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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Executive Summary succinctly outlines the
data and recommendations presented in the

Parking Policy Strategy. In order to gain a

complete understanding of the policy implications
identified herein, it is suggested that the entire

report be read.

administrative problems associated with
administering various parking programs. Also
included are calculations of future parking demand
by geographical area..

.

A. PUBLIC PARKING

I. INTRODUCTION The City's municipal parking supply is administered
'by the Metered Parking Division of the City's
Police Department, and meters are located on
street and in off-street lots and garages.
Additional plans are currently under development
and should be encouraged, to provide attendant
parking coupled with a merchant validation
program which will offer free or discounted
parking at the 42nd Street and Lincoln Lane West
garages.

The City's metered parking rate structure and
times are recommended to be altered, by
standardizing and increasing rates. In addition, the
City recently purchased Denver boots, designed to

immobilize cars with more than seven unpaid
parking tickets. The boots, however, have rarely
been used. In order to justify the purchase of the

devices, it is recommended that the ordinance
itself be simplefied to reflect the requirements of
the Dade County ordinance and that greater
coordination be established between the City
agencies responsible for enforcing the Denver boot
ordinance.

The purpose of the Parking Policy Strategy is to

analyze the existing and future characteristics of

parking in Miami Beach, both public and private, in
an effort to develop a combination of alternative
solutions to the shortages.

The study examines the recommendations outlined
in two recent parking facility reports prepared for
the City by the consulting firm of David Plummer
and Associates. It also presents two in-depth case

studies of potentially viable concepts for irnproving
the parking situation in Miami Beach.

II. WE ARE NOT UNIQUE - WHAT OTHER
CITIES ARE DOING

This chapter contains a brief synopsis of some of
the techniques used by other cities in solving their

parking' problems. These include impact fees, off­
site parking, shared parking, and non-resident
parking restrictions. The pros and cons of each

technique are also described.

DI. CHARACTERISTICS OF PARKING
IN MIAMI BEACH

Another recommendation is to review the large
number of free parking decals issued by the City to

appointed board members, current and ex-Clty
Commissioners and their spouses, specified City
employees, and others. This policy results in a loss
of revenue to the metered parking system.

,

I

Chapter III presents the existing characteristics of
both public and private parking in the City of
Miami Beach. It examines current deficiencies in
terms of parking availability as well as Finally, the chapter recommends increasing the

•
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number of public parking spaces, particularly in the
Ocean Drive/Collins Avenue/Washington. Avenue
and Flamingo Park neighborhoods, with funding
provided through the Planning Department's impact
fee program. This program can also be expanded
to other areas of Miami Beach as the need
develops.

bedroom and one "den", thereby reducing the
amount of required parking. .It is therefore
recommended that parking requirements be based
upon other factors such as the gross floor area, in
order to remove this loophole from the ordinance.

Provision of private off-street parking in the City
is governed by the parking regulations contained in
the Zoning Ordinance, which specifies required
parking ratios for all new developments and
rehabilitation projects.

Additional recommendations for private parkingimprovements include modifying the occupationallicense code to charge fees based upon the actual
number of dwelling units within a building, rather
than basing fees upon the number of "rooms", as is
currently the practice. It is also recommended
that the zoning ordinance be modified to permitthe construction of temporary parking lots in the
South Pointe redevelopment area (south of 6th
Street) and to legitimize the existing City-ownedlots on the west side of Collins Avenue, across
from North Shore Open Space Park. New standards
for rrurumum landscaping/paving of these
temporary lots would be developed in order to
reduce the financial hardships to developers and
spur new investment.

B. PRIVATE PARKING

In general, current parking demand is highest
relative to available space in the commercial
areas, such as along Washington Avenue, 41st
Street, and 71st Street (Collins to Indian Creek).
Parking demand is also strong in the older
multifamily areas which lack private off-street
parking. Although there are presently no severe

shortages in these neighborhoods, they are near

capacity and any significant redevelopment growth
or population shift could create a parking problem.

IV. POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS TO PARKING
PROBLEMS IN MIAMI BEACH

I
I

For the past several years, the City has, through an

opinion issued by the City A ttorney's office,
provided for the establishment of "parking credits"
when there is a change of use for a particular
building. Parking credits should be formally
incorporated into the Zoning Ordinance. In
conjunction with the formal adoption of an

improved parking credit system, the impact fee
should be established within the Zoning Ordinance
to allow developers to pay such fees in cases where
"free" parking credits had previously been issued.

Chapter IV identifies several alternative solutions
to the parking problems in the City. First, a series
of general goals and objectives is presented,followed by one or more implementation strategiesthat are designed to meet the goals and objectives.Within the complete text of the report, a humber
of proposed techniques/solutions are analyzed in
further detail, and specific policies are established
for each potential solution.

••
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The Zoning Ordinance also requires the provision of
one parking space per one bedroom apartment and
1.5 spaces per two bedroom apartment. The
current interpretation of the ordinance has led to a

proliferation of apartments containing one



Policy X:A. PARKING POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION
STRATEGIES

Investigate provision of preferential
parking for residents of areas with

parking deficiencies. ._

The following is a listing of general policy
recommendations (For more detail, see main text,
'pages 24 - 25).

Policy I:

Policy II:

Policy III:

Policy IV:

Policy V:

Policy VI:

Policy VII:

Policy VIII:

Policy IX:

B. SPECIFIC POLICIES FOR MIAMI BEACH

Encourage a public/private
partnership in meeting future
demand for parking.

This section provides a more comprehensive outline
of specific policies which should be considered
when applying several of the more complex parking
solutions to the situation in Miami Beach.

Develop a master plan for municipal
parking acquisition, construction,
and ongoing improvements.

Parking impact fees should be permitted in lieu of

providing required parking, particularly in cases of
rehabilitated buildings with no available parking.
The City should make ev�ry effort to soften the
cost of the impact fee by permitting
developers/owners to make annual cash payments
over a 25 year period, with the yearly cost

equalling the City of Miami Beach parking permit
costs (currently $250 per space). The ordinance
would contain a provision for reasonable inflation
and/or interest costs. If a developer chooses to

E>ay the impact fee at the outset, a lump sum of
�5000 will be assessed.

Increase quantity of metered
parking spaces in existing on-street

areas and lots.

Increase metered parking revenues.

Encourage transportation alterna­
tives which will result in a decrease
in automobile usage in areas with

parking deflciencies,

Recognize that successful historic
districts traditionally have an

undersupply of available parking.
Attempt to partially solve these

problems with techniques designed
to mitigate the effects of the lack
of parking.

In addition to uSIng the impact fees for
construction of permanent facilities, the funds
could be utilized to lease and im prove vacant

properties for parking lots.

Increase available parking supply
without destroying the aesthetics
and character of the neighborhood.

Increase security/safety in
municipal garages and lots.

Acquisition and construction of municipal parking
lots and/or structures can be facili ta ted by the
establishment of parking assessment districts,
through which property owners pay special
assessments in addition to their annual taxes to

fund the construction of public improvement bonds
within a given geographical area. It is likely that a

program of this nature, which requires strong
neighborhood-based support, would only be found in
older commercial and hotel areas which are

undergoing renovation and expansion activity.Amend the zoning ordinance parking
requirements to result in a better
ratio of supply to' demand. Shared parking can be used to reduce the total

•••
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number of spaces required to meet parking
demand. For example, an office development
could' permanently lease its parking facility to a

restaurant or retail use for weekends and evenings.

These policies include concentrating acquisition for
the next three to five years in the following areas:

a) Collins Avenue (5th' to . 15th Streets),
b) Drexel/Pennsylvania/Mlchigan (6th to. 16th
Streets), c) and the area east of the Convention
Center, and d) Commerce Street. Five garages
should be considered within the next five to fifteen
years in the City. Design of these facilities should
meet compatibility standards listed in the
Secretary of the Interior Standards for historic
preservation. A s stated earlier, the Fedco lot and
adjacent properties should be considered for
construction of a large multi-story garage as well
as City owned property at 13th Street (four lots)
which would serve the Ocean Drive neighborhood:
The third garage should be built in proximity to 7th
Street and Collins Avenue. The construction of a
garage should be preceded by parking lots. The
fourth garage should be privately constructed on
the Upland Marina parcel in South Pointe, and the
fifth garage should be provided on Commerce
Street.

This is' similar to the situation in South Pointe

Marina, where parking will be shared by the South
Beach Elementary School and the Marina, both of
which have peak parking demands at different
times. Moreover, a -parking facility could be

operated by the Metered Parking Division leasing
space on a shared basis to a number of different
users in the immediate vicinity.

The City should also consider the creation of a

centralized decisionmaking agency/department to
administer the City's parking programs. This

department would operate the day to day functions
of metered parking as ·well as make long range
recommendations for the placement and
construction of new municipal lots and garages.
This would necessitate the repeal of the Falk
Amendment (limits bond sales to $250,000 unless
voters approve), and/or revision to include on

exception for parking revenue bonds.

. The merchant/business community should be

encouraged to participate directly in the provision
of public parking. This participation can take

many forms, from agreeing not to park employee
cars in valuable on-street spaces to paying a

special assessment for additional parking.
Merchants can also participate - in parking
validation programs, ride-/shop programs, and they
might assist in the provision of security for

garages.

First. priority for acquisition should be given to
properties adjacent to municipally owned lots or on

vacant municipal property, and they should not
front on tourist or active comercial corridors; i.e.,
Ocean Drive, 41st Street, Washington Avenue
Biscayne Street.

'

I

,

Vacant property should be considered first when
purchasing property. If a property is not vacant, it
should be a nuisance property; i.e., numerous

building code violations, police calls, etc, or one in
which there is less floor area or units in the
building than what is allowed by code.

•
� I�.
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It is also recommended that a -Master Financial
Plan Ior acquisition, construction, arid ongoing
improvements to the Metered Parking System be

prepared, Additionally, a framework of policy
statements should be adopted prior to proceeding
with the development of a Master Plan (see pages
24 through 34) for a full delineation of these
recommended 'policies). . '

Properties which have historic significance or

which have been determined to be contributing to
the historic character of the Architectural District
should not be purchased unless they are adjacent to
an existing surface lot. Property for development
of new parking facilities should not be purchased
unless it can be expanded to at least three lots
without the demolition of a contributing building.



Lots should be acquired in areas which (a) are

undergoing rehabilitation activities and (b) have
. been subject to Neighborhood Revitilization Plans.
Parking lots should not exceed four platted lots.

The City can also increase the number of municipal -

parking spaces by permitting angled parking on

selected side streets and by restripirrg existing lots
and garages to perrnit compact car spaces (no more

than 25-35% of the total). The angled parking
option was endorsed by the parking subcommittee
of Rediscover Miami Beach as a means of providing
parking to residents in the Art Deco Disrict at
minimal cost to the City.

If parking problems· persist in residential
neighborhoods, a residential parking permit
program could be established on a limited basis.
This type of program is not recommended for
tourist areas.

V. FISCAL CONSIDERATIONS

This chapter describes the sources of funding used
to finance construction and operation of parking
facilities. These include: 1) federal assistance,
2) municipal funds, 3) revenue bonds, 4) general
obligation bonds, 5) user benefit special
assessments, and 6) impact fees.

VI. CASE STUDIES

Chapter VI presents two case studies of viable
alternative solutions to parking problems. The
first example shows how the impact fee can be
used to finance the construction of a parking
garage, and the second presents several scenarios·
for increasing rnunicipal parking by restriping to
create angled parking spaces.

v



CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

Aside from single family
areas, older sections of the

City have inadequate
parking in terms of location
and number of spaces.

In 1898, the firs'tautomoblle was sold in the United

States, a one-cylinder Winton. Fifteen years later,
Henry Ford began mass producing his now-famous
cars, and the nation's cities began facing the ever­

increasing problem of where to put them. Like
most American cities, Miami Beach has relied

heavily on motor vehicles for the movement of

people throughout the City. There is no question
that economic prosperity and the viability of our

commercial, tourist, and residential activities
greatly depends upon the efficiency of our

transportation facilities, including parking.
However; here as elsewhere, the actual need has

outpaced planning provisions for such facilities.

This study examines the recommendations outlined
in two recent parking facility reports prepared for
the City by the consulting firm of David Plummer
and Associates, and extracts relevant data and
strategies set forth in them. The documents are:

(1) the 1983 Traffic and Off-Street Parking
Facilities Study, which explored the City's zoning
ordinance requirements for parking and the

adequacy of the rnetered parking system; and (2)
the 1984 Miami Beach Parking Facilities Plan,
which determined the location, size, and cost of
parking facilities to be acquired and constructed
through a $6 million bond issue approved by the
City.

KEY POINTS

High land costs, dense

development, and potential
for rehabilitation of older
structures are all factors
which require us to

carefully investigate
innovative methods to

accommodate transporta­
tion needs.

It is important to provide
sufficient parking to

accommodate the need;
however, strict enforcement
of parking requirements can

often destroy the economic
viability of new construction
and rehabilitation projects.

The purpose of the Parking Policy Strategy is to

analyze the existing and future characteristics of

parking in Miami Beach, both public and private, in
an effort to develop a combination of alternative
solutions to the shortages. High land costs, dense

development, and potential for rehabilitation of
older structures are all factors which require us to

carefully investigate innovative methods to

accommodate the transportation needs of our

residents, tourists, customers, and employees.
These methods can range from establishing parking
impact fees to encourage rehabilitation of older

buildings to shared parking and ridesharing
programs.

Finally, the Parking Policy Strategy presents two

. in-depth case studies of potentially viable concepts
for improving the parking situation in Miami
Beach.

The City has responded to

parking deficiencies by
acqumng lots and

developing them for off-
: street metered parking.

*****

There were no parking requirements at all in the

City's zoning code until 1955, and none that
addressed commercial uses of any kind until 1971.
Consequently, aside from single family areas, older
sections of the City, (most notably the commercial
and low density apartment districts) have

inadequate parking in terrns of location and number
of spaces.

2

The methodology used to prepare the strategy
includes a review of a number of innovative
concepts used by other local governments which
can potentially be applied to Miami Beach. It also
includes an analysis of the existing characteristics
of private and public parking in the City, with

particular attention to several commercial
corridors and the historic district.

Older multifamily neighborhoods such as Flamingo
and North Shore also have very little private
parking and are, for the most part, almost

completely dependent on the on-street public
supply. In the past, the majority of apartment
buildings were occupied by elderly persons who

generally did not own cars. However, as the



buildings are renovated, younger tenants with cars

are moving in, resulting in an increasing parking
shortage.

The City has responded to parking deficiencies by
acquiring lots and developing them for off-street
metered parking. Generally, these lots are located
in commercial districts. Revenues from on and
off-street meters are 'used to pay for the costs of

purchasing and constructing new parking facilities.
Since 1935, when the City's first parking meters

were purchased, the number of metered spaces has

grown to 11,648. Nearly 140 acres in Miami Beach,
a City of only seven square miles, is now devoted
to public on and off-street parking. Unfortunately,
there is still a lack of sufficient parking in many
areas of the City.

*****

Miami Beach, like nearly every other community in
the United States, is faced with competing
objectives when it comes to providing solutions to

parking problems. On one hand, it is important to
provide sufficient parking to accommodate the

need, but on the other hand, strict enforcement of
parking requirements can often destroy the
economic viability of new construction and
rehabilitation projects. Also, a proliferation of
lots and garages does Ii ttle to enhance the overall

physical environment of the City. In addition, it is
important to note that successful historic, tourist,
and commercial districts often have parking
deficiencies which can never be remedied without

destroying the aesthetics of the urban
environment.

Newly acquired municipal parking areas on 40th

Street.

