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The City of Cincinnati engaged Waller Parking Consultants (Walker) to 
perform a parking study in the Over-the-Rhine Main Street Business 
District.  The geographical project limits for this study are Liberty Street 
to the north, Sycamore Street to the east, Central Parkway to the south, 
and Walnut Street to the west.  A parking supply/demand analysis 
performed by another firm concluded that additional parking will be 
needed in the Over-the-Rhine Main Street Business District.  Therefore, 
the focus of this study includes a parking alternatives and preliminary 
financial analysis. 
 
To assist in identifying the issues associated with this effort, Walker 
conducted face-to-face interviews with merchants who own businesses 
located in the study area.  The purpose of these merchant interviews is 
to engage stakeholders in discussing parking concerns, future 
expansion/growth plans, ways to meet existing and future parking 
needs, and other parking-related issues.  Common themes reported by 
most of the stakeholders interviewed are a general lack of parking and 
specifically short-term parking, perceived and/or real safety issues, 
and the cost of parking.  
 
The study area is landlocked by major streets and historic 
neighborhood buildings.  Therefore, the idea of structured alternatives 
to increase the parking supply must be addressed.  Walker has 
developed three possibilities for expanding parking through such 
structured alternatives.  Each alternative was evaulated based on the 
following criteria:  Cost, Proximety to Demand, Capacity, Traffic 
Safety, and Aesthetic and Historic Impact. 
 
The alternate that scored highest was Site 1, on the Woodward Lot, 
which could accommodate a 575-space parking structure. 
 
Walker recommends the following actions: 
 

1. Reconfigure the west side of on-street parking along the length 
of Main Street (from Central Parkway to Liberty Street) to 
accommodate angled parking. 

2. Construct a 575-space parking structure on the Woodward 
Lot. (East of Main Street, along Woodward Street.) 

3. Implement a wayfinding/signage plan that is consistent 
throughout the study area. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 



OVER-THE-RHINE MAIN STREET BUSINESS DISTRICT 
PARKING ANALYSIS 
 
OCTOBER 8, 2009 PROJECT # 13-2929.00 

 

 2 

 
Merchants of Main Street business association have expressed the 
need for a parking study to explore the site and financial feasibility of 
building structured parking within the Over-the-Rhine Main Street 
Business District. 
 
The geographical project limits for this study are Liberty Street to the 
north, Sycamore Street to the east, Central Parkway to the south, and 
Walnut Street to the west.  (Main Street is located between Sycamore 
and Walnut.)  The area consists of 25± city blocks, several of which 
are irregularly-shaped. 
 
The Department of Community Development has indicated that a 
parking needs analysis has been prepared.  This study concludes that 
significant numbers of additional parking spaces are needed in the 
study area. 
 
The following is our proposed scope of work to define the site and 
financial feasibility of adding structured parking. 
 

INTRODUCTION
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Walker Parking Consultants was retained by the City of Cincinnati to 
provide parking consulting services.  The purpose of this study is to 
determine the present and future parking needs, and provide 
alternatives for adding parking capacity.  The following is our scope of 
services for the engagement. 
 
TASK 1 ---- PARKING ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 
 
1. Make one trip to Cincinnati to perform the following: 

• Become familiar with the study area and conduct project 
start-up meeting with project representatives to establish 
lines of communication, further clarify this study’s 
objectives, review the work plan and data collection 
procedures, set work session dates, and finalize the project 
schedule. 

• Interview Main Street Merchants to elicit their thoughts 
regarding parking. 

2. Determine whether the parking supply may be increased 
through restriping and/or other improvements. 

3. Identify opportunities for shared parking and discuss tools that 
can facilitate shared parking. 

4. Identify possibilities of expanding existing parking facilities to 
meet area parking needs. 

5. Identify options for expanding the parking supply through 
structured parking. 

6. Determine conceptual construction and project costs for each 
of the alternatives including estimated operational expenses to 
enable a comparison of the costs of each alternative. 

7. Prepare a site plan illustrating potential improvements and 
quantify the estimated number of parking spaces that may be 
gained. 

 
TASK 2 ---- PRELIMINARY FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 
 
1. Obtain the following information from the City of Cincinnati: 

• Assumptions regarding parking demand and revenue 
sources for a prospective parking structure. 

• Employment – The most recent and accurate data the City 
can provide for the Main Street business district (if possible, 
on a building-by-building basis). 

• Modal split – The percentage or assumed percentage of 

SCOPE OF SERVICES 
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employees using bus and/or ride sharing programs to 
arrive in Over-the-Rhine. 

• Future developments – This includes type of land use, 
square footage, seating capacity, or number of rooms, 
expected completion date, location, parking capacity, and 
whether any existing parking spaces will be displaced. 

• Existing building vacancy rates including available square 
footage, type of land use, and percent vacancy. 

• Previous parking studies pertaining to this area, if 
applicable. 

• If available, aerial photographs and base maps of the 
study area in AutoCAD format. 

2. Construct a financial model estimating usage of the proposed 
parking facility by hour of day, day of week, and month of 
year for a variety of conditions. 

3. Obtain area parking rate data from other city-related work. 

4. Project operating revenues for the proposed parking structure 
over a five-year period. 

5. Project operating expenses for the proposed parking structure 
over a five-year period, including but not limited to the 
following categories: 
• Direct labor and fringe benefits 
• Utilities 
• Supplies 
• Daily maintenance (contracts and equipment) 
• Snow removal 
• Management fee 
• Reserve for replacement and structural maintenance 

6. Using past experience, determine a conceptual project cost for 
the proposed parking structure and provide a conceptual 
estimate of debt service. 

7. Prepare five-year net operating income projections. 

8. Compute debt service coverage ratio for the five-year 
projection period. 

9. Identify financing options that may be available for the 
proposed parking structure and the pros and cons of each 
option. 

 
TASK 3 ---- REPORT AND PRESENTATION 
 
1. Prepare a draft report complete with the following: 
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• Description of study methodology 
• Tables containing key information 
• Graphs if necessary 
• Maps showing the parking inventory and occupancy 
• Executive summary documenting synthesis of findings 
Submit draft report via e-mail in Adobe PDF format. 

2. Obtain feedback regarding draft report, finalize report, and 
issue desired number of hard copies and one Adobe PDF 
copy. 

3. Make one presentation of final report to project 
representatives. 
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Several terms may be used in this report that require clarification.  
These terms are defined as follows: 
 

1. Survey Day – The day occupancy counts were taken at the 
subject property.  This day should represent a typical busy day. 

 
2. Design Day – The day that represents the level of parking 

demand the parking system is designed to accommodate.  This 
level of activity is a reasonably high percentile of absolute 
peak activity. 

 
3. Optimum Utilization Factor – The factor applied to the 

calculated demand for parking to allow it to operate at 
maximum efficiency.  The factor allows for a 5% to 15% 
“cushion” for vehicles moving in and out of parking stalls and 
reduces the time necessary for patrons to find a space when 
few are available. 

 
4. Effective Supply – The total supply of parking space is adjusted 

to reflect the cushion needed to provide for vehicles moving in 
and out of spaces, spaces unavailable due to maintenance, 
and to reduce the time necessary for parking patrons to find 
the last few available spaces.  The adjustment varies as to the 
amount and type of parking, but typically the effective supply is 
85% to 95% of the total number of spaces. 

 
5. Parking Demand – The number of spaces required by various 

user groups and visitors to the subject property. 
 

6. Demand Ratio – The ratio of the number of vehicles observed 
to occupy parking spaces compared to a reference number.  
For example, if there are 1,000 full-time equivalent (FTE) 
employees and observed peak occupancy of 400 vehicles in 
the employee lot, the demand ratio is 0.40 (400/1000) for 
FTE’s.  This ratio is only an example – actual ratios will be 
based on observed data.  

DEFINITIONS OF TERMS
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The Over the Rhine Main Street Business District is located north of the 
Central Business District of the City of Cincinnati, Ohio.  The 
geographical project limits for this study are Liberty Street to the north, 
Sycamore Street to the east, Central Parkway to the south, and Walnut 
Street to the west.  (Main Street is located between Sycamore and 
Walnut.)  The area consists of 25± city blocks, several of which are 
irregularly-shaped 
 
A map of the study area can be found on the following page. 
 
