate appropriate standards for pavement, 

pavement markings, curbs and gutters, lighting, and landscaping. 
 
 
6.0      Recommended Changes to the Town’s Parking Ordinance 

   
As noted previously, the current parking ordinance lacks a section that pertains to a residential 
parking permit program and.parking design standards. The following modifications to the town’s 
existing parking regulations are recommended.   
 

6.1      Residential Parking Program 

 
The creation of a residential parking permit program is recommended.  Language regarding the 
residential parking permit program should be incorporated into the parking section of the town’s 
municipal code.  The residential parking permit program section should set forth criteria regarding the 
enforcement of permanently parked vehicles in non-restricted spaces.  It is recommended that the 
town enforce over-night parking where only residential permit holders should be allowed to park 
over-night at on-street spaces. 
 

6.2      Parking Design Standards 

 

At present, there is no language regarding required parking dimensions 
in the town’s Parking Ordinance.  Table 18 illustrates required parking 
dimensions under angled and parallel parking schemes.  

                      
 

 

                  Table 18: Required Parking Dimensions 
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DESMAN also reviewed various parking ordinances from other municipalities. A sample parking 
ordinance for the city of Aurora, CO that contains a design, construction and maintenance section is 
included as Appendix C of this report. 
 

6.3     Parking Enforcement Hours 

 
According to section 13-1004 of the town’s Parking Enforcement regulations, enforcement is to occur 
between the hours of 9:00AM and 5:00PM.  Currently, given the size of Bath’s parking system, there 
is no need to extend parking enforcement hours.  However, if the enforcement hours were to be 
changed in the future based on the extension of after-hour activity, the Town should consider hiring 
another enforcement officer. 
 
 
7.0 Wayfinding/ Signage 

 

Wayfinding and a lack of unified signage is of great concern to citizens, stakeholders and visitors.  
However, the core area lacks a definable parking destination, i.e., a centrally located public parking 
lot or garage, to direct parkers.  Furthermore, a wayfinding problem can’t be addressed by simply 
adding more signs. Instead, the Town should create a setting that enables people quickly acclimate 
from a vehicle to a pedestrian mode of travel. The following are some wayfinding elements that 
should be considered. 

 
! Identifying entrances to existing and future parking lots.  
! Installing proper signage to address on- and off-street parking restrictions such as loading 

zones, time allowed and effective enforcement days and hours. 
! Providing parking maps and guides at town’s restaurants, hotels and spas. 
! Adding parking maps, rates along with a customer friendly description of parking 

regulations to the Town’s website 
! Streetscaping subcommittee to use consistent lighting, surfaces, and architectural finishes 

in public areas. 
 
 
8.0 Parking Improvement Implementation Schedule 

 
The recommendations that have been presented represent a series of steps that the Town of Bath must 
take in order to less current operational inefficiencies and to address long-range parking shortages.    
These recommendations are linked and the failure to implement any one of them would dramatically 
weaken the parking program’s overall effectiveness.   The schedule illustrated on Exhibit M identifies 
the improvement program and the implementation timeline.  For example, its is anticipated that the 
Phase I Meter Expansion Program along Wilkes Street between Fairfax and Independence Street can 
be implement within a six month period (capital allocation, meter acquisition, and installation) and 
can be completed within one year of its approval by the Town and its stakeholders.   As the meter 
program along Wilkes Street expands the town will need to invest in held-held ticket issuance devices 
and software in an effort to improve parking management and introduce customer service related 
functions (i.e., a warning for a first violation). 
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Months 3 to 5 year

Improvement Program 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 Schedule

Phase I Meter Expansion

Purchase Heldheld Ticket Issue Devices

Phase II Meter Expansion

Create Parking Enterprise Fund

Unrestricted Parking Expansion Program

County/Town Private Lot Lease Initiative

Employee/Resident Parking Permit

Phasing of Multi-space Meters 

Merchant Validation Program

Phase III Meter Expansion

Acquisition/Development of Municipal Lot

Exhibit M-Parking Improvement Implementation Schedule   
 

 

