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MEMORANDUM

Date: December 10, 2008

To: Christine Babla, EDAW

From: Chris Gray, Fehr & Peers

Subject: Imperial Beach Mixed-Use Parking

0C07-0081
This memorandum documents our review of parking issues as related to Imperial Beach. Some
specific information provided within this memorandum includes:

Existing parking requirements

Comparison to other parking codes

Comparison to other parking studies

Local data collection

Shared parking assessment

Additional parking supply and parking management
Additional changes to parking requirements

EXISTING PARKING REQUIREMENTS

Table 1 documents the existing parking requirements within the City of Imperial Beach for several
major categories of uses.

Table 1
Imperial Beach Parking Requirements

Use Parking Requirement

Multi-Family Residential 1.5 spaces/dwelling unit (C-1, C-2, C-3, MU-1,
MU-2)
2.0 spaces/dwelling unit (all other zones)

Hotels 1.0 spaces/room if no cooking facilities
provided
1.5 spaces/room if cooking facilities provided

General Commercial 1 space/200 square feet + 1 space per 2
employees

Eating/Drinking Establishments 1 space/75 square feet + 1 space per 2
employees

The existing Municipal Code does not allow for any shared parking reductions or the use of off-
site parking except for the following statement:

! Imperial Beach Municipal Code Chapter 19.48 Off-Street Parking
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In the C-2 zone?, an interim parking ratio of one space for every five hundred square feet

of net floor area may be approved by conditional use permit.

This interim ratio shall no

longer be in effect after the City has approved parking for 100 under this provision.
Shared parking or off-site parking within five hundred feet of the project site may be used

to satisfy

this requirement.

Of these 100 original spaces, 69 have been allocated according to an e-mail received from Jim
Nakagawa at the City of Imperial Beach (11/29/07 e-mail).

COMPARISON T

O OTHER PARKING CODES

We reviewed parking requirements for similar uses throughout Southern California, with a
particular focus on coastal cities in San Diego, Orange, and Los Angeles County. A summary of
these code requirements is provided as Table 2. Our review concluded that Imperial Beach
parking requirements are generally within the range of the regional average, although generally
on the high side. For example, the regional average for residential units is 1.5 spaces/unit while
the City requires 1.5 to 2.0 spaces per unit. The restaurant requirement in Imperial Beach is 1
space/75 square feet while the regional average is approximately 1 space/100 square feet.

Table 2°
Parking Code Comparison

Land use Imperial Beach Range Average
Multi-Family 1.5-2.0 spaces/unit 0.25 -3.0 spaces/unit 1.5 spaces/unit
Residential
Hotels 1.0 spaces/room if no cooking | 0.8 to 2.0 spaces/room 1.1 spaces/room

facilities provided
1.5 spaces/room if cooking
facilities provided
Restaurant 1 space/75 sq. ft 0.35 spaces/100 sq. ft to | 1.1 spaces/100
1 space/50 sq ft. square feet
Commercial 1 space/200 square feet + 1 | 0.85 spaces/500 square | 1 space/500
space per 2 employees feet square feet

In addition to the specific requirements, we reviewed each code to determine allowances for
mixed-use or shared parking. Shared parking can be defined as follows:

Shared parking may be applied when land uses have different parking demand patterns
and are able to use the same parking spaces/areas throughout the day. Shared parking
is most effective when these land uses have significantly different peak parking
characteristics that vary by time of day, day of week, and/or season of the year. In these
situations, shared parking strategies will result in fewer total parking spaces needed
when compared to the total number of spaces needed for each land use or business
separately. Land uses often used in specific shared parking arrangements include office,
restaurants, retail, colleges, churches, cinemas, and special event situations. Shared

2 Imperial Beach Municipal Code 19.48.050 Required Spaces-Commercial and Other Uses

® When calculating these averages, we referenced the Municipal Codes of the Cities of Anaheim, Carlsbad,
Coronado, Chula Vista, Del Mar, Encinitas, La Jolla, Pasadena, Oxnard, San Francisco, San Jose, Solana
Beach and West Hollywood
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parking is often inherent in mixed-use developments, which include one or more
businesses that are complementary, ancillary, or support other activities. (Shared Parking
Handbook, Portland Metro, 1997).

Shared parking is typically implemented through a model developed by the Urban Land Institute
(ULI). The City of San Diego has approved the use of the ULI shared parking methodology to
determine shared parking reductions.

Some specific statements related to shared or mixed use parking are as follows:

City of Coronado®: Up to 50 percent of the parking facilities required by this chapter for a
use considered to be primarily a daytime use may be provided by the parking facilities of
a use considered to be primarily a nighttime use; up to 50 percent of the parking facilities
of a use considered to be primarily a nighttime use may be provided by the parking
facilities of a use considered to be primarily a daytime use...

City of Carlsbad® The planning commission may, upon application by the owner or
lessee of any property, authorize the joint use of parking facilities by the following uses or
activities under the conditions specified in this title:
(A) Up to fifty percent of the parking facilities required by this chapter for a use
considered to be primarily a daytime use may be provided by the parking facilities of a
use considered to be primarily a nighttime use; up to fifty percent of the parking facilities
required by this chapter for a use considered to be primarily a nighttime use may be
provided by the parking facilities of a use considered to be primarily a daytime use,
provided such reciprocal parking area shall be subject to conditions...

City of Solana Beach®: In all zones, parking facilites may be shared by multiple uses
whose activities are not normally conducted during the same hours, or when hours of
peak use vary. The applicant shall have the burden of proof for a reduction in the total
number of required off-street parking spaces for shared parking purpose. Shared parking
may be permitted pursuant to a conditional use permit issued by the director of
community development or concurrently with another application reviewed by the city
council subject to the following minimum conditions...

City of Del Mar’: Where 2 or more non-residential uses will be operated in a manner
where there will be no substantial overlap in the hours of operation of the uses, a portion
of the off-street parking required for one or more of the uses(s) may be provided as
shared use parking spaces.

To implement shared parking, the City’s Municipal Code would have to be updated to specifically
allow the use of shared parking. These modifications could take one of two possible
formulations, which are discussed in detail below.

Option #1- Under the first option, the City would allow the use of shared parking subject to

* Coronado Municipal Code Title 86 ZONING 86.58.210.B Joint Use

® Carlsbad Municipal Code Title 21 Zoning, Chapter 21.44.040.4A

® Solana Beach Municipal Code Title 17 Parking and Loading Regulations Chapter 17.52.050 Shared
Parking

" Del Mar Municipal Code Chapter 30.80 Parking 30.80.140 Shared Use Parking Permit
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review and approval by City Staff. An example of this more general code language is
provided below and reflects information developed by the American Planning Association
(APA). In 2006, APA developed several model codes related to issues such as shared
parking. Some example language related to this item is provided is as follows:

Where shared parking arrangements are proposed, the Zoning Administrator shall
determine the number of parking spaces that may be shared based on a shared parking
feasibility study prepared by the applicant.

The example provided by APA states that the shared parking feasibility study should include
additional information related to what would be included in a shared parking study including:

o |dentification of the properties that study applies to and any formal agreements
allowing the use of different sites to provide the parking needed for an individual
project

e Calculations regarding the number of parking spaces required for the project under
the traditional parking requirements

e Calculation of the shared parking reduction through the use of a standardized
methodology such as ULI's Shared Parking.

Under this first option, the code provides general guidance to applicants but does not provide
the specific reduction percentages or the data to be used in the analysis. A complete copy
of the model ordinance developed by APA is provided as Appendix A.

Option #2- In this second option, the City would provide specific information in the municipal
code about shared parking reductions. The City of San Diego applies this process and
appears to have copied the information contained in ULI's shared parking directly into the
City Code. A copy of this text is provided as Appendix B.

In evaluating the options available to the City, we would recommend that the City pursue
modifications to the Municipal Code whereby general statements about shared parking would be
preferable to the use of very specific information. The advantage of this more general approach
is:

e The information contained in the Shared Parking manual is periodically updated and the
City would have to amend its municipal code each time the manual is updated.

e For smaller projects, shared parking studies may not require the use of the full ULI
methodology if the number of spaces needed from an adjacent land owner is limited.

Under either approach, it would be the applicant’s responsibility to demonstrate that the shared
parking reduction is applicable and to calculate the actual reduction. The City would have the
final say in reviewing the work and deciding whether the reduction is reasonable and the study
was prepared appropriately.

COMPARISON TO OTHER PARKING STUDIES

In addition to shared parking information, we wanted also to present some general information
regarding how other beach communities address parking. Much of this information reflects a
study which was prepared by Walker Parking Consultants for Pacific Beach. A draft version of
this study was prepared in May 2007. We were unable to find a final version of this report and it
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is our understanding that this report was never finalized. A copy of this report is provided as
Appendix C.

Some key findings of this report:

e A number of beach communities experience difficultly in providing sufficient parking. This
report focused on Del Mar, Torrey Pines State Beach, Newport Beach, and Hermosa
Beach.

e One of the difficulties which beach communities face is related more to parking
management and effective use of available parking. Many of these communities are
dealing with issues such as charging for beach parking, public parking, and parking
spillover. For example, Del Mar has parking meters for on-street parking at the Beach.

e Given the issues related to parking management, this report did not address parking
requirements for specific development per se.

We included this report as it provides an alternative method to provide needed parking by
ensuring that existing parking spaces are managed appropriately through various measures such
as pricing.

LOCAL DATA COLLECTION

We also conducted field visits to determine localized parking demand at selected sites in Imperial
Beach, based on information provided by City Staff. A map of the sites surveyed is shown below:
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Site #1- Argus Village, located on 921-933 Seacoast Drive, was completed in 1986. The site
consists of 14 residential units and 5,755 square feet of commercial. The residential units are
located above the commercial units. There are 18 residential parking spaces and 13 commercial
parking spaces in a garage underneath the building. Some photos of the site and the on-street
parking are shown below.

Site #2- IB Club, located on 710-714 Seacoast Drive, was completed in 1991. The site consists
of 45 residential condominium units, of which 29 are two-bedroom units and 16 are three-
bedroom units, and four commercial units totaling 7,500 square feet. The residential units are
located above the commercial units. There are 90 residential parking spaces and 46 commercial
parking spaces, all of which are located in a parking garage. A view of the building taken from
Seacoast Drive is shown below.