 

STUDY AREA 
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Figure 1:  Study Area 
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The purpose of this section of the report is to present our 
recommendations for meeting future parking demand with respect to 
how existing parking resources may be more effectively managed, and 
to identify areas of opportunity to increase the parking supply levels. 
 
Future parking demand projections (completed by others) for the study 
area indicate that parking will be inadequate during peak periods.  
The following section of the report provides recommendations to 
improve the existing parking supply’s adequacy. 
 
 
MERCHANT INTERVIEWS 
 
The purpose of merchant interviews was to engage stakeholders in 
discussing parking concerns, future expansion/growth plans, ways to 
meet the existing and future parking needs, and other parking-related 
issues.  Because the businesses, institutions, social/cultural groups and 
non-profit organizations located in the study area are diverse in their 
missions, land use, size and location, this task was achieved by 
meeting separately with several merchants. 
 
A common theme for most stakeholders is a general lack of parking, 
particularly short-term parking, perceived/real safety issues, and the 
cost of parking.   
 
Each person raised particular concerns/perceptions about parking and 
safety issues in the study area.  Complete results of the interviews are 
available in the Appendix.  While a wide range of issues were raised, 
some of the major concerns/comments included the following: 

 
• Most respondents indicated they park on street. 
• Most pay either nothing, $0.25/hr. at meters, or $40-

$60/month at parking lots. 
• Very few employers pay for employee parking. 
• Most agree there is a perception of a parking problem in the 

study area. 
• Street sweeping does not occur, thus there is no need to move 

cars. 
• Time limits are too short. 
• Enforcement of parking regulations is too aggressive. 
• Parking lots need to have more signage indicating regulations 

and wayfinding. 
• Most would prefer to have user fees support costs associated 

with parking. 

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
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• Safety is major concerns in the area. 
• Some feel that the cost of parking is too high. 
• A street car route through the area would be beneficial. 

 
 
GENERAL OBSERVATIONS 
 
As the study area grows and redevelops its core, it is imperative to 
grow the parking system as well.  Currently merchants, visitors and 
residents either park on street, in private parking lots, or in the few 
public parking lots in the area. 
 
As future parking is constructed, it should be recognized that most 
parking spaces should be located within a reasonable distance of the 
most common destinations.  It has been documented that visitors to 
retail typically expect to park within 400± feet of the door to the end 
destination.  Employees generally will accept a walking distance of up 
to 1,600± feet. 
 
 
RESTRIPING 
 
Typically the quickest and least expensive way to increase parking 
supply is by maximizing the existing space through restriping.  Costs of 
a parking structure can run anywhere from $12,000 to $20,000 per 
space and upwards.  Surface parking lot construction costs typically 
range from $2,000 to $3,500 per space.  By comparison, simple 
line restriping costs for an asphalt parking lot range from $21 to $35 
per space depending on several variables including the number of 
coats of sealer used.  Therefore, restriping a parking facility to increase 
capacity represents a substantial savings over building new parking 
facilities.  
 
The limited sizes of most of the parking lots in the study area limit the 
ability to effectively gain substantial quantities of parking supply by 
restriping.  However, some on-street spaces may be gained from a 
new striping plan. 
 
 
WAYFINDING / SIGNAGE 
 
We recommend implementing a comprehensive signage program to 
maximize visitor awareness to public parking locations.  The signage 
improvements should be prepared in conjunction with any 
enhancements to the parking resources, in addition to any streetscape 
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improvements along the corridor roadways.  As is true with any good 
communications medium, signs should be brief, precise, and 
appropriate, such as “Public Parking”.  Further, the signage should 
guide the driver from the main thoroughfares into the parking lots.   
 
At present, there appears to be no consistent parking signage for off-
street parking areas or along the primary thoroughfares, particularly 
with respect to enforcement signs. 
 
Each parking area has its own set of wayfinding/signage 
requirements.  These requirements present specific questions 
concerning the needs and concerns of the users to be answered during 
the design of the signs, including: 
 

• What are the points at which information is needed? 
• What information is needed? 
• How should this information be presented? 
• Will there be a high percentage of first time visitors to the 

area, or is the parking supply used by the same people every 
day? 

• Are there special sign requirements for accessible parking? 
 
It is also important that general rules for sign design and placement 
should be followed when planning the streetscape improvements.  
 

• All signage should have a general organizing principle 
consistently evident in the system. 

• Directional signage for both pedestrians and vehicles must be 
continuous (i.e., repeated at each point of choice) until the 
destination is reached.  Very minimal signage exists at the 
point of parking that directs visitors back to the various 
entrances of buildings. 

• Signs should be placed in consistent and therefore predictable 
locations.   

 
 
SURFACE PARKING EXPANSION 
 
Surface lots were considered for expansion in three separate ways.  
Each can be achieved at significantly lower costs adding structured 
parking.  The first method was a simple reconfiguration of parking 
through re-striping and the second method was to increase the number 
of parking spaces by expanding the boundaries of individual lots.  
Finally, the third method involves the creation of new surface facilities.   
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Unfortunately, no realistic opportunities for creating new surface 
parking facilities of any significance currently exist in the study area 
without removing buildings of historic value. 
 
MAIN STREET RECONFIGURATION 
 
Main Street, through the study area, is currently a two-lane, one-way, 
north-bound roadway with parallel parking on both sides of the street.  
The roadway is approximately 40 feet wide.  The west side of the 
street contains approximately 54 metered spaces, while the east side 
of the street contains approximately 32 meters, for a total of 86 spaces 
in the study area.   
 
Walker examined the possibility of converting the west side of the 
street to angled parking (at 45 degrees).  The west side was chosen, 
since there were fewer curb cuts (driveways) that impede location of 
parking spaces.  The loss of one of the north-bound travel lanes would 
be necessary to accommodate this configuration.  The remaining lane 
would be approximately 13.7 feet wide, which is approximately 1.7 
feet wider than the typical lane width of 12 feet.  This will allow for 
more maneuvering room for cars backing out of the angled parking 
spaces into traffic. 
 
Conversion of the west side of Main Street from parallel parking to 
angled parking would result in a net increase of approximately 46 
parking spaces.  This number may vary depending on locations of 
loading zones, fire hydrants and other no parking designations. 
 
STRUCTURED ALTERNATIVES 
 
The study area is landlocked by major streets and historic 
neighborhood buildings.  Therefore, the idea of structured alternatives 
to increase the parking supply must be addressed.  Walker has 
developed additional possibilities for expanding parking through such 
structured alternatives.  Each of these has been expanded in the 
following text. 
 
 
MINIMUM PARKING STRUCTURE DIMENSIONS 
 
The most effective way to concentrate a parking supply is through a 
parking structure.  There are several variables and options to consider 
when selecting the type of structure.  Options include the desired traffic 
flow (one way or two way), additional use within the structure (such as 
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retail on the bottom level), the Level of Service (LOS), and height 
restrictions.   
 
Generally, the larger the potential site, the greater the options for the 
design of the structure.  The following table provides the minimum 
dimensions for two types of structures, as well as a variation on the 
level of service (LOS).  A single threaded helix is basically one ramp, 
with either all sloped parking or one bay flat and one bay sloped.  A 
double helix provides a continuous travel path through the structure.  
These are examples only and do not represent a specific site or 
design.  The dimensions do not include required set-backs or green 
space, thus each site would likely need to be five to ten feet wider.  
 
 
Table 1:  Minimum Parking Structure Dimensions 

 
LOS D LOS A

Garage Type Traffic Space Dimensions Dimensions
Single Threaded Helix Two Way 90o 120' x 135' 120' x 187'

 
Double Helix One Way 75o 112' x 188' 112' x 282'  

 
Walker Parking Consultants, 2009 

 
These minimum parking structure dimensions may be useful when 
considering sites for adding a parking structure.  We recommend 
building a structure with at least 300 spaces in order to reduce the 
overall cost per added space.  Smaller garages result in fewer spaces 
per square foot and higher construction costs per space. 
 
 
WALKING DISTANCE 
 
Pedestrian Safety:  This criterion involves two factors: the ability of 
vehicles to move to and from the area without pedestrian/vehicle 
conflict and, the ease of use by pedestrians with consideration of the 
walking path and distances to/from the facility. 
 