 
9.0 Parking System Revenue and Expense Model and Role of Parking Enterprise Fund 

 
It would be unrealistic to presume that these improvements can be implemented without some 
discussion of capital cost/amortization, operating costs, and revenue. In municipal parlance “what 
gets funded gets done”.  Additionally, it would be unrealistic to propose a public parking system that 
becomes a strain on the town’s general fund and financial health.  The system should achieve to be at 
minimum revenue neutral.  Moreover, decisions related to parking rates, levels of enforcement, and 
fine/violation structures can be impacted by political influences.   For example, parking meter rates 
that would be effective in creating turnover may be perceived by some as too high to be competitive 
with regional malls and big box retailers who have “so called” free parking.   A political decision to 
keep parking rates and fines low would damage the effectiveness of the public parking program and 
hurt those businesses and residents that the program will benefit.   Therefore, the creation of a parking 
enterprise fund and the treatment of the public parking system as self-financing are critical to the 
success of the recommendations. 

  
9.1    Role of Parking Enterprise Fund 

 
A parking enterprise fund is a direct unit of municipal government.  It is an accounting construct of 
municipal government that follows a businesslike model and is intended to generate adequate income 
to be self-sustaining.  An enterprise fund approach to parking management offers a municipality the 
best mix of operational advantages.  These include: 
 
• Municipality maintains direct control of parking operations and long-term parking planning goals. 
• Financial structure (self-supporting) permits department to sometimes work outside of financial 
restraints placed on other “general fund” Town departments. 
! Parking operations and development usually do not place a tax burden on the citizens of its 
municipality. 
Overall, there are no operational disadvantages to this approach to parking management.  Under this 
operational scenario, revenues generated by the parking enterprise fund would be pledged for the sole 
purpose of funding the parking program and planned parking improvements.  This approach removes 
the cost of operating the parking program from the General fund and the residents of Bath as it 
becomes a user supported program.   Furthermore, surplus parking revenue can be used for program 
that might appear unrelated to the parking program.  In some communities parking revenue has been 



DESMAN  
   A   S   S   O   C    I   A   T   E   S 

 

 
Town of Berkeley Springs                                                                                                                     Final Report                  
Parking Study                                                                                                                                   December 2009                              

61

used to support shuttle operations, landscaping and streetscaping program, and the salary of 
downtown ambassadors, i.e., individual who provide direction to visitors, support public works 
initiatives (cleaning and the identification of maintenance issues), support public safety initiatives 
(simply by their appearance), and generally promote the wellbeing of the commercial district. 

 
9.2    Parking Revenue and Expense Model 

 
Table 19 was created to determine the parking system’s ability to implement the various 
recommendations within a revenue neutral Parking Enterprise Fund.  The table includes existing 
salaries and benefits, salaries and benefits of administrative staff that currently dedicate some portion 
of their time to parking operations, the cost of maintaining existing and recommended parking meters, 
and the amortization of additional meters, hand-held ticket issuance devices (and software), and new 
multi-space meters. Additionally, the revenue and expense model includes an Enterprise Fund 
Reserve for long-term and significant capital improvements including but not limited to streetscaping, 
signage, land acquisition, and surface lot development.  
 
From a revenue perspective, the model estimates the revenue that would be generated under each of 
the three parking meter expansion programs.   Note that no revenue would be generated under the 
residential and employee permit program as it is intended to be free of charge.   The color code 
illustrates the timing and duration associated with the parking improvement implementation program 
and all cost and revenue assumptions are footnoted below the table.  Note that this model is simply 
intended to illustrate the relative strength or weakness of the public parking system and its ability or 
inability to fund basic improvements.  It should not be used for bond calculations or public financing 
initiatives. 
 
Though annual operating deficits would appear between FY2013 and FY2016, it would appear that 
the combination of expansion and rate recommendations would be sufficient to fund the cost 
associated with these and other improvement programs while maintaining an End of Year Cash 
surplus. 
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SECTION 7- SUMMATION 

 

The Town of Bath/Berkeley Springs, West Virginia recently began a streetscaping program for its 
historic downtown that could affect the supply of on-street spaces.  With reconstruction of the 
Morgan County Courthouse, expansion of Ice House’s cultural events, and continued success of 
downtown shops, spas, and restaurants there was a need to quantify the impact that increased parking 
demand would have on available parking.      
 