There is no single cure to this dilemma, the best
answers -seem to be found in combinations of
innovative programs designed to effect a balance
between the several competing objectives as they
relate to transportation, parking, economic:

development, urban design and the environment. 3



CHAPTER TWO
"We Are' Not Unique: What Other Cities Are 'Doing' :

KEY POINTS Since Miami Beach is not alone in its need to find
alternative solutions to parking problems, 'it is

helpful to examine the approaches taken by other
local governments. Payments in lieu of providing
parking, off-site parking, shared parking, and
various other programs have recently evolved as a

means of solving local parking problems. This
section provides a synopsis of some of these

techniques used by other cities.
Impact fees are incorporated into the zoning
ordinances in each of these rnunlclpalities.

impact fees. Their fee equals five times 'the
amount of assessed value per square foot of land
under the development times 300 square feet per
parking space required. This fee is permitted only
for rehabilitation of existing buildings and not for
new construction.An emerging trend is to

allow for cash payments in
lieu of required off-street

parking (impact fee). These
fees are incorporated into

zoning ordinances. B. OFF-SITE PARKING
A. PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF PARKING/IMPACT

FEES Off-site parking, under some zoning ordinances,
may be used where space is not available on site.
A few ordinances limit off-site parking to non­

residential uses and discourage its use at

supermarkets and other retail uses that are heavily
dependent on convenient access by automobiles.
Many communities also specify maximum distances
between any off-site parking facility and the land
use(s) it is intended to serve. For example,
Arlington County, Virginia requires that such
spaces be located within 600 feet of the
development, compared to the Miami Beach limit
of 400 feet. All of these communities require that
off street parking facilities not located on the
same lot with the development be legally
connected through a unity of title. This insures
that the parking lots are not sold off and developed
at a later date.

An example of shared

parking is Seattle's Pioneer

Square Historic District,
where parking is shared by
office workers during the

day and patrons of
restaurants and nightclubs.
during the evenings.

'

An emerging trend in municipali ties is to allow for
cash payments in lieu of required off-street
parking (impact fee). Typically, these payments
are based on the full cost of providing parking in
the general vicinity of the development. The
intent of collecting impact fees is to allow a

municipality to finance the acquisition' of property
and/or the construction of public lots and garages
and to permit a development to be, constructed. A
detailed discussion of impact fees is presented in

Chapter IV.

4

Rye, New 'York assesses one-time fees at a cost of
$10,000 per required space in the Central Business
District and $4000 per space outside of the
commercial core. Scarsdale, New York mandates a

standard charge of $6500 · per space for new

structures or a change in use. Davis City,
California permits payment in lieu of parking
amounting to actual determined fair market value
of the required number of spaces, and the City
agrees to provide the parking within a ten year
time period. Culver City, California uses a

somewhat different formula for asssessing parking

Shared or' joint use parking opportunities exist
where the same parking spaces can be utilized by
two or more different land uses due to differences
in operating hours for the uses or due to
underutilization of an existing parking area. For

c. SHARED OR JOINT USE PARKING

,.

! )
'.

t •



There are numerous administrative problems
associated with permitting shared parking, which
include changes in property ownership and uses or

hours of operation In existing uses. The

Montgomery County, Maryland zoning ordinance
addresses some of these problems by requiring that
the land uses and the common parking facilities be
under the same ownership, In addition, they
require a developer/owner to obtain a new

occupancy permit if there are subsequent changes
in land use. The owner must also prove that
sufficient parking will be available for the new

combination of uses.Table A contains several additional examples of
land . uses which can be considered to be non­

conflicting in terms of parking requirements,

example, in Seattle's Pioneer Square Historic
District, .parking is shared by office workers during
the day and the patrons of restaurants and night
clubs during evening hours. Recently, the Miami
Beach zoning ordinance was amended to

incorporate this concept in the Convention Center
District. Shared parking will also be implemented
at the South Pointe Marina where South Beach

Elementary School teachers will use the lot on

weekdays, and the Marina will use spaces during
evenings and weekends.

TABLE A

Nonconflicting Land Uses

Uses With Daytime Hours Uses With Evening Hours

Bowling alleys
Dance halls
Theaters
Restaurants (with limited hours)
Bars

Nightclubs
Auditoriums

Banks
Business offices
Professional offices
Medical clinics
Service stores

Retail stores (with limited hours)
Manufacture/wholesale
(with limited hours)

Grade schools/high schools

Strip commercial streets
Meeting halls

Apartment buildings

Contributin� Source: Flexible Parking Requirements, Thomas P. Smith, 1983

5



The City of Miami uses

modern, sophisticated tech­

nology such as a Master
Meter, instead of individual
meters.

A professionally managed and administered
municipal parking agency can result in a

substantially improved parking program. The City
of Miami Parking System is a good example of the
sucessful operation of a municipal parking
authority. Although this document does not
recommend the creation of an independent parking
authority, it does recognize the need to address
centralized decision making as it pertains to

parking, rather than continuing the current

fragmented approach. Thus, it is helpful to
examine several of the innovative programs
developed by the City of Miami.

rates range from $6.30 to $8.40 per month ($75.00-
$100.00 per year) in less congested areas to $49.88
per month ($598.00 annually) in the downtown lots.
Parking rates in garages are considerably higher,
with the highest rate - $84.00 per month ($1,008.
annually) in the New World Trade Center Garage.
The many innovative practices established by the
Miami Parking System have resulted in a

financially successful operation. All facilities are

owned by the Authority and financed through
revenue bonds which are repaid. from parking
operations. The system has not required any
property tax support since its inception.

KEY POINTS D. CENTRALIZED DECISIONMAKING AGENCY

• Restriping lots and garages to accommodate
compact cars, resulting in more available
parking and higher revenues.

The techniques often used
to restrict outsiders from

parking in a residential area
include residential parking
permit programs.

Included among Miami's innovative programs are

the following:

• "Meter Beater" tram shuttle - moves office
workers from low cost, remote parking to

congested downtown areas.

• Joint ventures with the private sector.

• Joint venture with Metro-Dade County to

operate and manage Metrorail station parking
lots.

• Use of modern, sophisticated technology,
such as a Master Meter, instead of individual
meters; television monitoring equipment in

gara-ges.

• Development of alliances with merchants and
business associations.

6
The rate structure for hourly parking and monthly
decals in Miami is carefully evaluated and revised
on an annual basis by the Parking Authority •.Decal Master Meter in downtown Miami parking lot.



each case, this was done to accommodate
cornplaints from residents. Each ne ighborhood to
be included in a restrictive parking program is
individually evaluated on a block by block basis.
Prov isions are made for v isi tor, heal th-rela ted, and
service delivery vehicles. Tourist and commercial
neighborhoods are generally not included in
residential permit programs. This program may be
necessary in some areas of the Ar t Deco district as
it begins to attract tourists and younger residents
who have cars, however, at this time costs
associated with adrninistration and the questions
regarding its necessl ty appear to outweigh the need
to establish the program now.

The Miami Parking System is a well coordinated
organization which operates quite differently than
the Miami Beach system. In Miami Beach,
decisions regarding acquisition and construction of
lots and garages have been made in the past by
consultants, a two member Parking Committee and
the City Commission on a case by case basis.
There has been no attempt to coordinate the

ongoing functions of -the Metered Parking Division
with Parking Committee recommendations. As
such, the Metered Parking Division has very little
input in long range decisions regarding the

operation of the system. In order to address some

of these issues, the Parking Committee was

recently incorporated into the City's Finance
Committee, and it now includes mernbers of the
City's Finance Department and Office of

Management and Budget. This modification will

perhaps enable the system to improve its financial

position, however, it is yet to be seen whether this
Committee will take an advocacy role similar to
the City of Miami Parking Systern.

E. NON-RESIDENT PARKING RESTRICTIONS

Non-resident parking restrictions consist of
regulatory actions designed to reduce or eliminate
the use of on-street parking spaces by automobiles
from outside a residential neighborhood. These
measures have been initiated by residents and
implernented by municipalities when parking by
non-residents increases to the point of interfering
with the parking needs of the residents or with
other neighborhood acti vities. The techniques
often used to restrict outsiders Iro:n parking in a

residential area include limits on the number of
consecutive parking hours, alternate side parking
requirements during busy time periods and
residential parking permit programs.

Boston, New Orleans, Arlington, Virginia, and other
cities have incorporated restrictions against non­

resident parking in their zoning ordinances. In

Beacon Hill

Registration No.
_

Boston uses permits to restrict parking in crowded
residential areas.

7



KEY POINTS

Future demand for

municipal parking: exceeds
the current and immediately
planned supply. 'The
introduction of the impact
fee program will provide
funds to increase the

number of spaces.

The areas which will

potentially experience the

highest pressure for parking
are the commercial areas of

Washington Avenue, "-.l�t,
Street, and 7Ist Street '�rid'

,

the older residential
developments suitable for

revitalization, such as the
Art Deco District, .. the

Flamingo Park area, and

South Pointe.

Approximately half of the

parking variance approvals
during the period from 1'977

to 1985 were based upon
conditions that developers
pay fees in lieu of providing
parking.
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Other municipal parking expansion plans include

the recent purchase of a lot on Collins Avenue

(1300 block) which will add 20 spaces to the

inventory; 146 new spaces to be provided at the

new Municipal Justice Center on Washington
Avenue; 48 metered spaces constructed at Island

View Park; and a 210 space metered lot for

beachgoers at South Pointe Park.

/
Future demand for municipal parking in Miami

Beach exceeds the current and immediately
planned supply. The introduction of the impact fee
program administered by the Planning Departlnent
will provide funds to increase the number of

Citywide public parking spaces This will be

particularly evidenced in the Ocean Drive/Collins
Avenue/Washington Avenue area and Flamingo
Park neighborhood where rehabilitation of hotels

and apartments is currently taking place. There

'will be a further demand in South Pointe as

redevelopment occurs, thus prompting the need for

at least two large scale municipal parking garages
in addition to, on-site structured parking to be

': provided by private developers.

Table F presents an estimate of the future

municipal parking demand by area based upon the

following assumptions:

a. Overall development in the City's
commercial areas will generate the

total demand for spaces identified In

the Plummer Report and Table E.

b. The rehabilitation of apartments and

hotels in the Ocean Drive Corridor will

equal the demand for spaces based upon
the Ocean Drive Study prepared by the

City's Planning Department in 198,4.
This number ranges from 1350 to 1650

spaces, as identified in Table E.

c. The impact fee/parking credit system
described in Chapter IV of this study
will be expanded.

TABLE E

ESTIMATED INCREASES IN TOTAL PARKING DEMAND BY COMMERCIAL CORRIDOR

NET INCREASE IN NET INCREASE IN

TOTAL INCREASE METERED SUPPLY METERED SUPPLY

CORRIDOR (SPACES)* (NO IMPACT FEE)*· OMPACT FEE)···

71st Street
East of Indian Creek .120 - 180 30 - 70 40 - 90

West of Indian Creek 140 - 200 20 - 60 25 - 75

41st Street 340 - 520 50 - 100 60 - 125

Lincoln Road 1,090 - 1,640 60 - 70 75 - 90

Washington A venue 390 - 580 180 - 230 270 - 345

Collins Avenue North 250 - 370 20 - 60 25 - 75

Collins Avenue South ,360 - 380 90 - 130 110 - 165

(to 16th Street)
Ocean Drive/Lower Collins Avenue 1,350 - 1,650 Uncounted 675 - 825

Total 4,040 - 5,520 450 - 720 1 ,280 - 1,790

* Assumption: 20 to 30% increase in current land use intensities. Lower

values indicate total additional public and private parking
spaces required if land use intensities are increased 20%.

* * Assumption: Continuation of municipal supply at current rate average among

corridors, less any existing surplus with distribution efficiency
of 50% and with current deficients in municipal supply added.

* * * Assumption: Impact fee will result in 25% increase in municipal supply for

7lst Street, 41st Street, Lincoln Road, Collins Avenue North;
50% increase will be required for Washington Avenue, Collins
Avenue South to 16th Street; municipal supply for Ocean Drive will

equal 50% of total increase in spaces.

r
-

..
)

! _1

.

TABLE F

FUTURE MUNICIPAL OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENTS (WITH IMPACT FEE)

COMMERCIAL PARKING ADDITIONAL AREA PRIORITY

CORRIDOR SPACES· REQ. (SQ. FT.) RANKING··

7lst Street
East of Indian Creek 40 - 90 18,000 - 40,000 C

West of Indian Creek 25 - 75 11,000 - 35,000 C

41st Street 60 - 125 27,000 - 55,000 B

Lincoln Road 75 - 90 35,000 - 40,000 B

Washington Avenue 270 - 345 30,000 - 60,000 A

Collins Avenue North 25 - 75 '11,000 - 35,000 B

Collins Avenue South to 16th St. 110 - 165 50,000 - 75,000 B

Ocean Drive/Lower Collins Ave. 675 - 825 120,000 - 200,000 A

Total 1,280 - 1,790 302,000 - 540,000

* Square footage requirements assume construction of a parking garage.

* * Priority Ranking
A: Minimum /I of spaces should be provided in next 5 to 7 years.

B: Minimum /I of spaces should be provided in next 7 to 12 years.

C: Minimum /I of spaces should be provided in next 12 to 20 years.

SOURCE: MIAMI BEACH PLANNING DEPARTMENT, 1985.



B. PRIVATE PARKING the City's important commercial areas over the
next few years.

1. Overview
2. Parking Variances

In general, current parking demand is highest
relative to available space in the commercial
areas, such as along Washington Avenue, 41st

Street, and 71st Street (Collins to Indian Greek).
Parking demand is also strong in the older

multifamily areas which lack private off-street

parking. Although there are presently no severe

shortages in these neighborhoods, they are near

capacity and any significant redevelopment growth
or population shift could create a parking problem.

A comparison of the City's private parking demand
relative to the available supply can be made by
exarnining the types of' parking variances applied
for and received over the past few years.

The demand for parking is expected to increase if

redevelopment and revitalization is to occur. This
is particularly true in the -

area south of Dade
Boulevard. While it is difficult to accurately
project the overall increase in parking demand due
to insufficient information about the extent of

redevelopment and the resulting change in land

uses, some general observations are possible.

A variance is a relaxation of certain Zoning
Ordinance regulations - in this case, parking
requirements - which is not contrary to the public
interest and where, owing to conditions peculiar to

the property, a literal enforcement of the
Ordinance would result in an unneccessary and
undue hardship.

The areas which will potentially experience the

highest pressure for parking are the commercial
districts indicated above and older residential
developments suitable for revitalization, such as

the Art Deco District, the Flamingo Park area and
South Pointe. Due to the pattern of existing
development and individual lot sizes, a reasonable

redevelopment' of property might preclude
provision of parking required to- meet any
additional demand, with the exception of South
Pointe.

During the period 1977-1985, 149 parking variance

applications were processed, with a total of 3,163
parking spaces requested to be waived (see
table G). Of that amount, the City's Zoning Board
of Adjustment approved waivers for 2,237 spaces.
Approximately half of the approvals were based

upon conditions that the developer pay fees in lieu
of providing parking. The fee program was

developed by the Planning Department with the
assistance of the Board of Adjustment and is used
as a mechanism to allow for the substantial
renovation of buildings and introduction of uses

which generate activity and provide a funding
strategy for the acquisition and development of

parking lots.

Of particular concern are retail corridors such as

Washington Avenue, Lincoln Road' and mid to lower
Collins Avenue, which were developed prior to the
establishment of parking requirements. As these
areas experience.' hotel, office and retail

renovation, the parking problems will be

aggravated. Table F summarizes the parking
shortages which may be anticipated in several of

The geographic areas in which the greatest
numbers of variances occurred, not surprisingly,
are in the City's most active commercial corridors.

