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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.

Town of Berkeley Springs 1 Final Report
Parking Study December 2009
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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
la 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.

Town of Berkeley Springs 3 Final Report
Parking Study December 2009
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Table 1a: Study Area Off-street Parking Table 1b: Study Area On-street Parking
Inventory by Block by Type Inventory by Block by Type
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 0 2 31 0 0 0 0 0 0
32 0 0 32 9 0 0 0 0 9
33 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 36 8 0 0 0 0 8
37 0 0 37 0 0 0 0 4
38 24 0 24 38 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
42 69 0 69 42 14 0 0 0 14
43 0 0 0 43 0 0 0 0 6
44 0 0 0 44 0 0 0 0 0
Total | 1,153 0 | 1,153 Total 358 145 102 13 2 620
Town of Berkeley Springs 4 Final Report
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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.

Town of Berkeley Springs 6 Final Report
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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.

e Parking spaces in the town are under utilized

o County needs around 60 parking spaces for its employees

o Meters have different time restrictions which confuses people

o County should provide more parking

e Many people use parking spaces in the Trinity Church lot

e The Town should enforce restriction on private properties

o Alleyways should be enforced

e The County should build a parking facility

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

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

e Discontinue Saturday parking enforcement

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

o Duration of meters should be extended

o Employees are willing to walk for about 2 blocks

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

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

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

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

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

o Enforcement is overly aggressive

e Parking should be a revenue generator

o Meters should be installed in the trailer lot

o Some informal sharing is already taking place as some Courthouse employees and employees form other
businesses already park on the Church Lot

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

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

e One solution to parking is the Antique Mall lot

e The Courthouse lot was full everyday before the construction started

o Locals are price sensitive

o 350 to 870/month is a fair permit fee for employees

o Acceptable walking distance for tourists is 2 to 3 blocks

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

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

o Warning tickets should be issued for the first parking violation

o Converting Mercer to a one-way pattern is not a good idea

Town of Berkeley Springs 8 Final Report
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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
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 19 3 0 0 0 0 3
21 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

Town of Berkeley Springs 9 Final Report
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Exhibit B3: Core Study Area Parking Inventory by Block by Type

A

¥ % "61 Il LL“ 8y e ]n
nn-?/.- ML Nreat — ‘i — '

w
;fil 1.8
[ &

e
-
- -
.
-
L
i —

) W———
g A ~/

InGEEEndence Streed
.m ed|.!
: ; ol

Lo

ot

OCT S
—

.=
Varren SUee! o

O — e e s, . e s s,

B Paovod Uninestrictod On-stroct

- Metered Onestroct
P Handicappad
Loadng Zone

I e Of-stroct

— Unpaved Uneestrictod Onestroct == Parking

Public Right-of-way

PSS Onder Conanaction e =—=g
.-:') Block Coding

A LotCoding

Town of Berkeley Springs
Parking Study

10 Final Report
December 2009



DESMAN

ASSOCTITITATES

2.0 Core Study Area Current Peak Parking Utilization

Hourly utilization data for off- and on-street parking spaces was collected on Friday July 17" from 11
AM to 7 PM and Saturday July 18" 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
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 av | pv [ pm|pv|pvfpm|pv|Pv]| pm Number AM | pv [ Pv| pm | Pv [ 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 oJojJojo]lolofofo]o 10 8 2341t ][]
11 22 s| 8|7 |s8|s|[s|[e6]6]3 11 20 s sle|s]7[6]|s5]3]3
12 46 22 19 17| 17| 1717|1410 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 14 116 13| 10| 8 6 5 5
16 11 7171633 2]23]3 16 16 9ol 9ol9of1n]|s8]e|s5]ufo
17 16 3 617|139 9]2]3 17 26 3 13161616 14] 9|14
18 35 Bl BB 17|10]17]15]17 18 11 2| 4] 6 s518f2]3]2
19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 3 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1
21 0 oJoJojo]lolofofo]o 21 14 w342 10]10
22 14 s|1wofuzfw|ofs|s]4]3 22 26 |24 21212321 |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 nm|l sle|1|2)3]6]4]4 25 21 9|11zl 8| s|e6]12f10
26 46 | 32| 363938353310 6] 8 26 28 6 | 121814 4| s5|6]2]2
27 14 71717566553 27 9 9| 75|46 7[0o]ofo
28 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 7 131 7 3 1 2 2
31 2 2 2|1 ]1 111 31 oflojJof1]oloflo]olfo
32 0 0 0]0]o0 0o]o]o 32 tf 122 f2]22]3]:2
34 8 0 0]0]o0 0o]o]o 34 tf22|1 1]t f1]o]o
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 36 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
37 0 0]0]o0 0o]o]o 37 222|234 f2]2]3
38 0 o] ojJoj]o]o 0o]o]o 38 3 ofofJof2 1] 1 f1]1]1
39 36 | 24| 2323|2019 20]13]15] 11 39 6 1 trfolJofoflo]Jofo]o
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%
Town of Berkeley Springs 11 Final Report
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Table 3c: Friday Core Study Area On- and Off-street Parking Occupancy by Block

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
11 42 13 13 13 16 15 14 11 9
12 67 26 24 22 | 22| 23 |1 23 | 20 14 18
13 18 3 4 4 4 4 4 6 5
15 28 11 15 17 14 11 8 6 5
16 27 16 16 15 14 11 8 7 14 12
17 42 6 16 29 | 33 29 1 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 | 331 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 1 521 39| 38 16 8 10
27 23 16 14 12 9 12 13 5 5
28 3 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 0
29 90 38 46 52 | 471 49 ] 52 |1 49 ] 50 | 52
30 99 6 23 1 31 | 393226 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
37 4 2 2 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%

Graph la: Friday Parking Utilization Pattern by Type
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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
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|em|em | pv | em | e | pm
8 0 olololo]Jo|lo]Jo]o]o 8 0o [ 1]o]Jol1]o]lof2fa]o:2
10 0 ololo]Jofoflofo|lofo 10 8 1] 1 1f1]2 2 | 2
11 2 lofofo| ] 1|t ]1f2]2 11 20 | 4] 7]14]is{1o]o|12f9]es
12 46 | B3| 3|54 4f13]| 3|1 12 210 | 6] 6 |11]10f10] 9 10 | 14
13 0 olo] o] o ofofof o 13 8 foJo|s|3|2l2]2]7]7
15 12 2t 2]2)2]3]]2]:2 15 16 [ 15|44 2|n]affi]o
16 11 sle| 7] s|3|2]4|6]4 16 16 |||zl n]e|is
17 6 |1t ]| 76|75 7]8]6]6 17 26 |is|19f20]|15f16]17]13f12] 14
18 35 |3 f@fis]4a]alie] 4] 13 18 11 s|lafs|alala]ls]|s]a
19 ol ool o ofo]ofo 19 3 33 f2f2f3]4]4]2
21 ololo]Jofoflofo|lofo 21 14 | 8|1wo]o|8]|8|9ofs]o]io
22 14 | 8o fin]wo]iwof] s]|s 22 26 | 25| 26 25| 25| 25| 25| 24| 25| 24
23 3 11 ]o]1 ofo]ofo 23 n|7]s 6| 78] 9]10
24 28 ofwf|fn2fw]o]s]o]s]7 24 8 o3 f[af43]2]3]6]6
25 11 9l o |o|B|B|lBlizfio]un 25 21 8 [20| 15|20 16| 15] 20 21 [ 18
26 46 | 16| 14| 14|14 13 13]32]38]27 26 28 Ve 75| 7|4]2|12f11]s
27 14 |4 s]e|un|wo|wf1]1]3 27 9 1] s]e]l7|7]7[6]9]6s
28 0 ololo]Jofoflofoa|lofo 28 3 ofofof2f1fo]oflo]o
29 90 | 71|62 |e62|79]73]|69]8] 72]63 29 0 ofofofofofo]oflo]o
30 6l || 47| 8] 8| 8|48]41]24 30 38 o s |ufwof 7] 7])13f2r] 17
31 ol t vt fufufaf1 31 0 ofofofofofo]oflo]o
32 0 olololo]Jo|lo]Jo]o]o 32 9 sl a|s|afl33]2]2]:¢4
34 8 ololo]Jofoflofoa|lofo 34 4 oftftfif1fo]loflo]o
35 48 | sf2] 1ol 1 f2]2]5]3 35 19 [ 333221 f2]3]3:
36 ololo]Jofoflofoa|ofo 36 8 1]1]o]l2|2]oflofo]o
37 ololo]Jofoflofoa|lofo 37 4 oJo|lofofoflo]o]olfo
38 ololo]Jofoflofoa|lofo 38 3 1] 1]1]oflo]oflofo]o
39 36 | 17| 20|23 19] 19| 19]18] 16 12 39 6 o]Jo|lofofoflo]o]olfo
40 0 0oJolo]Joflolofolofo 40 29 | 3] 1 ]1]2]4]e6|7]18]2
Total | 503 | 194 | 177|188 | 212 | 196 | 193 [ 258 243 [ 195 Total | 389 | 141] 163177/ 177] 160 | 158 [ 177 208 | 196
% 34% | 31% | 33% | 38% | 35% | 34% | 46%| 43% | 35% % 36% | 42% | 46%| 46% | 41% | 41% | 46% | 53% | 50%
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Table 4c: Saturday Core Study Area On- and Off-street Parking Occupancy by Block

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
10 8 1 1 1 1 2 2 2
11 42 4 7 14 (16| 11| 10| 13| 11
12 67 19 17 | 24|25 24| 23|21 ]23] 25
13 18 0 0 5 3 2 2 2 7 7
15 28 1616 |15 14]15[ 16| 16| 13] 11
16 27 191201918116 15 ] 15| 18| 17
17 42 26 | 26 | 2622|2124 21] 18] 20
18 46 18 17 11919 18] 182119 17
19 3 3 3 2 3 4 2 0
21 14 8 | 10 8| 8 819110
22 40 33 36 | 36 136135 35| 34| 33] 30
23 14 8 6 7 9 6 7 8 9 | 10
24 36 9 | 1316141210 12f14] 13
25 32 17129 [ 25(33)129] 28] 32]31]29
26 74 2021|1921 17] 15| 44]49]| 32
27 23 5 10 | 12| 181 17| 17 7110] 9
28 3 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0
29 90 71 62 | 621791 73| 69 | 80 | 72| 63
30 99 20 12 1 181 18| 15 ] 15| 61 | 62 | 41
31 2 0ol 1 1 U T T O A Y O O IO
32 9 5 4 5 4 3 3 2 2 4
34 12 0| 1 1|11l ofo]ofo
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 17120 | 23119119 19 ] 18 | 16| 12
40 29 3 1 1124 6] 7]18]22
Total 892 335] 340 | 365|390 | 357| 351 | 435|451 391
% 38% | 38% | 41% | 44% | 40% | 39% | 49% | 51% | 44%

Graph 1b: Saturday Parking Utilization Pattern by Type

750 A

600

450 1

300 A

150 +

Saturday Hourly Parking Occupancy Pattern

by Type

Core Study Area Invento ry= 892

__/\//\
-

0
11:00
AM

12:00
PM

1:00
AM

2:00

AM

O Off-Street

3:00
AM

4:00 5:00
AM AM

0O On-Street

6:00
AM

7:00
AM

Town of Berkeley Springs
Parking Study

14

Final Report
December 2009



DESMAN

ASSOCTITITATES

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.