Walking distance varies based on the patron user group as well as the 
environment of the surrounding area in which the patron must walk.  To 
aid in estimating the appropriate walking distance, a Level of Service 
(LOS) rating system is used for evaluating appropriate walking 
distances based on specific criteria.  Several factors impact the 
walking distance that a typical person will consider reasonable.  These 

Figure 3: Double Thread Helix 
Example 

Figure 2: Single Thread Helix 
Example 
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include climate, perceived security, lighting, and whether it is through 
a surface lot or inside a parking structure.  LOS “A” is considered the 
best or ideal, LOS “B” is good, LOS “C” is average and LOS “D” is 
below average but minimally acceptable.  
 
A breakdown of the LOS conditions is provided in the following table. 
 
Table 2:  Level of Service Conditions 

Level of Service Conditions A B C D
Climate Controlled 1,000 ft. 2,400 ft. 3,800 ft. 5,200 ft.
Outdoor/Covered 500 1,000 1,500 2,000
Outdoor/Uncovered 400 800 1,200 1,600
Through Surface Lot 350 700 1,050 1,400
Inside Parking Facility 300 600 900 1,200

Source:  "How Far Should Parkers Have to Walk?", by Mary S. Smith & Thomas A. Butcher
Parking May 2008  
 
We recommend striving to provide adequate parking to specific user 
groups using the following LOS guidelines.    
 
Visitors:  Because visitors are most likely unfamiliar with the area 
and/or are short-term parkers, we recommend providing walking 
distance LOS A to all visitors.   
 
Employees:  We recommend striving to provide LOS C and/or D to 
employees, which park for longer periods and may not require the use 
their vehicle throughout the day. 
 
 
PARKING STRUCTURE OPTIONS 
 
Option 1 – A new parking facility could be constructed within the 
area currently occupied by the Woodward Lot.  There are currently 
70± spaces contained in this lot.  The new structure could provide 
approximately 575± spaces (approx. 500 spaces net) on six levels 
(each level would be approximately 10 to 12 feet tall).  This proposed 
site is situated in an area adjacent to high demand and would help 
alleviate the anticipated increase in demand due to the increased 
utilization of commercial space along Main Street.  The overall 
potential structure size in this location could vary, depending on the 
need for spaces.  In order to optimize the parking structure size for this 
site, additional land acquisition may be required of either parkland 

Figure 4: Option 1 

Figure 5: Option 2 
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and alley to the south or the Peaslee Neighborhood Center to the 
north. 
 
Option 2 – A new parking facility could be constructed between 12th 
and 13th Streets, just east of Main Street..  This option requires the 
removal of some recreational uses.  There are currently 70± spaces 
containded on two lots.  The new structure could provide 
approximately 280± spaces (approx. 210 spaces net) on six levels 
(each level would be approximately 10 to 12 feet tall).  Due to the 
restricted site, construction costs are expected to be higher for this site.  
Expanding this site beyond the parking lots and playground would 
require removal or relocation of multiple historic buildings, and as such 
was not considered an option. 
 
Option 3 – A new parking facility could be constructed on the west 
side of Clay Street between 12th and 13th Streets.  The site is currently 
occupied by three parking lots and four structures (some may have 
historic significance).  Removal or relocation of the historic structures 
would add to the overall costs of constructing this parking structure.  
There are currently 75± spaces contained on three lots.  This parking 
structure would add approximately 425± spaces (approx. 350 spaces 
net) on six levels (each level would be approximately 10 to 12 feet 
tall). 
 
 
Figure 9: Option 3 

                             
 

Figure 6: Option 1 Site 

Figure 8: Option 3 Site 

Figure 7: Option 2 Site 
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Figure 10:  Parking Structure Alternatives with Walking Distances 
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MATRIX COMPARISON OF THE ALTERNATIVES 
 
The previously identified parking site alternatives are evaluated on the 
basis of a number of subjective criteria.  All prospective sites are 
judged to be large enough to accommodate at least a 2-bay modular 
width parking structure with sufficient dimensions to allow a floor slope 
of no more than 5%.  Each criterion is scored relative to the others.  A 
value (5 = excellent, down to 1 = poor) is awarded to each.  Next, 
each criterion is weighted by percentage.  The criteria used to 
evaluate the alternatives are as follows: 
 
Proximity to Demand:  A judgment of how closely the location of a 
new alternative matches the location of the generators of parking 
demand, and meets the need for additional spaces.  This is a partial 
measure of potential user acceptance.  The ability to gain additional 
spaces in the future, as well as to retain land for future construction is 
considered. 
 
Relative Development Cost:  A subjective assessment of the relative 
cost of each alternative based on site preparation, infrastructure 
intrusion and other development cost considerations, with the most 
costly being 1 and the least costly being 5. 
 
Capacity (Accommodation of Area Parking Need):  The ability of 
the site to accommodate a structure of sufficient size to satisfy the unmet 
parking demand within the study area. 
 
Aesthetics & Historical:  The ability of the site to compatibly support 
the visual and aesthetic impact of a parking structure if built at this 
location.  Siting and scale must be compatible with the site context and 
neighborhood. 
 
Traffic and Safety Issues:  The ability to identify the parking location 
from a distance, consideration of the walking path and distances 
to/from destinations, pedestrian and vehicle conflicts with traffic 
patterns, the ability of vehicles to move to and from the area without 
conflicting with existing and future traffic patterns, and the ability to 
safeguard the personal safety and property of the potential users. 
 
A total unweighted average rating is determined for each of the 
alternatives.  Additionally, a weighted average rating for each of the 
alternatives is calculated to reflect the relative importance of the 
criteria.  The solutions are then ranked utilizing both total ratings 
(weighted and unweighted).  The final determination of the relative 
attractiveness of each of the alternatives, as well as the final selection, 
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rests with the city.  However, this analysis provides a reasonable and 
supportable methodology upon which to base such a decision. 
 
The matrix analysis of the alternative parking structure sites is found on 
the following page.  On the basis of this analysis, Alternative #1 is 
judged to be the highest-ranking prospective parking structure 
development site. 
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Table 3:  Matrix Analysis ---- Alternative Site Comparison 

Alternative
Proximity to 

Demand

Relative Cost of 
Site 

Development
Capacity

Aesthetics & 
Historical

Traffic & Safety 
Issues

# Weight 30% 15% 20% 10% 25% = 100%

1 Woodward Lot 5 3 4 4 4 4.0 1 4.15 1

2 East of Main Street 4 2 2 3 3 2.8 2 2.95 2

3 West of Main Street 3 2 3 1 3 2.4 3 2.65 3

Explanation of Scale: 5 4 3 2 1

Relative Weight (All Others) Excellent Very Good Average Fair Poor 

Relative Cost of Site Development Inexpensive
Less Expensive 
than Average

Average 
Expense

More Expensive 
than Average

Expensive

Unweighted
Average

Points         Rank

Weighted
Average
Points         

 
 
Walker Parking Consultants, 2009 
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ALTERNATIVES RECOMMENDATIONS/CONCLUSIONS 
 
The redevelopment of the study area will create new parking demand 
in an area already perceived to have insufficient supply. Steps need to 
be taken in order to assure adequate vacancies throughout the study 
area.  The combination of lost spaces, lack of excess supply, and new 
demand fuel the need for new parking in the study area.  Walker 
recommends the construction of a structure on the Woodward Lot 
(Option 1).  It is estimated that this structure would provide 
approximately 500± additional parking spaces. 
 
An additional option that should be considered is changing the 
parking pattern along the west side of Main Street from parallel 
parking to angled parking.  This change would provide an estimated 
46 additional parking spaces. 
 
We recommend implementing a comprehensive signage program 
to maximize visitor awareness to public parking locations.  The 
signage improvements should be prepared in conjunction with any 
enhancements to the parking resources, in addition to any streetscape 
improvements along the corridor roadways.   
 
New reconstruction projects and general growth of the study area will 
place a strain on the parking supply.  This new growth shall result in 
parking demand throughout the study area.  In order to provide 
adequate parking for all patrons, new parking must be addressed.  
Although structured parking may not be the most economical way to 
increase parking, it is the only real option for the boundary-constrained 
area.   
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It is important to understand the surrounding study area and the various 
economic indices that provide added clarity and historical evidence 
which in turn support the strength or weakness of the marketplace.  
Therefore, the existing conditions within the market area were analyzed 
in order to understand the parking market of the project site and the 
influencing factors. 
 
Trends in occupied commercial space are among the most reliable 
indicators of parking demand in urban settings, because commercial 
tenants who occupy leased space often exhibit a strong propensity to 
generate and retain parking patrons.  As a result, trends that cause 
changes in vacancy rates may have a proportional impact on the 
demand for public parking.  Of particular importance to this parking 
analysis are the historical and forecasted demand trends exhibited by 
the primary demand generators in the market area. 
 