Site #3- Shopkeepers, located on 700-708 Seacoast Drive, was completed in 1999. The site
consists of eight mixed-use units, which consist of 1200 square feet of residential and 1000
square feet of commercial for each unit. The residential units are located above the commercial
units. There are two residential tandem parking spaces per unit and two commercial tandem
parking spaces per unit. There are also 12 diagonal public parking spaces along Seacoast Drive.
A photo of the site is provided below.
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Site #4- George Braudaway'’s project, located on 1187 13th Street, was completed in 2004. The
site consists of three residential units, totaling 3,192 square feet, and 1,092 square feet of
commercial retail space. The residential units are located above the commercial units. There are
ten parking spaces, all of which are located in a parking garage. A photo of the site is provided
below.

Site #5- Kamal Nona's 13th Street Market, located on 1126 13th Street, was completed in 2004.
The site consists of four residential units, totaling 3,632 square feet, and 3,962 square feet of
commercial retail space. The residential units are located above the commercial units. There are
17 open parking spaces, which are shared with the Rusty Barghout project. A photo of the site
is shown below.
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Site #6- The Rusty Barghout project, located on 1146 13th Street, was completed in 2007. The
site consists of four residential units, totaling 3,632 square feet, and 3,962 square feet of
commercial retail space. The residential units are located above the commercial units. There are
17 open parking spaces, which are shared with the Kamal Nona project. = Two photos of the site
are shown below.



Christine Babla,
December 10, 2008
Page 9 of 13

A summary of each site’s characteristics site is provided in Table 3.

Table 3
Project Site Characteristics
Project Name Location Commercial Residential Off-Street
Space Space Parking Spaces
Provided
Argus Village 921-933 5,755 square feet 14 units 31
Seacoast Drive
IB Club 710-714 7,500 square feet 45 units 136
Seacoast Drive
Shopkeepers 700-708 8,000 square feet 8 units 32
Seacoast Drive
Braudaway’s 1187 13" Street | 1,092 square feet 3 units 10
Project
13" Street Market | 1126 13" Street | 3,962 square feet 4 units 17 (Shared)
Barghout's Project | 1146 13" Street | 3,962 square feet 4 units 17 (Shared)

Please note that City Staff requested that we conduct counts at the Palm Plaza project at 129-
177 Palm Avenue. On the day we visited the site; we noted a fire at the building and were not
able to conduct the needed counts.

From these field visits, we determined the following:

e Several of the facilities are not fully utilizing their on-site parking facilities. For example,
the Argus Village property has 18 on-site parking spaces for residents in a restricted
entry parking garage. We noted that during the day when we conducted field
observations, only 6 of the spaces were fully occupied. At the IB Club, only 40 of the
designated residential and commercial spaces were fully occupied.

e For those facilities located on Seacoast Drive, there was a significant amount of access
through persons parking at adjacent on-street spaces, walking, or bicycling. At the Argus
Village property, we noted 20-30 persons per hour between 2:00 and 4:00 PM accessing
the property through other means than the parking provided. A majority of these persons
parked in adjacent on-street spaces and walked to the project site.

e Facilities located on 13" Street were accessed almost exclusively through vehicles
parking on-site. There are no persons accessing these sites by walking and very limited
persons accessing the site through off-street parking.

SHARED PARKING ASSESSMENT

As noted previously, one recent innovation relating to parking codes is the use of a shared
parking analysis. Shared parking reflects the variation in parking demand, by time of day. For
example, commercial uses tend to experience their highest demand during the day while
residences have the highest demand during either the early morning or late evening. Because
the peak hours of demand are offset, a single parking space can be used by multiple types of
uses. Shared parking reductions are typically implemented through site specific studies, most
commonly through a spreadsheet model developed by ULI.

To determine if shared parking would be applicable to the City of Imperial Beach, we applied the
standardized shared parking model at four sites where we conducted field observations. These
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field observations noted those persons parking on site and those persons parked in adjacent on-
street spaces who walked to each site as well. These sites where we applied the shared parking
model included :

e Argus Village
o 13" Street Market/Barghout project
e Shopkeepers

We determined that the shared parking model was able to closely replicate conditions as they
were found in Imperial Beach, as shown in Figure 2 below.

Figure 2- Shared Parking

Parking Spaces

Argus Village 13th Street Market Shopkeepers

o Estimated m Obsened

A copy of the spreadsheet we applied in this analysis is provided as Appendix C.
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ADDITIONAL PARKING SUPPLY AND PARKING MANAGEMENT

We also considered the need for additional parking supply at various locations within Imperial
Beach with a particular focus on Seacoast Drive. We anticipate that the greatest need for
additional parking would be on Seacoast Drive given the need to provide additional beach parking
and other factors.

In considering additional parking supply along Seacoast Drive, we considered several options
including parking structures, additional surface lots, and joint use of facilities. Each of these
options is discussed in detail below.

Parking Structures- Based on our data collection and field visits, we anticipate that there
is a limited need for additional parking structures in Imperial Beach and particularly on
Seacoast Drive. This conclusion is based on the general availability of on-street parking
and the availability of parking within several of the projects which we surveyed.
Additionally, parking spaces within parking structures are extremely costly ($25,000 per
space for construction costs) to build and it would appear that there are limited resources
within Imperial Beach to fund a parking garage. Additionally, larger parking garages can
cost hundreds of thousands of dollars per year to operate.

Additional Surface Lots- Since there is limited need for a parking structure at this time, we
determined that there may be need for additional surface lots. Rather than identify
additional surface lots on Seacoast Drive at this time, we would consider it preferable to
identify a framework process through which the City identifies the need for additional
surface lots and implements these new lots through a phased approach. A potential
approach would be as follows:

e The City monitor the parking supply and demand along Seacoast Drive either
through regular counts or informal observations. Our preference would be to
conduct monitoring counts on an ongoing basis at the same time each year. We
anticipate that these counts could be done fairly easily by City Staff. Several
cities where we currently work conduct these counts and use City Staff to do so,
such as the City of Temecula.

o |If these counts indicate limited availability of parking, then the City could move
forward with securing additional lots.

e These additional lots could be secured as individual parcels turn over or become
available for purchase. Rather than proactively identify surface lots at this time,
we would recommend that the City consider each parcel as they may become
available.

Joint Use of Facilities- Within the near-term, the most likely method to provide additional
supply would be through the joint use of facilities. For example, we determined that the
IB Club was only using approximately 1/3 of the parking provided when observations
were taken. Joint use of parking facilities could occur through the following methods:

e There is at least one project (IB Club) and there may be others where there is
parking currently available. This parking could be leased by the City or some
other arrangement could be made whereby a portion of the parking would be
available for use by the public.
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e As new projects are proposed, then the City could meet with those developers
and investigate whether opportunities exist for joint use parking to be available.
Joint use parking would be most applicable when the proposed development is
proposing some form of structured parking.

ADDITIONAL CHANGES TO PARKING REQUIREMENTS

In addition to the various recommendations above, we would note that there are several
recommendations related to overall parking requirements along Seacoast Drive and Palm
Avenue. These recommendations relate to mixed-use parking requirements, residential parking
requirements, and the inclusion of a distance allowance in the Municipal Code.

Mixed-Use Parking Requirements

One problematic issue in the planning field is calculating parking requirements for mixed-use
projects. Often times, the requirements reflect the summation of the various uses within the
project site. Some difficulties with this approach are as follows:

e |t is sometimes difficult to classify the individual uses within a site prior to the opening of
the site. For mixed-use projects, it may be difficult to know if a site will be used as office,
commercial, or another use as the developer may not have secured tenants prior to
obtaining entitlements.

e Even if you know in advance which tenants might be within a site, it is common for
tenants to change within the building on a frequent basis.

e Having differing parking requirements for various uses in a mixed-use development
creates an administrative difficulty with its administration since there could be multiple
uses within a site where the requirements have to be calculated differently.

We would therefore recommend that the parking requirements be simplified to use a single
number for mixed-use development. Under this revised system, parking would be estimated as a
percentage of the building square footage in a mixed-use development, regardless of the actual
type of use. We would therefore recommend using the following parking ratios for mixed-use
developments:

e Seacoast Drive & OIld Palm Avenue- 1 parking space per 1,000 square feet at a
minimum. During our field visits, we noted that Seacoast Drive had public parking
coupled with extensive bicycle and pedestrian activity which would reduce the need for
on-site parking. There is also a public parking lot at the corner of Seacoast Drive and
Old Palm Avenue. Developers of individual sites could provide additional parking if
needed.

e Palm Avenue and 13" Street- Given the lack of public parking on Palm Avenue and the
13™ Street corridor, it is likely that additional on-site parking would be required for a
mixed-use site. We would recommend the use of 1 space per 500 square feet for
projects along Palm Avenue and within the 13" Street Corridor.

We would note that this requirement would apply only to the non-residential portion of a mixed-
use development. Parking requirements for residential portions of mixed-use developments are
discussed in further detail below.
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Residential Parking Requirements (Mixed-Use Projects)

We would not recommend the City change the parking requirements for residential portions of
mixed-use projects. It is our experience that developers often provide this parking anyway, so
even if the City changed the requirements, applicants would likely provide the parking. This need
for residential parking is based more on the demands of renters and buyers who are accustomed
to having a dedicated parking space than on City requirements.

Parking Proximity

We would also recommend that the City reconsider the way in which it allows developers to
provide parking for their facility. For example, the City Municipal Code already allows some
parking provided in a C-2 Zone to be at an off-site location within 500 feet. We would
recommend that the City modify this policy to allow a larger distance such as 1,000 feet. This
additional distance could be justified based on the following considerations:

e One use of this off-site parking would be for employee parking rather than visitor parking.
It is common in various locations such as Downtowns and shopping centers to limit
employee parking to more remote locations. By doing so, the City would ensure that the
more proximate parking would be for guests and visitors.

e The average person walks at a pace of 4-5 feet per second which means that it only
requires 4-5 minutes at most for a person to walk 1,000 feet. We would note that there
are few physical impediments to walking in Imperial Beach with generally pleasant
weather and few topographical limitations, especially along Seacoast Drive. Therefore,
we anticipate that would be limited resistance to this greater walking radius.