Sixty percent of the 149 total parking variance

requests were located in the commercial corridors
identified in the Traffic Circulation and Off-Street

Parking Facilities Study prepared by David
Plummer and Associates in 1983. In addition, the
Ocean Drive Corridor represented over one tenth
of all City requests, due to the active interest in 17



TABLE G

TOTAL PARKING VARIANCES
BY YEAR
1977 - 198.5

NO. SPACES NO. SPACES"AIVED NO. SPACES,
NO. SPACES REQUESTED (NO. DECALS, WAIVED NO. SPACES NO. SPACES NUMBER OF

YEAR REQUIRED TO BE WAIVED ETC. REQUIRED) WITH CONDmONS DENIED WITHDRAWN APPLICATlONS

APPROVED DISAPPROVED TOTAL

1977 3.51 132 55 0 6 71 11 1 12
-197'8 ." 171 . -157 - 90· e 67 0 9 .5 14
1979 264 230 67 0 103 60 11 4 1.5
1980 412 286 159 0 65 62 17 4 21
1981 918 223 169 0 25 29 13 1 14
1982 1783 459 231 33 0 i95 22 0 22
1983 986 334 199 126 9 0 15 1 16
1984 990 882 86 750 0 47 17 0 17
1985 524 460 96 176 7 1.51 17 1 18

TOTAL 6399 3163 1152 1085 282 615 132 17 149

NOTES: 1 For the purpose of this analysis, loading spaces were counted as parking spaces
since the total number was insignificant.

2Conditions = cash payment, purchase of decals.

KEY POINTS

Until a draft impact fee for
the Ocean Drive area was

established in 198·4, parking
variance fees set by the

Zoning Board of Adjustment
were often applied in an

inconsistent manner.

A developer stands a much

greater chance of obtaining
Zoning Board of Adjustment
approval to complete a

project if he/she agrees to

financially assist in the

provision of parking.

rehabilitating the historic hotels located in the
Miami Beach Architectural District.

Table H identifies the commercial corridors with
the greatest activity in terms of parking variances.
The 41st Street area ranked highest in number of
variance requests, followed by Lincoln Road and
Ocean Drive. This activity reflects the growing
problem evidenced by the lack of available parking
in these areas.

A review .of the types of land uses which most

frequently require the need for parking variances
shows that nearly three-fourths are for commercial
and hotel developments, with less than one quarter
of the requests representing residential projects.
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Hotel renovations/expansions also account for the

greatest number of large variance requests; those

developments with over 25 parking spaces or more

waived. For example, the 1981 conversion of the
Alexander Hotel from apartments to hotel rooms

required 40.8 parking spaces, 79 of which were

waived by the Zoning Board of Adjustment without
requiring fees in lieu of parking.

Most parking variances, however, are small in
comparison to the large hotel or office
renovations. When the large variance requests
(those over 25 parking spaces) are subtracted from

.

the total number of applications, the average
number of spaces waived per application is only 5
parking spaces.

It is interesting to note that by far the most
comrnon small parking variance request is for
restaurants, either an expansion of the facility or
an addition of seats to the establishment. Again,
these establishments are located in the City's
several commercial corridors.

Residential parking variances account for only 17%
of the total, with multifamily new construction and
multifamily renovation approximately equal in
number of applications processed. The reason that
we do not see more parking variances for



apartment building rehabilitation is that most of
these. developments do not increase intensity of use

! or-density, in fact they often reduce the number of
.

units by expanding others in order to meet· the
heeds of younger tenants and their families. This
allows ,the developer to renovate without providing
additional parking or requiring a parking variance.
Since most of the older residential. buildings were

built without parking, the neighborhood parking
problem, particularly in the Historic District,
becomes more pronounced as buildings are

occupied with persons who have one to two cars in

place of the elderly tenants who did not have cars.

In the last two years, an interesting trend has
.

emerged with regard to parking .variances relating
to the renovation of existing structures built prior
to the establishment of parking requirements. In

1982, the Zoning Board of Adjustment (ZBA) began
assessing some developers for parking (based upon
Planning Department recommendations and impact

fee guidelines). The Board, in return for granting
the Parking variance, has required fees in lieu of
parking and/or purchase of City metered parking
decals. Unfortunately, until a draft impact fee for
the Ocean Drive area was established in 1984, these
requirements were often applied. in an inconsistent
manner, varying widely from one applicant to
another. This situation has now been corrected.

Since the advent of the parking
variance/assessment in 1982, only two parking
variance applications have been denied by the ZBA
compared to 15 applications which were denied
during the previous 5-year period. Thus, the
developer stands a much greater chance of
obtaining the required ZBA approval to complete a

project if he/she agrees to financially assist in the
provision of parking.

: �

In summary, an analysis of parking variance
requests provides a detailed look at our problem

TABLE H

PARKING VARIANCES
IN

COMMERCIAL CORRIDORS

1977-1985

NUMBER SPACES NUMBER SPACES NUMBER SPACES WAIVED
COMMERCIAL CORRIDOR NUMBER APPLICATIONS REQUESTED WAIVED WITH CONDITIONS

41st STREET 22 646 189 207

LINCOLN ROAD 18 213 174 0

OCEAN DRIVE 18 469 41 276

WASHINGTON AVENUE 10 64 58 0

COLLINS SOUTH - 16th-29th 11 149 53 0

COLLINS NORTH - 66th TO 75th 9 331 79 233

7Ist STREET 2 13 13 0

TOTAL IN COMMERCIAL CORRIDORS 90 1885 607 71�

TOTAL CITY WIDE 149 3163 1152 1085 19



KEY POINTS
TABLE I

PARKING VARIANCE APPLICATIONS
BY TYPE OF USE

1977-191.5

TYPE OF USE , OF APPLICATIONS , OF SPACES REQUESTED

527
160
1006
120
116
289
271
514
133
4
23

Restaurant 47
Retail . 18
Hotel/Apartment Hotel and Accessory 17
Multi-Family Rehabilitation 13
Multi-Family New 11
Office 11
Religious and Institutional 8
Mixed Office/Retail 8
Elderly * 7
Single Family 4
Other ** 5

The amount of the City's
impact fee is substantially
less than that collected by
other cities in the United
States.

149 3163

* Elderly includes ACLF, Elderly Assisted Housing, Senior Center, Hot Meals Program.
** Other includes private clubs, concessions, bus station, video games.

The Plummer Study
recommended modifying the

zoning ordinance to

officially adopt the issuance
of "parking credits".

areas, both by geographic area and by land use.
Lincoln Road (South side), 41st Street and Ocean
Drive present significant parking dilemmas, and
renovation of commercial establishments and
hotels generally causes a need, for additional
parking which rarely can be accommodated on-site
by the developer. If the proper im pact fee is
charged, the establishment of assessments can

prove to be of tremendous benefit in solving this

problem. As indicated in Table G, both the Zoning
Board and developers are embracing this new

policy, since nearly half of all parking spaces
waived since 1977 have been waived with impact
fees assessed. It should be also noted that the
amount of the City's impact fee is substantially
less than that collected by other Cities· in the
United States. It is recommended that this
situation be re-examined as the economy of the
City improves.20

c. ZONING REQUIREMENTS

Provision of private off-street parking facilities in
the City is governed by the parking regulations
contained in the Zoning Ordinance. Section 9
(Section 18 for the Overlay District) of the Miami
Beach Zoning ,Ordinance specifies required parking
ratios for ·all new developments and rehabilitation
projects. These ratios are determined by the
parking demand expected to be generated by
specific land use categories and are expressed in
the number of required spaces per unit of
measurement (i.e, gross floor area, dwelling unit,
number of seats). The regulations recognize that
parking demands vary between land uses (l.e,
retail, office, bank), and that the same uses have
different parking needs depending on the district in
which they are located.

The regulations make specific reference to off­
street parking requirements when the existing
development is enlarged or changes its present use.
The code specifies that any change must be done in
"conformity with parking regulations of the district
in which the building ,is located". If any change of
present use, size, or intensity creates "a
requirement for an increase in the number of
existing parking spaces, such spaces shall be
provided on the basis of the enlargement or

changes". The ordinance, therefore, addresses only
the provision of sufficient parking for new uses or
net increases in floor area, and no consideration is
given to the adequacy of existing parking supply,
which is often insufficient or not present at all.



modified these .requirernents to allow for "parking
credits" when there is a change of use for a

particular building. 'The parking credit system,
which is not incorporated in the Zoning Ordinance;
was addressed by a legal opinion rendered by a

prior City A ttorney in 1980. The opinion addressed
situations in which an establishment is closed and a

new establishment is intended to be opened .in an

existing building with or without renovation work;

The opinion states that parking credits for existing
non-conforming uses can be considered when
computing parking requirements when the
following criteria are mets

1. Recent Amendments to the Zoning Ordinance

The 1983 Plummer Traffic and Off-Street Parking
Facilities Study analyzed the adequacy of the

City's existing parking requirements and

recommended several zoning ordinance

modifications which have subsequently been

adopted by the City Commission. These include

the following:

a) A reduction in off-street parking
requirements for retail uses and an increase

in requirements for medical offices, clinics,
banks, and savings and loan associations.

"

b) Distinguish large scale luxury hotel

complexes from conventional hotel uses.

Reduce requirements ·for luxury hotels in
terms of spaces per guest-room but
substantial increase requirements on a "per
seat" basis for rnajor areas within the

complexes which cater to visitors as well as.
hotel guests for entertainment, quality
restaurant, and ballroom and rnee ting
functions.

b.

a.

2. Parking Credits
c.

The Plummer Study also recommended modifying
the zoning ordinance to officially adopt the
issuance of "parking credits". This i tern will be

considered later in the year by the Planning Board.

In numerous places within the zoning ordinance,
reference is made to interpretation of the off­

street parking requirements whenever a building is

enlarged or a use is changed. The Zoning
Ordinance clearly provides that when such
renovations or conversions are proposed .

which
would create a requirement for an increase in the

.

number of existing parking spaces, the spaces shall
be provided.

..

Since parking requirements were only adopted in
1971, most older commercial uses, multi-family
dwellings and hotels either have no parking or

severely non-conforming parking. Under these
circumstances where insufficient parking . was

initially provided, the practice of issuing parking
credits only perpetuates an inadequate parking
supply. The parking demand will not disappear by
continuation of current parking credit practices.

However, for the past several years, the City has

The structure must not have lost its
non-conforming status through lapse of

.

time, fifty percent deterioration
criteria, structural alteration, or

otherwise.

The required parking for the new use

must not be greater than the parking
which would be required for the old use

if present parking ordinance
requirements were applied to both.

If the previous use had a parking
variance, any conditions attached to
that variance must be compiled with, if
the variance spaces are to be
considered.

21



modified these _requirements to allow for "parking
credits'' when there is a change of use for a

particular building. -The parking credit system,
which is not incorporated in the Zoning Ordinance,
was addressed by a legal opinion rendered by a

prior City A ttorney in 1980. The opinion addressed
situations in which an establishment is closed and a

new establishment is intended to be opened "in an

existing building with or without renovation work."

1. Recent Amendments to the Zoning Ordinance

The 1983 Plummer Traffic and Off-Street Parking
Facilities Study analyzed the adequacy of the

City's "" existing parking requirements and
recommended several zoning ordinance
modifications which have subsequently been

adopted by the City Commission. These include
the following:

a) A reduction in off-street parking
requirements for retail uses and an increase
in requirements for medical offices, clinics,
banks, and savings and loan associations.

The opinion states that parking credits for existing
non-conforming use"s can be considered when

computing parking requirements when the

following criteria are me te

b) Distinguish large scale luxury hotel

complexes from conventional hotel uses.

Reduce requirements "for luxury hotels in
terms of spaces per guest-room but
substantial increase requirements on a "per
seat" basis for rnajor areas within the

complexes which cater to visitors as well as"
hotel guests for entertainment, quality
restaurant, and ballroom and meeting
functions.

b.

a.

2. Parking Credits

c.

The Plummer Study also recommended modifying
the zoning ordinance to officially adopt the
issuance of "parking credits". This i tern will be
considered later in the year by the Planning Board.

In numerous places within the zoning ordinance,
reference is made to interpretation of the off­
street parking requirements whenever a building is

enlarged or a use is changed. The Zoning
Ordinance clearly provides that when such
renovations or conversions are proposed. which
would create a requirement for an increase in the
number of existing parking spaces, the spaces shall
be provided.

�

Since parking requirements were only adopted in

1971, most older commercial uses, multi-family
dwellings and hotels either have no parking or

severely non-conforming parking. Under these
circumstances where insufficient parking .

was

initially provided, the practice of issuing parking
credits only perpetuates an inadequate parking
supply. The parking demand will not disappear by
continuation of current parking credit practices.

However, for the past several years, the City has

The structure must not have lost its

non-conforming status through lapse of
time, fifty percent deterioration

criteria, structural alteration, or

otherwise.

The required parking for the new use

must not be greater than the parking
which would be required for the old use

if present parking ordinance

requirements were applied to both.

If the previous use had a parking
variance, any conditions attached to
that variance must be compiled with, if
the variance spaces are to be
considered.

21



KEY POINTS The Plummer Study recommended the
establishment of the parking credit system within
the Zoning Ordinance to account for a change of
use and/or enlargement of older structures
originally constructed prior to the effective date
of the existing ordinance. For most uses, building
size increases up to 5% would not require more

parking, an increase of up to 50% would require
more spaces based only on the increased area, but
more than a 50% enlargement would require off­
street parking to be com puted for the total area on

the basis of the existing requirements. A change
of use for these older structures which would result
in less parking than the "current" use (computed
using the rates in the existing Zoning Ordinance),
would not require an increase in the required
parking.

In conjunction with the formal adoption of a

parking credit system, an impact fee could be
established within the zoning ordinance to allow
developers to pay such fees in cases where "free"
parking credits had previously been issued without
having to go before the Board of Adjustment.

Since the adoption of the current Zoning Ordinance.
in 1971, it has become apparent that the current
interpretation of the bedroom requirements in the
ordinance has led to a proliferation of 1199 square
foot apartments containing one bedroom and one
"den". This loophole in the ordinance permits the
developer to provide one parking space per unit
when the intent of the ordinance is that 1.5 spaces
should be provided for units that exceed 1200
square feet or those which have two bedrooms.
Often, the

.

"den" includes direct access to a

bathroom and/or closet. Moreover when the
building is being constructed, signs advertising
convertables and two bedroom apartments are

placed on the property while the building plan
indicates such units as dens. The 1200 square foot
criteria has also reduced the size of units, which
adversely impacts on the City's desire to attract
young professionals and families who desire larger
units.

In conjunction with the
formal adoption of a parking
credit system, an impact
fee could be established
within the zoning ordinance
to allow developers to pay
such fees in cases where
"free" parking credits had

previously been issued
without having to go before
the Board of Adjustment.

In order to rectify existing
loopholes in the parking
ordinance, it is
recommended that parking
requirements be based upon
factors that do, not include
unit size limitations.

In order to rectify the existing situation, it is
recommended that parking requirements be based
upon factors that do not include unit size
limitations.

3. Apartment Bedroom/Den Counts
4. Occupational LicensesThe Zoning Ordinance 'does

not distinguish between
permanent, 'long range
parking lots and short range,
temporary lots which are

intended to be replaced by a

parking structure or other
facility.

The current parking requirements for apartment
buildings and apartment hotels are ?s follows:
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• 1 space for each 1 efficiency unit;
• 1 space per one-bedroom unit;
• 3 spaces per 2 dwelling uni ts wi th two

or more bedrooms.
• Dwelling unit with rnore than three

bedrooms shall provide 1 extra space
per bedroom unit for any bedroom
existing upon the corridor;
and 1 space per sleeping room.