Town of Berkeley Springs 15 Final Report
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Table 5a: Friday Core Study Area
Surplus/Deficit by Block

Table 5b: Saturday Core Study Area
surplus/ Deficit by Block

Peak Practical Peak Practical
Block Practical Occupancy Surplus/ Block Practical | Occupancy Surplus/
Number | Inventory Capacity at 1:00 PM Deficit Number Inventory Capacity | at 6:00 PM Deficit

8 10 9 2 7 8 10 9 4 5

10 8 7 4 3 10 8 7 2 5

11 42 38 13 25 11 42 38 11 27

12 67 60 22 38 12 67 60 23 37

13 18 16 4 12 13 18 16 7 9

15 28 25 17 8 15 28 25 13 12

16 27 24 15 9 16 27 24 18 6

17 42 38 29 9 17 42 38 18 20

18 46 41 19 22 18 46 41 19 22

19 3 3 2 1 19 3 3 2 1

21 14 13 12 1 21 14 13 9 4

22 40 36 33 3 22 40 36 33 3

23 14 13 12 1 23 14 13 9 4

24 36 32 23 9 24 36 32 14 18

25 32 29 18 11 25 32 29 31 -2

26 74 67 57 10 26 74 67 49 18

27 23 21 12 9 27 23 21 10 11

28 3 3 2 1 28 3 3 0 3

29 90 81 52 29 29 90 81 72 9

30 99 89 31 58 30 99 89 62 27

31 2 2 2 0 31 2 2 1 1

32 9 8 2 6 32 9 8 2 6

34 12 11 2 9 34 12 11 0 11

35 67 60 32 28 35 67 60 8 52

36 8 7 0 36 7 0 7

37 4 4 2 37 0 4

38 3 3 0 38 0 3

39 42 38 23 15 39 42 38 16 22

40 29 26 6 20 40 29 26 18 8
Total 892 803 448 355 Total 892 803 451 352
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Exhibit Cl1: 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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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

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
28 0 0 0
29 90 81 59 22
30 99 89 92 -3
31 2 2 4 -2
Total 567 511 414 97

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.

Town of Berkeley Springs 19 Final Report
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Exhibit D: License Plate Survey Locations
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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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Table 7a: Weekday Turnover and Duration by Block

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) [l 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 4 171 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 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 14 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 2.1 233
24 South 6 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1.0 0.50
25 North 11 301 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 6 121 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 8 121 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
Table 7b: Saturday Turnover and Duration by Block
Block Total Vehicle | Average Length Vehicle per
# Face |Inventory| 1Hr |2 Hrs|3 Hrs|4 Hrs|5Hrs| 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 24 322
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 1.6 433
24 South 6 2 6 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 13 24 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 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 18 1.7 3.00
27 North 9 8 5 2 1 0 1 0 0 21 24 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
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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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Table 8a: Weekday Population Based Peak Parking Demand by Block by User Type

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 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 0 0 2
29 90 50 43 38 6 49
30 99 50 43 50 8 51
31 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)

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

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 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 0 2
36 8 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)
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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
Total Peak Total Peak
Peak Peak Practical Peak Peak Practical
Block Practical | Parking || Surplus/ Block Practical | Parking || Surplus/
Number | Inventory| Capacity | Demand || Deficit Number JInventory] Capacity | Demand || Deficit
11 42 38 2 36 1 42 38 9 29
12 67 60 30 30 12 67 60 56 4
15 28 25 4 21 15 28 25 1 24
16 27 24 47 23 16 27 24 57 -33
17 42 38 23 15 17 42 38 26 12
21 14 13 5 8 21 14 13 0 13
22 40 36 79 43 22 40 36 117 -81
23 14 13 73 -60 23 14 13 12 1
24 36 32 21 11 24 36 32 6 26
25 32 29 22 7 25 32 29 70 -41
26 74 67 18 49 26 74 67 3 64
27 23 21 2 19 27 23 21 1 20
29 90 81 49 32 29 90 81 66 15
30 99 89 51 38 30 99 89 17 72
31 2 2 2 0 31 2 2 3 -1
35 67 60 5 55 35 67 60 2 58
36 I 7 2 5 36 8 7 2 5
39 42 38 9 30 39 42 38 4 34
Total | 747 673 442 231 Total | 747 | 673 [ 452 | 221

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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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 Tablel0b: Weekday & Weekend Theoretical
Peak Employee Parking Surplus/Deficit Peak Visitor Parking Surplus/Deficit
Theoretical Peak || Theoretical Peak Theoretical Peak || Theoretical Peak
Off-street| Employee Parking||Employee Parking On-street Visitor Parking Visitor Parking
Block |Parking |Practical Demand Surplus/Deficit Block | Parking |Practical Demand Surplus/Deficit
Number| Supply | Capacity | Weekday| Weekend || Weekday | Weekend Number| Supply | Capacity | Weekday| Weekend || Weekday [ Weekend
11 22 20 0 5 20 15 11 20 18 2 4 16 14
12 46 41 16 10 25 31 12 21 19 14 46 5 =27
15 12 11 3 1 8 10 15 16 14 0 0 14 14
16 11 10 29 25 -19 -15 16 16 14 18 33 -4 -19
17 16 14 11 8 3 6 17 26 23 12 18 11 5
21 0 0 5 0 -5 0 21 14 13 0 0 13 13
22 14 13 49 36 -36 -23 22 26 23 29 82 -6 -59
23 3 3 65 5 -62 -2 23 11 10 7 7 3 3
24 28 25 15 2 10 23 24 8 7 6 4 1 3
25 11 10 12 17 22 -7 25 21 19 11 53 -34
26 46 41 8 3 33 38 26 28 25 10 0 15 25
27 14 13 2 1 11 12 27 9 8 0 0 8 8
29 90 81 43 43 39 39 29 0 0 6 23 -6 -23
30 61 55 43 17 13 38 30 38 34 8 0 26 34
31 2 2 2 3 0 -1 31 0 0 0 0 0 0
35 48 43 5 2 38 | 41 35 19 17 0 0 17 17
36 0 0 2 2 2 2 36 8 7 0 0 7 7
39 36 32 9 4 24 28 39 6 > 0 0 5 5
Total | 460 | 414 | 318 | 181 | 96 | 233 Total | 287 | 256 | 124 ] 271 || 132 | -IS
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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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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 Theoretical Future || Theoretical Future
the return of Circuit Court functions after the completion Peak Visitor Peak Employee

of the courthouse, the number of employees will increase  Block | Parking Demand || Parking Demand
by 40 during the peak hour. Similarly the number of Number] Weekday]| Weekend | Weekday | Weekend

visitors will increase by 120 during the weekday peak 11 2 4 0 5
hour. Using the calculated PHF (Peak Hour Factor) from 12 14 48 17 1
the previous section of this report, the return of Circuit 15 0 0 4 !
. g . . . 16 19 34 30 26
Court functions will increase visitor parking demand by 34 17 2 19 2 g
spaces and employee parking demand by 20 spaces 21 0 0 5 0
22 31 86 52 37
Discussions with County administrators identified the 5 27 7 133 5
option of locating Sheriffs Department functions into the 24 6 4 16 2
new courthouse.  Administrators suggested that the 25 11 56 12 18
parking demand associated with Sheriffs Department 26 11 0 8 3
employees and fleet vehicles could require an additional 27 0 0 2
30 spaces on a weekday. 29 6 25 45 45
30 8 0 45 18
Table 11 layers the demand associated with future 31 0 0 2 3
conditions on the existing population based weekday and g 2 8 g ; ;
weekend demand. 39 0 0 9 4

Total 150 284 398 190
Table 11: Peak Hour Future Parking Demand by Block
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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
Theoretical Peak ([ Theoretical Peak Theoretical Peak | Theoretical Peak
Off-street, Employee Parking| Employee Parking On-street| Visitor Parking Visitor Parking
Block |Parking [ Practical Demand Surplus/Deficit Block |Parking [Practical Demand Surplus/Deficit
Number| Supply | Capacity | Weekday| Weekend || Weekday | Weekend Number| Supply | Capacity] Weekday | Weekend || Weekday | Weekend
11 22 20 0 5 20 15 11 20 18 2 4 16 14
12 46 41 17 11 24 30 12 21 19 14 48 5 -29
15 12 11 4 1 7 10 15 16 14 0 0 14 14
16 11 10 30 26 -20 -16 16 16 14 19 34 -5 -20
17 16 14 12 8 2 6 17 26 23 12 19 11 4
21 0 0 5 0 -5 0 21 14 13 0 0 13 13
22 14 13 52 37 -39 -24 22 26 23 31 86 -8 -63
23 3 3 133 5 -130 -2 23 11 10 27 7 -17 3
24 28 25 16 2 9 23 24 8 7 6 4 1 3
25 11 10 12 18 -2 -8 25 21 19 11 56 8 -37
26 46 41 8 3 33 38 26 28 25 11 0 14 25
27 14 13 2 1 11 12 27 9 8 0 0 8 8
29 90 81 45 45 36 36 29 0 0 6 25 -6 -25
30 61 55 45 18 10 37 30 38 34 8 0 26 34
31 2 2 2 3 0 -1 31 0 0 0 0 0 0
35 48 43 5 2 38 41 35 19 17 0 0 17 17
36 0 0 2 2 -2 -2 36 8 7 0 0 7 7
39 36 32 9 4 23 28 39 6 5 0 0 5 5
Total 460 414 398 190 16 224 Total | 287 256 150 284 106 -28
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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

0 On-sireet parking gain as 2 result of restriping
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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
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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.
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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
y ',' : .,g‘ " ) R ——v = ; ,,T;‘.' cu“ousﬂ

EX{sting m«lsx PmaF"' * [ existing[on-st. Aorking |
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Wilkes St

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

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

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
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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
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Congress Street: Exhibit 12 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 12: Proposed Parking Layout on Congress St. Utilizing One-way Traffic Pattern

3

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

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

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 e 7%
the Catholic Church. There are 8-hour ZAZ o
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 ke ¥ ol
reclaim and improve the Liberty Street Lot, 7 7
improve public parking signage, and install A7
additional meters for both short-term and
long-term parking activity. Exhibit J Before]

illustrates improvements that could be S T . —
completed on Liberty Street by a modest
amount of paving and striping. This would Exhibit): Improve/Reclaim Liberty Street

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 Alternative/Option ]| Net Gain
above implementation strategies. For example, reclaiming/ Alternative 1 11
improving the Liberty Street Lot and redesigning roadways, Alternative 2

while maintaining the current traffic flow pattern (Alternative Option A 5
2A) could be completed simultaneously. This action would add Option B 21
six (6) additional spaces to the supply of on-street spaces in the Option C

core study area. Similarly, the town could choose to implement Subtotal A+C 6
both Alternative 2B and 2C, which would increase the total on- Subtotal B+C 22

street parking inventory by twenty-two (22) spaces.
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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

Curb & Gutter | Curb & Gutter| Asphalt on
Removal Installation | Existing Base| Side-walk
Phase Location ($8/L1) $25/Lf) | (83.5/Sq.Ft.) | ($7/5q.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 33,200 320,800 $26,300 $11,700 362,000
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

Table 16 layers the net gain of parking spaces

(Table 14) on the cost estimate associated with Alernative2

each alternative (Table 15). Option B has the Option A $62,000 5 $12,400
lowest cost per space gain followed by Options C Option B $103,100 21 $4,910
and A. The approximate cost per space gain under Option C $6,500 1 $6,500
thiqn A is $12,400. Implementat.ion of Option B~ subrorat a+C | 368,500 6 $11,420
is estimated at $4,910 per space gained. Subtotal B+C | $109,600 2 $4.980