The market area includes many smaller companies that complement the 
office, government, banking and retail community.  The dominant 
source of demand for parking in the market area is derived from the 
banks, offices and retail institutions located in the study area.   
 
The following description sets forth the basis for the projection of 
revenue and expense.  We anticipate that it will take three calendar 
years for the subject property to reach a stabilized level of operation.  
Each revenue and expense item has been projected based on the 
integration of information derived from comparable operating 
statements and a project specific revenue model developed by 
Walker. The following financial projection is based upon calendar 
years beginning 2011 and extends through calendar year 2015.  
Where applicable, our financial projections are expressed in inflated 
dollars for each year.   
 
 
PARKING RATE ANALYSIS  

One of the most important considerations in projecting operating 
revenue for a proposed parking facility is a supportable forecast of its 
attainable average rate, which is more formally defined as the 
average parking rate per vehicle.  The monthly rate projected for this 
facility is $75.00 per space.  Current parking rates for surface parking 
in the area range from $40.00 to $135.00 per month. 

 

PRELIMINARY FINANCIAL 
ANALYSIS 
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PROJECTED OPERATING REVENUE 
 
Monthly lease revenue is determined by two variables.  These are the 
projected number of leases sold and the lease-parking rate (fee).  
Typically, it is in the best interest for a parking facility owner to 
maximize the available parking spaces and not reserve or dedicate 
spaces that cannot be sold more than once. 
 
Inflation is likely to have an impact on the revenue to be collected.  In 
this analysis, parking rates were increased by 3.0 percent annually, to 
account for inflationary adjustments in the market.   
 
 
PROJECTED OPERATING EXPENSES 
 
The calculation of annual operating expenses for the proposed parking 
structure is based upon local market research in the Cincinnati area 
and Walker’s database of parking facilities.  Operating expenses 
included salaries and benefits, management costs, security, utilities, 
insurance, auto damage, supplies, routine maintenance, 
elevator/parking equipment maintenance and miscellaneous expenses. 
 
The operating expenses are based on the assumption of a proposed 
free-standing parking facility with 575± parking spaces.  It is also 
assumed that the structure will have entry and exit points that are 
outfitted with automated revenue and access control equipment.  This 
facility is assumed to be unmanned.  The operating expenses are 
based on daily operations from 6 a.m. to midnight.   
 
 
MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR FUND 
 
In addition to operating expenses, it is highly recommended that funds 
be allocated on a regular basis to cover structural maintenance costs.  
A minimum of $75 per structured space annually should be placed in 
a sinking fund. Once a sinking fund is established, contributions to this 
fund accumulate over time and are available to cover structural 
maintenance and structural repairs.  Even the best designed and 
constructed parking facility requires structural maintenance.  For 
example, expansion joints need to be replaced and concrete 
invariably deteriorates over time and needs to be repaired to ensure 
safety and to prevent further deterioration.  The structural maintenance 
cost typically represents the largest portion of the total maintenance 
budget.  Facility owners tend to grossly underestimate the structural 
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maintenance cost and budget inadequately for timely corrective actions 
that must be performed in order to extend the service life of the facility.  
Also, the adverse impact of ineffective structural maintenance is 
deferred.  Therefore, it is difficult for most owners to recognize or 
realize the long-term benefits of timely corrective and preventive 
maintenance actions.  The cost of structural maintenance is relatively 
small considering the potential liability associated with the neglect to 
properly maintain the facility. 
 
The age and the geographic location of a parking facility will impact 
maintenance costs.  Older facilities require more maintenance than a 
new facility.  The cost of maintaining the structure will also increase as 
the structure ages. 
 
Additionally, the structural system of the parking facility will influence 
maintenance costs.  However, it is important to realize that the true 
cost over the life of the structure consists of two components.  These are 
the initial cost to construct the facility and the maintenance cost.  
Structural systems that initially cost less may eventually turn out to be 
more expensive considering the higher cost of maintaining the structure 
over the entire service life of the facility.   
 
The periodic structural maintenance includes items such as patching 
concrete spalls and delaminations in floor slabs, beams, columns, 
walls, etc.  In many instances there are maintenance costs associated 
with the topping membranes, the routing and sealing of joints and 
cracks, and the expansion/construction joint repairs.  The cost of these 
repairs can vary significantly from one structure to another.  The factors 
that will impact the maintenance cost include, but are not limited to, the 
value the owner places on the maintenance of the facility, the local 
climate, and the age of the structure. 
 
A review by a restoration specialist is usually necessary to identify the 
preventive maintenance needs of a facility.  In addition to the annual 
or other periodic inspections, materials testing and examinations may 
also be necessary to determine and recommend maintenance 
measures.  The results of the periodic inspections may also indicate the 
need for other materials examinations and laboratory testing. 
 
Note that the recommended repair and maintenance fund is often 
considered a capital expense and is not included as an operating 
expense for a parking facility.  However, for the purpose of our 
preliminary analysis we have included with our financial projections 
the recommended repair and maintenance fund contribution. 
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FIVE-YEAR PRO FORMA 
 

A five year pro forma was prepared for the proposed parking garage.  
The following assumptions were utilized in calculations of the pro 
forma. 

 

Operating Revenues: 
1. Ramp-up factors of 85 and 95% are used for Years 1 and 2 to 

reflect a reasonable time for the parking facility to achieve 
stabilized occupancy. 

2. Stabilized occupancy is assumed to be achieved in Year 3, 
which is assumed to be in 2013. 

3. 400 of the 575 spaces are assumed to be used by monthly 
patrons at $75 per month. 

4. 175 of the 575 spaces are assumed to be used by transient 
patrons five days per week and each space is assumed to 
command 80% of the daily maximum rate of $5.  One turn per 
day is assumed. 

5. A collection and loss factor equal to 5% of the gross revenues 
is applied. 

6. Revenues are inflated by three percent per annum. 
7. Figures are rounded to the nearest one thousand dollars. 

 
Operating Expenses: 

1. Management fee is calculated at $2,500/month. 
2. No wages are assumed, due to operations by a third party 

operator. 
3. Employee benefits are calculated at 25% of total wages. 
4. Analysis assumes automated pay stations are used to collect 

transient revenues. 
5. This analysis assumes that no security costs are allocated to the 

prospective parking structure. 
6. The parking facility is assumed to have two elevator cabs.  A 

service agreement is assumed to be $190 monthly per cab. 
7. The following expenses are based on annual cost per space 

projections derived from Walker Parking Consultants’ 
Operating Expense Database: 

a. Contractual services such as auditing, marketing, 
equipment maintenance, floor sweeping, etc. @ $30 
per space; 

b. Materials and Supplies @$12 per space; 
c. Utilities @$75 per space; 
d. Reserve for Structural Maintenance @$75 per space; 

and 
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e. Auto Damage @ $3 per space. 
8. No monies for insurance and judgments are included because 

this analysis assumes the city is self-insured. 
9. No property taxes are included since this analysis assumes that 

the municipality will own the structure and therefore be tax 
exempt. 

10. Expenses have been inflated by three percent per annum. 
11. Figures have been rounded to the nearest one thousand 

dollars. 
 