At present there appears to be sufficient parking capacity to meet current parking needs as only 51% 
of on-street and off-street spaces were occupied during the surveyed peak weekday and Saturday 
period.  However, this figure includes the availability of private/restricted parking lots. As there are 
no municipally owned or operated off-street lots, parking that is clearly dedicated for public purposes 
is limited to on-street spaces.  Additionally, the effectiveness of on-street spaces for public parking is 
in itself limited by the fact that only a small number of spaces are actively managed through meters or 
handicapped/loading zone restrictions.    
 
Though the increase in overall parking demand associated with the Court House, Ice House, and other 
properties in the near future is relatively modest, it must be presumed that private off-street lots 
should not be counted on to meet this need.  This increases the value of the on-street spaces and 
underlines the need for more comprehensive parking management strategies. 
 
While the optimal solution would be the development of one or two centrally located municipal 
parking lots, given the challenge in land acquisition a more practical solution is to maximize the 
capacity and efficiency of existing on-street spaces.   The study examined three phases of parking 
improvement.  The first phase would increase the number of on-street spaces through basic restriping.  
The second and third phases are associated with the future of the streetscaping program.  If existing 
two-way traffic patterns are maintained on Wilkes, Congress, Independence, and Union Street then 
the town would gain a modest number of new spaces.  However, those formally designed and defined 
spaces could accommodate 2-hour and 4-hour meters, thus increasing the supply of publicly managed 
spaces.   With the introduction of one-way traffic on those streets the town would gain a sizable 
number of new spaces and, with meters, a means to manage them for the community’s benefit.    
 
It should be noted that these presently undefined curbside areas are being monopolized by the 
adjacent property owner for their own purposes.  It is likely that those property owners will feel 
inconvenienced by the formalization of the public right-of-way for publicly available parking.  The 
eventuality of the streetscaping program is going to affect these property owners nonetheless, but the 
goal of the meter expansion program is to increase access to these businesses through fair and 
effective parking management.  It should also be noted that any metered parking expansion program 
would displace long-term parkers such as employees and residents during hours of operation 
(Monday-Saturday, 9AM-5PM).  It will be necessary for the town to expand the number of 
unrestricted on-street spaces along peripheral streets to accommodate long-term parking activity.   
Additionally, it is recommended that the County, as the largest employer in the downtown, should 
work with the town and private property owners in the development of shared use parking lease 
agreements.  However defined, long-term parkers will be sorely tempted to park in private lots and 
the County and town should work with these owners toward the appropriate shared use of their 
properties during peak and off-peak hours.  
 
With expansion of the on-street parking system and shared management with private lots owners 
comes increased management complexity.  New equipment and management procedures will be 
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required to provide greater flexibility to planning, operations, maintenance, and enforcement efforts.   
A key to enforcement flexibility is the acquisition of hand-held ticket issuance devices.  These 
devices will increase administrative efficiency and offer for the first time some customer friendly 
elements such as a warning for first time violators. 
 
Expansion and increased operational complexity comes at a cost.  New meter and hand-held 
technology can be expensive.  Additionally, the town must acquire land for the development of a 
peripheral employee/resident permit lot in the future (5+ years hence) as on-street parking alone 
cannot be counted on to meet future parking needs. The cost associated with the various improvement 
programs can be absorbed by the public parking system presuming the creation of a Parking 
Enterprise Fund.  That Fund, as opposed to the General Fund, would be responsible for all expenses 
and revenues and would operate in a business-like manner.    
 
Though the Town of Bath’s public parking system is small, there is strong supporting evidence to 
suggest that the program can grow in efficiency and effectiveness without requiring significant 
increases in parking fees or fines for violations. Bath does not need to re-invent its public parking 
“wheel”; it simply needs to get its wheel to spin more efficiently. 
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PARKING SYSTEM 

MONTHLY PARKING POLICIES 
 

As a monthly parker in the City of West Palm Beach Municipal Parking System, please familiarize yourself 
with following monthly parking policy statements. 
 