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.
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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: o : .
Metered spaces on Washington Street YV B T b s T —— &
and Fairfax Street are the most : 1
convenient and therefore the most 1
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 9 le] | } @ | I ;‘,\
Fairfax between Wilkes Street and 5% 353 7 (B 21 N, [%h --é’-g)'
Green Street. Parking rates for these 51 2 1§ T I 1) <) (|
spaces should be greater than an p ‘ ; ' ad
equivalent duration in any other on- 1] i_
street area. For example, if the 2-hour = : S
meter rate is $0.25/hr on Congress and & - FTaT T et
Independence Streets, on-street meter : ! IT' - 46 q;}é
rates on Washington and Fairfax Street & ' > ;] ,
should be increased to $0.50/hr. [ ¥ |
| S e {
As noted in the Parking Expansion \ - : : °‘£‘§ e I
Opportunities section of this report (see ‘;E:»,' Fairfax Stroet - Lz b Ty
Alternative 1, page 33), as many as 6 I%Q‘h__ o S +;n_'-'r-?_-=§-_a_4-l‘
A S tan | —

parking spaces on Washington Street L | P “"K\ :
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

L‘;:-—-r-'?'alfhﬂ-v-]l Is —— e 4
26 L;i;’.,,{z ST@ 5 [

Of dOWl’ltOWl’l. - Introducing 2<hour Meters at SO S0 Hr
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Exhibit K1: Phase 1 Meter Expansion Program
Town of Berkeley Springs 50 Final Report

Parking Study December 2009



DESMAN

ASSOCTITATES

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.
== _-a_j Al.u, ) B VS ) EEENS R RS | 1l | .:{

T D

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.

I - i | it
As noted, meter rates should be increased I e ] RIXgY 1% p
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between Independence and Liberty Street mhuuhn- x L r_',; : '_-’ g S5l °® :'
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should be noted that under this scenario B (croasing Meter Rate 10 SO.500Hr (Phase 3)
meter rates on Wilkes Street between Q B 1croducing 4-hour Meters a1 SO.SOTEr (Phase 3)
Congress and Fairfax Streets (10 meters) BRI b s ihciiss i D02 ST (Posa T
and at the Liberty Street lot would remain S PO RN
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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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)

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

o 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

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
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
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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

‘_..
| =~ —
&

‘ Two-way Scheme ‘ ‘ One-way Scheme

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
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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

EMPLOYEE
PARKING

Allendale

0001

PARKING PERMIT

BEND MEMORIAL CLINIC

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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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:

o The property should be of sufficient dimensions to support a minimum of 50 parking spaces
(roughly 20,000 sq.ft.).

o 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.).

o 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

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'
Town of Berkeley Springs 58 Final Report
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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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Exhibit M-Parking Improvement Implementation Schedule

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

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
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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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Appendix A

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.

e 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.

e 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.

e  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.

e 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.

e 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.

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

e  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.

e 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.

e 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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Appendix B
LICENSE AGREEMENT

| THIS LICENSE AGREEMENT made as of the Z§ “day of %@_@5
1986 by and between COLLEGE PARK SHOPPING CENTER, Limited Partndrship, a
Maryland Limited Partnership (hereinafter called "Ouwner"); and the City of
Colleg? Park, Maryland, a municipal corporation (hereinafter called the
"City"),

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the Owner owns various real properties in the City of
College Park, Prince George's County, State of Maryland, as more
particularly hereinafter described, comprising a shopping center known as
College Park Shopping Center (the "Shopping Center") located in the 7300
block of Baltimore Avenue in College Park, Maryland, College Park Office
Building #(1) located at 7338 Baltimore Avenue, College Park Office Build-
ing #(2) located at 4417 Hartwick Road, and the Owner also owns a certain
motion picture theater known as the "College Park Theater" (the "Theater")
located at 7242 Baltimore Avenue, College Park, Maryland, the stores in
said Shopping Center being leased to various occupancy tenants and the
Theater being under lease to a theater operator; and )

WHEREAS, in connection with the operation of the Shopping
Center and the Theater, the Owner owns and now operates three (3)
automobile parking lots, one of which is for use by customers of the
Shopping Center, and the other of said lots being for use in common by
Theater patrons and occupants of the bullding known by street address as
4417 Hartwick Road, College Park, Maryland, and also employees of Lenants
at the Shopping Center, all as more particularly described below, and the
Owner and City have agreed that, the operation of said parking lots shall
be placed under the supervision, and management of ‘the City pursuant %o
the terms and conditions hereof for the term and upon the terms and condi~
tions herein set forth.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises and of Ten
Dellars ($10.00) and other valuable consideration paid by each  party
hereto unto the other the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby
acknowledged, and of the mutual covenants and agreements of the parfies as
herein set forth, the Owner and the City do hereby covenant and agree to
and with each other as follows:

1. DESCRIPTION OF PARKING LOTS

(A) In connection with the operation ©f the Shopping
Center, the Owner now owns and operates the parkipg lot located
immediately adjacent to the stores in the Shopping Centér and designated
as "Parking Lot #1" on the drawing entitled "College Park Shopping Center,
College Park, Berywn District WNo., 21, Prince George's County, Maryland"
prepared by Ben Dyer Asscciates, Inc., bearing Job No. J5409 dated dJuly
1981, a copy of which marked Exhibit ®"A" 1is attached hereto and made a
part hersof said parking lot being hereinafter called "Parking Lot #1"),
same being intended for the exclusive use of customers of the occupancy
tenants in the Shopping Center.

(B) The Owner owns and leases to a theater operator
(the "Theater Tenant") the parking lot designated as "Parking Lot #2" on
the attached Exhibit "A" (hereinafter called "Parking Lot #2), for the use
in common by patrons of the Theater, employees of the tenants at the
Shopping Center, and occupants of the "Office Building".

(C) The Owner owns the parking lot designated as’
Parking Lot #3 on the attached Exhibit "A" (hereinafter called Parking Lot
#3), for the use in common by the tenants of the offices on the upper
levels of the shopping center and their patrons.
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I, LICENSE TO OPERATE

(A) Subject to the terms, conditions and provisions
hereof, the Owner does hereby grant to the City and the City does hereby
accept an exclusive license and privilege to operate, manage, supervise
and over-see the operation of the aforesaid Parking Lot #1, Parking Lot #2
and Parking Lot #3 (together hereinafter sometimes referred to as the
"Parking Lots", and individually as a "Parking Lot"). The City confirms
that it has proper authority to execute and perform this Agreament and
that the signatory for the City has full authority to bind the City to
execubte and perform this Agreement.

III.  IERM OF AGREFMENT

(A) -Subject to the terms and conditions hereof, this

License Agreement shal%%'&e for an initial term of three (3) vyears
commencing on the /2 &9 L §C ( comme, e nt date) and fully
expiring without notice atJ midnight on the jgf__g&&zlkizgij(expiration
@W)WM"mmmlkmM,mm%smmrwmmmm in  accordance with

the terms hereof or renewed and extended pursvant to the terms and
provisions hereof,

(B) After expiration of the aforesaid three (3) years
Initial Term, this Agreement shall be autanatically renewed and extended
for successive periods of one (1) year each; provided, however, that
either the Owner or the City at their option and discretion may terminate
this Agreement effective at the end of the Initial Term or at the end of
any succeeding one (1) year renewal term thereafter by giving to the other
party written notice of such termination at least ninety (90) days prior
to the expiration date of the then operative Initial Term or one (1) year
renewal term as the case may be.

(C) The Owner at its exclusive option and discretion
may terminate this License Agreement in respect of all of the Parking Lots
at any time during the Initial Term or any operative renewal term, so long
as the Owner pays to the City sll costs associated with the meters and
their installation plus all direct and indirect personnel costs of the
City limited to an amount equal to NINETY EIGHT THOUSAND and 007100
Dollars reduced by the amount of meter revenue received by the City as of
the effective date of termination hereof. The Ouwner shall give to the
City at least ninety (90) days prior written notice of the effective date
of termination hereof (including also the Parking Lots or Lot with respect
to which this Agreement is being terminated) in the ocase of any
termination for any reasons described in this Paragraph IIL (C).

1v. INSTALLATION OF PARKING METERS: OPERATION

(A) The City shall use its best reasonable efforts to
cause to be installed on the Parking Lots, within One Hundred Eighty (180)
days after the date hereof at no cost to Owner coin operated automobile
parking meters and meter posts, and parking curb bumpers (identified on
Exhibit YA" as Mauto stops"), and any necessary parking space striping,
all of - which installation shall be substantially as shown and designated
on Exhibit MA"; subject to changes in such locations as the City may from
time to time determine in its reasonable discretion, subject to Owners
approval. All maintenance, replacements and repairs necessary for the
meters, meter posts and parking curb bumpers installed by or for the City
will be performed by the City at its expense when and as necessary. The
City will install one (1) meter head for each auto parking space on the
Parking Lots.
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(B) The City will enforce the violations of parking
meter restrictions, and to monitor the meters and use thereof at the sub-
Jject property. The City will hire staff sufficient to control the Parking
Lots as established herein during all hours of operation as set forth in
Article IV (F). The City hereby agrees to hire one (1) full-time and two
(2) part-time meter attendants initially for this purpose, The City shall
indemnify and hold harmless the Owner from any costs or liabilities
arising from the acts or amissions of the meter attendants.

(C) The City shall not be responsible for maintaining,
operating or repairing the Sovran Bank Parking Lot shown on Exhibit "AN,
or any sidewalk areas within the parking lot areas.

(D) Parking meters for Parking Lot #1 shall permit a
maximum of one (1) hour parking. Parking meters on Parking Lot #2 shall
permit parking for a maximum of three (3) hours. Parking meters for Lot
#3 shall permit parking for ohe and one half (1 1/2) hours maximm. Meter
charges on the Parking Lots will be consistent with rates charged by the
City from time to time on other public parking lots operated by the City,
and the City will notify Owner of any changes in meter rates at the
Parking Lots ten (10) days prior to implementing such changes. Initially
the rates are to be as follows:

.05 (five cents) for 15 minutes, .10 (ten cents)

for 1/2 hour, .20 (twenty cents) for 1 hour

with a .25 (twenty five cents) convenience slot.

The City also agrees that during the term of this
Agreement to a cap of .30 (thirty cents)

per hour during the initial three year term.

All funds collected in said parking meters, all fines and parking ticket
payments paid by persons charged with parking violations on the Parking
Lots shall belong solely to the City during the term hereof,

(E) During the term hereof, Owner shall establish three
(3) automobile parking spaces or the number of parking spaces required by
applicable law, whichever is less, on Parking Lot #1° for the exclusive use
of handicapped motorists, and will install a sidewalk ramp in the vicinity
thereof to accommodate access by such handicapped persons.

(F) During the term hereof, the City will monitor Lots
#1 and #3 from 8:00 a.m., through and including 10:00 p.m. Lot #2 will be
monitored from 8:00 a.m, through and including 7:00 p.m. This monitoring
will be performed on these Parking Lots. each day Mondays through and
including Saturdays, and on the following City and Federal observed
holidays, Martin Luther King's Birthday, George Washington's Birthday,
Good Friday, Memorial Day, Labor Day, Columbus Day, Veteran's Day.  The
days and times for monitoring shall be subject to ninety (90) days review
by the Owner at any time during the term of this Agreement, at which time
the hours can be adjusted according to demend on the Parking Lots, subject
to approval of the City. The City will not be required to monitor on
Sundays and any other City and Federal observed holidays.