We hope you find this information helpful. If you have any questions or require any additional
information, please contact Chris Gray at 951-274-4801 or c.gray@fehrandpeers.com.
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4.8.3. MODEL SHARED PARKING ORDINANCE

Communities have used several tools to minimize the overall amount of surface parking in
neighborhoods, downtowns, and commercial areas. One tool has been to allow certain land
uses to meet the minimum requirements for parking spaces by sharing spaces with other uses.
Shared parking arrangements are applied when land uses are adjacent or in close proximity to
one another, have different parking demand patterns, and are able to use the same parking
spaces or lots throughout a day. Shared parking is also commonly used in mixed-use
developments where commercial and office tenants have varying hours of operation. In
general, shared parking is most effective when the land uses have significant different peak
parking characteristics that vary by time of day, day of week and work for businesses,
restaurants, churches, schools, and other uses.

Jurisdictions with shared parking standards tend to limit the types of land uses to which such
provisions can be applied. For example, in Bastrop, Texas, shared parking may be allowed
in the case of mixed uses (different buildings) for up to 50 percent of the parking spaces
required for a theater or other place of evening entertainment (after 6:00 p.m.), or shared
parking may be provided for a church when parking for banks, offices, and similar uses not
normally open, used, or operated during the same hours as church events or services. Shared
parking must be in the same parking lot (Bastrop 2003).

In Ft. Collins, Colorado, residential uses are prohibited from reducing the amount of parking
required per unit by using shared parking. The rationale for this is that circumstances may
arise where a resident is unable to access the shared lot and thus would have no parking
available at all. Planners recognize that such a scenario would be very unpopular and could
undermine the overall effort to promote shared parking (Barkeen 2003).

The commentary for Portland Metro’s Model Shared Parking Ordinance notes that the closer
shared spaces are to the land uses they serve, the more likely the arrangement will be a
success. The mode] ordinance provides maximum distances between land uses and parking
spaces that would make them eligible to be classified as shared parking spaces/areas
(Portland Metro 1997).

Of the dozen or so ordinances that were reviewed for this model, Seattle offers the largest
overall reductions in required parking in its shared parking provisions. For example, where
an office use and a retail sales or service use share parking, the parking requirement for the
retail sales and service use may be reduced by 20 percent, provided the reduction does not
result in fewer spaces than the minimum required for the office use. For arrangements
involving a residential and retail sales and service use, the residential use may reduce its
parking by 30 percent, provided the reduction does not result in less than the minimum
required for the retail and service use. Furthermore, no restaurant or entertainment uses may
share parking with residential uses. And for residential and office use shared arrangements,
the residential portion may be reduced by as much as 50 percent, provided there is still the
minimum required amount for the office use. Jurisdictions using this model ordinance may
consider applying no minimum number of required spaces for office uses if such an approach
is appropriate and practical in the local districts.

Section 4.8 Four Modet Ordinances to Help Create Physically Active Communities: 4.8.1 Pedestrian 17
Overlay District; 4.8.2 On-Site Access, Parking, and Circulation Ordinance; 4.8.3 Shared Parking

Ordinance; 4.8.4 Street Connectivity Ordinance

Moadel Smart Land Development Regulations

Interim PAS Report, © American Planning Association, March 2006



The ordinance has additional provisions for shared parking arrangements between land uses
that are either solely daytime uses or solely nighttime and Sunday uses. Daytime uses
include administrative offices, retail sales and service (excluding restaurants), and wholesale
storage. Nighttime and Sunday uses include restaurants and drinking establishments,
religious uses, theaters, and school auditoriums. The planning director can authorize that up
to 90 percent of the parking required for a daytime use may be supplied by the off-street
parking provided by a nighttime or Sunday use and vice-versa, and up to 100 percent when
the nighttime or Sunday use is a religious facility. Applicants must show there is no major
conflict between the operating hours of the uses that share parking.

According to Mark Troxel, a land-use planning analyst with the city of Seattle, shared
parking is applied primarily by single-owner, mixed-use buildings. This is the case for two
primary reasons: Seattle’s land-use code has many mixed-use zones, and the city strongly
encourages mixed-use developments that incorporate residential and retail uses, residential
and office uses, or a combinations thereof. Troxel says that because “parking is such a big
cost driver” most developers are cager to use shared parking as a means of reducing the total
number of spaces they must provide (Troxel 2004).

Less than 5 percent of the shared parking arrangements in Seattle are between adjacent
properties with different owners. Troxel says this is largely because each property owner is
required to sign a parking covenant, which essentially places an easement on the portion of
the parking that one owner is providing to the other as part of the arrangement. In the past,
landowners had signed covenants without a sunset date, essentially locking them in the
arrangement indefinitely. Troxel says some of those arrangements became a problem for
property owners who sell their property (when the new owners balk at the existing parking
covenant) and for the other owner who stiil needed the parking but must deal with the new
owner. Finally he says that in some cases property owners have granted rights to share
parking for as many as six other properties for the exact same spaces. Such problems with
the covenants and the oversharing of parking are difficult to enforce and are generally
complaint driven.

The model shared parking ordinance here adapts Seattle’s regulations. Under this model,
applicants for zoning permits in certain areas within the community would either be required
to evaluate the use of shared parking or may elect to do so. In case, the zoning administrator
or other code enforcement official would promulgate guidelines for the preparation of shared
parking feasibility studies, which applicants would use. Where the shared parking proposal
entails two or more separately owned properties, the owners of those properties must enter
mto an agreement regarding access to, and maintenance and management of, the shared
parking spaces. The zoning administrator may require applicants to submit a shared parking
plan as part of the site plan requirements for a zoning permit,

Primary Smart Growth Principle Addressed: Variety of transportation choices
Secondary Smart Growth Principle Addressed: Compact building design

101, Purpose

(1) The purposes of the ordinance are to:

Section 4.8 Four Model Ordinances to Help Create Physically Active Communities: 4.8.1 Pedestrian 18
Overlay District; 4.8.2 On-Site Access, Parking, and Circulation Ordinance; 4.8.3 Shared Parking

Ordinance; 4.8.4 Street Connectivity Ordinance

Model Smart Land Development Regulations

Interim PAS Report, © American Planning Association, March 2006



(a) allow a reduction in the total number of parking spaces required for certain properties
in cases where a mix of adjacent land uses have varying peak periods of parking demand;

(b) reduce the overall amount of impervious surfaces, specifically the amount of land
devoted to surface parking; and

(c) support [insert applicable plan name] policies that call for;

[List relevant plan policies here such as: 1. Encouraging compact development and
efficient use of land; 2. Promoting nonmororized vehicle trips including walking and
bicycling; and 3. Improving accessibility and mobility to common destinations for
users of all transportation modes.]

102. Applicability

(1) Applicants for a zoning permit for any change of use {shall or may] evaluate the
teasibility of shared parking arrangements as part of their application where:

(a) The proposed use is in an area identified in [applicable plan name] as characterized
by concentrated or mixed-use development, including land located in the following
zoning districts:

[1. Central business district]

[2. Town center districi]

[3. Transit station or transit-oriented development district]
[4. Regional center district]

[5. Neighborhood commercial district]

[6. Main street district]

Comment: These are sample names for zoning districts. Users of this model can substitute
their own districts.

Sectien 4.8 Four Model Ordinances to Help Create Physically Active Communities: 4.8.1 Pedestrian 19
Overlay District; 4.8.2 On-Site Access, Parking, and Circulation Ordinance; 4.8.3 Shared Parking

Ordinance; 4.8.4 Street Connectivity Ordinance

Model Smart Land Development Reguiations

Interim PAS Report, © American Planning Association, March 2006



(b) The number of parking spaces proposed by the applicant is more than [10] percent of,
or more than [10] spaces greater than, the minimum number of parking spaces required
by the [parking standard ordinance], whichever is greater.

103. General Provisions

(1) Shared parking is allowed between two or more uses to satisfy all or a portion of the
minimum off-street parking requirement.

(2) Shared parking is permitted between different categories of uses or uses with different
hours of operation.

(3} A use for which an application is being made for shared parking shall be located within
[800] feet of the parking facility.

(4) The reductions to parking permitted through shared use of parking shall be determined as
a percentage of the minimum-parking requirement as modified by the reductions permitted in
other sections of the parking ordinance.

Comment: 4 jurisdiction may aflow initial reductions in parking requirements for certain
uses or in certain districis that would be calculated prior to the consideration of a shared
parking arrangement. Seaiile, for example, allows for reductions in parking standards for
landmark buildings, for uses in areas where transit is available, and in pedestrian
commercial zones.

(5) An agreement providing for the shared use of parking, executed by the parties involved,
shall be filed with [zoning administrator]. Shared parking privileges shall continue in effect
only as long as the agreement, binding on all parties, remains in force. If the agreement is no
longer in force, parking shall be provided as otherwise required by this chapter.

[Section 104. Alternative 1]

104. Calculation of Parking Requirements for Shared Parking; Shared
Parking Feasibility Study

(1) Where shared parking arrangements are proposed, the [zoning administrator] shall
determine the number of parking spaces that may be shared based on a shared parking
feasibility study prepared by the applicant for a zoning permit. Thejzoning administrator]
shall promulgate written guidelines for the preparation of such studies by [date].

{2} A shared parking feasibility study shall:

(a) identify the properties and uses for the study (the study may include properties and
uses not the subject of the zoning permit, provided that the applicant obtains a letter of
authorization from the property owner or his or her agent);
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(b) determine the number of parking spaces that would be required by applying the
standard for the uses for all of the properties in subparagraph (2)(a) above;

(c) determine the peak parking demand for the combined demand of all of the uses for all
of the properties in subparagraph (2)(a) above using standard parking generation rates in
sources approved by the [zoning administrator]; and

(d} compare the resuits of (b) and {c) above.

If the [zoning administrator] finds that the shared parking feasibility study is consistent with
guidelines promulgated pursuant to paragraph (1) above, the [zoning administrator] shall use
the lesser of the two parking demands calculated in subparagraph (2)(d) above as the
minimum number of parking spaces to be provided for all the properties and uses in the
study;

(3) If standard parking generation rates for any of the uses in the study are not available, the
applicant may collect data at similar sites to establish local parking demand rates. If the
shared parking feasibility study assumes use of an existing parking facility, the applicant
shall conduct field surveys to determine actual parking accumulation.