For the purpose of computing .parking
requirements, an efficiency unit shall
have a maximum of 750 square feet,
and a one-bedroom unit a rnaximum of
1,200 square feet.

The Occupational License Section of the City"s
Finance Department, in assessing fees for
operation of apartment houses, bases such fees
upon the number of "rooms" in an establishment.
The section of the City Code pertaining to

apartment houses should be modified to reflect the
actual number of dwelling units, so that the Zoning
Ordinance and City Code are consistent. A side
benefit of this accounting procedure would be (1) a

method to actually determine the -number of
apartment units in the City, and, (2) a cross
reference to insure that apartments are not

illegally subdivided.



5. Temporary Parking Lots

The Zoning.Ordinance does not distinguish between'
permanent, long range parking lots and short range,
temporary lots which are intended to be replaced
by a parking structure or other facility. Thus, a

temporary lot must include landscaping and other

expensive amenities, even though the lot is only
intended to be operated for a short period of time.

This situation has occured in the South Pointe

redevelopment area and has resulted in a financial

hardship to developers as they renovate their

buildings for interim periods of time until
economic conditions change. If landscaping

-

and

parking lot construction codes' were relaxed, it
could result in a greater investment in buildings.
As such, it is recommended that the Zoning
Ordinance be modified to permit the construction
of temporary lots for a fixed rate of time which
would meet minimum landscaping/paving require­
ments.

This proposed revision to the Zoning Ordinance
would also legitimize the existing situation in the
City-owned parking lots on the west side of Collins
Avenue at North Shore Open Space Park. These
lots are, for the most part, unpaved and unmetered
and are used for weekend parking for beachgoers.
Future development of these properties is

anticipated and planned for in Phase I of the City's
adopted North Shore Comprehensive Plan. It is
therefore undesirable to repave and relandscape
these properties prior to development.
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Older areas of Miami Beach, such as this South

Beach neighborhood, have very little on-site

parking.

23

Additionally, temporary lots could be developed
with impact fee funding to provide an interim
solution to parking problems in the . A rt Deco
district.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Potential Solutions to Parking Problems in "Miami Beach

This chapter presents the alternative solutions to
the parking problems in the City. First, a series of

general goals and objectives is presented, which is
followed by one or more implementation strategies
that are designed to meet the goals and objectives.
Within the complete text of the report, a number
of proposed techniques/solutions are analyzed in
further detail, and specific policies are established
for each potential solution.

A. Parking Policies and Implementation Strategies

Policy I: Encourage a public/private
partnership in meeting future
demand for parking.

Implementation
Strategy I: 1.

2.
3.

Impact Fees
Shared Parking
Centralized Decisionmaking
Agency Depar trnent
Merchant/Business
Participation
Validation

• Security
• Ride/Shop Program
Parking Assessment
Districts

4.

5.
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Policy D:

Implementation
Strategy II:

Policy In:

Implementation
Strategy III:

Policy IV:

Implementation
Strategy IV:

Develop a master plan for
municipal parking lot acquisition,
construction, and ongoing
improvements.

1. Adopt policies for
acquisl tion

2. Centralized Decisionmaking
Agency /Departm ent

3. Master Financial Plan

Increase quantity of metered
parking spaces in existing
on-street areas and lots.

1. Angle parking on selected
side streets

2. Compact car spaces

Increase metered parking
revenues.

1. Increase rates
2. Investigate use of Master

Meter
3. Investigate number of

complimentary parking
decals

4. Centralized Decisionmaking
Agency/Department

5. Impact Fee
6. Merchant/Business

Participation

Policy V:

Implementation
Strategy V:

7. Improve enforcement

revenues, i.e., Denver Boot,
increase ticket fees

8. Issue decals/permits for

designated off-street areas
rather than Citywide.

9. Parking Assessment
Districts

Encourage transportation
alternatives which will result in a

decrease in automobile usage in
areas with parking deficiencies.

1. Shuttle/Tram Service,
particularly for special
events.

2. Improved links to mass

transit
3. Ride/Shop Program
4. Increase rates/decrease

time limits in high usage
areas. Decrease

rates/increase time limits in
low usage areas.

5. Develop methods to

discourage all-day parkers
from using valuable on­

street and high usage lots in

favor of garages.



Policy VI:

Implementation
Strategy VI:

Policy VII:

Implementation
Strategy VII:

Recognize ·that successful historic
districts traditionally have an

undersupply of available 'parking.
Attempt to partially solve these

problems with techniques
designed to mitigate the effects
of the lack of parking.

Policy VIII:

Implementation
Strategy VIII: . 1.

1. Shared Parking
2. Impact Fees
3. Ride-Shop Program
4. Improved links to bus transit
5. Residential Parking Permits
6. Shuttle/Tram Service
7 • Concentrate acquisi tion of

lots adjacent to existing
parking lots

8. Construct parking garages -

3 to 4 stories in height with
proper design features

9. Parking Assessment
Districts

10. Temporary parking

Policy IX:

Implementation
Strategy IX: 1.

Increase available parking supply
without destroying the aesthetics
and character of the

neighborhood.

Policy X:
1. Maintain/increase

landscaping
Master Meter in large areas

instead of unsightly meters
Concentrate garages, large
lots in areas near but not

fronting on tour is t/buslness
corridors

Implementation
Strategy:

2.

3.

Increase security/safety in
municipal garages. and lots.

2.

Merchant/Business
participation in security
Purchase vandal-resistant
meters and equipment
Attendant parking
Regular police patrol of
garages

3.
4.

Amend the zoning ordinance

parking requirements to result in
a better ratio of supply to
demand.

2.

Incorporate impact fees and

parking credit system in

zoning ordinance.
Modify requirements for
parking based on some

standard other than the
number of bedrooms.

Modify requirements to

allow for temporary parking
lots in the redevelopment
area.

3.

Investigate provision of

preferential parking for residents
of areas with parking
deficiencies.

1. Residential parking permits
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KEY POINTS B. SPECIFIC POLICIES FOR MIAMI BEACH

If we are to encourage
private reinvestment, it is

necessary to'
:

effect a

balance between the two

competing objectives of

providing parking and

encouraging development.
This can be accomplished by
subsidizing the total cost of
required parking through the

City's Metered Parking
system and by spreading out

impact fee charges over a

period of years.

This section provides a more comprehensive outline
of specific policies which should be considered
when applying several of the more complex parking
solutions to the situation in· the City of Miami
Beach.

The following conditions should also be present
when considering the use of impact fees:

a. Construction of on-site parking would
preclude reasonable use of land.

1. Impact Fees

b. The construction of multiple parking levels or

surface parking would have an adverse visual
impact or disrupt the flow of retail stores in
commercial districts.

If a developer chooses to

pay the impact fee at the

outset, a lump sum of $5000
per space will be assessed.

In order to determine the scope and magnitude of

impact fee charges, it is first necessary to identify
what we intend to accomplish through the
establishment of such fees. The primary concern is
to establish a mechamism that will provide
sufficient parking to support activities resulting
from development and rehabilitation of buildings in
Miami Beach. If this were the City's only concern,
then the easiest mechanism would be to require
that developers actually provide the entire amount
of required parking either on or off-site. We could
also require that the developer be assessed a fee in
an amount equal to the real cost of acquiring and
constructing the necesssary parking; however,
these initial costs might be so high as to render the
project infeasible. If we are to encourage private
reinvestment, it is necessary to effect a balance
between the two competing objectives of providing
parking and encouraging development. This can be
accomplished by subsidizing the total cost of
required parking through the City's Metered
Parking System and by spreading out impact fee
charges over a period of years. However, should a

developer desire to pay such fees at the outset, a

lump sum fee of $5,000. per space will be
assessed. A critical concern is the ability of the
metered parking system to fund the project
without the strict collection and enforcement of
the' impact. fees.

c. Adequate space for required parking is not
available on the building site, (lots not deep
or wide enough) thus presenting a hardship to
the developer.

d. Off-street parking is available and planned
within a reasonable distance from the
development.

e. The impact fee process is substantiated in
the City's Comprehensive Plan, Neighborhood
Study and reflected In the Capital
Improvement Plan.

f. The administration develops a procedure that
insures annual payments are received and
that revocation of occupational licenses,
zoning variances, or other approvals that
were granted in reliance of receipt of this
impact fee are instituted in situations where
defaults occur.
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It IS important to set limits to the extent impact
fees can be used to reduce parking requirements,
particularly since the partial cost of p�ov.iding this

private parking will be borne by the CIty. for
example, a large apartment building d�velopment
should not be allowed to waive all parking and pay
the fee if there is ample space in the development
in which to provide the required parking. - There
must be standards set by type of construction and
use in order to determine if impact fees are

proper.

With the foregoing comments in mind, below is a

list of policy statements concerning the
establishment of parking impact fees.

Parking impact fees should be permitted in

specified commercial· and multiple family
zoning districts. Specific impact fees have

already been incorporated into the Zoning
Ordinance in the PS Districts (South Pointe),
and should remain as is.

b. . Parking credits should no longer be
informally issued at no cost, but rather, they
should be reflected in the Zoning Ordinance
as part of the impact fee program.

Provisions for assessing impact fees should be

incorporated into the City's Zoning Ordinance
administered by the Planning Department
with consideration on a case by case basis
with appeal to the Zoning Board of

Adjustment.

a.

c.

d.

e.

f.

g.

h.

In the event that ownership, use or square
footage changes in a building which pays
annual parking fees, the amount of the fee
should be reassessed and potentially
increased.

If a building which, pays annual impact fees Is
demolished, impact fees will cease.

The use of impact fees will be restricted for
new construction projects, as follows:

• New construction office, commercial,
and multifamily projects must provide
75% of the required parking on site.

Developers who rehabilitate buildings which
have some existing parking must not be
permitted to sell or lease said parking and
request an impact fee assessrnent for those
spaces.

The City will make every effort to soften the
cost of the impact fee by permitting the

developer/owner to make annual cash
payments over a 25 year period. The
ordinance would contain a provision for
reasonable inflation and/or interest costs. If
a developer chooses to pay the impact fee at
the outset, a lump sum of $5,000 per space
will be assessed.

Developers who rehabilitate

properties pay parking impact fees.
Ocean Drive
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KEY POINTS
.

1.

A parking - -: assessment
district would function as a

form of special taxing
district, to be established
only upon approval of 51%
of the property owners
within the district.

An office development
could permanently lease its
parking facility

.

to a

restaurant or retail use for
weekends and evenings,
times when office parking
demands are extremely low.

The non-conflicting land
uses to be permitted to use

shared parking will be
determined by the City and
will not include multifamily
residential uses.
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The annual impact fees will equal the annual
costs of parking permits in the City of Miami
Beach (currently $250 per space) and will be
increased at the same rate that annual
permit fees are increased or as the economy
of the City improves, whichever, is greater.
Lump sum fees will equal $5,000 per space.

of Occupancy or.� Occupational Li<;ens�
(whichever .is . earlier) was received,
This requirementshall be effective for
� 25 year period.

2. Parking Assessment District

.

J. The total number of parking spaces required
in Section 9 or Section 18 of the Zoning
Ordinance will be used as the basis for the
assessment of impact fees; however, credits
associated with existing units, seating or

floor space shall not be included in
determining the parking requirement. The

.
formula for assessing fees should be as

follows:

Acquisition and construction of municipal parkinglots and/or structures can be facilitated by the
establishment of parking assessment _ districts•.
These are established by property owners who pay
a special assessment in addition to their annual
taxes to fund the construction of public
improvement bonds within a given geographical
area. The establishment of the parking assessment
district and sale of bonds must be approved by the
electoral via a referendum. . ·

• Purchase of decals and/or permi ts: In
no case shall the number of

decals/permits purchased exceed 50%
of total parking spaces waived.

A parking assessment district would function. as a
form of special taxing· district, to be established
only upon approval of 51% of the property owners
within the district. As such, strong neighborhood
support for this concept should be a prerequisite to
placing the issue on the ballot. It is likely that this
neighborhood-based support would only be found in
older commercial and hotel areas which are

undergoing renovation and expansion activity.
Several complex administrative issues would have
to be dealt with in establishing parking assessment
districts. First, an equitable determination of
required annual taxes must be made based uponsuch factors as amount of existing private parking,intensity and type of use, and existing parkingimpact fees. Second, future zoning variance
impact fee requirements would have to be waived.
Third, a careful evaluation must be made of the
future parking demand within the assessment
district to ensure that sufficient tax revenues are
generated to meet that demand. Finally, lendinginstitutions should be consulted prior to the
establishment of the district to ensure that
financing will remain available to owners and
developers who pay annual parking taxes in lieu of
providing required parking.

• A t least 50% of the assessment will be
in the form of a direct cash payment to
be used for future
acquisi tion/construction of parking or

related improvements with the
proceeds deposited in specific accounts.

• For rehabilitation projects the impact
fee shall only be applied to that portion
of the building which will be
substantially renovated or expanded.

• The first payment shall be received
prior to the issuance of a building
permit; however, the effective date of
the first payment shall commence upon
the issuance of a Certificate of
occupancy and be valid for one (1) year.
The second and subsequent payments
shall be received annually on the
anniversary of the date the Certificate



3. Shared Parking land will be required.

Shared parking is defined as "parking space that
can be used to serve two or more individual land
uses without conflict or encroachment." It is an

important concept because when managed
correctly and coordinated well with the mix of

related land uses it can significantly reduce the
total number of spaces required to meet parking
demand, greatly reducing development costs and

conserving valuable land for more productive
purposes.

There are a number of possible options for

implementing shared parking among several

separate users, some of which. could involve the

City's Metered Parking, System. The important
point is that, in as much as it is possible, these

alternative parking arrangements should be a

permanent condition of the use in lieu of normally
required/provided parking. This could take the
form of parking agreements between private users

in which, for example, an office development
permanently leases its parking facility (or portion
thereof) to a restaurant or retail use for weekends
and evenings, times when office parking demand

are extremely low. This is similar to the situation
at the South Pointe Marina where parking will be
shared by the' South Beach Elementary School and
the marina, both of which have peak parking
demands at opposite times. Moreover, a parking
facility could' be operated by the Metered Parking
Division leasing space on a shared basis to a

number of different users in the immediate

vicinity.

c. Shared parking spaces should not be reserved
for individuals or groups on a 24 hour basis.

d. Any subsequent change in use will require a

new permit and proof that sufficient parking
is available.

e. The land uses and the common parking
facility must be located within 600 feet of
each other.

f. The non-conflicting land uses to be permitted
to use shared parking will be determined by
the City and will not include multifamily
residential uses.

The Administration of the program should be by
the Metered Parking Division with assistance by
the Planning and Public Works Depar trnents.

The concept of shared parking should be based upon
the following policies:

a. Parking requirements for the individual uses

must reflect the actual peak demand.

b. If parking is allowed to be shared by more

than one owner, a covenant running with the

South Pointe Marina provides an example of the

shared parking concept. 29



KEY POINTS 4. Centralized Decisionmaking
Agency/Departrnent

of public parking. This participation can take

many forms, from agreeing. not to park employee
cars in valuable on-street spaces to paying a

special assessment for additional parking in the

vicinity. Merchants and businesses must recognize
that their cooperation . is necessary in the
successful adrninlstration of parking in commercial

. corridors.
The City should consider

repealing the Falk

Amendment, which limits

bond sales to $2.50,000
unless the voters approve.

The City should consider the establishment of a

professionally administered agency or department,
solely responsible for the City's municipal parking
program. In order for such an agency to be

successfully managed, the following policies should
be considered:

With the high cost of land in
Miami Beach, considerable
care must be exercised
when selecting lots .for .

future acquisition.