Debt Service: 

1. Total project costs are budgeted at $8,625,000. ($15,000 
per space) 

2. A 5.5% annual interest rate. 
3. 30-year term. 

 
The pro forma reflects the gross operating revenues based on the 
assumed demand and assumed rate schedule for the proposed 
garage.  Operating expenses represent the estimated costs for 
operating a 575-space structure with daily operation from 6 a.m. to 
midnight.  The pro forma concludes with a computation of the 
proposed project’s annual net operating income (NOI), debt service, 
and net income.  The NOI represents the available cash flow that can 
be applied to the debt service.  Net income is equal to NOI less debt 
service. 
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Table 4:  Conceptual Financial Projections 

 
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

Inflation per annum = 3% 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Stabilization >> 85% 95% 100% 100% 100%

Operating Revenues Capacity
Monthlies 75.00$    /month 400 $306,000 $352,000 $382,000 $382,000 $382,000
Transient 5.00$      /day 175 155,000 178,000 182,000 182,000 182,000
Less 5% Collection and Loss Factor (23,050) (26,500) (28,200) (28,200) (28,200)

$437,950 $503,500 $535,800 $535,800 $535,800

Operating Expenses
Management Fee ($30,000) ($31,000) ($32,000) ($33,000) ($34,000)
Wages 0 0 0 0 0
Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 0
Contractual Services (17,000) (18,000) (19,000) (20,000) (21,000)
Security 0 0 0 0 0
Materials & Supplies (7,000) (7,000) (7,000) (7,000) (7,000)
Utilities (43,000) (44,000) (45,000) (46,000) (47,000)
Insurance & Judgments (9,000) (9,000) (9,000) (9,000) (9,000)
Elevator Repair (5,000) (5,000) (5,000) (5,000) (5,000)
Reserve for Structural Maintenance (43,000) (44,000) (45,000) (46,000) (47,000)
Property Taxes 0 0 0 0 0
Auto Damage (2,000) (2,000) (2,000) (2,000) (2,000)

($156,000) ($160,000) ($164,000) ($168,000) ($172,000)

Net Operating Income $281,950 $343,500 $371,800 $367,800 $363,800

Debt Service ($593,000) ($593,000) ($593,000) ($593,000) ($593,000)

Net Income (Loss) ($311,050) ($249,500) ($221,200) ($225,200) ($229,200)  
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FINANCING OPTIONS 
 
 
The purpose of this section is to provide an overview of the most 
commonly used strategies for financing parking facilities.  The 
following strategies are addressed: 
 

 Federal Grants 
 Tax-Increment Financing 
 Business Improvement Districts 
 Development and Lease Agreements 
 Creation of an Auxiliary Enterprise Fund 
 Creation of a Parking Authority 

 
Federal Grants 
 
At least two potential funding sources are available at the federal level.  
Location, intended use of the facility and availability of grant money 
are the variables that typically govern whether a project receives 
federal grant money.  The U.S. Department of Transportation offers two 
types of grants that may be applicable to a parking project: Federal 
Transit Capital Investment Grants and Federal Transit Formula Grants. 
 
Administered under the Federal Transit Administration (Department of 
Transportation) under authorization of the 49 USC 5309, Federal 
Transit Capital Investment Grants exist “to assist in financing the 
acquisition, construction, reconstruction and improvement of facilities, 
rolling stock and equipment for use, by operation, lease, or otherwise, 
in mass public transportation service and in coordinating service with 
highways and other transportation in such areas.” 
 
This capital grant can be applied to virtually any infrastructure 
improvement pertaining to the establishment or improvement of mass 
transit systems.  Eligible projects include: fixed guide-way systems, 
rolling stock for transit systems, establishing or improving mass transit 
facilities, and any other development or capital cost associated with 
establishing or improving mass transit service.  Consideration may also 
be given to projects which enhance urban economic development; 
establish new or enhanced coordination between transit and other 
transportation; enhance the effectiveness of a transit project; or other 
non-vehicular capital improvements that the Secretary of Transportation 
may decide would result in increased transit usage in the corridor. 
 
Qualified applicants include: public agencies, states, municipalities, 
public corporations, boards and commissions, and private agencies 
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through contractual agreements with a public agency grantee.  
Qualifying parties must submit an application in which the following 
documentation is included: 
 

 Proof of the project’s inclusion in the local transportation 
improvement program (TIP); 

 Proof of the project’s inclusion in the state transportation 
improvement program (STIP); 

 Approval of the project by the Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA); 

 A statement of labor and relocation pertaining to the project; 
 An environmental impact statement on the effect of the project; 
 A legal opinion on the validity of the project; 
 Proof of the project’s inclusion in the coordinated regional 

plan; 
 A valid maintenance certification; and 
 An affidavit of certifications and assurances as compiled in the 

FTA’s Annual List of Certifications and Assurances. 
 
The basic grant rate may be up to 80 percent of the total project cost, 
with the applicant being responsible for the remaining 20 percent.  In 
FY 2000, the distribution of capital grants ranged from $9,450 to 
$1,636,000,000, with an average value of approximately 
$7,000,000.  Previously awarded projects include: 
 

 13 CNG buses in St. Louis; 
 Gateway Intermodal Center in Los Angeles; 
 Constructed Portsmouth, Virginia ferry docking facility (Norfolk-

Portsmouth); 
 LRT security system and power substation in Sacramento; and 
 Dallas North Central Light Rail. 

 
FTA Formula Grants, also administered under the Federal Transit 
Administration (Department of Transportation) under authorization of the 
49 USC 5307, exist “to assist in financing the acquisition, 
construction, cost-effective leasing, maintenance, planning, and 
improvement of facilities and equipment for use by operation, lease, 
contract, or otherwise in mass transportation service, and for urbanized 
areas with populations under 200,000, to assist with the payment of 
operating expenses to improve or to continue such service by 
operation, lease, contract or otherwise.” 
 



OVER-THE-RHINE MAIN STREET BUSINESS DISTRICT 
PARKING ANALYSIS 
 
OCTOBER 8, 2009 PROJECT # 13-2929.00 

 

 29 

This formula grant can be applied to virtually any infrastructure 
improvement pertaining to the establishment, operation or improvement 
of mass transit systems. The Secretary of Transportation may make 
grants under this section for capital projects to finance the planning, 
acquisition, construction, lease, improvement, and maintenance of 
equipment and facilities for use in transit subject to regulations. One 
percent of the funds apportioned to urbanized areas with a population 
of at least 200,000 shall be made available for transit enhancements.  
For urbanized areas with populations under 200,000, the Secretary 
may also make grants under this section to finance transit-operating 
costs.  Recipients of these grants are required to make information 
available to the public and to publish a program of projects to afford 
affected citizens opportunities through public hearings to submit 
comments on the proposed program and the performance of the 
recipient. 
 
Qualified applicants include publicly owned operating companies of 
mass transportation services.  Funds are made available to urbanized 
areas (as defined by the Bureau of the Census) through designated 
recipients which must be public entities and legally capable of 
receiving and dispensing Federal funds.  The state governor, 
responsible local officials, and publicly owned operators of mass 
transportation services must jointly designate the recipient(s) for 
urbanized areas of 200,000 or more in population.  Recipients must 
submit a program of projects to the FTA; submit a program application 
to the FTA; enter into formal agreements with the FTA; and certify that 
public notification has been conducted. 
 
Qualifying parties must submit an application in which the following 
documentation is included: 
 

 Proof of the project’s inclusion in the local transportation 
improvement program (TIP); 

 Proof of the project’s inclusion in the state transportation 
improvement program (STIP); 

 Approval of the project by the FTA and FHWA; 
 A statement of labor and relocation pertaining to the project; 
 An environmental impact statement on the effect of the project; 
 A legal opinion on the validity of the project; 
 Proof of the project’s inclusion in the coordinated regional 

plan; 
 A valid maintenance certification; and 
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 An affidavit of certifications and assurances as compiled in the 
FTA’s Annual List of Certifications and Assurances. 

 
Funding is apportioned on the basis of legislative formulas.  For 
urbanized areas with a population of 200,000 and greater, the 
formula is based on a combination of bus revenue vehicle miles, bus 
passenger miles, fixed guide-way revenue miles, and fixed guide-way 
route miles as well as population and population density.  The basic 
grant rate may be up to 80 percent of the total project cost, with the 
remaining 20 percent being the responsibility of the applicant.  In FY 
2000, the FTA issued $3.2 billion in formula grants.  Previously 
awarded projects include: 
 

 Construction of the Kansas City Union Station Intermodal 
Facility; 

 Renovation and expansion of bus maintenance facilities for the 
Flint (MI) Mass Transportation Authority; 

 Replacement of 48 buses and purchase of a ferry vessel on 
behalf of the Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and 
Transportation District; 

 Creation of park-and-ride lots for Southwest Ohio Regional 
Transit Authority; and 

 
The FTA grants described above are apportioned to each state and 
specific departments and agencies within each state.  These funds are 
applied to specific programs that the departments and agencies 
oversee.  The role of these departments and agencies is to determine 
the ability of the proposed project to meet the requirements of a 
specific program and the portion of the project that will be funded.  If 
a specific program will not supply the entire 80 percent of funds for the 
project, other programs may be applied for to satisfy the 80 percent.  
Keep in mind that each will be treated as a separate project and will 
require 20 percent local funding.  Applications for the several types of 
programs must be completed by the local government and submitted to 
the proper governmental departments and agencies.  These 
departments and agencies generally have a specific time window for 
the submission of applications, or a “Call for Proposals.”  
 