Comment: The Urban Land Institute (2004) has developed procedures for conducting
shared parking studies. For parking generation raes see, for example, APA PAS Repori No.
510/511, Parking Standards (2001}, which contains examples of parking standards from
lndreds of ordinances around the U.S. In addition, see Parking Generation, 3d edition
(2004) published by the Institute of Transporiation and Shared Parking Planning Guidelines
(ITE 19953), which contains guidelines for planning and regulaiing shared parking facilities.

In The High Cost of Free Parking author Donald Shoup assails planners’ use of parking
standards altogether. He argues that, because of numerous significant flaws in how
Jurisdictions calculate parking siandards the amount of parking that gers built bears little or
no relationship to what is actually needed. This has resulted in an oversupply of parking in
many jurisdiciions, which has had far reaching negarive implications on everyihing from the
natural environment to downtown revitalization efforts 1o making transit infeasible through
low-density auto-dependent land use patierns. Readers of this report are sirongly
encouraged to read The High Cost of Free Parking. Although critical of the status quo in
parking policy, it is sure to spark a lively debate in your community out of which some
creative solutions (o this problem could emerge (Shoup 2003).

[Section 104-Alternative 2]

104. Calculation of Parking Requirements for Shared Parking Between Different
Categories of Uses, Uses with Different Hours of Operation, and Uses of the Same Type

(1) Shared Parking for Different Categories of Uses. Business establishments constituting
different categories of use may share parking as follows:

(a) If an office use and a retail sales and service use share parking, the parking
requirement for the retail sales and service use may be reduced by 20 percent, provided
that the reduction shall not exceed the minimum parking requirement for the office use.
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{b) If a residential use shares parking with a retail sales and service use other than lodging
uses, eating and drinking establishments or entertainment uses, the parking requirement
for the residential use may be reduced by 30 percent, provided that the reduction does not
exceed the minimum parking requirement for the retail sales and service use.

(¢} If an office and a residential use share off-street parking, the parking requirement for
the residential use may be reduced by 50 percent, provided that the reduction shall not
exceed the minimum parking requirement for the office use.

(2) Shared Parking for Uses With Different Hours of Operation.

(a) For the purposes of this Section, the following uses shall be considered daytime uses,
operating anytime between the hours 8:01 a.m. and 5:59 p.m. [Monday through Friday
only]:

1. Customer service and administrative offices

2. Retail sales and services, except [eating and drinking establishments and]
entertainment uses

3. Wholesale, storage and distribution uses
4. Manufacturing uses

5. Other similar primarily daytime uses, as determined by the {zoning administrator].

(b) For the purposes of this section, the following uses shall be considered nighttime uses,
operating anytime between the hours of 6:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m., or [Saturday and]
Sunday uses:

1. Auditoriums accessory to public or private schools

2. Religious facilities

3. Entertainment uses, such as theaters, bowling alleys, and dance halis
(4. Eating and drinking establishments]

5. Other similar primarily nighttime or Sunday uses, as determined by the [zoning
administrator]

Comment: A good deal of judgment must be applied to determine which wuses are
“davtime " and which are “nighttime ” activities because these are not cui-and-dried
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determinations. Of these, eating and drinking establishments may be the most
problematic. A restaurant that is a “supper club” would be a “nighttime " use, but one
that serves breakfast and hunch would not. For that reason, they have been placed in
brackets.

(¢) The [zoning administrator] may authorize upon application the use of up to 90percent
of the required off-street parking for a daytime use to serve as the required off-street
parking provided for a nighttime or Sunday use and vice-versa, except that this may be
increased to 100 percent when the nighttime or Sunday use is a religious facility. The
applicant shall demonstrate that there is no substantial conflict in the principal operating
hours of the uses for which the sharing of parking is proposed.

(3) Shared Parking for the Uses of the Same Type

(a) The [zoning administrator] may authorize in writing shared parking arrangements
between two or more commercial uses having the same or overlapping operating hours,
allowing reductions in the total minimum number of required parking spaces as follows:

I. Up to a 20 percent reduction in the total minimum number of required parking
spaces for four or more separate establishments;

2. A 15 percent reduction in the total minimum number of required spaces for three
establishments; and

3. A 10 percent reduction in the total minimum number of required spaces for two
establishments

(b) No reductions to the parking requirement shall be made if the proposed business
establishments have previously received a reduction through the provisions for shared
parking under paragraphs (1) or (2) above.

(c) The establishments for which the application is being made for shared parking shall
be located within 800 feet of the parking facility. The parking facility shall be located in
a commercial or residential-commercial zone,

(d) The reductions to parking quantities allowed through shared parking shall be
determined as a percentage of the minimum parking requirement as stated in Section [cite
to Section establishing minimum parking requirements by use].

(e) New business establishments secking to meet parking requirements by becoming part
of an existing shared parking arrangement shall provide the {zoning administrator] with
an amendment to the agreement stating their inclusion in the shared parking facility or
arca.
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195, Writfen Agreement between Property Owners te Share Parking

(1) Where an application for a zoning permit for which shared parking is proposed includes
two or more separately owned properties and the [zoning administrator] has made a
determination of the minimum number of required parking spaces for the each of the
applicable properties and uses, the [zoning administrator} shall require that the owners of the
properties enter into a legal agreement guaranteeing access to, use of, and management of
designated shared parking spaces. The agreement shall be in a form approved by the [local
government law director], included as a condition of the zoning permit, and enforceable by
the [local government].

(2) Where an application for a zoning permit for which shared parking is proposed includes
two or more properties owned by the same property owner and the [zoning administrator] has
made a determination of the minimum number of required parking spaces for the applicable
properties and uses, the [zoning administrator] shall require that the owner of the properties
shall enter into a legal agreement with the [local government] guaranteeing access to, use of,
and management of designated shared parking spaces. The agreement shall be in a form
approved by the [local government law director], included as a condition of the zoning
permit, and enforceable by the [local government).

106. Shared Parking Pian

(1) The [zoning administrator] may require an applicant for a zoning permit that incorporates
shared parking to submit a shared parking plan. Such a plan shall be included as an
addendum to a site plan and shall be drawn to the same scale. A shared parking plan includes
one or more of the following:

(a) A site plan showing parking spaces intended for shared parking and their proximity to
the uses they will serve.

(b) A signage plan that directs drivers to the most convenient parking areas for each
particular use or group of uses, if such distinctions can be made.

(c) A pedestrian circulation plan that shows connections and walkways between parking
areas and land uses.

(2) The shared parking plan shall satisfy the following standards, as applicable:

(a) Shared spaces for residential units must be located within [300] feet of dwelling unit
entrances they serve.

(b) Shared spaces at nonresidential uses must be located within [500] feet of the principal
building entrances of all sharing uses. However, up to [20] percent of the spaces may be
located greater than [S00] feet but less than [1,000] feet from the principal entrances.
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{c) Clearly delineated and direct pedestrian connections must be provided from the shared
parking area(s) to the building entrances.

(d) Pedestrians shall not be required to cross an arterial street to access shared parking
facilities except at a signalized intersection along a clearly delineated pedestrian pathway.
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An Example of a Shared Parking Calculation

Calculate the shared parking reguired for a mixed-use development with a 40,000-gross-
square-foot (GSF) office building and a 5,000 GSF Restaurant.

Step 1. Determine the base parking required (as per the local parking ordinance) for each
land use.

Assume the parking standards ordinance requires, at a minimum, 2.7 spaces per 1,000 GSF
for office uses and 15.3 spaces per 1,000 GSF for restaurants.

Parking for offices = 2.7 x 40,000/1,000 = 108 spaces
Parking for restaurant = 15.3 x 5,000/1,000 = 77 spaces

Combined base requirement: 108 + 77 = 185 spaces

Step 2. Based on the hourly variation in parking demand, determine the peak parking
demand for the combined demand of all the uses in the development.

Standardized data (e.g., those contained in the Urban Land Institute report, Shared Parking)
or other studies should be used to estimate hourly variations. Field studies can also be
performed on similar land uses within the jurisdiction to establish the hourly variation
patterns. This analysis may be needed for both weekdays and weekends, depending on the
type of uses involved, and may need to consider seasonal peak periods.
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Example: Table I shows the various hourly parking demand rates for offices and restaurants
(columns 2 and 4) from ULI data. These rates were multiplied by the GSF of each
development to determine the number of parking spaces needed each hour during a typical
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weekday. The hourly parking demands for this example are shown in Figure 1. Below is the
combined peak parking demands for several critical hours during the day

Combined Demand for Office peak hour at 11 a.m.:
Office = 3.0 spaces/1,000 GSF; Restaurant = 6.0/1,000 GSF

Combined Demand = (3.0 x 40) + (6.0 x 5) = 120 + 30 = 150 spaces

Combined Demand for Restaurant peak hour at 7 p.m.:
Office = 0.2 spaces/1,000 GSF, Restaurant = 20.0/1,000 GSF
Combined Demand = (0.2 x 40} + (20.0 x §) = 8+100 = 108 spaces
Peak Demand for Combined Uses at I p.n.;

Office = 2.7 spaces/1,000 GSF, Restaurant =14.0/1,000 GSF
Combined Demand = (2.7 x 40) + (14.0 x 5) = 108 + 70 = 178 spaces

Peak-Hour Parking Demand for Combination of Uses = 178 spaces

Step 3. Compare the calculations of the two steps above, and the lesser of the two parking
demands shall be used as the minimum number of parking spaces required.

Example:
Minimum parking required for both uses according to local parking standards = 185 spaces
Peak-hour parking needs with shared parking = 178 spaces

185 — 178 = Net savings of 7 spaces

Table 2 ~ Combined Parking Requiremenls from Metro, Grban Grosth Manageent
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Table 2 shows the potential savings in the construction of parking spaces based on the
calculations in the example. Using the maximum parking ratio requirements from the
Portland, Oregon, Metro Functional Plan for its Zones A and B, a shared parking
arrangement could save as many as 101 parking spaces. The effect of shared parking for this
example is also shown in Figure 1.
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Appendix B

City of San Diego Shared Parking Code



San Diego Municipal Code

Chapter 14: General Regulations

(4-2008)

§142.0545

Ch. Art. Div.

26

Shared Parking Requirements

(a)

(b)

Approval Criteria. In all zones except single unit residential zones, shared
parking may be approved through a Building Permit subject to the following

requirements.

(1) Shared parking requests shall be for two or more different land uses
located adjacent or near to one another, subject to the standards in this
section.