(G) The City at its expense will furnish to Owner, on
request of Owner, parking permits allowing free use of parking spaces on
Parking Lot #2 and Parking Lot #3, such stickers to be distributed by
Owner to employees of tenants at the Shopping Center and to cccupants of
the Office Buildings. The employees of the retail tenants, including the
Theater, and of Office Buildings #(2) will only be allowed to park free on
Lot #2. Office tenants and employees of Office Buildings #(1) above the
Shopping Center will only be allowed to park free on Lot #3. All the
tenants will be issued color designated parking permits which will
designate which lot they will be allowed to park in. At the expense of
the City, these permits will be renewed a minimum of twice yearly.

V. EROMOTION

Approximately one (1) month prior to its operation of the
parking meters the City at its own expense will advertise the

-3 -
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establishment of the subject parking meter system at the Parking Lots, and
will give notice to the public that said system will take effect the .
following month. However, any signs or notices whether or not in
connection with such promotion, and also the location of such signs, will
be subject to Owner's prior approval. In the event the city places signs
on the subject property, pursuant to this Article, it shall be solely re-
sponsible for the maintenance, repair or replacement of such signs and
shall hold the Owner harmless as to any personal injury or property damage
related to the signs.

VI. LIENS

In no event shall the City place, cause or permit to be placed,
filed or enforced any mechanic's or materialmen's or other liens, claims
or encunbrances against or affecting the Shopping Center, the Theater, the
Parking Lots or any other properties of Ouwner in connection with the
exercise, performance or use of any of the City's rights, privileges,
powers or license hereunder or the installation, purchase, leasing,
operation, removal, repair, maintenance or use of any equipment,
facilities or systems hereunder.

VII.  NATURE OF AGREEMENT

This Agreement constitutes a license only, revocable in
accordance with the terms hereof; and is not a lease or rental agreement
of any kind. The relationship of Owner and the City hereunder is not that
of landlord and tenant, nor that of principal and agent, nor is either to
be considered as being the partner or agent of the other; and instead
their relationship is strictly and sciely that of licensor (Owner) and
licensee (City). In no event shall the City have the right to pledge the
credit of or obligate the Owner in respect to any matters.

VIIIL. ;CLE : H

(A) During the term hereof, the City at its own expense
will, promptly, when and as necessary, perform all of the following
services for the Parking Lots, namely: removal of all trash, rubbish,
debris, ice and snow therefrom (exeluding the removal of trash and rubbish
which occupancy tenants at the Shopping Center or Theater are required to
remove under the terms of their respective cccupancy Leases); the repair
and replacement of parking bumpers, and restripe the lots when necessary.
buring the term hereof, the City at its own -expense will contract with
competent and qualified companies for the performance of the functions
described above in this Paragraph VIII (&), provided that such contracts
do not violate any other written agreements to which the City is a party.
If the City fails to perform any such removal of snow, ice, trash, rubbish
or debris, promptly when sand as same accumulates, in accordance with
Owner's established procedure, then Owner after giving prior notice to the
City at its cption and discretion may cause such work to be performed and
the City will reimburse Owner upon presentation of paid invoices for the
reasonable costs incurred in connection therewith. .

(B) All installations, alterations, and replacements on
the Parking Lots which change configurations of parking spaces as called
for in this Agreement shall be subject to Owner's reasonably exercised
prior written consent regarding the details thereof, including all
contracts prior to final contracting.

IX. OWNER'S RIGHTS TO PERFORM

Owner reserves the right at its option (but without obligation
to do so), upon prior notice to the City to perform any functions herein
undertaken by the City, if the City does not so perform; and in such event
the City will reimburse the Owner upon presentation of paid invoices for
all reasonable costs incurred by Owner in performance thereof.
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X. EORCE MAJEURE

Al time pericds for performance by the City of its agreements
hereunder shall be extended by the reasonable periods of delays occasioned
by inclement weather or acts of God which in fact interfere with and
hinder the performance of such agreements (e.g., difficulty which the City
might experience in enforecing the obligation of Shopping Center customers
fo park within the lined parking spaces, when the spaces are covered by
snow prior to the City's prompt removal of snow after accunulation

thereof).
XI. JLNDEMNITY

On or before the earlier to occur of the commencement date of
the term hereof, or the commencement of any operation of the Parking Lots
by the City, the City will furnish to Owner evidence of a public liability
insurance policy to be maintained by the City at all times while this
Agreement remains in force in an amount of at least One Million Dollars
($1,000,000) for death or injury to one or more persons in any one
oceurrence and at least Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000) for damage to
personal property during the term hereof, and the City will include the
Owner as an additional insured thereunder with a Certificate of such
policy to be delivered to Owner upon request. The City agrees to provide
the Owner with thirty (30) days prior notice of cancellation of such
policy. Renewal Certificates for such policies will be delivered to Owner
by the City at least ten (10) days prior to expiration of any such
policy. All premiums for said policies and renewals will be paid by the
City.

XII.  PUBLIC RIGHTS; TENANTS ACCESS

Quwner reserves the right to close temporarily the Parking Lots
and/or means of ingress and egress thereto and therefrom, and any walkways
and drives of the Theater or Shopping Center and/or the Office Building
#(2), in order to facilitate alteration, remodeling or renovation of the
subject property or to prevent any vesting of rights in the public in any
such properties. In no event shall this Agreement be deemed to confer on
the City any easements, rights-of-way or ocwnership interest in any proper-
ty of the Owner. The City will afford to Owner's tenants and their
customers, employees and invitees normal means of ingress, egress and
access to the Shopping Center, Theater, the Office Building #(2) and the
Parking Lots, in the exercise of the City's license hereunder.

KIII.  ADDITIONAL TERMINATION RIGHTS; COMPENSATION;
REMOVAL BY CITY

(A) In addition to Owner's rights to terminate this
Agreement under Article III hereof, commencing with the end of the first
year of the Initial Term, Owner shall have the right to terminate this
Agreement by giving written certification to the City at least ninety (90)
days prior to the effective termination date, in the event that the
operation of the Parking Lots hereunder is detrimental to or adversely
affects the welfare and optimum operation of the Shopping Center and/or
the Theater and/or the Office Building, or the business of Owner's
occupancy tenants of any or all of said properties, all as determined by
Owner in its exclusive discretion.

(B) In the event the Owner terminates the Agreement at
the end of any year of the Initial Term pursuant to Article XIII (A), then
the Owner will be responsible to pay an amount not to exceed Twenty-Five
Thousand and 00/100 Dollars ($25,000.00) to be applied by the City to the
original capital outlay of Ninety Eight Thousand and 00/100 Dollars,
reduced by the amount of meter revenue received by the City. These costs
are for the capital outlay of approximately SIXTY THOUSAND DOLLARS
($60,000.00) for the meters, posts, ete, and THIRTY EIGHT THOUSAND DOLLARS
($38,000.00) for labor and administration. At such time as the capital
outlay of NINETY-EIGHT THOUSAND DCLLARS ($98,000.00) has been obtained
from meter revenue, the City will so notify the Owner by certified mail
and the
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Owner, 1in the event it terminates the Agreement, will be released from
this dollar commitment.

(C) In no event shall the City be entitled to any such
Reimbursement if the reason for termination hereof 1s any condemnation or
taking by the City (permanent or temporary) in whole or in part of the
Shopping Center, Theater, Parking Lots or any other property of Owner
relating thereto, or due to any sale or other conveyance thereof to the
City in lieu of condemnation, or if any such condemnation or related
conveyance or sale is made at the request of or for the direct benefit of
the City (regardless or whether implemented by another public authority),
or is caused by any involuntary conversion, change 1in grade or closing or
widening of any street or other governmental action of the City or for the
benefit of the City substantially adversely affecting the Shopping Center,
Theater and/or Parking Lots or related property or if this Agreement is
terminated by the City pursuant to Article III  (B) hereof, or if this
Agreement terminates at any time after the expiration of the first year of
the Initial Term hereof.

(D) Upon any termination (which term, for purposes of
this Paragraph (D) includes final expiration hereof without extension or
renewal) of ‘this Agreement by either party for any reason, the
URestoration Work" (as defined hereinbelow) shall be performed and paid
for as follows (subject, however, to Article XVIII hereinbelow):

(1) If the termination hereof occurs during the
first year of the Initial Term of this Agreement, then Owner at its own
expense will perform and pay for the Restoration Work. In the event the
City exercises whatever right to terminate it may have hereunder, and if
the City terminates this contract at the end of the first year, it will
perform the Restoration Work at its own expense.

(2) If the termination hereof occurs during the
second year of the Initial Term hereof, the Owner will perform the
Restoration Work, and the Owner and City shall each pay one-half (1/2) of
the costs of such Restoration Work.

(3) If the termination hereof occurs at any time
after the expiration of the second year of the Initial Term hereof
(including during the balance of said Initial Term or during any period
thereafter), the City alone will perform all such Restoration Work and pay
all costs thereof. In performing such Restoration Work, the City will by
no later than the effective date of termination hereof fully remove from
the Parking Lots all of the meter posts, meter heads, parking curb bumpers
installed by or for the City, and will repair, fill and patch-pave all
holes in the surfaces of the Parking Lots caused by such removal of the
aforesaid items and restripe Lots as previous configuration. However, if
such termination hereof becomes effective during the Winter season  such
that removal of the meter posts, curb bumpers and the repairing, filling
and patch-paving of holes caused by such removal cannot practicably be
performed because of the presence of ice, snow and/or cold weather, then
the City may delay the performance of such removal and Parking Lot repair
until the earliest possible date for performance thereof in the
immediately ensuing Spring when warm weather returns permitting such
pateh-paving (whereupon the City will fully and promptly complete such
work). However, in any event the meter heads will be removed by the City
no later than the effective termination date hereof, regardless of when
the termination hereof occurs and whether it occurs by act of Owner or the
City or by expiration of this Agreement without same being renewed or
extended.

(4) For purposes of this Agreement, the term
"Restoration Work" shall mean and refer to all work necessary to fully
remove from the Parking Lots all of the parking meter posts and parking
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If it is determined by a court.of competent jurisdietion that
the Owner lacks the lawful right to grant the license intended to be
granted hereunder, the City, then, may terminate this agreement upon
prompt notice to Owner, and Owner will indemnify the City from any
liability, defense or court costs related to such litigation and pay for
any and all damages sustained by the City.

XVIII. COSIS /RECORDS

For purposes of confiming the Reimbursement to City called for
in Article XIII (B) hereof, the City will maintain at its offices
appropriate records of all «costs of the items covered by said
Reimbursement (including labor, materials and installation work for the
parking bumpers and the parking meter equipment leases and rental payments
thereunder made and to be made by the City, and all City personnel costs,
and all related matters of which the Reimbursement is comprised, and of
all related matters) and of payments thereof, and furnish same to Cwner
upon request, to substantiate the Reimbursement to which the City would
make a claim under Article XIIT (B). Compliance with this paragraph shall
be a further condition precedent to any such Reimbursement.

XIX. NOTICES. All notices and communications which either
party desires or is required to give hereunder shall be in writing, sent
by certified or registered first class U.3, Mail, postage prepaid, return
receipt requested, addressed to Uwner at GOODMAN SEGAR HOGAN, INC., Attn:
Daniel R. Owen, Agent, 7101 Wisconsin Avenue, Suite 1000, Bethesda,
Maryland, 20814, and to the City c/o Mr. Donald L. Byrd, Director of
Public Services, City of College Park, 4500 Knox Road, College Park,
Maryland, or such other address as either party for itself may designate
in writing to the other.