Often there are timing issues that a municipality will wish to circumvent.  
In general, the application and approval process takes over six 
months, with projects being approved for a budget that may be several 
years away.  This may cause problems if studies and conceptual 
drawings are done prior to application and approval.  Current 
demand and projected demand are often time specific and determine 
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when the funds are needed.  Physical changes to abutting property or 
roadways over time may affect the accuracy and usefulness of 
conceptual drawings.  With this particular issue in mind, a municipality 
may issue bonds specifically based on the approval of an application 
for federal funds.  These bonds are known as Grant Anticipation Notes 
(“GAN”).  These bonds are backed by the approved funds from the 
Federal Government.  The Federal Register recently recorded the 
following discussion in regards to GANs: 

 
Public transportation grantees are reminded that 
with interest rates at currently low levels it may 
be cost-effective to leverage their projected grant 
receipts, and thereby accelerate the acquisition 
of needed rolling stock or completion of essential 
infrastructure.  FTA encourages grant recipients 
to examine all leveraging options at their 
disposal, including the use of grant anticipation 
notes (GAN) secured with Formula Capital, 
Fixed Guideway Modernization, and New 
Starts funds.  To date, over $1.7 billion in grant 
anticipation notes have been issued, allowing 
major projects to be completed early and at 
lower cost.  FTA will provide information and 
other assistance to grantees that wish to examine 
financing options during their project 
development process. 

 
Tax-Increment Financing 
 
Another common financing mechanism employed by municipalities is 
the implementation of a tax increment finance (“TIF”) district.  Tax 
increment financing is a way to use tax revenue growth produced by 
an increase in the tax base of a specified area to repay the costs of 
investing in the area.  While many cities rely on general tax revenue to 
fund improvements, tax increment financing, or TIF, is an increasingly 
viable solution to funding the development of needed infrastructure, 
including structured parking.  Tax increment financing legislation 
enables a local government to finance redevelopment projects through 
an anticipated increase in the area’s property tax revenues.  TIF 
districts do not generate tax revenues by increasing tax rates.  Rather 
the TIF district generates revenues by permitting the municipality to 
temporarily capture the tax revenues generated by the enhanced 
valuation of properties resulting from the various redevelopment 
projects.  In a TIF-funded project, the local government permits the 
developer to use a portion of these new taxes to support financing for 
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the proposed parking project. Since a portion of the financing is 
repaid solely from the dedicated taxes, TIF effectively functions like a 
grant from the standpoint of the developer. 
 
The premise of TIF is that real estate development generates new real 
estate and sales taxes above and beyond the taxes generated by land 
in its undeveloped state.  The TIF system relies on the appreciation in 
value of the land and buildings in a TIF district. If a development is 
profitable, then the costs will be paid for in the growth of property tax 
revenue. If the property fails to increase in value, the improvement costs 
fall back on the general taxpayer. This risk makes some governments 
wary of employing TIFs.  Such concern, while important, must be 
weighed against the alternative. 
 
Business Improvement Districts 
 
Some municipalities and county governments use business improvement 
districts (“BIDs”) and parking tax districts as a means to generate 
income to fund parking facility capital improvements and operating 
expenses.  Both business improvement districts and parking tax districts 
can be used to finance the acquisition of land; the construction, 
operation, and maintenance of surface parking lots and parking 
structures; as well as the costs of engineers, attorneys and other 
professionals needed to complete the project. 
 
BIDs number over 1,200 in the U.S. and are much more common than 
parking tax districts.  BIDs, which are most often formed at the request 
of their member businesses, typically address a wide variety of issues 
not all related to parking.  Common issues addressed include 
marketing, transit, beautification, signage, lighting, parking, street and 
public space maintenance, unarmed security patrols, “customer service 
representatives” or “ambassadors” to provide information and 
assistance to tourists and shoppers, etc.  The collection of assessments 
tend to be applied uniformly on a square foot, gross receipts, or 
assessed value basis because benefits are universally recognized by 
all property owners.  Typically, no exemptions or tax credits are 
provided to property owners who provide all or a portion of their 
required parking. 
 
The Bayside District, located in Santa Monica, California, is an 
example of a BID.  This BID was established in 1986 and has allowed 
the BID to secure the bonded indebtedness associated with various 
improvements in 1989.  Improvements included a transformation of the 
old Santa Monica Mall into the Third Street Promenade and 
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surrounding Bayside District.   Specifically, this provided for additional 
parking and certain alley, signage, and circulation improvements. 
 
The Santa Monica BID has three zones, each with its own tax rate:  
Zone 1 - $0.8096 per building square foot; Zone 2 - $0.3346 per 
building square foot; and Zone 3 - $0.2342 per building square 
foot.1  Tax bills appear on property owner’s tax bills and are collected 
through the County Assessor’s Office.  The Treasurer of the City of 
Santa Monica administers the BID fund. 
 
At the same time this BID was created, an ordinance was passed 
requiring a parking developer fee; this fee creates a fund for additional 
parking improvements as new square footage is added (if the 
developer does not provide parking to meet the demand of the new 
development).  The formula for this parking developer fee is equal to 
$1.50 per square foot per year for each new square foot of building 
space added since 1986 for which parking is not provided. 
 
Development and Lease Agreements 
 
Municipal and corporate leaders are increasingly faced with the issue 
of whether or not they should enter into the parking business by 
constructing, financing, and operating their own parking facilities. In 
most cases, the capital required to develop and operate a parking 
facility is the prevailing barrier to entry.  The financial paradox faced 
by decision-makers is the need to allocate funds for core operation 
improvements to sustain and grow demand, while at the same time, 
fund parking expansion projects that are needed to operate.  More 
often than not, funding a parking expansion project is determined to 
be subordinate to core operation improvements.  
 
Faced with parking issues, many industry leaders are recognizing the 
advantages of eliminating parking from their balance sheets and 
focusing on their core business.   This is accomplished through a 
development leaseback agreement that provides an alternative method 
of ownership, investment, financing and risk allocation to organizations 
that need parking, but face financial limitations.  It is a financial tool 
that can allow a business or agency to expand parking operations, 
reduce long-term risk, and redirect capital funds from parking to core 
operations.   
 
When a local agency enters into a development leaseback 
arrangement (thereby becoming the leasee), it may lease a facility from 

                                            
1 Rates shown are for the 1999 Property Tax Year 
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another public agency, a nonprofit corporation set up for that purpose, 
a bank or private leasing company or a joint powers authority. This 
lessor assigns all its rights in the leased parking facility to the lessee or 
trustee and acts as an intermediary between the local agency and the 
investors. The trick to leasing is finding someone who is willing to invest 
in the return from the agency's lease payments. This may be a single 
investor or, more frequently, a group of investors who have purchased 
undivided shares of the lease obligation (these shares are called 
"certificates of participation"). The lessee is given use of the property as 
though he owned it, without having capital invested in it. 
 
The lease is typically a long-term "net" lease2, with the leasee having 
the option of repurchasing the parking facility at a later time.  The 
tenant, who previously owned the property, normally has the right at 
any time during the lease to buy back the parking facility, based upon 
a predetermined value or method of valuation. However, it is most 
advantageous to do so at the end of the lease, when the purchase 
price could be a nominal amount. Terms usually are for 15 to 20 years 
with options to include up to four five-year renewal periods. 
 
Development leaseback agreements offer several advantages over 
other financing methods. First, an agency can obtain a parking facility 
without a large initial investment. Second, a lease can be used to 
spread the cost of a parking facility over a long period of time. Third, 
lease agreements do not add to agency debt.  Fourth, in many cases 
voter approval is not a requirement as it would be with special taxes 
and some types of bonds. Fifth, leaseback deals can also provide the 
leasee with additional tax deductions, if applicable.  The leasor 
benefits in that they will receive stable payments for a specified period 
of time.   
 
Using lease financing is not without its drawbacks. The agreements 
necessary to finance public and private parking facilities are 
complicated, and involve numerous players such as bond counsel, 
underwriter, and trustee. Leasing, because of the uncertainties of the 
market and annual allocation of payments, may require higher debt 
payment than bonds to attract investors. Additionally, because leases 
are designed to be tax-exempt investments, their popularity and 
marketability is susceptible to changes in federal or state tax law. Also, 
it may be difficult to find creditworthy investors for some leases. Unlike 
special assessments or taxes, a lease by itself does not generate funds 

                                            
2 A property lease in which the lessee agrees to pay all expenses which are normally 
associated with ownership, such as utilities,  repairs, insurance and taxes. Also called a 
closed-end lease. 
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on its own and requires another source of income, such as user fees, to 
retire any debt. 
 