(2) All shared parking facilities shall be located within a 600-foot
horizontal distance of the uses served.

3) Parties involved in the shared use of a parking facility shall provide an
agreement for the shared use in a form that is acceptable to the City
Attorney.

(4) Shared parking facilities shall provide signs on the premises indicating
the availability of the facility for patrons of the participating uses.

(%) Modifications to the structure in which the uses are located or changes

in tenant occupancy require review by the City Manager for
compliance with this section.

Shared Parking Formula. Shared parking is based upon the variations in the
number of parking spaces needed (parking demand) over the course of the day
for each of the proposed uses. The hour in which the highest number of
parking spaces is needed (peak parking demand) for the proposed
development, based upon the standards in this section, determines the
minimum number of required off-street parking spaces for the proposed
development.



San Diego Municipal Code

Chapter 14: General Regulations

(4-2008)

(1)

)

3)

4

The shared parking formula is as follows:

A, B, C = proposed uses to share parking spaces

PA = parking demand in the peak hour for Use A

PB = parking demand in the peak hour for Use B

PC = parking demand in the peak hour for Use C

HA% = the percentage of peak parking demand for Use A
in Hour H

HB% = the percentage of peak parking demand for Use B
in Hour H

HC% = the percentage of peak parking demand for Use C
in Hour H

P(A,B,C) = peak parking demand for Uses A, B and C
combined

Formula:

P(A, B, C) = (PA x HA%) + (PB x HB%) + (PC x HC%), where H =
that hour of the day (H) that maximizes
P(A, B, C)

Table 142-05H contains the peak parking demand for selected uses,
expressed as a ratio of parking spaces to floor area.

Table 142-051 contains the percentage of peak parking demand that
selected uses generate for each hour of the day (hourly accumulation
curve), in some cases separated into weekdays and Saturdays. The
period during which a use is expected to generate its peak parking
demand is indicated as 100 percent, and the period during which no
parking demand is expected is indicated with “-”.

The parking demand that a use generates in a particular hour of the
day is determined by multiplying the peak parking demand for the use
by the percentage of peak parking demand the use generates in that
hour.

Ch. Art. Div.
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San Diego Municipal Code Chapter 14: General Regulations
(4-2008)

(%) The parking demand of the proposed development in a particular hour
of the day is determined by adding together the parking demand for
each use in that hour.

(6) The minimum number of required off-street parking spaces for the
proposed development is the highest hourly parking demand.

(7) Uses for which standards are not provided in Tables 142-05H and 142-
051 may nevertheless provide shared parking with the approval of a
Neighborhood Development Permit, provided that the applicant shows
evidence that the standards used for the proposed development result
in an accurate representation of the peak parking demand.

() Single Use Parking Ratios. Shared parking is subject to the parking ratios in
Table 142-05H.

Table 142-05H
Parking Ratios for Shared Parking

Use Peak Parking Demand Transit Area(l)

(Ratio of spaces per 1,000 square

feet of floor area unless otherwise

noted. Floor area includes gross

floor area plus below grade floor

area and excludes floor area
devoted to parking)
Office (except medical office)
Weekday 33 2.8
Saturday 0.5 0.5
Medical office
Weekday 4.0 34
Saturday 0.5 0.5
Retail sales 5.0 4.3
Eating & drinking establishment 15.0 12.8
Cinema 1-3 screens 1 space per 3 seats .85 spaces per 3
seats
4 or more screens 1 space per 3.3 seats .85 spaces per 3.3
seats
Ch. _Art. Div.
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San Diego Municipal Code
(4-2008)

Chapter 14: General Regulations

Visitor accommodations through 1 space per guest room 1 space per guest
Multiple Dwelling Units room

Conference room 10.0 10.0
(see Section 142.0525)

Multiple dwelling units

Footnote for Table 142-05H

Transit Area. The transit area peak parking demand applies in the Transit Area Overlay Zone (see Chapter 13,
Atrticle 2, Division 10).

(d)

Hourly Accumulation Rates. Table 142-051 contains, for each hour of the day
shown in the left column, the percentage of peak demand for each of the uses,

separated in some cases into weekdays and Saturdays.

Table 142-051
Representative Hourly Accumulation by Percentage of Peak Hour

Hour of Office Medical Office Retail Sales  |Eating & Drinking Cinema
Day (Except Medical establishment.
Office)

Weekday|Saturday|Weekday|Saturday| Weekday|Saturday | Weekday | Saturday |Weekday|Saturday
6 a.m. 5% - 5% - - - 15% 20% - -
7 a.m. 15 30% 20 20% 10% 5% 55% 35% - -
8 a.m. 55 50 65 40 30 30 80 55 - -
0 a.m 90 80 90 80 50 50 65 70 - -
10 a.m. 100 90 100 95 70 75 25 30 5% -
11 am. 100 100 100 100 80 90 65 40 5 -
Noon 90 100 80 100 100 95 100 60 30 30%
1 p.m. 85 85 65 95 95 100 80 65 70 70
2 p.m. 90 75 80 85 85 100 55 60 70 70
3 p.m. 90 70 80 95 80 90 35 60 70 70
4 p.m. 85 65 80 50 75 85 30 50 70 70
S p.m. 55 40 50 45 80 75 45 65 70 70
6 p.m. 25 35 15 45 80 65 65 85 80 80
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San Diego Municipal Code

Chapter 14: General Regulations

(4-2008)
Hour of Office Medical Office Retail Sales |Eating & Drinking Cinema
Day (Except Medical establishment.
Office)
Weekday|Saturday|Weekday|Saturday| Weekday|Saturday | Weekday | Saturday |Weekday|Saturday

7 p.m. 15 25 10 40 75 60 55 100 100 90
8 p.m. 5 20 5 5 60 55 55 100 100 100
O p.m. 5 - 5 - 45 45 45 85 100 100
10 p.m. 5 - 5 - 30 35 35 75 100 100
11p.m. - - - - 15 15 15 30 80 80
Midnight] - - - - - - 5 25 70 70

Hour of Visitor Accommodations

Day

Guest Room Eating & Drinking Conference | Exhibit Hall
Establishment Room and
Convention
Facility
Weekday Saturday Weekday | Saturday Daily Daily

6 a.m. 100% 90% 15% 20% - -

7 a.m. 95 80 55 35 -- -

8 a.m. 85 75 80 55 50% 50%

9am 85 70 65 70 100 100

10 a.m. 80 60 25 30 100 100

11 am. 75 55 65 40 100 100

Noon 70 50 100 60 100 100

I p.m. 70 50 80 65 100 100

2 p.m. 70 50 55 60 100 100

3 p.m. 60 50 40 60 100 100

4 p.m. 65 50 30 50 100 100
Ch._Art. Div,
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Hour of Visitor Accommodations
Day
Guest Room Eating & Drinking Conference | Exhibit Hall
Establishment Room and
Convention
Facility
S5p.m. 60 60 45 65 100 100
6 p.m. 65 65 65 85 100 100
7 p.m. 75 70 55 100 100 100
8 p.m. 85 70 55 100 100 100
9 p.m. 90 75 45 85 100 100
10p.m. 90 85 35 75 50 50
I1p.m. 100 95 15 30 - -
Midnight 100 100 10 25 - -
Hour of Day Residential
Weekday Saturday
6 a.m. 100% 100%
7 a.m. 80 100
8 am. 60 95
9am 50 85
10 a.m. 40 80
11 am. 40 75
Noon 40 70
I p.m. 35 65
2 p.m. 40 65
3 p.m. 45 65
4 p.m. 45 65

Ch. Art. Div.

31



San Diego Municipal Code Chapter 14: General Regulations

(4-2008)
Hour of Day Residential
Weekday Saturday
5 p.m. 50 65
6 p.m. 65 70
7 p.m. 70 75
8 p.m. 75 80
9 p.m. 85 80
10 p.m. 90 85
11 p.m. 95 90
Midnight 100 95
(Added 12-9-1997 by O-18451 N.S.; effective 1-1-2000.)
(Amended 3-1-2006 by O-19467 N.S.; effective 8-10-2006.)
§142.0550 Parking Assessment District Calculation Exception
(a) Exemption From Minimum Required Parking Spaces. Property within a
parking assessment district formed pursuant to any parking district ordinance
adopted by the City Council may reduce the number of parking spaces
provided from the minimum automobile space requirements in Tables
142-05C, 142-05D, 142-05E, and 142-05F in accordance with the application
of the following formula:
(Assessment against the subject property) / (Total assessment against all
property in the parking district) x (parking spaces provided in the district
facility) x 1.25 = parking spaces reduced.
The remainder of the off-street parking spaces required by Tables 142-05C,
142-05D, 142-05E, and 142-05F shall be provided on the premises or as
otherwise provided in the applicable zone.
Ch. _Art. Div.
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May 8, 2007

Mr. Benjamin Nicholls

Executive Director

Pacific Beach Community Development Corporation
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Project Number 37-7864.00

Dear Benjamin:

Walker Parking Consultants is pleased to submit the following draft report of our anclysis for
parking policy in Pacific Beach. This repori summarizes our findings with regard to the parking
management policies that we recommend for the district.

We look forward to discussing this report with you at your earliest convenience and hearing your
comments.

Sincerely,
WALKER PARKING CONSULTANTS

Steffen Turoff
Parking Consultant
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An executive summary will e provided in the final repord. The reader
: i ‘ s o T - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
s encouraged fo read and comment on the enfire diaft report before

we provide an execulive summary.



PACIFIC BEACH
PARKING POLCY PLAN

WALKER

PARKIMNG CONSUTANES

MAY 8, 200 PROJECT & 37-7864.G00

The Pocitic Beach community in San Diego is located along the City's
coastine noth of Mission Bay.  The neighborhood is primarily
composed of refail siores, restourants, hotels, single and multifamily
residences and the stunning beaches that line the coast.

The mix of land uses generaies a significant and increasing demand
or parking.  like the nearby neighborhoods of Lo Jolla and Mission
Beach, but unitke most beach parking focated in cities further north in
Orange and los Angeles Counties, all parking on the street in Pacific
Beach is free. Time restrictions are insufficient for the purpose of tuming
over parking spaces.  Onsteet spaces can therefore te extremely
difficult to find. The demand for on-street parking is so high that drivers
witt pay $5.00 to ook in private sudoce lofs that offer what is often
the only availabe parking that some members of the public are adle to

find.