XX. JIERMINATION OF SERVICE AGREEMENTS

Upon any termination hereof, City will, effective as of such
termination date, cause all of its service contracts for maintenance of
the Parking Lots to be terminated.

XXI. CAPTIONS; ETC.

The captions of the paragraphs hereof do not form a part of
this Agreement, nor do they define, limit or affect the terms hereof.
This Agreement shall be construed under the laws of the State of Maryland.

XXII.  ASSIGNMENT

City shall have no right to assign this Agreement or any of its
rights or obligations hereunder. Owner shall have the right to assign
this Agreement in whole or part to its successors and assigns., The
provisions including its obligations hereof shall bind and inure to the
benefit of the parties hereto and their successors and assigns (except as
aforesaid regarding the City).

XXILX. ENTIRE AGREEMENT

This instrument contains the entire agreement of the parties as
to the subject matter hereof, and is a complete integration of all their
agreements, and may not be amended other than by writing signed by both
parties. The parties shall not be bound by any oral agreements or written
correspondence between them, but only by the provisions herein conbtained.
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Appendix C

Parking Ordinance
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ARTICLE 15. PARKING

DIVISION 1. IN GENERAL

Sec. 146.1500. Purpose and General Requirements.

{A) Pwposes Ths article & inlended %0 serve and promole malliple purposes %
oenhance the protecton of the pubic health, safety, and wellamn:

1. To lessen congostion upon the publc streots of e ofty.
2. To accomplish traffic control

3 To ensure that development supplies B parking needed % sarve the
assocated uses, residents, Senants, and visitors,

4, To achieve dosign of parking 3cead tosulting in Croation of atractive Ining
and workong emveonments.

5 Te achieve an appropriate balance Babween e demand for and supply of
off-stroot parking

To promote joind-acotas and crass-accoss bebavon adpcont propertios
To pestect sarrounding meighborheods
To accommodale and encounge multi-modal transportation usage.

To assst n the creaton of & cominuous pedostran and boycle

onviroament linking all primary buddings and open space,
10.  To assist in the abatemant of excossive noise, heat, and ight, and %o

accomphsh eroson control

(B) Appiicadiity. The regulabions in ths arncio suppont these purposes by requiring
the owners and operatoes of land, structures, and uses o provide parking on
ther own promises n accordanco with the demand gonerated by the bnd
structure, of use. The rogulaions in this arSiclo shal apply to all uses in all
districts, in add®ion to any parking requrements imposed by specific zone
districts. No Jand shall be used or occupled, no structures shall be designed or
elocted, and no use shall be oparated unkass the requiroments in this article are
provided and mantained & ot forth in this artcle

{C)  Noogorformung Parking. Condoemance 1o the parking standards in this article for
off-stieo! parking of loadng 3paces for land or structures in u3e on the effective
date of the ordinance from which tha aticle derives, being October 1960, need
not be conformed to, tut adherence to e article must be achieved for any
addtions or oxpansion 1o he wse Including shopping corters agproved before
the effective date of this code. Ofatreet parking or ading space that has been
provided pror to suach effoctive dato shall et Do pormanently reduced of
fringod wpon In any manned Creating condlons not In conformance with the
requitoments of this chagter. Neow packing areas required 1o sarve any addtion
of expansion % e use shall meet all code requwements for supply and desgn

® e N>
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(D) Conformance with Landscaping Standdls. Landecaping requiced 1o meot thase
parking regulations shall be In conformance with the standards set forth in article
14

(Ovd. No. 200172, 12-3-2001)
DIVISION 2. ADMINISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT

Sec. 146-1501, Use and Place Restrictions,
(A} Prohibded Uses. No parking area shall be wsed for the sale, stiorage. ropar,

mczwmmaupm

(B)  Frohbited Parking. Parking of any vohiclo or part thoreof, including but not
Imted to campers and recreation vehickos, on lawn areas in feont of ude yords,
on areas 3¢t asde for landscaping. of on any other area nol surfased for of.
streat parking 38 provided In this article is prohBiled

(C) Restrictions on Parking of Velickes The foliowing vehicles shall pether be
parked nor stored on a residentially roned bt

. Commecial ruck, taader or Serainaction vehicle ¢¢ bus exceeding 7.000
poundts empty weight

. Truck-tracor
. Serme-trasler

This provision shak apply excopl when the vehicle is being used to render
SOMVICOS, SUch 35 dalvenas, pickups, or constnchon activity to proparty withen
200 feet of whare the vehichs is parked.

(D} Veltscles Used for Oy Purposez. The Tollreng shal not be used for
of Business o for 3 deeling unless in & mobile home park or campground travel
SRR tant trallar, pickoup camper of Coach, motorized dwalling of van

(Ced, No, 2001-72. 12-3-2001 Errata of 2-7-2002. 22, 23)

E

Sec. 146.1502. Parking Plan,

(A)  Parkiog Plan Requwod When a site plan s not roquired, a soparate parking plan
dearmmn 10 scale acourstely depicting the asea to be alocated to off-street parking
shall be filed with the Direclor of Plasming for approvel of dissppeoval, All periong
Pans shall be filed with any sppication fo¢ o bulding pormt,

8) Swomtal Requssaments, Applcaton for apgeoval of o parking plan shal be
made in wrling on forms furmsshed by the ity and shall inciude al materal
required by that form

(€}  Owoer's Approvel Al appications shall be made by of with the appeoval of the
ownet of the entire land 303 10 be included within the parking plan

(D) Appeal of Denial If 3 Building pormt is denied for falure to comply with s
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anicle, he applcant may appeal such denal
(Ovd. No. 2001-72, 12-3-2001)

Sec. 146.1503. Changes to Parking Plan,

(A)  Minor Modificebons. Based upon a showing of a change of use or change of
conddon, minor modfications in any parkng plan previousldy filed may be
permitad, subject to tho agpeoval of the Planning Diractor. Such modifications
shall be appled for thiough the Planning Depatment. Msor moddications are
imied 8 changes in parking supply of 10 percent or less and 10 changes in
parking plan improvemants of 10 percent or loss moasured along the appropriate
axis as compared with dmansions on the approval plan.

() Amencments Based upon 3 showing of 3 change of use of change of condtion,
Imaadmants 1o any parking plan proviously fed may bo permitiad, subject to the
appeoval of the Planning Drector. Such amondment shall be fled in the records
of the Planning Department. I o bulideg pormtt & demsod for fadlure o comply
with this article, the sppiicant may agpeal such denal

(Ovd, No. 2001-72. 12-3-2001)
DIVISION 3. PARKING AND LOADING SPACES REQUIRED

Sec. 146-1504. Amount of On-Site Parking Required.

(A}  Reguvemerts by Use. No sie plan shal be approved or any permst for the
eroction or cccupancy of a bullding of strutiure Baved unless such use conforms
with the parking supply reguiremants of ths saction including the requirements of
Toble 151 ¢ any bulding, struciure, of premises, the use of which is nol
spechically mentoned in e tadie, the parkng provisions for o smdlar use, as
determined by the Planning Direcior, shall apply. For a mew use whete, in the
opinion of the Panning Directer, a similar parking rate i3 not suRable, the
Planning Director say determing the appropriato senisum requiroments based
wpon @ sstable patking study propared by the Planning Departmont.

(B) Requiwsmevils by Use a3 Modied by 8 Shared Parking Agreement  Wheeo
Ml uses e Caed together in a commen budding or othar imMegraled
buldng complex containng 2 minmum of 20,000 of gfa. the parking
requirements listed in Table 15.1 may be modified by applying the reductions
sted in Table 152 and providing the resuling number of spaces in a permanent
commeon parking focdty, This common parking focity shall be cooperatively

(C) Method of Cakculating Parking Demand.

1. When the parking calculation shown in Tadle 151 is exprossod in pariing
$eces pof number of amployees, the mumber of employoes shall mean
the peak numbar of omployoes predent on the ile Suring any ord-how
period. Requrements tased on floar ar1ed usage shal be calculated on
poak seasonal usago assuming full occupancy.

2. Wheee requarements are stated a3 a functon of “gross Soor aren” s
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term shol mean ™he sum of tho hordoetal areas of all the ficors of @
buliding or structure as measarod from e exterior face of oxterior walks,
of from e centedine of 3 wal soparaling two buldngs, but exchuding
any space where the ficoeto-coling heght is loss than six foet. The seea
of parking garages contained within a buliding shall not be included In the
groas flodr area calkculation, nor shall basement areas with 2 finished foor
vel 3 (eat o more below e adacent grade

3 Whire requirements ace stated 23 @ function of the numbar of bodreoms,
any one-bedroom unts with & den, office, o ki shall be classfied 29 &
two-bedroom unit.

a Whaere the roquired parking calculation resulls in 3 Bactonal parking
space, the fracton shall be roended up. Where 2 shared parking space
reducton calculaton results in a fractonal space, the factional seduction
shall be ignared.

(D}  Waver for 8 Reduction in the Minimum Number of Spaces Required. Where an
unusual use classhication stuaton ¢dsts such that an appiicant balieves that
actual demand for parking spaces will be less Ban the Yotals requred by Table
15.1, the applcant may soquest 8 waives for a rechction in supply as provaded for
n soction 1461505

()  Method of Cakulating Parking Supply For the purposes of meeting the parking
supply requremencts of Table 151 coly parking spaces meeteg all the following
critora may bo counted

1 Dimensions! requiements  Only parking spaces mweling the minimum
dimensional roquirements of this article may be counted.

2. Lotaton. Except as allowod Dy ofher the ofsito parking provisions. of
Section 146.1510 or tems £ and 5 ksted below, only spoces contained
Wit & use’s lo! area may be counted

3 Tandem parking  Except a5 providod fo¢ by tom 4 Isted bolow, tandom
parking spaces shall not be counted.

a Guest parkng.  In addton to the number of required resident parking
SpAces. guest parking for each unit shal be provided as shown in Table
15.1. Regquremants for rescental guest paring may b mat by the
provision of parking spaces in any of the following locations:
" On 8 rsidential drivenny leadng exchaively 1o 8 dweling und's
private Garage.

b Within a lwfud parking space along & publc streel fontape
duoctly abutting t™he dweling unts oL of

¢ Within 200 foet of the unt's eAYaNCe ON 3 POVaAte Slreet, moter
court, kop lane, parking Ibt, of Garage

S Rescent parking.  Ia the case of resident parlung ¢ 2 single-famiy
attachod townhome o 3 multifamily dweling. ™he resident parking
requrrement may be met by assignment of @ Non-SanNdem SPECe OF SPACeS
on a private street, motor court, or deive lane drectly abutting the dwelling
und’s lot, or In 3 garage or carpont.
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6. Handicappod
and Tables 15t and 152

paces. Handicapped parking $paces a
1461507 shall be suppled in addtion to the spaces

TABLE 15.1. AMOUNT OF OFF-STREET PARKING

REQUIRED
@

)
Use Classification

Parking Space Sopsromensts’ |

mm SNQO-RAITYY OMAIN0
nchudeg manufastured homes Doy care
m(tﬂd adult), Gooup homes, rescental

oot o 3 anto
PCCOMIMOCRGNT N GRrAGE O Crivewdy outse the
PeCared Dont N SeIDRCR) PIUS 2 DUt SPRCEs D

each 2 unts

o feries

o m—

Residertal housng for senos otizens

2.5 5pacen 108 S0 et of 4 DEKOUMS of Mo

Aryy one-bedroom urt with den. o¥ce. or ot shall be
Casefied 88 2 two-bediam unit for hese purposes
Foe muttiple assly dvnlings atd rescdiertial Fousng
for semor oZens, a0300nal spaces equal to 0% of
D aared sencentad speces, Shall o be eguated