Creation of an Auxiliary Enterprise Fund 
 
Municipalities often create auxiliary enterprise funds.  These resources 
are then used to fund parking project capital improvements.  By 
definition, an auxiliary enterprise fund is self-sustaining.  This means 
that the auxiliary enterprise fund generates a revenue stream that is 
sufficient to cover ongoing operating expenses and outstanding debt 
service obligations. 
 
Auxiliary enterprise funds have their own operating budgets.  This 
operating budget is separate from the municipality’s general fund.  
These operating budgets include a stream of revenues collected from a 
variety of sources, including the following: 
 

Municipalities 
• Monthly leases 
• Parking meter revenues 
• Parking violation revenues 
• Transient revenues 

 
Although revenues generated by a new structured parking facility may 
not be sufficient to fund both the operating expenses and debt service 
of that particular improvement, revenues from other facilities and 
sources are pooled together.  This revenue pool is often sufficient to 
generate an income stream that permits the solvency of the auxiliary 
enterprise. 
 
Budgeted expenses include the operating costs associated with 
ongoing parking operations.  This may include the labor costs 
associated with maintenance, security, parking enforcement, revenue 
collection, management and administration.  Other operating costs 
may include utilities, supplies and equipment. 
 
The lifespan of a parking structure can often range from 40-50 years 
or more.  However, because the development costs for such a structure 
are capitalized over a 20-30-year period, there is significant useful life 
remaining after all debt is retired.  This remaining life means that 
revenues may still be generated by this debt-free facility and that these 
revenues may be available to offset any new debt service payments 
that are required to fund new parking projects. 
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There are many parking system auxiliary enterprise funds in operation 
throughout the U.S.  Following are some of these funds: 
 

Municipalities 
• City of Cedar Rapids, Iowa 
• City of Lincoln, Nebraska 
• City of Detroit, Michigan 
• City of Tampa, Florida 
• City of Denver, Colorado 

 
Creation of a Parking Authority 
 
Parking authorities offer similar advantages gained through the creation 
of an auxiliary enterprise funds.  One similarity is that parking 
authorities are self-supporting, meaning they generate operating 
revenues sufficient to cover both operating expenses and the debt 
service associated with any capital improvements.  Parking authorities 
have many of the same responsibilities similar to a municipal or a 
university parking and transportation department.  Following are some 
of the responsibilities of a parking authority: 
 

 To hire and compensate staff and manage authority-owned 
facilities. 

 To set parking rates and collect revenues from authority-owned 
facilities. 

 To establish and manage a budget. 
 To acquire property through negotiations and if necessary, 

through eminent domain. 
 To acquire existing parking facilities. 
 To contract with third parties for services and the sale of real 

property. 
 To sue and be sued. 
 To fund parking facility capital improvements. 
 To design, construct and renovate parking facilities. 
 To demolish and rebuild parking facilities. 
 To develop and implement master plans for municipal parking. 
 To define and implement parking management strategies 

aimed at improving traffic flow and parking conditions. 
 To issue and retire debt. 

 
Many states have enabling legislation that provides for the creation of 
a parking authority.  Some states have legalized the formation of a 
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parking authority in any city, regardless of size.  Other states permit the 
establishment of a parking authority only in specific classes of cities.  
Following are some states that have parking authorities: Alabama, 
Alaska, California, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Maine, Maryland, 
Massachusetts, New Jersey, New York, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, 
Tennessee, Virginia, Washington and West Virginia.   New York and 
Pennsylvania are the states with the greatest number of parking 
authorities. 
 
To create a parking authority, first, enabling legislation must be in 
place legalizing the formation.  In most cases, this enabling legislation 
allows a city to create a parking authority.  Once the parking authority 
is created, most laws provide for the municipality’s mayor to appoint 
board members.  The board of directors then governs a parking 
authority.   
 
Parking authorities have several distinguishing characteristics that make 
them different from municipal and university parking departments, 
including the following: 
 

 Parking authorities are empowered to issue their own debt. 
 Parking authority debt does not count toward the debt capacity 

of the municipality or university. 
 Parking authorities can take action without approval from city 

government; they can be completely independent and 
autonomous of city government. 

 
Following are some of the most significant advantages and 
disadvantages of a parking authority: 
 
Advantages Disadvantages

Can issue own debt and not count 
against bonding capacity of city.

Redundant costs of management and 
administration.

Provides a structure with a sole focus 
on parking-related issues.

Higher rates of borrowing than a city 
issuing general obligation bonds.

Significantly reduced political 
pressures compared to city parking 
department.

Authority has power that is beyond the 
immediate control of the citizens.

Not subject to annual budget 
considerations of city government or 
politics.
Self-sustaining.  
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APPENDIX 



PARKING SURVEY  
 

1 
 

 
INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE OF THIS SURVEY 
 
The City of Cincinnati has engaged Walker Parking Consultants to conduct a study regarding parking in 
the Over-the-Rhine Main Street Business District.  The purpose of this study is to analyze current and future 
parking improvements, make recommendations on where to place future parking supply, and comment on 
operating and capital costs as they relate to parking.  To assist in this effort, we are soliciting your input, as 
a stakeholder in the area, on parking issues that may affect the vitality of this area. 
 
We ask that you please take a moment to answer the questions that follow.  Total time to complete the 
survey is three minutes or less. 
 

1. What type of business do you own/run? 
 

2. How many employees do you have at this location? 
 

3. Where do your employees park? 
 

4. What do employees pay for parking? 
 

5. Do you pay all or a portion of the parking fees for employees? 
 

6. What do you pay for parking? 
 

7. Do customers visit your location? 
 

8. What is the typical length of stay for your customers? 
 

9. Do customers perceive a parking problem? 
 

10. What issues do you have with parking in the area? 
 

11. What ideas/suggestions do you have about parking? 
 

12. How would you prefer to pay for parking improvements, such as a parking structure: 
 

a. User Fee 
b. Tax District 
c. Combination of the above 

 
 
Thank you for participating in this survey.  Please return this survey to Julie Fay at 1331 Main Street (Book 
Café). 
 
 
Your name: 
Business name: 
Business address: 
Phone number: 
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1. What type of business do you own/run? 
• Non-profit leadership development 
• Property development and management of condo, 

commercial 
• Chamber of Commerce 
• Art gallery 
• Bank 
• Bakery 
• Tattoo parlor 
• Real estate and retail & office space (now all vacant) 
• TV production studio 
• Gallery with workshops, artist rep 
• Office 
• Contemporary craft/fine art (open 15 hours per 

week and by appointment) 
• Apartments, book café, food service, retail ---- used 

books, records, CDs, rent DVDs 
• School 
• Apartments 
• Performance space 
• Office ---- art services & gallery 
• Architecture studio 
• Tax preparation 
• Online retail 
• Consulting 
• Ad agency 
• Non-profit community center 

 
2. How many employees do you have at this 

location? 
• 3 full-time and 1 intern 
• 9 
• 4 people on a typical day 
• 6 full-time employees 
• 4 
• 11 
• 2 
• 1 
• 28 
• 1 
• 1 
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• Self with 2 (10 hours/month each final Friday 
evening & Sunday) 

• 2 owners, 5 employees part time @ 20 hours/week 
• 8 
• 7 
• Performers, average 2 
• 2 to 4 
• 2, sometimes 3 
• 2 to 3 
• 1 
• 34 
• 8 
• 14 paid employees, 10 regular tenants in building 

 
3. Where do your employees park? 

• On street, Woodward lot, used to park at Hanke lot 
• Street and lot next door 
• On street 
• On street 
• On Sycamore Street at meter 
• Woodward Street lot and on street 
• On street 
• (No response) 
• We own 14th Street lot 
• I live a block away 
• Street 
• One on next street, one walks, I park in lot see Iris 

Book Café 
• 1 owner at Woodward lot, 1 owner no car, 2 

employees live next street, 1 takes bus, 2 drive 
• Old St. Mary’s lots 
• Parking lots off of Sycamore Street 
• Street, non meter 
• Residential streets, non-metered 
• Clay Street, 13th, Walnut 
• Truck parking or $45/month in lot 
• Off-street in private lot behind building 
• Woodward lot & Peaslee 
• Our lot and in Peasley lot 
• In our parking lot and in designated spaces along 

the building 
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4. What do employees pay for parking? 
• $3/day at Woodward lot, on waiting list 