The purpose of this report is fo provide recommendations that will resuit
in the most efficient use of the existing parking supply in Pacific Beach.
In creating such plans, colitical considerations sometimes come into
play, oflen at the expense of the policies that wil utiiize the parking
system most efficiently. Parking olanning is complex as it affects issues
as varied as the health of the neighborhood economy and the obility
of the public to access the beach. Except in a few instances, such os
the paking needs of neighborhood residents, the following analysis
does  nol  consider either the poliical  implications  of  our
racommendations or the evertual input of the Coaslal Commission,

Qur goal is to determine how o use the parking sysiem as effectivel
I \/ y

as possible so as fo provide as many people as possible with access

to the Pacific Beach district,

One porking lot operclor with whom we spoke said thot the phenomenon of
private lots offering parking to the public begen s on oftempt to prevent
drivers from “pooching” free spaces in the evening.

INTRODUCTION
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Walker relied on dala from o number of sources in order o orepare
our recommendations,  The primary source of dala wos the Phase |
Visitor Orienfed  Parking  Facififies, Study of the Pacific Beach
Community.  The document was prepared by Wilbur Smith and
Associates and finalized in May of 2002, The occuoancy counts in
the document fwhich we reler to as WSA 2002) were conducled in
2001, The scope of the current project did not include conducting
additional occupancy counts, although we did visit the area and
onserve, fo the extent possible, the dynamic of fne parking systern.

Although WSA 2002 projects parking demand for 2005, and as far
into the fulure as 2020, such projections are difficull and actuat
demand numbers may change due fo factors ranging from increased
popuiation and development to higher gascline prices.

However, it is importan! 1o recognize hat the beach is a limited and
vaiuable resource,  The Southem Cadlifornia coast represents a fimited
shralch of real estale that a growing population wishes lo access.
Access o the beach herefore needs to be managed as efficiently as
possio’e in order to oliow as meny people as possible to enioy il

ASSUMPTIONS REGARDING THE CONSTRUCTION OF MORE
PARKING

it shou'd be nofed that a goal of WSA 2002 was 1o assess whether or
not the demand for parking in the arec warranied the construction of a
parking garage.  As with any real estate development in Southern
Califoria, the construction of a parking facility is extremely expensive.
Howeaver, unlike other types of real esiale development, the "tenanis”
(in this case those who park their cars in the facility] are often unwilling
lo pay he fUl costs of such a project. Few parking structures are able
lo cover their constuction costs, ‘et alone operating, sofi and land
costs as wel. For this reason, whether the cost of providing parking is
subsidized by the City or paid by the driver, it is far less expensive and
more practicat fo increase the efficiency of existing parking spaces
than to construct new ones.

We do not directly address the issue of whether or not 1o construct a
garage in our recommenaations, out conduct our analysis and make

METHODOLOGY AND
ASSUMPTIONS
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recommendalions keeping the following poinis and assumptions in
mind:

I} Whether or not the Pacific Beach Communily Parking Districl
(PBCPB} wishes fo pursue the development of o parking
stucture, it will need to significantly improve the management
of the existing parking supply.  This is, first, because new
spaces shauld not be construcied without oeller ulilizing the
existing supply. Second, it is because o parking structure itself
can nol be efficiently utilized if other parking in the area is not
properly managed.  People vitualy always prefer lo park on
streel than in o garage, Only a severely impacted onstreet
parking situation or relatively nigh onstreel parking rales wil
persuade divers o park in a parking gorage.

2} I is our understanding that a new parking facility cannot be
buill in the area within the foreseeable fulure as a result of
oudgetary and land constrainis that have arisen since the WSA

Study was published in 2002,

IMPROVING THE EFFICIENCY OF THE EXISTING PARKING
SUPPLY

Walker performed te following analysis and  developed  the
recommendalions contained in this report bused on a combination of
our experience with parking in municipal commercial dislricts and
beach oreas as well as pnone calis with city siafl in coastal cities
throughout Califomia conducted specificaly for this recot. We then
oroceeded with the analysis using the following assumptions:

1} The popuiation of the Cily of San Diego and the entire region
continues 1o increase while the amount of coastline availabie
for public enjoyment remains constant.  On o practical leve,
spatiol and financial constraints will almest cerainly make 1
impossivle o orovide a parking space for every deiver who
wishes fo park, oflen in @ venicle occupied solely by one
person, for free.

2} "Turning” spuces provides more drivars with access o parking.
{“Turning” is the reuse of a vacaled space by o new car
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3)

4)

&)

One parking space occupied by a car left oll day may serve
one employee or long lerm beach visitor. In the same eight
hour period, eight or more customers are able o park and
transact business.

Free onsstreet parking encourages drivers to leave vehicles on
the street that they might otherwise store in their garages,
driveways or maybe not keep al all,

Managing parking demand in Pacific Beach wilt involve trade
offs. In order for a commercial or beach district to funclion
cropery, cedain parking user groups must have priority over
ofrers. For example, customers are not willing to walk as for
as employess fo o business and need lo have access to the
closest spaces. A beach lover whe lives a few blocks away
may desire @ convenient parking space near ihe beach every
akternoon in the summer, but that parking soace may be for
more valuabie to the family of four spending one day at the
peach on thelr once in ¢ fifelime vacation to San Diego.

The use of parking melers or other forms of paid parking are
far more effeclive at creafing turnover than ore fime limits.  The
enforcement of time limits is also significantly more labor
infensive, and therelore more expensive than is the enforcement
of parking reguiations using parking meters.

Sorme drivers have allernatives when choosing how they reach
their destination in Pacific Beach while ofhers may have no
other option than driving alone. Effective parking management
will not hinder the po'kmg exparience o7 the person who must
dive and park, but should instead faciftate the  process.
When paring demand is high, the real cost of providing
parking offen makes other opfions more viable. Two Pecigic
Beach business owners with whom we spoke siated that
number of their employees lived close enough to work that they
did nol need fo drive. Under the current parking regulations,
these employees have as much chance of finding o parking
space as a customar coming from Escondido who may feave
e atea § he cannot find o parking space. The ourpose of
using parking rates o manage the parking demand is to
ensure that both are able to reach their destination.
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PARKING POLICIES iIN COMPARABLE LOCATIONS

Walker resacrched porking policies and interviewed staff in a number
of cilies that face parking issues similar io those confronting Pacific
Beach. The two issues on which we focused our questions were 1) the
axtent fo which fees were charged for anstreet and beach parking and
2] whal measures were in place fo reguiate the parking of beach
goers In residentic! areas. Walker spoke 1o siaft members in eleven,
primarity coastal, California cilies and researched ihe policies of
several others. Below we include fhose comparapie locations whose
polices we found mosl relevant 1o setling parking management policy
in Pacific Beach.

DEL MAR

Based primarily on focotion, Del Mar is one of the best comparable
studies for Pacific Beach and appears to offer some of the besl iessons

for setting parking policy in the district.

Parking meters: Del Mar is one of a handful of cities in San Diego to
nave onsstreet narking meters af ifs veaches.” According fo the city
staff member with whom Wa'ker sooke, the streels hove been metered
for ten fo fifteen years. Ten years ago “pay and display” machines
were installed. These are electonic melers that can serve muiliple
parking spaces from one maching. Parkers ooy with currency or credit
cards and receive o receipt for a sel oeriod of fime, which they place
on their dashisoard for purooses of enforcement.

According to City staff, the spaces regulated by the machines along
the norhern sireich of beach ore located within o few steps of the
sond. The norfhern meters are more convenient to the beach ond
therefore more posu'ar. As a resull, houtly porking rafes are $2.00

per hour while in the less convenient southern area hourly rates are

2 The City of Coronado has parking maters along some of its ccean fronl ena
cormmercial sireets. On Sunday, when meters cie not in effect, o Hotel del
Coronado steff m W*bof suggested thal parking was very difficull o find. The
City of Oceonside | "orifmg melers near its watarront, although our
wnaerstending is that much of the demand is driven by the huhuf a different
dynamic than the bcuc.hes or commercial erea in Pacilic Beoch, Of cousse,
Downtown San Diego hos parking melers os well,

PAY PARKING ki
I. PARK KING
2. PAY.

3. DISPLAY.

PURCHASE TICKET HERE 1;

e

1 .
YO ATINT n

Figure 1: One of Del Mar's
Pay ond Display Meters.
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$1.50 per hour. There are no time limits for drivers parked of these
meters.

When the proposal to charge for parking was initiated, the Calfomia
Coostal Commission  requested  that  the  City  present  data
demonstrating thal the spaces were tuming more frequently.  Staf
explained to Walker that they were cole to show tums increasing, in
some cases three fold, with stays of two to three hours and three to four
iurns per daoy.

The city’s website explains is beach parking policy fo the public:

We use parking meters and machines that dispense parking recaipls os
anathar way o enswe tumover and give evaryone af least o chance to
find ¢ porking space. The melers and the machines have digitl disploys
to show how much fime you hove purchased. We check on the meters
ond mochines every doy ond adjust them to keep them waorking
aocuralely.

There is on even greoter demand for parking ot the beach on holidays.
Del Mor enforces parking on holidoys to keep the streets safe os do maos!
other coostal cities in Seuthern Californic. We have clse found that by
enforcing porking, we inciease tumover and meximize the use of our
limited spoce.

Beach parking in residential areas: The City sicf member with whom
Waker spoke estimated that there were 1,000 free parking spaces
focated in residential areas within walking distance to the beach. He
said that the City does nol have o residential permit program in ploce
in these neighborhoods and acknowledged that the number of beach
goers who parked in residential areas presented a challenge for
residenls who needed fo park their cors.  Whether or not there had
ever been a residential permil parking program in place was unciear.
However, 1t wos suggested that residential parking permits in beach
arecs was fikely lo raise concems among officials at the Califomic
Coastal Commission.  While such programs do exist in some
Califomia cities, most were in eff

‘act orior lo 1972, when the Couosto!
Commission was created, and have therefore been grandfathered in
ploce.”