• recommend the issuance and sale of

parking revenue bonds
• set rates, time limits
• recommend future acquisition parcels
• collect revenues/administer metered

parking fund
• negotiate agreements with developers

for joint use of space with approval of
the City Commission

• oversee construction of garages and
surface lots

• administer the collection of the parking
impact fee in conjunction with the

Planning Department and Zoning Board
. of Adjustment.

A number of merchants have recently petitioned
the City for a merchant validation/attendant
parking program for the Lincoln Lane and 42nd
Street garages. In this case, a portion of spaces
would be allotted to customers who would then
receive vouchers from the merchants for
discounted parking. This is used as an economic

development promotional tool to increase business

?nd may not result in additional parking or

Increased revenues. Nevertheless, it is an

important pilot project and should be encouraged.

Similar to the merchant validation program is the
ride-shop program used in other cities which might
provide the same promotional benefit to merchants
and also result in reducing parking demand. In the
ride-shop program, a Merchants Association would

provide Metrobus passes as an alternative to

providing free parking.

a. Repeal of the Falk Amendment (limits bond
sales to $250,000 unless voters approve),
and/or revision to include an exception for

parking revenue bonds.

Merchants and business

persons must recognize that
their cooperation is

necessary in the successful
administration of parking in
commercial corridors.

b. The agency/department should have the

professional staff and authority to:

c. Ticket revenues should be returned to the
metered parking fund.

Another form of. merchant/business participation
could involve assisting in the provision of security
for garages. For example, if the Lincoln Road
Merchants Association becomes concerned about
the lack of safety for patrons and their cars in the
Lincoln Lane garage, perhaps they can consider

hiring a security guard to patrol the area. A
similar system is in place in the C.ity of Miami.

5. Merchant/Business Participation
6. Metered Parking Master Financial Plan
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Since the availability and quality of public parking
directly affects the successful operation of a

retail/commercial establishment, it seems only
logical that the business community should be

encouraged to participate directly in the provision

A Master Financial Plan for acquisition,
construction, and ongoing im provements to the
Metered Parking System is essential to the future
financial well-being of the system and the



· provision of adequate public parking in the future.
Ideally, an entity such as a professionally managed
parking department should be the .

agency
responsible for advocating, preparing and
implementing such a plan. In the absence of such a

department, a Parking Task Force should be

created, comprised of the Planning Department,
Office of Management & Budget staff, Metered
Parking staff, Legal staff and others involved in
the process, including the Finance Committee of
the City Commission.

7. Acquisition and Development Policies

The costs of acquiring surface lots can vary
considerably, depending on current use, zoning, �nd
location of the property to be acquired. The CIty
has recently authorized the purchase of one 50' x

140' lot which will provide 20 additional parking
spaces at a cost of $229,000 or ?11,4�0 p�r space.With the high cost of land In Miami Beach,
considerable care must be exercised when selecting
lots for future acquisition.

In addition to considering the cost factors, location
factors rnust be evaluated. Fir.st, the general
proximity to areas which have a parking deficiency
must be considered. As indicated in Table F, the
areas of most serious concern are located in the
vicinity of Collins Avenue South of 21st Street,
Washington Avenue, and South Pointe. The area
bounded by Collins,· 6th Street, \Vashington, and
16th Street should be considered as a top priority
for the next acquisition for municipal parking
purposes. A 1500 to 2000 car garage with
commercial uses fronting on Washington and
Collins combined with a bus terminal on the ground
floor should be considered for construction in the
municipal property next to Fedco. This will entail
acquisition of the Anchor Hotel and adjacent
multIfamily property. A third priority is the area
east of the Convention Center to the Ocean. This
area has an existing parking deficiency and the
parking problems will become critical when the
Convention Center expansion is complete.

Another factor to be considered in acquiring future
proper ty is the location in relation to other
municipal parking areas. If possible, it is desirable
to acquire properties· adjacent to municipal parking
areas, thus increasing the potential for the future
location of a garage.

The Plummer Study recommended that an

additional 350 to 720 additional parking spaces be
added to the existing Municipal Parking System to

satisfy current. and future parking demands within
the numerous commercial corridors located
throughout the City. As was shown. in Chapter IY,
however, the establishment of the Impact fee will
substantially increase that figure, resulting in a

future demand of 1280 to 1790 public spaces.
Obviously, the extent of this increase will resul t in
a need for several garages to be constructed, since
surface lots cannot be purchased in sufficient
amounts to meet the parking need.

The construction of a parking garage at 16th and

Washington would necessitate acquisition of the

Anchor Hotel. 31



In addition, South Pointe will require the provision
of structured parking in two primary areas, the

upland marina parcel and at the southern p.ortion of
South Pointe. A 1500 to 2000 space garage will be
constructed by South Shore Developers, Inc. to

accommodate the housing development, retail,
commercial, and marina activities, and the school.
Ground level parking in the structure will be
allocated to the City for metered parking.

Another garage will become necessary to fulfill the
parking needs in South Pointe, to allow for
overflow parking from South Pointe Park, Penrods,
Joe's Stone Crabs, the housing and hotel

developments, and other retail/commercial
activity. Ideally, this structure would be situated
on Commerce Street. This would be in keeping
with the recommended policy of not placing
structures on active tourist/commercial corridors
(Biscayne Street, in this case).

KEY POINTS

A 1500 to 2000,�ar garage
with commercial uses

fronting on Washington and
Collins combined with a bus
terminal on the ground floor
should be considered for
construction on municipal
property next to Fedco.

Two garages should be
constructed in South Pointe,
on the upland marina
property and on Commerce
Street.

Up to 20% additional
parking can be generated by
permitting angled parking
on various side streets
where parallel parking
currently exists.

d.

e.

The policies/steps listed below for acquisi tion,
construction, and on-going improvements should be

adopted as a framework for proceeding with
development of a Master Plan.

f.

ACquisition Policies

a.

b.

32 c.

g.

Concentrate acquisition for the next 5-15
years in the following areas: a) Collins
Avenue from 5th 15th Streets, b)
Drexel/Pennsylvania to Michigan Avenue
from 6th to 16th Streets, c) the area east of
the Convention Center and d) Commerce
Street.

corridors; i.e., Ocean Drive, 41st Street,
Washington Avenue, Biscayne Street.

Vacant property should be considered first
when purchasing property. If a property is
not vacant, it should be a nuisance property;
i.e., numerous building code violations, police
calls, etc or one in which there is less floor
area or units in the building than what is
allowed by code.

Properties which have historic significance or
which have been determined to be
contributing to the historic character to the
Architectural District should not be
purchased unless they are adjacent to an

existing surface lot. Property for
development of new parking facill ties should
not be purchased unless it can be expanded to
at least three lots without the demolltion of
a contributing building.

Lots should be acquired in areas which (a) are
undergoing rehabilitation activities and (b)
have been subject to Neighborhood
Revitilization Plans.

Parking lots should not exceed four platted
lots.

Construction Policies

a. Five garages should be considered for future
construction when the demand occurs as a result of
substantial renovation and new construction
activity. It is anticipated that this demand for
parking will occur within the next five to fifteen
years. Design of these facilities should meet
compatibility standards listed in the Secretary of
the Interior Standards for historic preservation. As
stated earlier, the Fedco lot and adjacent
properties should be considered for construction of
a large multi-story' garage and/or City owned

First priority for acquisition should be given
to properties adjacent to municipally owned
lots or on municipally owned property that is
vacant.

Parcels to be acquired should, not front on

tourist or potentially active commercial



property at 13th Street (four lots). The third

garage should be built in proximity to 7th Street
and Collins. Avenue. The construction of a garage
should be preceded by parking lots. The fourth

garage should be privately constructed on the

Upland 'Marina parcel in South Pointe, and the fifth

garage should be provided on Commerce Street.

b. Garage structures should be designed to be

compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood in terrns off Size, design,
setbacks, etc.

c. Angle parking will only be allowed on one

side of the street.

d. Angle should not exceed 45 degrees.

c. A ttendant parking or master meters should
be considered at new garages.

Policies for Other Improvements

a. A meter replacement plan should be

developed, similar to the City's vehicle

replacement program.

b. Assume an average life of 10-15 years per
meter.

Two areas which will require additional municipal
parking in the future are Ocean Drive and South

Pointe.
c. Master Meters should be considered In large

surface areas and garages.

8. Angled Parking

Up to 20% additional parking can be generated by
permitting angle parking (metered) on various side
streets where parallel parking currently exists.
The following policies should be considered when

allowing angled parking:

a. .
No angled parking should be perrnit ted on the

following streets:
Collins Avenue/Indian Creek, Washington,
41st Street, Al ton Road, 71st Street,
Normandy Drive, Ocean Drive.

b. The street width must be at least ·50 feet. 33



KEY POINTS Compact Car Spaces9.

The following policies are recommended when

converting or constructing existing or new lots

and/or garages into compact car areas:
d.

Cost factors must be

carefully evaluated when

deciding to convert a

metered lot to allow

compact car spaces.

No more than 25-35% of the total spaces
should be for compact cars.

e.a.

b. Compact car spaces must be clearly
designated.

f.

c. Cost factors must be carefully evaluated

when deciding to convert a lot; i.e., new

meters and poles, restriping, signage.

Residential parking permit
programs should not be

considered on a widespread
basis, particularly in tourist
areas.

d. Lots with highest utilization should be
considered first when restriping lots; i.e.,
ground floors of garages, \Vashington/Collins
lots. h.

g.

e. Lots should be of sufficient size to warrant

restriping to accommodate compact cars - at

least 20,000 square feet.

10. Residential Parking Permits

In order for a residential parking permit program
to be established in Miami Beach, the following
policies are recommended.

a. The request for such a program should come

from a neighborhood association and

supported by a majority of property owners

and residents of the street or area, not the

City.

b. This· type of program should not be

encouraged on a widespread basis,
particularly in tourist areas.

34
c. The neighborhood must have a clearly

demonstrated parking problem and residents

must desire a' residential parking permit
program.

The n.eighborhood must have an established
resident/neighborhood association.

Subsequent to a request,
Department staff with the
Metered Parking Division

parking occupancy studies

the Planning
assistance of
will conduct

Residents and property owners will then be
polled on a block by block basis. 51 % of the

property owners and residents ITIUst approve a

program for. it to operate on their block.

Resident permits will not entitle them to

park in metered spots.

Administrative fees will be charged @ $10.00
per month per registered automobile , The
Metered Parking Division will be responsible
for the administration of residential permits.
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CHAPTER FIVE
Fiscal Considerations

Federal sources should be
continuously investigated
for potential assistance.

The potential for developing parking facilities is
impacted by the "fiscal considerations of the City,
The following are sources of funding local

. governments commonly used to finance
construction and operation of parking facilities.

REVENUE BONDS
KEY POINTS

The primary source of funds
for providing public parking
facilities in the City are

revenue bonds.

Financial assistance from the federal government
will most likely decline in the foreseeable future.
Expected reductions in revenue sharing and various
categorical programs (l,e, Urban Development
Action Grants, Community Development Block
Grant) would require an increase of the local
matching share for the future construction.
Nevertheless, federal sources should be
continuously investigated for potential financial
assistance.

The primary source of funds for providing public
parking Iacilltles in the City are revenue bonds •

Parking' revenues are pledged for the term of the
bonds, resulting in generally higher interest rates
than for general obligation bonds. Revenues
include collections from parking meters and leases,
paid by those who use particular facilities. Use of
revenue bonds in the City of Miami Beach is
seriously hindered by the passage of the "Falk
Amendment" and its addition to the City Charter,
which requires a citywide referendum to approve
any project in which bond sales exceed $250,000.

A. FEDERAL ASSISTANCE

D. GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS

B. MUNICIPAL FUNDS

General obligation bonds are secured by the full
faith and credit of the issuing municipality and
thus, provide the highest degree of security and
carry the lowest interest rate of any municipal
bond. Moreover, the borrowing power of the Ci ty
for financing other projects is reduced by the
amount of the outstanding bonds issued for parking
facilities. As stated in 113 above, the Falk
Amendment prevents the City frorn issuing general
obligation bonds without voter approval •

36

Public parking facilities in the City are- provided
under municipal auspices and financed with
municipal funds. The reliance on municipal funding
is common and is largely due to two major
advantages. First, municipal financing methods
assure. that all users will contribute their share.

.

Costs are appropriated to property owners who
will enjoy the direct benefit through the increase
in trade and property values, and to the community
at large commensurate with the benefits it
receives. Second, local governments can use a

variety of general and special purpose municipal:
revenues to finance parking facilities. Use of long­
term bonds 'provides an aditional advantage by
assuring that future taxpayers pay a part of the
cost and thus share the burden with today's
taxpayers.



E. USER BENEFIT SPECIAL ASSESSMENT

Under' this financing arrangement, all properties
within a designated district are assessed and

apportioned the improvement cost according to the
benefits received. The apportionm-ent may
consider the use of the property relative to the

parking demand it generates, gross sales -of �he
business, and/or distance to the proposed parking
facility. A major disadvantage of the assessment
method is objection of property owners and

disagreement over the assessment. Consequently,
financing may be delayed which discourages new

developments. In addition, the City's $250,000 cap
on the issuance of bonds (the Falk Amendment),
prevents the City from issuing bonds without voter
approval.

As such, this system of financing parking facilities,
may be better suited for improvement of existing
facilities in well established districts than for the
construction of new facilities in the areas of major
redevelopment.

F. IMPACT FEES

As the case study in Chapter VI shows, the
assessment of, annual impact fees for provision of

required parking can be used to fund the

acquisition and/or construction of municipal
parking facilities on an ongoing basis.

6. PARKING ASSESSMENT DISTRlCTS

Revenues generated through the establishment of

parking assessment (special taxing) districts could
be used to finance the sale of public improvement
bonds for the acquisition and/or construction of

municipal parking facilities.

TABLE J

MIAMI BEACH PARKING FACILITIES PROGRAM
SYSTEM-WIDE NET REVENUE (IN THOUSAND DOLLARS)

TOTAL
EXPEN:3ES

NET *

REVENUES
DEBT SERVICE
RATIO **

FISCAL
YEAR

TOTAL
REVENUE

1984-85 $4,248 $2,200 $2,048 2.63

1985-86 $4,199 $2,340 $1 ,859 2.38

1986-87 $4, 171 $2,480 $1,691 2.17

1987-88 $4, 166 $2,620 $1 ,546 1.98

1988-89 $4,291 $2,740 $1,551 1.99

* Expenses and net revenues do not include bond payments.
** Debt Service Ratio Coverage is based on annual payments

of $780,000 for 15 years.

SOURCE: DAVID PLUMMER � ASSOCIATES, 1984
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CHAPTER SIX
Case Studies

We are assuming that the following rehabilitation
projects will be constructed in 1986 and are in
general proximity of an existing surface parking lot
at 1300 - 1329 Collins Avenue.

TOTAL FE� = Number of spaces required
times annual permit fee for 25 years.
one-half of the spaces may be used for

purchase of decals/permits and one-half must
be a cash payment to the impact fee account

equal to the permit fee. Currently, the
annual permit cost is $250. Our current

Parking 1m pact Program requires a 50%
annual fee and/or decal purchase, not the
1009{' assessment presented in this analysis.
It is anticipated to increase periodically over

the 25 year period, with annual costs of $550
in the year 2010.

.

A. IMPACT FEES AND THE CONSTRUCTION
OF A PARKiNG GARAGE

The need to find alternative solutions - to the

parking problem has become increasingly evident.
The case study presented herein illustrates how the

impact fee can be used to finance a portion of the

required parking while encouraging the
construction and rehabilitation of viable projects.