($40/month) at Woodward lot, $60/month at 
Hanke lot 

• Feed meter or nothing 
• Feed meter 
• Feed meter 
• $2-3/day 
• Nothing, employer paid 
• 50 cents every 2 hours 
• $50/month 
• 14th Street lot 
• Not applicable 
• Meters 
• 0 
• On street, 1 drives evening, the other morning 
• Included with rent at Old St. Mary’s 
• $40/month 
• 0 
• (No response) 
• 0 
• $45/month (we pay) 
• Not applicable 
• 0 
• $60/month 
• Free, no separate parking fee for tenants 

 
5. Do you pay all or a portion of the parking fees 

for employees? 
• Employer pays all 
• No 
• No 
• If necessary, yes 
• No 
• All 
• Nothing 
• 0 
• Not applicable 
• No 
• None 
• No 
• No 
• (No response) 
• All 
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• No 
• Not applicable ---- no, not for daily office parking 
• No 
• All 
• Not applicable 
• (No response) 
• Yes 
• We rent 11 spaces to Gray & Pape for 

$475/month 
 

6. What do you pay for parking? 
• $3/day at Woodward lot, on waiting list 

($40/month) at Woodward lot, $60/month at 
Hanke lot 

• On street or free 
• Side street free spot or meter 25 cents/hour 
• Meter on street 
• $2-3/day 
• $40/month 
• 50 cents every 2 hours 
• 0 
• 0 
• Not applicable 
• Nothing 
• $40/month (see Iris Book Café) 
• $40/month self 
• (No response) 
• $40/month 
• 0 
• 0 
• 0 
• $45/month 
• Not applicable 
• $40/month 
• (No response) 
• 0 

 
7. Do customers visit your location? 

• No 
• Yes------ 5/day and 20 seeing other people and job 

site crew 
• Board meetings after 5pm (meters are not enforced 

after 5pm), Executive Committee meetings happen 
during day------ people feed meters 
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• Yes 
• Yes 
• Yes 
• Yes 
• No 
• Lot on 14th Street 
• Yes 
• No 
• Yes 
• Yes 
• We have visitors, parking challenging sometimes 
• Yes 
• Yes 
• Yes 
• Once or twice per week 
• Yes 
• No 
• Yes, but majority of clients outside Cincinnati area 
• Yes 
• Yes 

 
8. What is the typical length of stay for your 

customers? 
• Not applicable 
• 30 to 45 minutes 
• 2 hours 
• Varies, 30 minutes to 1 hour 
• 5 minutes or less 
• 5 minutes 
• 1 to 4 hours 
• (No response) 
• 4 hours 
• 2 to 4 hours 
• Not applicable 
• 15 minutes 
• Carry out to 6 hours, average 2 hours 
• ½ day 
• 1 hour 
• 2 hours 
• 10 to 20 minutes 
• 1 hour 
• 15 minutes to 2 hours 
• Not applicable 
• 1 to 4 hours 
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• 1 to 2 hours 
• 1 to 2 hours depending upon event, purpose, 

meeting length, participant in programs 
 

9. Do customers perceive a parking problem? 
• Not applicable 
• Always ask where to park 
• Yes, meter enforcement is heavy.  Parking 

enforcement seems high when drug dealing is really 
the problem. 

• Yes, lack of accessible parking for disabled 
• Yes 
• Not usually 
• Yes 
• Yes 
• No 
• Yes 
• No 
• Yes, safety 
• Yes, especially when they get a parking ticket 
• Of course everyone wants to park right in front of 

the building 
• Yes 
• Yes 
• No 
• No 
• No 
• Only when all spaces are used, and security 
• Yes, usually look for space on street 
• Yes 
• They have not been vocal about it, many 

participants walk here 
 

10. What issues do you have with parking in 
the area? 

• Has figured out parking system------ uses timers to 
utilize meters 

• Parking tickets, street sweeping signs up but doesn’t 
happen, congestion on main street 

• Street cleaning doesn’t happen like it should.  
Tickets are issued when you park in these areas.  
Enforcement is aggressive. 
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• Time limits are too short, enforcement is uneven, 
some meter enforcement is aggressive (predatory 
ticketing) 

• Half the spots have meters, half do not.  Meters are 
different amounts. 

• No security 
• We need some free parking 
• Time/cost 
• Sometimes we over fill 
• Not enough, lots are not marked well enough, need 

better signage 
• (No response) 
• On weekends (Saturday afternoon) loud people on 

street near convenience store at 1204 Main------ afraid 
to walk too far.  Few spaces available, won’t walk 
far. 

• Long-term parkers, business owners/employees and 
residents should park off street if possible and 
affordable, convenient 

• (No response) 
• Not enough 
• Ticketing, street sweeping not done for posted 

schedules, too many loading zones not used 
• Wish more meters with 10 minutes free, could 

understand if residents get frustrated about lack of 
parking in front of own domiciles 

• Too many truck/loading areas for where it isn’t 
needed, like on Clay Street------ never seen a truck 
once in 15 years; I hate moving my car Tues/Thurs 
for street cleaning when the City doesn’t clean 
them------ especially Fall; I hate when valets from 
Nicolas Park patrons’ cars on Orchart when they 
have a parking lot. 

• Three traffic enforcement officers, not enough cops 
• Security 
• No capacity to expand 
• Street parking is used by county employees 
• It should not obstruct current organizations in area 

or negatively impact what we do and enjoy 
 

11. What ideas/suggestions do you have 
about parking? 

• Need to oversell Woodward lot------ sees 10+ spaces 
empty every day 
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• Encourage pedestrian traffic; allow bikes, 
skateboards; need streetcar; new construction 
garage below building; turn existing lots into 
garages.  Parking will become more of an issue as 
development continues.  Vacant storefronts are 
being redeveloped:  mercantile business, restaurants 
and bars, service industries.  Added 14 apartments 
in area plus 11 condos plus 16 condos all on main 
street.  Second Sundays street fair (5 months). 

• Longer meter times needed, sticker program needed 
for residents, streetcar, create more parking 

• Sticker system needed w/ monthly payment, need 
lot or garage, need wayfinding to direct visitors to 
parking 

• (no response) 
• Security cameras 
• Public lot 
• (No response) 
• No 
• Better signage, have Pearslee and Lightborne ?? on 

weekends 
• (No response) 
• (No response) 
• Business district-run lot, small structure, more public 

transportation, streetcar.  We want people for 
lunch/dinner, retail…but don’t need their cars.  
Convenient, affordable, safe. 

• There seem to be plenty of Sycamore lots 
• Free on-street parking 
• Free up more spaces for general parking 
• Resident only permit parking on street at certain 

hours, more 10 minute free meters, trolly service 
from lots during events, park & ride related to 
streetcar, some unused surface lots (i.e. on 
Sycamore) should be brought into compliance with 
historical district requirements (no  chain link fences, 
trees/landscaping) and set up a park & ride service 
for downtown workers, charge $40/month as 
opposed to $80/month and have $ go back into 
neighborhood. 

• Use same parking signage as downtown. 
• My clients walk in general 
• Kiosk-based as opposed to meters 
• Build a deck on Woodward lot 
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• I’ll handle mine privately 
• Peaslee would not want a multi-level parking garage 

between our building and Ziegler Park. Our day 
care children access Ziegler Park and it would 
obstruct our beautiful view on south side of building. 

 
12. How would you prefer to pay for parking 

improvements, such as a parking structure: 
• User fee ---- More fair, Tax District ---- Everyone benefits 
• User fee 
• Combination of user fee and tax district 
• (No response) 
• Combination of user fee and tax district 
• (No response) 
• User fee 
• Combination of user fee and tax district 
• No 
• User fee, tax district, combination of both 
• User fee 
• User fee 
• User fee 
• No opinion 
• Combination of user fee and tax district 
• User fee 
• User fee 
• More coordination/cooperation with parking lot 

owners when not in use 
• Solved it internally 
• Combination of user fee and tax district 
• Combination of user fee and tax district 
• I have no money for parking and think it should be 

private investment 
• User fee ---- people who park, pay to par if it’s a 

public lot 
 