It most be noted thot the scope of sevices for this report does not incluge an
onalysis of whal parking policies moy o moy ot be permissible per Coastal
Commission regolafions.
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During times of peck beach visits, the parking in the residentic! areas
closest fo e becch creas fils up by 9:00 AM: the spaces furthest
from the beach are completely occunied by 12:00 noon. “Residents,”
ne said, “can't find spaces.  They creatively extend their driveways
and park perpendiculorly on fo fheir lofs.” In some cases he soid, they
lecve their personal vehicles on the street 5o as to allow guests 1o park
in their drivewoys.  He odded that he thought the problem was
common fo beach areas in just about any city and, as we heard Fom
city officials in most of the beach cilies with whom we socke, ne
suggested that, to a large extent, it was a price that one paid for living
in ¢ desirable area close to the beach.

TORREY PINES STATE BEACH

There are cbviously significant diferences between Torrey Pines State
Park and Pacific Beach, which is a semiurban commercial area along
the coast. However, it is nofable that there is a fee for narking at this
stale veach ocated roughly 12 miles up the coast from Pacitic Beach,
$8.00 every day with slightly discounted rates for seniors and the
disabled.  Free parking spaces apoorently exist clong oid Highway
101 outside the park. 1 should be noted fhot parking fees are not
vncommon in Califoria state parks.

NEWPORT BEACH

Parking metars and permits for residents: The City of Newport Beach
nas aporoximately 2,600 melered parking spaces. Rates cange from
$0.50 10 $1.00 per hour. Many of these meters are located in beach
areas thot are dense residential areas as well.

Party as a result of the high demand for visitor parking in these arees
that contain mony residences as well, the City has a permil parking
program that aliows purchasers fo use their permits o park of the
metars:

»  Annual Parking Permits allow permit holders o park af the city's
blue pole parking meters for $100 per year {with a prorated
reduction every quarter of the year).

s Master Porking Permits aliow the holder 1o park al meters of
any color throughout the city. The cost of these permits was by
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far the highest of any that we saw during our survey, $625
annually {with o prorated reduction every quarter of fhe year].

o An Overnight Permit entities the holder to park in the Balboa
Municipal overnight lot for $150 annually [with o ororated
reduction every quarer of the year).

One of the City's planners with whom we spoke said that one smali
neighbomood in the City had o residentsonly parking pian in place.
Apparently other neighberhoods had requested such a policy as well,
but it had not been granted.

Beach parking: When one looks af the cost of parking in beach
parking lofs, it becomes apparent that parking at mefers or the anaual
cost of parking permils is o relative bargain. Depending on the lof, the
rote for cars is $0.50 for every 20 minutes ($1.50 per hour} and a
maximum of $8.00 per day. However, the weekend and holidoy
rates go up to $10.00 daily in the more popular beach lot.

Parking rofes at lots in Newport Beach are doubled for vehicles longer
than 20 feet, a point worlh nofing in Pacific Beach, where large
recreafionar vehicles purked onstrect may not only take up @
significant amount of curb space, but by the nature of their use may
aiso be parked for hours or days longer than the tyoical porked
automobile.

HERMOSA BEACH

Like Pocific Beach, Hermosa Beach's populer commercial area s
ocaled adjacent fo s beach and pier. Parking in the arec is shared
by businesses, beach goers and residents alike.  Although the City
constructed o 300space parking stucture in the area, in addition to
wo surface lots containing another 160 spaces, a significant amaunt
of the ared’s parking demand is parked of metered onsireel spaces as
well as unmetered spoces farher away from the beach.  Parking
melers accept cash xeys, which essentially act as rechargeable debil
cards and can be purchased from the City.  Meter rafes vary, the
highest is $1.00 per hour,

In the City's designated “impacied area,” a parking permit grogram
allows residents, their guests and employees who work in the area to
oark of specially designated lyellow post] meters without paying o in
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one hour zones without regard 1o the onehour limit. The policy is
similar to thal described in Newport Beoch but is significantly less
axpensive in price for the resident, $37.00 annually. The permits are
not valid al silver or green post meters, which are designated to serve
orimarily commercial uses, or parking spaces with 2hour time fimits.
Residents can purchase one permit for each venicle registered in their
name. One guest pass [ransferable between vehicles) per residential
address is availacle per year as well,  The permits amount to o
“hunting license” for residents to find parking: they do not guarantes
them or their visitors a space.

City slof with whom we spoke stated that this policy predales the

FiQLH“ 20 One of Hemmoso

creation of the Coastal Commission. It should be emohasized that the Beach’s yellow pole porking
program orly appiies fo residents and parking meters in the impacted meters in o residenticl area.

zones. Where residents live outside the impacted zones, they do nol
have special privieges af the parking meters.

Other policies of nofe include meter enforcement hours oufside of the
impacted arec {where the permit system described above was nat in
) from 10:00 AMi 1o 10:00 PM. Several years ago the starling
fime for enforcement was moved loter to allow peope moe time in
the: moming before having 1o move their cars. Al the same time, unitke
many commercia’ disticls, it encourages the tuming of parking spaces
well into the evening, when restaurants and bass in the areq are stil
crowded and the demand for onsirest parking is stilf high.

City sioff in Hermosa Beach stated that the mix of parking demand is
relalively managecble during the week, but that the competition for
spaces "heats up” on weekends and peak times of the summer. “We
achieved peace o long lime ago,” said one sta®f member, wlening to
the competition for paking between the different user groups in the
area. Like officials in other cities, he emphasized that the huge number
of peonle atfracled to both visifing and fiving near the beach required
a level of expectation tha! paking af the beach may not be as
convenienl as it mighl be in areas away from he coast,

PARKING POLICIES IN OTHER CITIES - CONCLUSION

Based on our discussions with city slaff members and our anaiysis of
narking poficies in cilies throughout California, we come fo the
foliowing conclusions:
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»  While some cifies charge for parking in their commercial
districts, virtually olt cities with beach frontage charge for
oarking at the beach.

»  Fees lo park af the beoch are clways more expensive than in
the commercial districl.

o Typica’ onstreel rates are $1,00 an hour, but beach parking
[both onstreet and offstreet) is sigaificantly more in many
coses.

»  Residential permit parking zones exist in most cities, however in
beach areas parking is usually shared between residents and
veach goers. Residents generally accent tight parking as the
inconvenience of living near the beach.

o Hermosa and Newport Beach residents poy for pemit parking
in residential areas neor the beacn, Newpaort residents pay
substantially,



PACIFIC BEACH
PARKING POLCY PLAN

WALKER

PARKING COMSUTANTS

MAY 8, 2007 PROJECT # 377864 .00

From the outset, the goal of this siudy was to make recommendations
based on improving fhe efficiency of the parking system in Pacific
Beach. This is unusual  In most cities, the planning of city parsing
policies fs o confenfious process and decisions are heavily if not
entirely influenced by poliical decisions and necessities.  However, in
many cases parking policies that are put in ploce for purposes of

politicel expediency negativey affect the pedormance of the parking
systen.

Taxing inlo account the assumplions discussed earlier, we therefore
note that the following recommendations we gecred to moximize the
efficiency of the existing parking system and do not lake into account

polifical demands that may exist for such policies as low porking rates.

Finally, it should be noted that we make our recommendations using
the pariing occupancy data included in WSA's 2002 sudy.
Adjustments 1o pricing and location may be necessary based on
changes that have occured in parking demand patierns since the
counts were conducted in 2001,

FLEXIBILITY

The following recommendations represent a significant shift in parking
policies in Pacific Beach. Whether it be parking rates, the hours of
enforcement o the location of residential parking permit dislicls,
Fexibility, patticularly early in the implementation process is necessary.
Setting the "right” rate in the rignt nlace may take time, low roles of
parking occupancy in ousy areas will indicate that parking prices have
osen set too high, |mpacted onsteel parking in the evening wil
indicate that the times of mater enforcement should be extended later
info the aight. For any of these policies, adjustments may be necessary
to sel policies correctly and sef rates according to what expert Donald
Snoup calls “the Goldilocks Princinle” - not too high and not too fow,
The some aoplies for fimes of enforcement and locations of some rules
and restrictions as well.

ON-STREET PARKING

BEACH AND COMMERCIAL AREAS

The demand for onstreet parking spaces in Pocific Beach offen
exceeds the supply and will probably become worse in the future.
Among the fikely effects of this problem are drivers who are usable to
find parking spaces in @ quick and timely manner, employees parking
in commercial areas and occupying spaces hat should  serve

RECOMMENDATIONS
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customers and increased traffic congestion as drivers circle area sheets
in search of parking spaces.”  Unlike many coastal areas and cilies,
Pacific Beuch does not have large parking faciliies  located
immediately adjocent fo the beach. In many cases, onstreel spaces
near the beach represent the premium beach parking spaces, similar 1o
spaces in the higher priced beach lots in Newport Beach or Santa
Manica. Demand for these spaces is extremely high.

Taking these considerctions into accounl we recommend melering on
strezat ,Jomqg s0 as fo achieve ¢ Q0% occupancy ote czoag e steel
in the beach and commercial areas. This shou'd be done by crealing

higher tarnover and lower orstreet parking cccupancy by adiusting the
orice of onsleel fOfifiiﬂg " The pricing recommended in this section is

sel in order fo achieve the QO/O occupancy rate.  However, it shouid
be emphasized thal the goo! is the occupancy rate of 90%, not
necessarily the recommended orice. YWe recommend initial rates in

Table 1, keeping in mind that they may need 1o be adjusted bosed on

the demand for parking in the area.

At least two tiers of rates will be necessary in order 1o effectively
manage the higher demand for parking during peck times. However,
the rale structure should be made os easy for the public to understand
as possibie. To achieve management goals, parking rates wili need to
vary by location as well, due to higher demand for different locations

t different times. Parkers who park on sireet, adiocent to the beach,
will pay a premium.

Finaily, we note an additional tenet of proper parking management
strotegies. Drivers generally prefer 1o park on the sireet than off sireel
in a paring lof or porking stiucture. Therelore, ina o 'OJCI|y managed
porking system, onstreet parking spaces should ciwoys be priced al a

“Ressarch by UCLA uben plenning professer Donald Shoup hos shown that
aviing peck hours in some commercial districls o significant percentage of the
cors ere oclucly divers looking for an availeble parking spoce.

“Typically, the recommcndeo‘ occupancy e for onstreet porking is 85%
However, porking demond in Pocific Beach is high encugh that we
recommend o 0% O(_up’:ncy rate 5o as 1o be able 1o ulilize more I arkmg
spaces.