! Funded through publicly offered revenue bonds, the covenants of the bonds issued mandate the 
operation parking facility be first come, first served. We cannot guarantee parking availability at 
anytime. 

! The City of West Palm Beach designed the monthly parking program to offer the consistent users 
of the facility a discounted rate as compared with the daily hourly charges. The card issued to you 
only control access to your assigned parking facility. Your card is monitored be a state of the art 
access and revenue control system. Your card has a specific number assignment, which 
corresponds with your account number. 

! The required $10.00 deposit on each access card is necessary to protect our financial investment in 
the car to encourage proper use and storage of the card while in your possession. A full refund of 
the deposit will be given upon the return of the access card in good condition and there are no 
outstanding charges due, determined by the City of West Palm Beach Parking System. 

! The monthly payment is due by the first of every month. For your convenience, exact check 
payments accepted at the staffed exit lanes of each facility. You must submit cash payments, or 
payments requiring receipt to our office at 195 N. Narcissus Ave, West Palm Beach, FL. 33401. 
Access to the assigned parking facility will be denied if payment is not received be the fifth 
business day of the month. Applicable hourly charges will apply until payment is made. 

! It will be the responsibility of the card holder (parker) to submit payment when due, without 
invoice or other notice from the City of West Palm Beach Parking System. 

! A 50% refund will be given only upon return of the access card before the 15th of the month. 
Monthly parking cancellations received after the 15th of the month are not eligible for a refund of 
fees. 

! Your access card is nontransferable. Only the assigned person to the card may use it for parking in 
the assigned facility. You cannot enter a facility and then attempt to use the access card for another 
immediate entry. The access control system will have recorded your entry and will prevent another 
attempt to enter the facility until you have used the card to first exit the facility. You cannot exit a 
facility and then attempt to reuse the access card for another immediate exit. The access control 
system will have recorded your exit and will prevent another attempt to exit a facility until you 
have used the card to first enter the facility. Anyone who violates this policy will pay the lost 
ticket fee of $10.00. Monthly users time zone violations, flat $5.00. 

! During select Special Events, the City of West Palm Beach reserves the right to limit the use of 
monthly access card holders. During these Special Events, all parkers using the facilities are 
responsible for all applicable. 

! The assigned access card must be present to take advantage of the monthly program. Monthly 
parkers who fail to produce the assigned access card upon entry or exit are responsible for the 
appropriate refundable hourly fees. With a ticket fees are: $1.00 per hour until 6:00PM. After 
12:00AM an additional flat rate fee will be added of $7.00. Without a ticket, the lost ticket fee of 
$10.00 will apply. 

By following the policies of the monthly parking program, you will find parking in our facilities to be 
conenient and accessible. 
Thank you for your patronage and we encourage you to contact our office at 659-8060 should you have any 
problems, comments, or suggestions 
 
      
Monthly Card Holder’s Signature / Date 
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City of Stamford 

Parking Authority 

888 Washington Blvd. 

Stamford, CT 

  
MONTHLY ACCESS CARD APPLICATION 

 
USER INFORMATION 

 
Last Name ________________________________ 
 
First Name ________________________________ 
 
Address _____________________________ 
 
City ________________________________ 
 
State _______________________________ Zip ____________________  
 
Contact Telephone # ____________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
BUSINESS INFORMATION 

 
Company Name ________________________________________ 
 
Company Address ______________________________________ 
 
Company Telephone ____________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
VEHICLE INFORMATION 

 
Make _______________________   Color ___________________ 
 
Model ______________________    Tag ____________________ State ___________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Charges are for parking only.  We are not responsible for loss or damage due to fire, theft, 
breakage or collision.  Only license is granted and no bailment is created.  The City of Stamford 
reserves the right to restrict the use of access cards.  I have received, read and understand the 
rules set forth by the City of Stamford. 

 
 
 
Signature _________________________________________ Date __________________ 
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