Uy Gare cerders. 30Ut Child (small), chwg

% jJuest spuces
T 3p00e per 5 Chents o stucerts

F%ﬁm__

150000 PO 4 potent Docs piLs 125 spaces for each

g-aowmwNimwT

] Narutachred howsng packs, motile home
%ﬂr— oo 0a
] 200 BE0Orty hOUSOS, COTTIONDS, 1 space per bedeoom phus % spoce per badioom for
10 Anscece : 1 1 space per Atapace residence
AL Motor Vobucle Related Utes
11 Carwanh Ak senvice 1 pariong spece per washing module phus 1 dnvg
m:ﬂ?“vmowmm A
(13 Tar winh S08 Service Vg seoce an Soacus gt
OB (A 000 N 8 wosting mocde & not &
b)
Y Veruche sdes and tepars 1mgm16m.mimw@"

&0 of copasr of MNAranOR SPR0CR, Pt T SORCH pof
000 gls of showroom. indcating the octon of any
ANc N1 CURIOmEE PANKNG. VMU SI0FAQR ANd
LAde plyy aeae f any
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TABLE 15.1. AMOUNT OF OFF.STREET PARKING REQUIRED

17

A) ®)
Use Classificesion Parking Space Requivemants' |
A Motor Vehicle Refatod Uses
14 Motor vetecie fusl dagerseng staters 1 spoce per canlver or alierciart, plus 2 for cach
reose rack of simiar faoity um;m e,
ey
15 Notor vehicle fuel depensing statons. Trhe same pariang regaremeant for a motar vehicle fuel
combanation use nchuchng fuol depersng and staton plus e seQguired spaces laled n
one o more of the folowing - restaurant drive: | this Sable for each oiher component Lae Nchuded cn
TPOUGN feslBUrant. CONVErence siore of semiar | The ate
k.4
B Retad
Cordors?
15 Lass than 150,000 gfed 4 spaces per 1000 ofe

13

38 svwem ot 00
sodcey por 1000 gfo

19.

Conversence -
Large forraliow irtensty rotad (nchudeg oMoe
furitae sorea

1

ol 1
21 sty hpooopwﬂbd‘a
r— S s
O 1 5000 peor 600 ofi phus 1 29500 ofe of cuoce a'ed
B3 Toostararts (sarcird] ngHochin tavers and | | 10000 per 1 seatng dcommocstoms  Ar Adoor
ourges £004ng 3red for 3 MELILEAE OF taVern UP 50 one ied
1he N0l e of P IS S080nG S000 Mdy be
2
X Ymm-mn.mﬂm 1 5pace per B0 g with & minersrs of 10 spaces
E mmmmmm S0 98 10r FOHDWITE PAB IeQUTETEN 1or Brve-
[FSTE NOUGN SENice 7 SLBCHNG SPATOS Tr TN Orive-
SeouGh window Wne, wih & My of 4 of the 7
Such Spaces desgnated for the dove-trvough ardenng
saton sea
C Cffce
[ | Al Cioes Dusness, professiona and pothe T space per %0 gfa
" "
18 %ﬁ&%‘ﬁpﬂ:n T Space per 500 gFa
T 8.2 dooes
D. Industriad
2 OST A PANAING Poiing Ma The greanar of 1 4pace por 1 5 empicyes (angest
fabrication. research and Seveomernt or 1 L)
F) BAOTS A0, JrK yard, NUrsenes 10f pAanis | 1 Space Pef 1 5 erpioyoes (Lfgest U 1 space
and trees wma‘mmmmwm
» Wirehoumg (Horage) Trw grester of 1 50008 por 1.9 OITRICYREE. Of 1 A00e

per 200 s
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TABLE 15.1. AMOUNT OF OFF.STREET PARKING REQUIRED

[} )
Use Clazsficaton Parking Space Roquirements’ |
E. Places of Public Assembly and Recreation
3, Scl 3hrage &< e INEOg PN I Ore 300ce box coch 15 Erptayoes (two 3oues for

resciert Carelaker) PR UVes spaces convenertly
ocated At the regstration area  Where sel! storage

GO POl DRvide SLAIOMET FNE-LD MECHES (YOI

Thacn of worenp Schaoks 3G places 0f pAks

one ddavoral

1 pace por 4 et 1 e o pRace of
WOISIID OF Sssambly. OF 2 Spaces pof 3 omployoes, of
1 5p0ce per 4 DOrsons MEXITUM COCUPency where 1o
faed seats are provided

1wm:5mwmm1

Y] Recrewiors Usee (6 5 0O courses, Dowhng | Accordng %o s
Nirys g sanges and senily uses)
F. LodgingMedical
x Moten eaderced sy Doteds, el ot SPROR W0 RCCOMITIOASTON IR SUCH BORORS B8 A%
nomes s tourst courts Oared for sstng estabinhyments. assemtly rooms
A LG Bacnies
= Ded ans troadaat rescercos 7 300508 10f 1he resiaence mrieepers. pius
Spece for apch guest room
e s TR,
> [5] space pef s
S POSDANS. O CAnich, vedernary oifces,
2nd Qg Of Alcohal e vent certens)
» 1 Space per empioyee

1 Cormamad 30 B requred sumter of goring wacet por | 100 squmre Yoot of ot Soor 3703 1fal Lriont oerwes noled
A govp ol retad and offer sTmmonp extatistmoty Bt s planed. Svetged and maraged 3 3 WGk rope fy
§ A pordrg shaty shal Be regured when e rostaurad, efotsement. sedir tinens pace oxtoods 2% of e

Pt toe P S aes

€ P pardong may D 0ounind  Masling D S rusar of 20008 Fulure parking wpaces e Seled
paces Gowestod on Bo e pln B Tack kedeg s Thess spaces carmel e maluied i B garkng cound te
et enpioyos ol The efent of ha Mo parking prowten & 10 prowde rokdf fom oforeies Croouive
roguremerly b lrge el e Duldegs el 8 low umder of eeglopeey v il
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Table 15.2
Schedule of Shared Parking

How 10 Determine the Total Parking Requirement for Shared Parking Pac e

each applicable general land use cateory, caloulate the number of Spaces fequired for 8 uee a4 Indicated In

o

Tatde 15-1 sa ff £ wure the orfy use.  Use 11000 Figutes for sach land use 1o ccyistn the rumtet of speces regqured
©3ch of the Sk time periods Dy mutiphying e S8 parking sequirement by the percentae Noure shown  For each
penod. B the nuTtnt of S0RcH reguited for sl appicatie and e 10 Sbtein & Granc ot for aach of the s
penods. Seclect the sngle tme penod with the hghes! tofal pariong requrement and use that fotal a3 the shered

regurcwert
Gororsl Larvd Useo Wiy s W

Classicaton  [Mgrgre - 7o 7am - 6pm | 6pm - Monght [Midnighe - 7ami Tam - fiom - Nedighe
OMce & incastral %) 100%] % O
Reeas C% 100% 0% % 100% GO
Fostautart 0%, 0% 1 o% &% 100%)
Lodgng 100%)] a5% 100%] 1009 5% 100%)
Pescental 100%: 0% 1009 7
TheaterR ecreston 5% 0% 100% 5%, £0% 100%;
Flace of Véorshvp 0% 0%] 0% 100%: TO%)

{Crd. No, 2001-72, 12-3-2001 Erata of 2-20-2002, 24; Erata of 9-11-2002, 105--107.
Errata (4) of 12-30-2002, 4. Ord, No. 2003-50, §5§ 1015, 8-11-2003)

Sec. 1461505, Parking Reduction Wakvers,

A

counted as a whale space and shall not be used in the reduction
Contants of he Parting Reduction Report

1. Inthe ca30 of 3 non-residential reducson of ton porcent or less, the report
shall include at minimum a document cling at least three other

Wmﬁmﬂvbumdhwm :

2 In the case of any othetr reduction regaest, the report shal st minisen
inchude the comparables report Bsted n fem (1) above, plus a vaffic
genoration study peepated by a professonal rattc engnear.
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(C)  Cntena Sr Approval A waiver 101 parking roduction shall not De approved uniess
the appioving authorty fimds that the parking needs of the use wil be adequately
served, and ot keast one of the following:

1 The character of the use lowers the anbicipaied need for off-street
parking. and data Som smilar uses establshes that thare 15 not a present
need for the parking;

2 A mix of residential uses with edther office or retall uses s proposed, and
the parkng needs of al uses wil be accommodated through shared

parking.

3 I joint use of common pamking aross & propased, varying Sme penods of
use will accomenadate peoposed parking noods. of,

4 The apploant peovidos on ooceptabio proposal for an alermate mode of
transportation geogram, including & deseription of axisting and proposed
fachlitios and assurances that e ute of atomate modes of Manspcration
will continue 1o raduce the noed for nate parking on anongong basi

(Ord No 2001-72, 12-3-2001; Ereata of 2-20-2002, 25)

Sec. 146.1506. Of-Street Loading Spaces in Business and industnial
Districts.

(A)  Locebon Of.atreet hading spaces shal be located on the same L or parcel as
the sruchwre or use for which & s provided. In no case shal bading areas
ancroach g a e lane

(B) Number The minimum numbar of off-strest bading spaces, phus an addtional
acea of means for ingress and egress which is adequate for mansuvering, shall
Do provided pumuant 1o Table 153

(C)  Screeving. Sarvicy and ading areas visio from esicdences of streets shal be
screenod by fonces, wals, landscaping, Berms, or any combinason of those
toms.

Table 16,35, %U-SM -
[ { [{ {0
Ceons Floce Asea W‘M*«Nﬂd Pr——
U (Square Foet) Numper of Seaces! siadni 0 e
1 Mo tactinng Less than 40000 ! oot 1 wittn 14 feet
O — — N heght, except Pl
2 40,000 theough 300,000 2 opeces for olice
3 100 001 trvaugh 160 000 3 wies may have 8 net
B 160 001 theough 240 000 4 areal of rot ess
5 240 001 tvough 320 000 3 P 0w R
6 320 001 through 400 000 6
7 S0ch sciboned 1
S0 000 ower 400 000
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Table 16.3. Off.Street
(A )} 10}
Orons Floo Ares
Use (Square Feet) Nur dg , Mrsmum Spoce Se
3 Cther Dusness | Logs than 20,000 1 Net ancol of not ks
U A xdng han 2008 N
B bet rct firted s L 20.001 through 30,000 2 -
10 1war end 30001 trough 40 000 3
11 restararts For cach sodtonad 1
20,000 over 40 000

1 The Parrwng Jevctor sy séute Pw sumber of sa0et 119aed @ Ses rr ey
(3] where ey cxesty o 15 optle of by prowdeg s of o g spe s o
1 wharn boondeg wl rdonbeg woted o8 20 (53 S Sl wdmrwt)
’ﬁﬂmhmm“mdmu
{Ovd. No, 2001.72, 12-3-2001)

Sec. 1461507, Accessible Parking,

(A)  Paking Spece Supply. ~ Al offalreet parking within the city shal inchade
designated spaces for handicapped identfied vehicles pursuant o the following:
B) Design
1 Wi Accesaitie parking spaces shall be a minimum of nine feet wide.
Access alshes adpcent 10 accessbie spaces shall be 3 minimum of five
fos! I witth, Two accessible parking spaces may share 3 common
pccoss aske One spaco i evary olight accessible spaces, but not loss
than oo, shall be served by an access asle ot oast oight feol in width,
and 3hall Be designated “van sccesable ”

2 Accessdie roule. Parking sccess aisles nexl 1o sccesasdie spaces shall
Do pasnt of e HCCesEie 10Ut 10 the Dulding or faclty endrance. Curd

3 Marking and signege. Accessibie parking spaces shall be marked ond
Mantained with stnping or other surface panting % dstnguish accessible
wumwm-auu Accessidie parking spaces shal alse

bo posted wih an above-grade sign at each accossitie space
incorporating the intermational symbod of accesaibiity and the following
language: Resarved Parking Tow Away Zone.” Such sign shal adhere
1o ™ provisions of section 28-31: Urban Parking and Stopping Signs of
the Maswal on Unfeem Traffic Control Dovicos approved by the state

tramsponation departsont

4 Usabiity. Al accossitio paring spaces shall bo kept clear of snow, mud,
ond debeis o the extert practicabde. regaediens of woather or other
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conditions.