7

s
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higher rate than offstreet. In Pacific Beach the situation is currently the
reverse, Based on the onstieel parking occupancies cbserved in the
WOA Study of 2002 and beach and commercial onsteel oricing
observed in the cities we surveyed we recommend the rates shown n
Table 1.




=t

EOC_\WN.OM Soi\m,m.o,w SOL\.WNAO% SOL\WN.O% EOLQWC_ Of 58MO(] ;@EO@

NoY/G50% | 04705703 NOYSCT 0% nay/C7 0% S50 PUD

LOISSIA UDDMIBY PaSY PUD SOWOY | 'PuIc)

.>mco SO0 SDL\OO. Tm 004007 4 .SOL\OW.O.,H 50:”\0@.0% m@SOQ O UOLISSipy

Bupyiod Bugsn Woi  OUBIQUIOH  'PUSIQWON O  xodsiay

pejnba: g W1} SSMO(] "SeMD(] O UoIssiy wou sods|e ]
N ATHS mBus -

CWUMMMHMWMMM HIOW /SO0 (% ncy /06| ﬁ_v SOL\O@.OM .SOx\Wh.Ow SDAMD(] O] UOISSIA S ey

Sy awy opy | OY/0STLS | NOU/057 G | mou/00 18 | 0u/06 (1§ H{yPoaq Byl 0 4D0[g BUO UTyIM]

0BG Dunnd O iedsiay uoIssiy o sEpn

nou/00 s | oy /oo s noy /0G| § NG00 S {lucu Yooag) senusay SOWOY |

DU DUDICY  U89MISG PIDABINOG  UDID)

sHl| Wd Wd 00°£ wd Wd 00-£ SRy

auil Buping 10001 - 00:4] - WY 00:0L | 000l - 004 WY 0001 [PI2JBUWIWOCT, pUD Yyonay - >ucOQ:UUO %06

S0 DR Si0: yPad 2104 yosdycy aio1 yoadyo BABIUDY O $9)DY @E%On_ papuswwooay

spaly yz0ag pup _O%thrcEOU Li mcmvm.:u& 1881)5-U .“Om S0y @GCTU& ﬁmnucmggoumm -1 QWLOH

QC VU8 /8 & 1D30Nd

L0089 AT

NI ADIOd ONDRY
HOVv3id DH4IDVd



PACIFIC BEACH
PARKING POLICY PLAN

WALKER

FARKNG CONSUUTANTS

MAY 8, 2007 PROJECT # 377864 .00

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PARKING POLICY IN RESIDENTIAL
AREAS

The composition of the parking demand in Pacific Beach's residenticl
areas changes olock by bleck, While we assume that the majority of
the parked cars are generated by the residents themselves, depending
on the day, season and the location, a sigaificant number of cars are
undoubtedly generaled by beach goers, employees or potons of local
businesses. In order to manage this mix of user groups efficiantly, we
recommend the folowing measures:”

implement g residenfial_parking permil plan. For o fee ranging from
$5.00 1o $10.00 monihly, depending on the areq, residents may
purchase one residential parking permit per licensed driver residing in
Pacific Beach.”  Assigning permits by ficensed driver, rather than by
nousehold, should address those househelds which are shared by a
number of adults.” The residentia’ permits are essenlially be o “hunling
license” for a parking space.  For recreational or other vehicles thet
are significanty longer than a standard aute and take up more
valuable curb space, an additional fee should apply.

In the case of guest parking, we recommend that Pocific Beach folow
fhe Hermosa Beach example and allow for fhe aliocation of one gues!
parking pass per residence |address) per year, Admitledly, the fssue is
a complicaled one due 10 the large number of residences in Pacific
Beach thal we undersiond are shared by several adults, However, the
demand for parking in Pacific Beach is high enough fo raise concerns
that allowing more than one guest permit per househo'd would
encourage the use of these passes by individuals other than guests.

Meter visitor porking In residenticl areas. Onstreet parking spaces in
residential areas represent o significant portion of the parking supoly
for beach goers, employees and in some cases business patrons in
Pacific Beach. Reserving onstreel parking in residential areas solely
for residents would likely be inefficient and, based on conversations
thal Walker has nad with city staffs in ofher coastal cities, may cradfe

Mot changes in policy would be subject to the approval of the Califomic
Coastal Commissior.

" The most common fee we observed for residentiol porking permits was
between $30.00 and $40.00 per year, which was identified in o few
insiances as 1oughly covering administictive costs. We use a slightly highes
fee 1o befter manage demand on the street.

“ The City of Wesl Hollywood assigns residentiol parking permits by drivers
iwense, which ollows more flexibility in the assigrment process. More than
6O% of the Cily is covered by residential permil parking programs.
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concern at the Coaslal Commission.  In consultation with Discover
Pacific Beach staff, Walker concluded that it was necessary 1o develop
a policy in which residenticl areas could share their onsireet porking
with visitors as efficiently as possible.

After carefu’ study, Waiker has determined that fhe best woy 1o share
the parking on residential sireets is the same as on commercial or
becchadjacent streels: ¥ visitors pay @ fee for parking on residenticl
strects it would discourage them From occupying so much onsireet
parking that residents would have nowhere to park.  In addition,
charging for parking would efiect the value of these parking spaces,
encouraging people 1o be more conservative aboul the use of these
spaces and tuming them over more often as well. As with parking in
the commercial and beach areas, the goal would be to maintain a
small number of coen spaces, roughly 5% - 10% on every block, so
that drivers iooking for parking would be able 1o find ¢ space as easily
and as quickly as possible.

The idea for mefering residenticl sheets comes in pad from the
Newport and Hermosa Beach examples discussed earlier, in which
mefers exist in heovily residential areas, bu! residents may use permits
to park af the meters without having to pay meler fees. However, we
recognize that many of the residential areas in Pacific Beach where
visitors,  particulary many beach goers, oark are relatively  quiet
residential streels and do not have the mix of land uses or heavy taffic
on the street that characlerizes the areas where singie space melers
may be located in Newport or Hermosa Beach, We emphasize thal
we are not recommending the traditional individual space parking
melers, but af most two pay station { “payanddisplay’] meters oer
block face that would effeciively be used 1o manage visitor parking on
the entire block. Having just ftwo of these machines is less intrusive
than individua! meters next to every parking space.

Admittedly, metered parking on residential stests s uncommon.
However, here are a few cilies where il Ts currently being considered.
The City of Austin, Texas has begun offering residents the opportunity
fo meler their streels in conjunction with thei- Residential Permit Parking
programs  in order 1o prevent  parking  soilover in residentia!
neighborhoods. This parking benefil district orogram would then return
a portion of the ravenue received from the meters to the neighborhood
for steet improvements. Walker is currently helping o small coastal
city in Forida implement o parking management plan in which some
residentia’ streets will be metered in order o regulate parking spillover
and divert parking demand 1o o soen fo be completed parking
struciure.
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Such programs offer benelits to the residents because they should make
it easier for residents 1o find a parking space on a mefered stieet than
on a sireel where parking is free.  In addition, os recommended
earlier, residents themseives will be exempt from paying the meler fee.

Meler :afes in residential creas.  For the most part, we wouid
racommend meter rates in residential areas that range from $0.25 per
nour duting nonpeck fimes to $0.50 per hour during peck days o
times of year.  However, where both residenticl parking occupancy
rdes and/or the demand for beach parking are high, such as
Diamond and Emeraid Street within one block of the beach, we would
recommend peak season rates of between $1.50 and $2.00 per
hour.  Based on Tables 1.2 and 1.3 in the aforementioned WSA
2002 report, we would recommend setting rates as shown in Table 2
of this repor. Some adjustments would likely be necessary in arder 1o
fake into account changes in actual demand since the 2002 report
wass issued.

FPermil parking for employees. In cases where emgloyees from nearby
commercial steets are in need of parking, permits for employees 1o
park on residential steets could be esiablished as wedll, We
recommend an employee parking permit rafe that is higher than thal of
residenticr parkers, a fee of $15.00 1o $20.00 monthly or $45.00 1o
$60.00 per quarler.
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PARKING REVENUES AND IMPROVING ACCESS

The gool of the parking managemenl recommendations laid out in This
report is ullimately 1o manage the parking system in Pocific Beach more
efficienty ond provide more people with access io the oren.
However, access does not come only in e form of a car and @
parking space.  Part of the goal of pricing parking is lo encourage
those people who can come to of fravel within the Paclfic Beach
neignbarnood withoul driving alone in their car to do so in order o
free up parking spaces for fhose who truly need them.

Revenue generaled by parking must first be used to manage the
carking system.  Proper equipment, such as the mullispace melers
discussed eadier, proper sigroge for the public and the right number
of sarking enforcement personne! must be in place.

However, we recommend that the next priority for the revenue
generated by our proposal be the promotion of allematives o
accessing the area.  Under current City of San Diego policy, the City
will retum 45% of dl! parking meter funds to the local parking meter
districts from where they are collected.  However, in discussions with
Walker, City stalf suggested thal the rules were somewha! unclear as
o whether such allematives would be funded entirely by the parking
meter district or the City might contribute as well.

Below we make recommendations thal we consider to be the mosl
productive uses of e parking revenues that are in many ways a by
oroduct  of  proper  management  measures. However,  aur
recommendations do not mean thaf the parking revenue earned by the
PBCPD will ve sufficient to fullit il these recommendations.

Projecting now much revenue a paid parking program in Pacific Beach
would  generale as well as  providing  cost esfimates of  the
recommendations below is beyond the scope of this analysis. Instead
we recommend thot the following oolicies be considered:

Bicycie valet stations. A recent atficle in the los Angeles Times
highlighted the growing popularty of bicycle volet siations.  One
pafron in long Beach, where the siation was opened len years ago,
raised an excelenl point; “you can have all the bike ‘anes you want,
out when you get 1o your location. you need o place to park.”

In an area such as Pacific Beach, for some people bicycles can offer o
reasonable ransportation allernative to avlomobiles for certain kinds of
tips. Allhough there are bike racks located around e beach and
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commercial areas in Pacific Beach, bike racks do not fo inspire the
same leve! of coniidence or convenience as a manned bicycle station.

While bicycles are becoming more expensive, thieves are also finding
more ways 1o sleal hem or their affached accessories. Further, bike
racks often fill up, lorcing cyclists to try fo lock their bikes in
increasingy precarious locations.  Cyclists fee! more comforiable

knowing that someone is walching their bike.

Bicyc