A 75 room hotel with small cafe/restaurant -

83 spaces required.

In return for the decal and cash payments, the City
agrees to construct a four-story 274 space garage
on four municipally owned lots at 1300-1329
Collins Avenue (four platted lots). Since the
acquisition has already been financed through prior
revenue bonds and metered parking surpluses, only
the construction costs will be calculated in this
scenario. It should also be noted that decal
purchases and cash payments do not guarantee­
spaces in the garage.

1. A 100 room hotel with night club - 125

parking spaces required.

2.

3. One 20 unit multi-family rehabilitation - 20

spaces required.

4. One 18 unit multi-family rehabilitation - 18
spaces required.

These four projects will require a total of 246

parking spaces, none of which can be provided on­

si tee Each developer requests parking variances in
the amounts listed above, and the Zoning Board of
Adjustment grants the variance contingent upon
the payment of impact fees for a fixed period of
time.

It is anticipated that the garage will be
constructed in 1988 at a cost of Sl,902,903. It is
assumed that the City would issue revenue bonds
(20 year term, 10% interest) to cover the costs of
financing the garage. Table M compares the
projected revenues from decals, cash .payments,
and meters (less maintenance and operating
expenses) to the yearly cost of the bond issue. As
the comparison indicates, only a minimum amount
of supplemental funding would be required, and the
garage becomes self-supporting in the year 2000.38

The impact fee will be assessed according to the
following formula:



TABLE K

METERED PARKING MAINTENANCE 8c OPERATING EXPENSES--274 SPACE GARAGE
_===_=====__zca______________�__=___===_=_______________________a___=_===_aam_______________••••

Sal ,Ret, Depre- Mgmt. Elec. Prop. Repair Total
Year # Spaces ..Ins. ciation F••• Ins. Suppliest.; ''''.f.(lt� �,:: �� _4 ... ', �. �.�·1' �.,

� ,.t �� 1985 0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0
1"7 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

0 $0 $d $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
•• ' ott-", ...... 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

274 $33,192 $1,178 $11 , 100 $2,291 $4,039 $1,943 $53,742
1990 274 $34,852 $1., 178

·

$11 ,655 $2,462 $4,342 $2,088 $56,�77
274 $36,�95 $1 , 178 $12,237 $2,647 $4,667 $2,245 $59,�70
274 $38,424 $1, 178 $12,849 $2,846 $5,017 $2,413 $62,728
274 $40,346 $1,178 $13,492 $3,059 $5,394 $2,594 $66,063
274 $42,363 $1,178 $14, 166 $3,289 $5,798 $2,789 $69,�83

1995 274 $44,481 $1,178 $14,875 $3,53!5 $6,233 $2,998 $73,300
274 $46,705 $1,178 $15,618 $3,800 $6,701 $"3 1"'\�3 $77,225. ,.L.c.
274 $49,040 $1,178 $16,399 $4,085 $7,203 $3,465 $81,371
274 $51 ,492 $1, 178 $17,219 $4,392 $7,743 $3,725 $85,749
274 $54,067 $2,439 $18,080 $4,721 $8,324 $4,004 $91,63�

2000 274 $56,770 $2,439 $18,984 $5,075 $8,948 $4,304 $96,�21
274 $59,609 $2,439 $19,934 $5,456 $9,619 $4,627 $101,683
274 $62,589 $2,439 $20,930 $5,865 $10,341 $4,974 $107,138
274 $6�,719 $2,439 $21 ,977 $6,305 $11,116 $5,347 $112,902
274 $69,005 $2,439 $23,076 $6,778 $11,950 $5,748 $118,995

2005 274 $72,4�5 $2,439 $24,229 $7,286 $12,846 $6,179 $12:5,434
274 $76,077 $2,439 $25,441 $7,833 $13,810 $6,643 $132,242
274 $79,881 $2,439 $26,713 $8,420 $14,846 $7, 141 $139,439
274 $83,875 $2,439 4=28,048 $9,051 $15,959 $7,676 $147,049
274 $88,069 $2,439 $29,4�1 $9,730 $17,156 $8,252 $15�,O97

2010 274 $92,473 $2,439 $30,923 $10,460 $18,443 $8,871 $163,609

Total $1,278,079 $41,045 $427,398 $119,386 $210,496 $101,249 $2,177,653
____ �__ ...._____�_._, ________ .... ___ ..._r__________ .... _____ ..... ______� _________________ ..... __ ..... _______ ..,_. ____ .................. _ ............... __.._ .... __ ... __ .-, ______

SOURCE: MIAMI BEACH PLANNING DEPARTMENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT S< BUDGET
1985
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1986 SPECIAL REVENUE BONO ISSUE
HYPOTHETICAL DEBT SERVICE SCHEDULE

CAPITAL

PROJECTS: ",902,930

PRINCI.PLE:

INTEREST RATE:

TEAM ( i n yea r s ) :

Ii in first yr:
First principle ,.

"payment:

S2,003,084
o . 1

20

12

1988

40

TABLE L

Outstanding
Principle

@ year-end

Principle
Paid

Interest
Paid

Tota'
Paid

Year

... - � ,_, _. ,_ - - - - - ... ._ ........:..,.\... - - -- ._ -- - - .-- � -- --
. .-,.- .... -- ..... ,_. - - - .... - - .- .... - ,_ - -- - ... ,_. � - - _, -.. � -- - ....... - ._ - - - .- - ._. - � - - � � - - ....

1986 2,003,084.21 0.00 0.00
1987 2,003,084.21 200,308.42 200,308.42
1988 2,003,084.21 100,154.21 200,308.42 300,462.63
1989 2,003,084.21 100,154.21 200,308.42 300,462.63
1990 1,902,930.00 100, 1�4.21 200,308.42 300,462.63
199 1 1,802,775.79 100,154.21 190,293.00 290,447.21
1992 1,702,621.,58 100,1!54.21 180,277.38 280,431.79
1993 1,602,467.37 100,154.21 170,262.16 270,416.37
t994 1,502,313.16 100,154.21 160,246.74 260,400.95
1995 1,402,158.95 100,154.21 150,231.32 250,385.53
1996 1 " 3 0 2 , 0 0 4 . 7 4 100,154.21 140,215.89 240,370. 11
1997 1,201,850.53 100,154.21 130,200.47 230,354.68
1998 1,101,696.32 100,154.21 120,185.05 220,339.26
1999 1,001,542.11 100,154.21 110,169.63 210,323.84
2000 901,387.89 100,154.21 100,154.21 200,308.42
2001 801,233.68 100,154.21 90,138.79 190,293.00
2002 701,079.47 100,154.21 80,123.37 180,277.�8
2003 600,925.26 100,'54.21 70,107.95 170,262.16
2004 500,771.05 100,154.21 60,092.53 160,246.74
2005 400,616.84 100,1�4.21 50,077 . 11 150,231.32
2006 300,462.63 100,154.21 40,061.68 140,215.89
2007 200,308.42 100,'S4.21 30,046.26 130,200.47

TOTAL 2,003,084.21 2,674,117.42 4,677,201.63



TABLE M

CASE STUDY - IMPACT FEE & METERED PARKING REVENUES - 274 SPACE GARAGE

________• • • sa� �_=_m =_=�=======

Yetar Cost per
Dec.l

No. of

Spaces

123
123
123
123
123
123
123
123
123
123
123
123
123
123
123
123
123
123
123
123
123
123
123
123
123
123

Dec.l
Rev.

$30,7�O
$30,7�0
$36,900
$36,900
$36,900
.43,0�0
$43,0�0
$43,050
:$43,0:50
$43,0:50
$52,27:5
$:52,275
$�2,275
$�2,27:5
$�2,275
$61,:500
$61,500
$61,500
$61,�OO
$61,500
$67,6!50
$67,650
$67,b�O
$67,b�0
$67,6�0
$67,650

C••h Rev

.30,7�0
$30,7:50
$36,900
S36,900
S36,900
$43,0:50
$43,0�O
$43,0�O
$43,O�O
$43,O�0
$52,27�
$:52,27:5
S52,27:5
.�2,27�
S�2, 27:5

.

$61,:500
$61 ,:500
$61 ,�OO
$61 ,�OO
$61,300
$67,650
$67,650
$67,6�O
$67,6�0
$67,650
.67,6�O

$1,362,22:5 $1,362,225

SOURCE, MIAMI BEACH PLANNING DEPARTMENT, 1985

Mater
R.t.

$0.20
SO.20
SO.20
$0.20
$0.20
$0.30
$0.30
$0.30
$0.30
$0.30
$0.30
$0.30
$0.30
$0.30
$0.30
$0.40
$0.40
$0.40
$0.40
$0.40
$0.40

, SO.40
$0.40
$0.40
.0.40
$0.40

Meter
Rev

$7,738
$7,738
$7,738

$0

$10:5,821
$1:58,731
$1�8,731
$1�8,731
$1�8,731
.1�8,731
$1�8,731
$1�8,731
$158,731
$1:58,731
$1:58,731
$211,642
$211,642
$211,642
$211,642
$211,642
$211,642
$211,642
$211,642
.211,642
$211,642
.211,642

$69,238
$69,238
$81 ,�38
$73,800
$179,621
$244,831
$244,831
$244,831
$244,831
$244,831
$263,281
$263,281
$263,281
$263,281
$263,281
$334,642
$334,642
S334,642
$334,642
$334,642
$346,942
$346,942
$346,942
$346,942
$346,942
$346,942

Maint Ie

Op.E)(p.

$0
$0
$0
$0

$53,742
$!56,577
$�9,�70
$62,728
$66,063
$69,583
$73,300
$77,22�
$81,371
$8�,749
$91 .63�
$96,�21

$101 ,683
$107,138
$112,902
$118,99�
$12�,434
S132,439
$139,439
$147,049
.15�,097
$163,609

Net Rev.

$69,238
$69,238
$81 ,538
$73,80()
$12!5,879
$188,2�4
.18�,261
$182,103
$178,768
$17�,248
$189,981
.186,O�6
$181,910
$177,!532
$171,646
$238,121
$232,959
$227,�04
$221,740
$215,647
$221 ,�08
$214,503
.207,�03
$199,893
$191,845
$183,333

P�I Diff.
Bond Issue Ea.Year

$0
.0

$200,308
$300,463
$300,463
$300,463
$290,447
$280,432
$270,416
$260,401
$2�O,386
$240,370
$230,3��
$220,339
$210,323
$200,308
$190,293
$180,278
$170,262
$160,247
$150,231
$140,21�
$130,200

:to
$0
$0

$4,044,404 $6,768,8�4 $2,177,6�3 $4,!591,201 $4,677,200

198:5
--�-----��--�-�---�------------�---------.----------�---��-��-�-------�--�----�-�---�-��---�-�--�----------------------------------

1990

$2�O
$2�O
$300
$300
$300
.3�O
$3�O
$350
$3!50
$3�(J
$425
$42�
$42�
$425
$4'2�
$500
'$�OO
$�OO
:f�OO
$500
$5�0

$350
=-�50
$�50
$5�O
$��O

199�

2000

200�

2010

Tot.l

.69,238
$69,238

(:$118,770)
($226,663)
($174,584)
($112,209)
($105, 186)
($98,329)
(.91,648)
($85, 153)
($60,405)
($�4,314)
($48,445)
($42,807)
($38,677)
$37,813
$42,666
$47,226
$51,478
$55,400
$71,27'7
$74,288
:t:77 ,303

$199,893
$191,845
$183,333

(f:86, 195)
__ .......---------------- -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------_._----------_._-.. �.---.-
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B. ANGLED PARKING

The 1983 Plummer Traffic Circulation Study
identified another potential mechanism for

increasing available public parking - modifying
existing on street parallel parking to create angle
parking spaces. The Rediscover Miami Beach
Committee also strongly endorsed this concept as a

solution to residential parking problems in the Art

Deco District.

Specifically, the Plummer study recommended
angled parking for the following areas:

1. Miami Beach Drive west curb between 21st
and 22nd Streets - gain 10 of spaces.

.

2. North side 40th Street between Chase
Avenue and Pine Tree Drive - gain of 20

spaces.

3. 72nd Street from Byron to Dickens - gain of
25 spaces.

4. Alley between 71st Street and Normandy
Drive - primarily angle - some parallel would
be needed - from Rue Notre Dame to

unnamed street.

42

In addition to the recommendations outlined in the
Plummer Report, the Rediscover Miami Beach
Committee recommends that angled parking in
combination with one-way streets be instituted on

Euclid and Pennsylvania Avenues, as well as the
east-west Streets between Ocean Drive and
Washington Avenue from 6th to 14th Streets.
'Although the irnplementation of .RMB's suggestion
would undoubtedly add more parking in the area,
the widespread conversion to one-way traffic could
have negative ramifications as is noted below.

This case study shows how a one block area of
Jefferson Avenue from 9th to 10th Streets could be
modified to provide additional on-street parking or

on Drexel Avenue between South of 14th Street.

One block of parallel parking could provide a

maximum of 34 spaces, whereas 300 angle parking
could accommodate 40 spaces, resulting in an

increase of 18%. Exhibit 12 shows the scenario
with 450 parking allowing 58 spaces. This, however

-

would require that Jefferson Avenue be converted
to a southbound one way street with a 20-foot
traffic lane. The final scenario, shown in Exhibit
13, provides for 90 degree parking, thus increasing
the number of spaces to 86. The actual
implementation of an angled parking plan should be
approved by the Public Works and Planning
Departments.

There are several major considerations in

converting parallel spaces to angle spaces which
will negate the widespread conversion of areas to

angled parking. These are:

1. It would not be safe to have angled parking
.

on heavily travelled streets, ·thus narrowing
the traffic lanes. Also, a conversion to 45
degree parking which would, in this case,
necessitate a one-way street,-could perilously
disrupt traffic patterns in the surrounding
blocks.

2. There is a potential for negatively impacting
the aesthetic quality of the street by
creating a mass of parked cars. The four
scenarios shown in this case study indicate
maximum parking available without
landscaping. A continuous row of parked cars

without landscaping is certainly undersirable
from an aesthetic point of view.

3. The cost of restr iping and purchase of
additional meters 111Ust also be considered. It
may not be feasible to incur this .expense
simply to gain five to six additional parking
spaces.