5. Parking privileges. Tho privilege to use accessdle spaces shall be
governed by the following sactions of the Model Trafic Code, revised
1685, as wel as these code sections. soction 148-1204, :
Standing, or Parking Prohdited in Specified Places”™ and section 146-
1208, "Parking Prvileges for Persons with Dasabites *

(C)  Previously Approved Site Plans. The city council 1ecegnizes that.in order to
comply wih this section, cortain modfications and akorabians might be necossary
for sites that were built in accordance with previously approved site plans and
mnimum parking space requirements. However. due fo the importance of
providing adequate accesaible parking, the need to submi site plan amendments
and the need 10 achere 10 mirdmum parking space requirements are waked
when providing additional accessible spaces. subject to the review and approval

of the Planning Director,
16.4. Accessible Parking Spaces
(A) 5
Tokal Parking Spoces in Lot oe Requred Minimum Number of
Garage Accesutie Spoces!
1 1 theough 25 1
2 26 through 50 2
3. 510'“!'175 3
4 74 through 100 4
s 101 thigugh 150 s
; 151 threugh 200 6
U 201 through 300 7
1 threugh 40C o
G 401 through 500 o
10 501 threugh 1,000 2 pascent of 1otal
11 More than 1.000 m""":a':::,'&m

1 iWhen packing spaces e used Be e Sartng of vobkies UBed 1 B 550N of 3 Bushet o f canplance W handcpsed
P g sogursments, such partang dpaces shall Bo prowidod m addion 1 thode oformise requred by he aticle
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Figure 15.1: Signage for Accessible Parking

RESERVED]
PARKING

o
b
—
Figure 15 1° Signage for Accessible Parking
No 2001-72, 12-2-.2001, Emata of 2-1.2002, 5 Emata of 5-27-200Q)
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Sec. 146.1808. Bicyche Parking.

(A)

B)

©)

(€)

Excycle Parking Requved Al nonresdental uses shall be requred to provide
beyche pariong.  These requrements are In additen 10 the ofalres! parking
toquirements sat forth in Table 151, "Amount of Off-Street Parking Required *

Parking Spoce Supply. For nonJesdents! developeseed a number of off.stroet
bicyclhe parking spacas shal be provided oqual to theee pescant of the required
motee vehiclo parking spaces  Each inverted.l) bicycle mack will count as two
bicyck parking spaces.

Parking Space Recucton The number of regared molor vehicle patking spaces
may be reduced at the ratio of one moler vehcle parking space for each two

boycke parking spaces, up 10 @ maximum reduction of five percent of e regured
moter vehicle parking space.

Desgn  Bicycle parkang faciities, both lockers and racks, as applcable, shall

1 B0 located in convoniont, highly visible, active, woll-ighted areas but shall
not interfere with pedesttian movements. At kast 10 percent or 10
Dicycle parking spaces, whichever s less, shall be located within 100 feet
of the pemary bulding eftranco,

2. Provide for storage and locking of bicycies, other in lockers or medum-
security racks o equvalent inglalation n whch both e Bicych frame
and wheels may be bckod by the use:

3 Congist of racks of ckers sochored 30 that they connol be casdy
romoved, and of 3oiid construction, resistant to rust, cornosion, hammers,
and saws,

4 Be contistent with ther emvironment in coloe and design, and be
mcorporated whenaver possiblo into bulding or street furniture design

The requered boycle tack is the mvertod-U type, o cthar type approved by the
Manning ODrecter. Whatever rack is instalied shal:

3 Be simgle, functional and durable,
[ B0 capable of supporting a bicycle in an upright posison;

< Allow the user 1o logk a boyck fTame and whoells) with ofther o
standand Lishapad lock of a chain'cable and lock;

d Have nd odgos. seams. of hacdware 1o pose 8 hazard o become
unsaghtly, and,

e, Be freestanding units % aliow fMloxibity in the number peovided
and their placamaont
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Figure 15.2: Generaized Bicycle Parking Layout
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(Ord. No. 200172, 12.3.2001)
DIVISION 4. DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION, AND MAINTENANCE

Sec. 145.1509. Parking Area Design.

(A) Genoaly The parknglayout and pedestrian and vehiodar drouiation systems
within each deveicpment shall

1 Accommodale Te safe and convenien! movement of vehides bicycles
pedestians and franst throughout the propased development. and %0 and
from sumounding areas,

Connbule 10 the atractiveness of the deveiopment,
Reflect the gnd patiern of surrounding streets. where applicable,

Provide adequate direchess, steel crossrgs. and security as defined by
e standards in his secton,

5. Connect e on-site tecyclé System Lo the Oty's off.road Yol system 10 e
exient reasorably feasible. and

[ Prowde requred landscaping in confarmance with the landscaping
standards of the Planning Department
(B) Layowt

1 Preferred movement. To the éxtent possbie, parang ares layouts shall
be desgned usng wowsy venicle movemen! sSystems wih
perpendicular and paralil paking spaces in preference 10 anewary
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wystems with angled parking

2 Pavking space and sisle design standaeds.  All parking spaces shall meot
the minimem se and other dmensional reguirements Busteated in Fig
15.3, Parking Design Standards.

3 Slope. These portions of diveways supphying required parking shall not
exceed eght percent slope.

B Owvertangs  To emure the proper mainlonancs and Glizaton of thase

overhang & landscaped area, and up 1 wo foet of sueh landscaped aea
may be included 83 o paat of the length of e pathing stall  Parked
vehiclo ovorhangs shall not reduce te width of a requinad accsssdlo
routo. In no caso thall vohikcio cvarhangs ancroach on roqurad bufare o
Lnducaping.

S Tandem parking. Al required pariing spaces shall be indvidually
accossble except for guest parking in private driveways leading to
ndesdual dwelegs, Tandem parking for the paepose of mestng
spply requrements o prahitdted,

8 Access. Every ofabiect parking space shal have drect access 1o @
driving lane or asle. Privale diveways eading 1o dweling units shall be
e & micimum of 20 feet in leogth or less than 10 feet in length In no
case shall an appioach drive alow parking such that packed vehicles
oncreach on public or privale stroat o sidowaks

i

required parking equels or exceeds 120 spaces, the design of perking
areas may be based on paring tiocks a3 the arganizing design principle,
Parking Blocks focus the reguined Lindscaping and soparated pacastrian
woys on Iholt peemetors.  The design standards in Table 158, Parking
Block Dosgn” apply.

a Buicing evtrance. No vohicle shall be parked within six foet of a buildng
entrance of exil

10 Shopping cont manspemend AR rotal uses larger than 30000 s M
9ro5s leasabie aroa shall be provided with a cart contiol system 1o onswe
that required parkng spaces and movement comdors are not encroached
on by hapharardly placed shopping carts Addtonaly, all carts mus!
have wheo! beking devicos and sile permaolor conkols 1o provent cans
from being token off.ste. The Planning Drector may requice cart corraly
fo1 all parking lots serving retal or commercial uses where the skpe of
the pariong kot exceads $voe porcent

1. A concrete or otherwise permanent curb, bumper, wheel stop, or simelar
devise shall be instaled which shall be adequate to protect the publc
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fght-ol-way, publc sidowak of planters from vohculdr overhangs and 10
peotect any structure from wehicular damage. If such protection
peowided by means of 3 method designed to stop the whee! rather than
the bumper of the vehicle, the stopping edge shall be placed no closer
than two foet from the edges of the public right-ol-way, sidewalk, planter,
of buldng A parked vehicle may overbang a landscaped area, and up 1o
two foot of such landicapod 0a may bo ncluded as a part as o part of
the length of the parking stall.  Parked vehicle overbangs shall not reduce
the clear width of a required accesabie route.

Table 15.5. Conventional Parking Lot Design.

Naxmum fow Y] )

Each pariong row s2a be termirated Oy 8 I8ncscsped wand (2180 Known 38 3 termensl
slang’)

No 15

Lanchcapec alards snfl De placed i palng t1ows o8 80 Overall averape of one mland
Por 10 parkang $paces o pomon of 10

5 e-onmdmwumwmmnNmn-ormw
S PRT MARE WER IORORNNG SANGS Of BNSACANGD Madant.  HAS AT

LS B

ale

[} A trarsenuem fmrcaed area 83 (rOVIEE T TAITLET U
parong spaces shal be landecaped. The peroentage may be hghor in Oty Center and
other PD zore datcty’ Areas thal Uiy as rtermasd larcscapey are Suatated n Fg
134

‘ Each laroscaped msars! st te profecied by concrete curts. & mewmum of 1/1 square
feel (5 feet by 15 feel] Measurng ourd face 10 ourb face and Sndscaped

- Vcoars shad De 8 Mnmum o 50 fee! wide measred Curh 1ace 10 01D face [Fotected

By concafip QIS &/ TRCRDRE

(C)  Pocesiian and Byce Civutation and Access. deum
movement within parking areas shall conform to the folowing standaeds:

% Sidowaks of pahs shall be prowvided from e farthest parking block o
bay 1o the peimary entrance of each buslding which they serve.

& Al dewiopments Sat cortain more than one bulddng shall provide
walicways betwoon the princpal enfrancos of the bulidngs.