In conclusion, it must be clearly demonstrated that
there is a serious deficiency in available, parking 'to
warrant the modification of existing parallel
parking. Parking occupancy studies should be
conducted prior to undertaking an effort of this
nature, and it should not be considered on a

widespread basis throughout the City but rather on

a case by case basis.
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Exhibit 13
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APPENDIX I City of Miami Beach METERED PARKING STATISTICS (Revenue from Calendar 1985)

RATE I POTENT IAL(PID) 'POTENTIAL I REPORTED 'REPORTED I REPORTED I % UTIL I
ZONE RTE PER I INC / DAY I INCOME/YEAR IINCOME(RDD)lpER DAY IPER DAY IRDO/PIO I
or TYPE TYPE HOUR 1 1 PI X 356;3041PER VEAR I (ROD / 'PER METER I I

LOT ZONE L/SI LOCATION 60 80 'HOURS RATE (R) ITYPE TYPE I 356 IFROM SHEET 1356;304) I (ROD / #) I I
I 1 I COINS 80 1 304 1 I 1 1 I

---- .. --- ---1------------------------ ---------------------------------- ----- ================1============1===========1=========1=========1========1�._.-- �--- --- ---�----------�-----�--- ---------------------------------- -----

lX WA S IWASH AVE-EAST 240 12 HR .20/60 MIN 0.20 05/10/25 480 1 I
I (removed 2 meters) I (.25/75 MIN) 0.20 1 I
I 7 112 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 25 15 1 I
I(No Sundays or Holidays, -------1 --------1 I
IVear = 304 days) 247 I 495 1 150',389 74,019 243 0.99 1 49%1

___
I 1 I I

2X tWA I S IWASH AVE-WEST 13 1 HR .25/37.5 MIN 0.40 05/10/25 52 1 I I
I I . I 195 2 HR .25/75 MIN 0.20 05/10/25 390 1 ·1 . I I
I t I 12 12 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 25 25 1 I 1 I I
I I I (No Sundays or Ho 1 i da y s , I ------- --------1 I I I I I
I I (Vear = 304 days) 220 467 I 142,029 I 61 ,889 I 204 I 0.93 I 44%1

_1_'_1 I I I I I ,
3X ILL I S ILINCOLN RD-OCEAN 56 5 HR .20/60 MIN 0.20 05/10/25 1 12 I I I I I

I I I (need 84 new mechani sms ) I 28 2 HR .20/60 MIN 0.20 05/10/25 56 I I I I I
I 1 I ------- --------1 I I I I
I I I 84 168 I 51 ,072 I 33,704 95 I 1 . 13 I 56%1

_1_1_1 I I , I I
3A ISTH I S ICOLLINS AVE 9 30 MIN 1.10/30 MIN 0.20 05/10 18 I I 1 I I

I I I (need 9 new Mechanisms) ------- I --------1 I 1 I I
I I 1 9 I 18 6,408 I 1 ,4�J 4 I 0,46 I 23%1

_1_1_' I I I t I
48 ILL I S lALTON TO PUROV 32 2 HR 1.05/15 MIN 10.21 05/10/25 67 I I I I

I 1 l 29 5HR .1(.10/30 MIN)10.20 05/10/25 I I I I
I I I 108 12 HR 1<.25/75 MIN)10.20 25 I 1 I I
I I t ------- 0.20 -------- I I I
I I 1 (was 17) 169 67 23.923 I 4.822 14 0.08 I 20%1

_1_1_1 I I I:

4X ILL I S (LINCOLN RO-MERIDIAN 225 2 HR .10/60 MIN 0.10 05/10/25 225 I I I
I I I (need 382 new mechanisms 87 2 HR .20/60 MIN 0.20 05/10/25 174 I I I
I I I 69 12 HR .10/60 MIN 0.10 05/10/25 69 I I I
I , , -------

-------- I I I
I I L 381 468 166,608 I 67.464 190 0.50 I 40%1

_'_1_' I I I
6X ISTH I S I.COLLINS 20TH-24TH 122 112 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 25 256 1 I I

I I . I I ( . 10115 MI N) 0.40 1 I I
I I I 3 130 MIN 0.05/7.5 MIN 0.40 05/10 12 I I I

47
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City of Miami Beach METERED PARKING STATISTICS (Revenue .from Cale�dar 1985)

I IRATE 'POTENT IAL(PID) I POTENTIAL I REPORTED lREPORTED 'REPORTED I % UTIL

ZONE RTE I IPER 'INC I DAY I I NCOME/YEAR IINCOME(RDD)lpER DAY IPER DAY IRDD/PID

or TYPE. TYPE I I HOUR I I PI X 356;3041PER YEAR I (ROD / lPER METER I

LOT ZONE L/sl LOCATION 60 80 I HOURS , RATE , (R) ITYPE TYPE , 356 'FROM SHEET 1356;304) I (RDD I #) I

I 1 I I I COINS 80 I 304 I , I , I

---- ---- ===1======================== ==================================1=====1================1============1===========1=========1=========1========1
- .. ---

----

I (removed 36 meters} 105 2 HR 1.05/15 MIN 10.20 '05/1 0/25 210 I . I I I 1
1(.10/30 MIN)10.20 I 1 I I I I

87 5 HR 1.25/37.5 MIN10.40 125 348 1 I I I 1

I I 1 I 1 1 1 ,
-------

.

, I 1 --------1 1 I 1 I

l (was 256) 317 I I 1 826 1 294, 127 I 73.790 I 207 I 0.65 I 25%1

1 I I I I I 1 1 I

___
I 1 1 1 1 I I I I I

71. 100 I S ICOLLINS-EAST 211 2 HR 1.25/75 MIN 10.20 105/10/25 422 I , I I I I

I I I ( removed
-

1 meter) 1(.05/15 MIN)10.20 1 I I , 1 1 I

I I 1(.10/30 MIN)10.20 I I I . I I 1

I I· 141 12 HR 1.25/72 MIN 10.21 125 296 I I I I I I

1 I
------- I I I --------1 I 1 I I I

1 I I ( ..as 365) 352 I 1 I 718 I 255,644 I 77,443 1 218 I 0.62 , 30%1

_'_I_I I 1 I I I I I , I

7X 100 I S IOCEAN DR-BISCAVNE 398 5HR 1.25/37.5 MIN10.40 125 , .592 I 1 I I , 1

I 1 I ( ; ns tal 1 ed 1 meter) ------- I I I --------1 I I I I I

I I I 398 I I 1 .592 I 566.752 I 120.481 , 338 I 0.85 I 21%1

-'-'-' 1 ----

I 1 I I I I

8)( 1M l S IPINETREE TO ALTON 35 , HR 1.25/30 MIN 10.5(1 105/10/25 175 I I 1 I 1 I

1415 I I 8 2HR 1.10/30 MIN 10.20 105/10/25 16 I I I , I I
..

I I· I 9 5HR 1.25/37.5 MINlo.40 125 36 I 1 I I I I

I I (removed 18 meters) 110 2HR 1.20/60 MIN to.7(; 105/10/25 220 I I I I J 1

, 3 30 MIN 1.20/60 MIN 10.20 105/10/25 6 I 1 I I 1 I

I. 206 12 HR 1.25/72 MIN 10.21 125 433 I I , I 1 I

, I (No Sundays or Holidays, ------- 1 I I I I I , I I

I I IVear = 304 days) 371 I I I 886 I 315.274 I 81 ,203 I 267 I 0.72 I 30%1

_1_'_1 1 1 I I I I I I I

9)( IN I S ICOLLINS 65TH-75TH 106 12 HR 1.25/72 MIN 10.21 125 223 I I I I , I

I I I 257 2 HR 1.05/7.5 MIN 10.40 105/10/25 1 .028 I I I I I I

1 1 I 1(.10115 MIN)IO.40 105/10/25 0 I I I , I I

I I I 1<.25137.5 Mllo.40 105/10/25 0 I I I I I I

I I I 100 12 HR 1.25/36 MIN 10.42 125 417 I 1 I I , I
. I f I 142 5 HR 1.0511.5 MIN 10.40 105/10/25 568 I I I I I

I I I 1.10/15 MIN 10.40 105/10/25 0 I , I I

I I 1.25/37.5 MINlo.40 105/10/25 0 1 1 I I I

48 "
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City of Miami Beach METERED PARKING STATISTICS (Revenue from Calendar 1985)

RATE POTENT IAL(PID) POTENTIAL 1 REPORTED I REPORTED I REPORTED 1 % UTIL
... �

,..ZONEIRTE PER INC 1 DAY INCOMEIYEAR IINCOME(RDD)lpER DAY IPER DAY I�DD/PID
or I ITYPE TYPE HOUR PI X 356;3041PER YEAR , (ROD / IPER METER I

LOT IZONEIL/sl LOCATION I 60 80 I HOURS RATE (R) TYPE TYPE 356 'FROM SHEE1 1356;304) 1 (RDD / At) I
1 I I 1 COINS 80 304 1 , I I I

----1----1---1------------------------ ---------------------------------- ----- ---------------- ------------ ----------- ---------1---------1--------1
---- ---- -�- ---------------�-------- -----�---------------------------- ----- ---------------- ------------ ----------- --------- --------- ��------

I 1 I 30 MIN . 10/30 MI N 0.20 05/10/25 2 I I I
I J I -------

--------

1 I
I , I 606 2,237 796,467 85,451 240 0.40 11%1

_1_1_1 I
lSA 15TH I S ICOLLINS - 18TH 111 12 ·HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 25 233

IWA I . , -------
--------

I I I 111 233 82,984 15,311 43 0.39 18%1
_1_1_' I
15X ISTH I S 116, 17 & 18 STREETS

1
1 I I (Rate not consistent) 146 12 HR .50/60 MIN 0.50 125 730 I
I I I ------- I --------

I
1 t I 146 I 730 259,880 28,969 81 ERR 11%1

_1_'_1 I I
16A 1M I S 35TH TO 43RD STREETS 109 12 HR .25/37.5 MIN 0.40 125 436 I

I I -------
--------

I
I 1 . 109 436 155,216 23,727 67 0.61 15%1

_I_I-
I

168 1M
.

I s COLLINS-WEST 213 12 HR t .25/72 MIN 0.21 25 447 I
I I ------- I --------

I
1 I 213 I 447 159,239 29, 156 82 0.38 18%1

_,_,- I I
16C H.f I s COLLINS-WEST 213 12 HR I .25/72 MIN 10.21 25 447 I

I I ------- J --------

1
I I 213 447 159,239 18,813 53 0.25 12%

_I_;__I_
16)( ISTH I S I COLLINS-EAST 96 12 HR .25/36 MIN 0.20 25 192

1M I I 6 2 HR .25/37.5 MIN 0.40 05/10/25 24

I I I (.10/15 MIN) 0.40 05/10/25

I I I (.05/7.5 MIN 0.40 05/10/25

I I I -------
--------

I I: I 102 216 76,896 24,692 69 0.68 32%
_1_1_1
.19A 1M I S ICOLLINS & 46TH 15 12 HR .25/36 MIN 0.20 125 30

I I I ------- I --------

I I I 15 I 30 10,680 5,740 16 1.07 54%
_'_I_I
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City of Miam; f:ieactl METERED PARKING STATISTICS (Re vertue ·tram Calendar 1985)

RATE I POTENT IAL(Plb) 1 POTENTIAL I REPORTED I REPORTED I REPORTED 1 % UTIL

ZONEtR�E PER I INC / DAY I INCOME/YEAR IINCOME(RDD)lpER DAY ·1 PER DAY IRDD/PID

or I TYPE. TYPE HOUR 1 I PI X 356;3041PER YEAR I (ROD / IPER METER I

LOT IZONEIL/S LOCATION 60 80 1 HOURS RATE (R) ITYPE TYPE 1 356 IFROM SHEET 1356;304) I I (ROO / #)1"
. ,

I I 1 I COINS 80 I 304 I I J
I

1. ,

----1----1--- ------------------------ ---------------------------------- =====1================1============ ----------- --------- --- -----1------------ -._,-� --- �--�-------------------- ----------------------------------
----------- --------- ---- ----- --------

24X IN t S NORMANDV-BAV DR 86 2 HR (.05/7.5 MIN 0.40 105/10/25 344 I I

I I (removed 1 mater) ------- (.10/15 MIN) 0.40 105/10/25--------1 I

I I 86 .25/37.5 MIN 0.40 I 344 1 122,464 15,487 44· ERR I 13%

_'_I- I 1 I
26X IN I S COLLINS 75TH TO 85TH 205 8 HR 1.00/60 MIN 1.00 125 2,050 I I·

I I 109 8 HR .50/60 MIN 0.50 125 545

1 I ------- I --------

I I 314 1 2,595 923,820 63,565 179 0.57 7%1

_I_I- I I
lA 100 I L IPIER PARK 92 12 HR .25/36 MIN 0.42 125 383 I

J I I ------- I -------- 1
I I I 92 I 383 136,467 22,682 64 0.69 17%1

_1_1_1 1 I
28 IWA I l IMERIDIAN AVE 13 12 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 125 27 I

I I I (removed 6 meters) ------- I -------- I

I I I 13 27 9,719 326 1 0.07 3%1

-.-1_1_1 I

2G JLL I'L I LINCOLN LN I

I I 1 (currently removing 898 5 HR .25/30 MIN () . �,�, 110/25 2,245 I
I I lmeters) (.10/10 MIN)lu.1Q I

1 I I ------- I -------- I
I t I 89B I 2.245 799,220 40,832 , 15 I O. 13 5%1

_1_1_1 I
.

I
4A ILL I L I SAY ROAD , I

I I'. I I I

I I I (was 37) I I

_1_1_1 1 1
4C I'LL I L IWEST AVE- 17TH ST 24 12 HR .20/60 MIN 0.20 105/10/25 48 1 I

1 I I (need 71 mechani sms ) 5 30 MIN .10/60 MIN 0.10 105/10/25 5 I I
I I I 31 1 HR _20/60 MIN 0.20 105/10/25 62 1 I
I I 1 1 2HR .10/60 MIN 0.10 105/10/25 1 1 1 I

I -------- I --------1 I
. I I I 71 I 126 I 44,856 10,695 30 0.42 24%1

_�_I_I I I 1
40 ILL i' L IWEST AVE- 16TH $T 32 12 HR I .25/72 MIN 0.21 125 67 I 1

I I (need 32 new mechani sms) ------- I 1 --------1 I
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City of Miami Beach METERED PARKING STATISTICS (Revenue from Calendar 1985)

1 RATE POTENT IAL(PID) POTENTIAL REPORTED I REPORTED REPORTED 1 % UTIL I
ZONEIRTE I PER INC / DAY INCOME/YEAR INCOME (ROD') I PER DAY PER DAY IRD'o/PID I
or I ITYPE TYPE I HOUR PI X 356;304 PER YEAR I (ROD I PER METER 1 I

LOT IZONEIL/sl LOCATION I 60 80 I HOURS I RATE (R) TVPE TYPE 356 FROM SHEET 1356;304) (ROD I -#) I I
I I I I I t COINS 80 304 1 J I
1 - -1---1------------------------1---------------------------------- ----- ---------------- ------------ ===========1========= ---_ .... ---- --------1==== =-=- --- ------------��---------- ---------------------------------- ----- ---------------- - ...------,-.--- --------- --------

I I I I 32 I 67 23.,923 3,964 1 1 1 0.35 17%1
_'_I_I I I I
SA LL 1 L I LINCOLN LN- LOWER , 526 5 HR 1.10/15 MIN 0.40 10/25 2.104 I

I I ------- 1(.25/37.5 MI 0.40 -------- I
I , 526 I 2. 104 749-,024 78 t 4 1 1 220 0.42 10%1
I I 1 I

--,- I I 1
5X LL I L I LINCOLN LN- UPPER I f

I I (Meters removed) ------- .. I -------- I
1 I (was' 633) I I

__1_1 I I
5C LL I L IMERIDIAN & PENN 142 12 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 125 298 I

I 1 ------- I -------- I
I I 142 298 106,159 28.501 80 0.56 27%

__1_1
Sf I I l ICONVENTION HALL W

I PRE-I I (Meters removed)

IFER 1 I (was 346)

_1_1_1
5G I I L IMERIDIAN AVE 19 SO

IPRE-I I (Meters removed)

fFER I t (_as 315)

_I_I- I
5H ILL I L IMERIDIAN AVE 19 NO 42 12HR .25/72 MIN 10.21 125 88

I .

J I -------1 1 I --------

I

I 1 I 42 I �'. I 88 31 ,399 7,630 21 0.51 24%1
_'_I_I 1 I I
SF ILL 1 L IMERIDIAN AVE 18 SO 124 112 HR .25/72 MIN 10.21 I"r 260 IL _/

, I I
.