@)  Setbacks and Screeving of Parking Arees. Parking 3reas shall e set back from
property ines and screened i accordance with the standards in Table 15.7

Table 16.6. Parking Block Design

.;._w%m
_s. Maomum se of one paneng block: 120 spaces
I—t

1 “wmmm T R e
wanclartts A pechenlrian walowwy wach ock shul e (1owched et &
mwmammmmmmmtm
permeter pont of e parng aea 1o the primary Duddng eriance  Where P
wilowiy Crossam & doveg Msie. the aie Whall Do ramed 10 1M level of the adoineng
walewsy andior shall te paved with a dsdnctive materal (ret Inciudng asphat)
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Table 15.7. Parking Area Setbacks And Screening

1 Al Utes anc 2one e cie

Paring ots shell be visually screened rom the pulhe ngtof wizy end adacent uses
Such screening <an be niegreted o Dufer yied requiementy, and & not n aciton
12 suoh Duffer yard requirements  Standards o such screening are sef forth in
Scton 1468141808

b RA R E RO R or oer arca thot  restiied 10 Snghe family Octached reaoeral

LTS
WWhenever off street parking 0ts Sor more tham s vehuches arg 10 be located within or
acppcort 10 an RA R-E R-O, R-1, or ottwr argle-family defisched resitiontial chtrcts
ey shall be soeerned with an opegue omamertal fence decorative witl landscaped
SO Derm, O SRR Ovosgradn hedge, Parvig & NoighE of nol laas N s feet o
mote than eight fest, meas red fiom S madan ekvation of the piking iof waface

(E)  Stacking spaces.
1 Dofined Vohicle stacking ls:

|
|
i
i
i
i

|
i
i
E
i
i
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10 alow the wrobatructed Sow of tralfic, Fast 1o0d restaurants shall have
2 minimum of 7 stacking spaces (see Table 15.1 cell #258). Car wash:
full servce: and Car Wash: sofservice thall comply with stacking
roquirements contained in Table 15,9, colls 118 and 128 respectively
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Figure 15.3: Pariing Space and Aisle Design Standards
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Figure 15.4: Internal Parking Lot Landscaping
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Figure 15.5: Parking Block Design
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Figure 15.6: Vehicle Stacking

o o
L L P

e & - - . -—

(F)  MutiFamiy

AN

Eiqure 15.6. Parking Block Desian

mmmmbmm

Development
attached and muti-family developments:

Surfacetostruciure pavking ratia Al least 35 percent of resident parking
shadl be in garages. and at least 50 percent of those garages shall be
attached 10 a rescential stucture

Convenient  locabon Al parkeng In  muitpledamily residential
davelopments shall De distribuled troughout T site 10 De convenent 1
dweling units

Guest parking.  To he oxient feasible, guest parking shal be located n
SPBCES In front of the UNEs they ane serving

Landscaped isands, Landscaped isiands with a minmum widih of nine

Town of Berkeley Springs
Parking Study
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Bhso: accessible parking signage and pavement siriping.
Whito: parkng spaco pavesent and aisle marking (ono-way)
d. Yellow. atsle markang (fwo-way).

L

H)  Ughting Parking areas shall be leminated as unobitrusively as possible 10 moet

1 Shieiding of Sghts in commercial pavking aress. MM'MN“
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Figure 15.7: Garage Landscaping

P -
. » N
e, (N J
/- o\ .
x ot
.
AROUIRIND L ANOBCA NS
POPR. DT AR NP A
"
-\
\ a4 ’
'\ 1 4 N MM N 4 3
- \ - - |
—— - -t - -v '
RASw VLA .

“-rmLE NN AT,

15.7:
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3 Hows of ighting.  All parking lumingires, oxcept Hose required for
securlly, shall be extinguished within one howr afer the end of business
howrs and remain extingushed untl one howr before the commencement
of business hours. Howaver, for reasons of socurtty, a maximum of 25
pecent of the total luminaires used for parking lot Ilumination may remain
in operation duting such peried.  Parking arca ighting during of-business
Bhowrs need nat contorm 16 ™e othorwine appiicable averageto.-minimum
unformity rato.

< Light color. Light sources shall produce accurate £olor rendition and shall
bo compabible with adjacont Sght sowrces. . Matal habde and high.
peessure sodum Ight sowces have Righ to fak color rendtion and aro
permited Ight sowrces

S FPole location. Poles shal be located outside of wehicular crculaton
20025 and oft.strect parking spaces 10 the oxtent posaiie. in no case
shal a pole encroach more than s inches Into any required pasing
poce. Location of poles shall sl interfore with dode opaning of vehiculas
mevoment

6 Style and cokr. Light polos and focturos shall Bo consstent with the stylo
and charactes of Jechitocture proposed on e sie

7 Height  Light poles shal not sxcoed 30 fast m height.  Pedestrian scale
standards, of 12 % 16 foet I8 height, are recommended for use wheotover
reasonably practicable. In ndustrial zone districts, ight poles located at
ast 750 foet from resdontially 20n6d proportios may be wp to 40 foot In

reght
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Figure 15.9: Fully Cut-off Lumiraire

LLAS A
V ’ \ MEd. caTmorr

WY
SN
PPATT BN

—

| Thae ol & P poos 200wt whch ght & mox amted = o upeard Srscnon

L Phatiormatrni & 00 spyroprim swdvid v Setarvere g Wt sl Lghang e say S0
B e e R T i A
Bl e I N e e e I L I L
e WP 00 0 P agan w T B gt oF The S encs deceess 1N Dl readiegn
e R S L

Eiqure 159 Fully Cut-Off Luminaire

(Ord. No. 2001-72,12-3-2001; Errate of 2.7-2002, 611, Errata of 2-20-2002, 26. Errela
of 9-11-2002, 308111, Errata of 9-27-2002)

Sec. 1461510, Location of Of.Site Parking.

(A) " lecation by Zone. The entre area comprising required off-street parking areas
shall be located In the respecive Z0nes as follows:

8 Residenbal 2ones. The off-street paring area shal be located within 300
foot of the property Ine, exchisive of street and allgy wigths of e
prnncipal use for which the of-srest parking |s Deing provided, ang shall
be located n 8 parking zone dAstict o In The same zone dstrict as e
PrnGpal use of In & Aistict of greessr density as determingd by units per
acre.

2 Business or incdaiia) 200es. Off-steet parkng shal be located within
300 feet of the property Ine, as measured by a staight ine between he
two dosest ponts under consideration, exclusive of street and aley
widins, of e prncpdl use for which the off-stroet parking IS bery
provdced. and shall be locaed only in Dusiness, parking. of indusinal 2one
disyicts

3 Parkiog aeincts  Property 10 De used 1or parang Mat 5 Not CONMguous
the generatng use must Dé 20ned K 8 parking dstnct

Town of Berkeley Springs Appendix C Final Report
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(B) Mubiple Zone Distncts. For ot that have more than one 2o0ing desigration, the

required parking for the useds) on the ot moy be provided on any portion of the
ot provided othar dmensional standacds are met.

(Ond. No. 2001.72, 12-3-2001)

Sec. 146-1611. Access to Parking from Streets and Alleys.

(@) Access The purpose of vohicular Ingress and @9ress to anerials from off-stroet
parking shall be to dicoct traffic 10 achieve e following goak  comvennce,
safety, and promotion of ™o froo raffic flow on the streels, without excessnve
intorruption. In addéion to e use of fared or channelzed intorsoctions, access
%o parking aroas fom streats shall conderm to the following

1 Maimum sumber of curt cuds. Only the minimum number of cwrb cuts
NOCASLANY 10 S0rve the suioct parcel IS pormied.

2. Access dive onontaton. Access drives shell be oriented substantisly ot
right angies (00 degrees) to the streel

3 Sicle oot access Accoss 10 parking Wis along adetials shal be fom
the local side streol whotever possBie axcept between commercial
parking areas bordered by sesidental propeity.

4 Access pont focation.  No entrance or exit s permitied 1o be baated
nearer than 50 foet to any ntersecting street nght-of-way ine or nearer
than 10 foot 10 any adpcent property Ine, excopt where £ Is possibi 1o
provide one acoesd point thal will seeve both adjacent peopertios. I
adheronce to Bhase taquitements would leave 3 parcel of preparty without
wvehicular accoss, ofhar or both of the sefback requiremants may be
reduced by the Planning Deector te permit a single vehicular access pont
£ 1he Directer finds that e intont of this section would be served

o Bachout pavkang. Pubic parking asoas for business and industral detncts
and evatipio-family resdentel datncts, not inchuding single-farily and
two-famiy residences, which are nonconforming uses n these districts,
shall Do designnd 30 that wohicles are N3t peemited 10 back out of the
parking area onlo a public streat

6 Side baced gawapes.  On residorsal lots with sidedoaded garages, a
minimum back-out dmenson of 25 feet is required

(B)  Hgher Density Resiclentiad.  Access 10 front yaed patking in any ssultplo-famiy
fesdoental Geirct adacont to any sireet shall be specicaly designated by a
drrvoway of not less than 20 foet or more than 30 %et n width. The number and
locaton of access ponts on any one street feond shal be as appeoved by the oty
trafhic engmeor

(C)  Adeyways. Wheneve! 2ccess 10 the paring ot or loading areas in any muliple-
family residential, business, o Industrial district & Dy way of any aley, the
subdrider shal improve such alley 3¢cess by providng an improved surface
theroon for the ertito lngth of the biock, wp 1o @ maximum of 600 fool. A
material approved by the cty engmeer shall be wsed. Any such subdnvider who
first improves such alley, as provided for in this subsection, shall be entified to 2
payback agreamant for a pariod of five yoars and shal be roimbursed by
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sebsequont devolopers on 8 front-footage Basis of s of hor actual approved
costs for such $veyear peried

(D) Wakers Waivers to the acceas design provisicas of this aubsection may be
made i the Phrring Direcior determines that safe and reasonable accoss is
prowded

(0. No. 2001-72, 12-3-2001)

Sec. 146.1512. Construction and Maintenance.

(A} Construction AR parking aseas shall be properly graded for drainage and shall
be surfaced with Coacrate of asphabic concrete, 0 conformance with
spechicatons on fie with the public weeks dopartment. Each required parking
space shal be paved 1o 23 Al widh Parking areas, rclafing signs and
pavemaent marking, shal be mairtsined in good condSon, %o of
dust, trash, snow, ice, and debris. Drivewiays or parking surfaces in residential
zone districts shall be properly graded fof drainage free of chuckholes or ruts and
shall bo surfaced with concrete, asphal. brick, of stone pavers,

8) f;::avm In ol 2omes, the follbwing sudscing requirements

1 Surfacing. Surfacing for diiveways and parking 2reas shall extend the Al
width of ™ vohicle.

2. Front yard resirctons. AR drveways of paring surfaces located in the
froet yard shall e of concrete, asphak, or brick or stone pavers, and shall
not compese mote than 40 pescent of the total font yard ares,

3 Side yard resdictions. Al ditveways of parking surfaces located in the
¢ yard shall be of concrely. asphal, of brck o 310N pavers and shall
not exceed & width of 10 feel.

a Rear yard pastrictions . All deivoways of parong surfaces located in the
rear yasd shall bo of concrete, asphal, or brick or stone pavers, and shall
not oxceed 25 porcont of he total rear yard area or 500 aguare feet,
whichever s less.

5 Orivevays and perking surfsces consinicted after Decernber 1987 ANl
driveways and parking surfaces comstructed after Docomber 1587 shall
be of concrete, asphalt, or back or stone pavers.

6. Orivevvays and parking surfaces paved swce December 1587 Al

drveways and parkng surfpces that abul public ungaved streets, alieys,
of rightsef-way that have been prved since Decembar 1587 shall be
paved within one year of the imspeovement 10 the pubiic stroet

7. Excoptions:

?

ys of parking surfaces abutting unpaved publc rights.of
way in open, matural areas, and agriculhrsl doticts, are Nt
regquired 1o be of concrete, aspiall, or Brick or stone pavwers

or
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Beick o 9one pavers, However, diveways of parking surfaces
shal be of standards in conformity with those adopted by the
Diwrector of Publc Works  Standards shall addeoss construction
placoment, matenal, drainage, and contarmant.

c The Oirector of Planning may grant a walver from the front and
sideyard surfacing restrictons of subsectons (B)2 and (8)3 above
for the side-oaded garages if the waver furthers the spit and
intert of the Code, in particular, relative to landscaging and a
higher level of aschtoctura! design

{Ced. No, 2001-72, 12-3-2001)

Secs. 146-1513-.145-1595. Reserved
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