I -------1 1 -------- I
I 1 I 124 I I 260 92,702 , 1 .999 34 0.27 13%1

_1_1_1 I I I
SA ISTH I l IPARK AVE & 22ND 83 112 HR .25/72 MIN 10.21 125 174 I

I I I -------1 1 I -------- I
I I I 83 I 1 1 174 62.051 7,016 20 0.24 1 1% 1

_I_I�I I I I I
78 17 I L IMERIDIAN- 1ST & 2ND 8 112 HR .10/60 MIN 10.10 I 8 05/10/25 I
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City ot Miami Beach METERED PARKING STATISTICS (Revenue Of rom Calendar 1985)

RATE POTENT IAL(PID} POTENTIAL I REPORTED I REPORTED REPORTED % UTIL IzQNEIRTE PER INC / DAY INCOME/YEAR IINCOME(RDD}lpER DAY PER DAY RDD/PID I
or 1 TYPE TYPE HOUR PI X 356;3041PER YEAR 1 (ROD / PER METER ILOT IZONEIL/sl LOCATION 60 80 1 HOURS RATE (R) TYPE TYPE 356 IFROM SHEET 1356;304) (ROD / #) I
0; I I 1 1 COINS 80 304 1 I I----1----1---1------------------------ ================================== ----- ---------------- ============1===========1========= --------� --------1

---- --�- ��- --------�---------------
----- ----------------

--------- --------

1 1 I (Po 1 ; ce Station) ------

-------- ... 01 1 II t
0

I 8 8 2,848 I 155 1 0 0.05 5%1_1_1_1 I I 168 ISTH I L ICOLLINS- 21ST & 22ND 169 12 HR .50/60 MIN 0.50 25 845 I I II I I -------

--------

1 II t I 169 845 300.820 49.538 I 139 0.82 16%1_I_I- I
I7C 100 I L ICOLLINS AND 6TH 32 12 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 25 67 II I 1 -------

--------

tI I I 32 67 23.923 3.361 9 0.30 14%1_'_I_I
I70 100 I L IOCEAN OR 10TH & 11TH 24 12 HR .25/72 MIN 10.21 25 50
II I I ------- I --------

II I I 24 I 50 17.942 3.284 9 I 0.38 18%1_1_1_1 I
I8A 1M I L I 42NO ST PARKING I I141S I I I
II I I (Attendant Parking) I
II I I (was 397 meters) I
II I t
I_I_I- I
I88 1M I ' � 142ND ST-ROVAL PALM 93 12 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 125 195
I1415 I I 107 2HR .20/60 MIN 0.20 105/10/25 214
II I I ...------- J --------

II t I 200 I 409 145, 71 1 31 .921 90 0.45 22%1_'_1_' I
IBe 1M I L 1 CHASE - 40TH & 47TH 94 12 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 125 197 I1401S , , ------- I �-------

II , I 94 197 70,274 8,338 23 0.25 12%1_1_1_1 f I80 1M 1 L IPINETREE & 47TH 18 12 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 125 38 I I141S I I ------- I --------1 II I I 18 1 38 I 13,457 1 .285 4 0.20 10%1_1_1_1 I I ISE 1M I L tALTON° & 41ST 43 12 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 125 90 I I'415 I I --.-.---- I --------1 I52
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City of Miami �each METERED PARKING 5TATISTICS (RtiV�nU8 trom Calendar 1985)

RATE 1 POTENT IAL(PID) POTENTIAL I REPORTED REPORTED IREPORTEO I % UTIL

ZONEIRTE PER 1 INC / DAY INCOME/YEAR IINCOME(RDD) PER DAY IPER DAY I_�DD/PID
or I ITVPE TYPE HOUR 1 PI X 356;304 PER YEAR (ROD / IPER METER I

LOT IZONEIL/51 LOCATION 1 60 80 I HOURS RATE (R) ITYPE TYPE 356 FROM SHEET 356;304) I (ROD / �) I."'

I I 1 1 1 1 COINS 80 304 I I I

----1----1---1------------------------
---------------------------------- =====1================ ------------ ----------- --------- --------- --------1---- -��- ��-

---�--------------------
----------------------------------

------------ ------------ ----.----- --------- --------

I I I 43 I 90 32',147 6,354 18 0.42 20%1

_1_1_' 1 I

BF 415 , L I JEFFERSON & 42ND 33 12 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 125 69 I

M I I ------- I -------- I

I I 33 1 69 24',671 2,206 6 0.19 9%1

I I I I

__1_1 I I

9A N L IHARDING & 71S1 51 12 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 125 107 I

I ------- I -------- I

I 51 107 38,128 13.225 37 0.73 35%

___
I

98 N L ICOLLINS-72ND & 73RD 322 12 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 125 676

I ..._----- I --------

I 322 1 676 240,727 23.373 66 0.20 10"

___
I

9C N L ICARLVLE & 71ST 16 12 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 125 34

J ------- I --------

I 16 I 34 , 1 .962 1 .066 3 0.19 9%

___
I

90 N l I BONITA DR & 71ST 33 12 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 t�5 69

I ------- I --------

I I 33 I 69 24,671 3.880 11 0.33 16%1

_'__ I I

9E IN L tHARDING & 71 35 12 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 125 74 I

I '. 1 ------- 1 -------- I

I I I 35 74 26. 166 11 .538 32 0.93 44",

_1_1_1 1

9F IN 1 L ICOLLINS & 76TH 51 12 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 12�J 107 I

I I I (need 51 new mechanisms) _-------
-------- I

I 1 I 51 107 38, 128 2.457 7 O. 14 6%1

_'_I_I I
lOA ILL I L INO LINCOLN LANE 23 2 HR .20/60 MIN 0.20 105/10/25 46 I

I I I 67 12 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 125 141 1

I I ·1 -------
-------- I

I I I 90 187 66,465 3,929 1 1 ERR 6",

_1_1_1 I
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City of Miami Beach METERED PARKING STATISTICS (Revenue 'from Calendar 1985)

I RATE I POTENT IAL(PID) POTENTIAL REPORTED I REPORTED REPORTED I % UTIL

ZONEIRTE I PER I INC / DAY INCOME/YEAR INCOME(RDD)lpER DAY PER DAY IRDDIPID
or I TYPE TVPE I HOUR I PI X 356;304 PER YEAR I (ROD / PER METER 1

LOT IIONE L/SI LOCATION 60 80 I HOURS 1 RATE (R) ITYPE TVPE 356 FROM SHEET 1356;304) (ROD I #) I
I I I I, I COINS 80 304 I I

====1==== �==I======================== ---------------------------------- =====1================ ------------ ===========1========= =========1========---------------------------------- ------------

lOB ILL L ILINCOLN- MICH & JEFF 30 2 HR 1 .20/60 MIN 0.20 105/10/25 60 I 1
I I 126 12 HR 1.25/72 MIN 0.21 125 263 I I
I I ------- I I -------- I
I I 156 I 323 114,810 15, , 59 I 43 0.27 13%

_1_' _, 1
10C ILL L I LINCOLN-MER & JEFF 147 5 HR (.25/37.5 MI 0.40 25 588 I

I I (need 147 new mechanism) -------
-------- I

1 I 147 588 209,328 32,980 J 93 0.63 16%1
_1__ 1 1
100 ILL I L Iso LINCOLN-JEFF & MICH 64 12 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 25 134 I

I I I ------- -------- I
I I I 64 134 47,846 7,794 22 0.34 16%1
I I I I

_1_1_1 I
10E ILL I L t so LINCOLN-MER & JEFF 21 12 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 25 44 1

I I I ------- -------- I
I I

'

I 21 ,44 15,700 1 ,981 6 0.26 13%1
_1_1_1 I
10F ILL I L Iso LINCOLN-EUCLID & MER 42 12 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 25 88 I

I 1 ------- I ... ------- I
I I I 42 I 88 31 ,399 4.998 14 I 0.33 16%1

_I_I�I 1 I
lOG ILL I L Iso LINCOLN-MICH & LENOX 20 12 HR .25/72 MIN 10.21 25 42 t

I 1 . I ------- I -------- I
1 I :, I 20 1 42 14.952 2,540 7 0.36 17%

_1_'_1 I
lOX ILL I L INO lINCOLN-MICH & LENOX 19 2 HR .20/60 MIN 10.20 05/10/25 38

I I I 93 12 HR .25/72 MIN 10.21 25 194

I I I -------- I --------

I I , 1 12 I 232 82,503 10,370 29 0.26 13%

_1_'_1 I
11X tWA I L I COLLINS- 11TH STREET 29 12 HR .25/72 MIN 10.21 25 61

'I I I ------- I ----._,---

I I I 29 I 61 21 .680 2, 151 6 0.21 10%

_1_'_1 1

54
12X IWA I l I WASH AVE & 9TH 35 12 HR .25/72 MIN 10.21 25 74
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City of Miami Beach METERED PARKING STATISTICS (Revenue from Calendar 1985)

I IRATE POTENT IAL(PID) I POTENTIAL REPORTED 'REPORTED I REPORTED I % UTIL

ZONEIRTE I IPER INC 1 DAY I INCOME/YEAR INCOME(ROD)lpER DAY IPER DAY tROO/PID
or 1 'TYPE TYPE I HOUR I PI X 356;304 PER YEAR 1 (ROD / IPER METER I

LOT IZONEIL/sl LOCATION I 60 80 I HOURS RATE I (R) TYPE TYPE I 356 FROM SHEET 1356;304) I (ROD 1 #) I
1 I 1 I I , COINS 80 I 304 , 1 1 I

----I----I-z-I------------------------ ---------------------------------- ----- ================1============ ===========1========= --------- --------1�--- ---- � - --------------�------�-- --------�------------------------- ----- -------�- --------

I I I ------- --------1 1 I

I I I 35 74 I 26, 166 4,261 , 12 0.34 16%1

_1_1_1 I I I
13)( IWA I L IWASH AVE & 10TH 33 12 HR 1.25/72 MIN 0.21 25 69 I I

I I 1 ------- I -------- I
I I 1 33 , 69 24,671 4.044 1 1 0.34 16%1

_1_1_1 I
14A 15TH I L IWASH AVE & 16TH 72 2 HR . 10/15 MI N 0.40 10/25 288 1

IWA I I (.25/37.5 MI 0.40 I
I I I ------- -------- I
I I I 72 288 102,528 49,277 138 1.92 48%1

_1_'_1 I
14)( STH I L ICOLLINS & 16TH 134 12 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 125 281 I

WA 1 I ------- I -------- I
1 I 134 I 281 100.178 27,846 78 0.58 I 28%1

__ '_I I I 1
158 LL I L IJACKIE GLEASON DR 104 5 HR .05/15 MIN 0.20 105/10/25 208 I I

I I (.10/30 MIN) 0.20 , 05110/25 I I
I I (.25/75 MIN) 0.20 105/10/25 I I

I �------ -------- I I
I I 104 208 74,048 8,180 23 0.22 I 11%1

__1_' I I
160 M I L ICOLLINS & 34TH 69 12 HR .25/36 MIN 0.42 125 288 t I

1 I ------- I -------- I
1 I , 69 , 288 102,350 6,049 17 0.25 6%

__1_1 I I

16E 1M I L I COLLINS - 35TH & 36TH I 78 12 HR .25/36 MIN 0.42 125 325

1 I· I I ------- , --------

I I I 1 78 I 325 115, 700 6, 110 17 0.22 5%

_1_1_1 I I
17A 100 1 L I COLLINS- 13TH NE I 81 12 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 125 170

1 I I I ------- I --------

I 1 I I 81 I 170 60,556 4,973 14 O. 17 8%

:...__I_I_I I· I
17)( IWA 1 L· I COLLINS & 13TH SW I 58 12 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 125 122

1 I
.

I I ------- I --------
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City of Miami Beach METERED PARKING STATISTICS (Revenue' from Calendar 1985)

I RATE POTENT IAL(PID) POTENTIAL I REPORTED I REPORTED 1 REPORTED I % UTIL

ZONEIRTE I PER INC / DAY INCOME/YEAR I INCOME ,ROD) I PER DAY IPER DAY IRDD/PID

or 1 TYPE' TYPE I HOUR PI X 356;3041PER YEAR I (ROD / I PER METER I . a.

LOT IZONEIL/sl LOCATION 60 80 I HOURS I RATE (R) TYPE TYPE 356 IFROM SHEET 1356;304) I (ROD / #) I

I I I I ·1 COINS 80 304 I 1 . I I I

-�=-I----I---I------------------------
---------------------------------- ----- ---------------- ============1=========== --------- ---------1--------1- - -�-- --� --�--�---�--------------
----------�-----------------------

----- -�-------------- --------- --------- --------

I I I 58 122 43,361· 1 6,800 19 0.33 I 16%1

_1_1_1 I J

18A IN I L I'COL-LI-NS & 64TH 68 112 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 25 143 I I

I I 1 -------1 -------- I 1

I I I 68 I 143 50,837 9,018 25 0.37 18'"

_1_'_1 I I

18X IN 1 l I INDIAN CREEK & 65TH 60 5 HR .10/20 MIN 0.30 180 05/1 0/25 I

1 I 1 106 12 HR .10/20 MIN 0.30 318 10/25 I

I I I _------ -------- ... I
I I I 166 498 177,288 1 ,60 1 4 0.03 '''1

_1_1_1 1
19B 1M I L lCOLLINS & 53RD 168 12 HR .50/60 MIN 0.50 25 840 I

I I I (Rate not consistent) j

1 I I ------- -------- I
1 I I 168 840 299,040 10, 183 29 ERR 3%1

_1_1_1 I
19X 1M I L ICOLLINS & 46TH 54 5HR .10/15 MIN 0.40 10/25 216 I

I I I (.25/37.5 MI 0.40 I
t I 411 12 HR .25136 MIN 0.42 25 1

• 713 I

I I -------
_._,------ I

I
, I. I 465 , ,929 686,546 160,927 452 I 0.97 23",

_1_1"___ 1 1

20X ISTH I L ICOLLINS & 27TH 129 12 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 25 271 I

I I I .... ------ -------- I

I i I 129 271 96,440 10,962 31 ERR 11"1

_1_1_1 I
22X IN- I L ICARLVLE & 72ND 51 12 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 25 107 1

I I I ------- -------- I

I I I 51 107 38, 128 517 0.03 1"1

_'_I_I I

23X IN I L IABBOT & 83RD 12 12 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 25 25 I
1 I I _------ i ....._------ I

I 1 1 12 I 25 8,971 190 0.04 2%1

�t_I_1 .1 I
24A IN I L INORMDR & VERSAILLES 30 12 HR .25/72 MIN 10.21 25 63 I

I I I -----�- I --------- I
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City of Miami Beach METERED PARKING STATISTICS (Revenue from Calendar 1985)

I : 1 RATE I POTENT IAL( PIO) I POTENTIAL 1 REPORTED I REPORTED I REPORTED I % UTIL

ZONE I RTE 1 I PER I INC / DAY I INCOME/YEAR I INCOME(RDO) I PE.R DAY I PER DAY I ROO/PID
or 1 I TYPE TYPE IHOUR I IPI X 356;3041PER VEAR I (ROD / IPER METER I

LOT IZONEIL/sl LOCATION 60 80 I HOURS RATE 1 (R) ITYPE TYPE I 356 IFROM SHEET 1356;304) I (ROD / #)1
I I 1 1 1 1 1 COINS 80 I 304 1 I I I

;===1====1===1======================== ==================================1===== ================I============I=========�=I========= =========I�=======I
I 1 1 30 I 63 I 22,428 .

1 ,040 3 O. 10 5% I
_1_1_1 1 I I
248 IN I L I NORM. ISLE-VENDOME 22 12 HR .25/72 MIN 10.21 25 46 I I

I 1 I ------- 1 -------- I
I I 1 22 1 46 16,447 1,685 5 0.22 10%1

_1_1_1 I
24C IN I L tNORM. 15LE-BAV RD 34 12 HR .25/72 MIN 0.21 25 71 I

I 1 I ------- -------- t
I 1 I 34 7 1 25 , 4 1 8 1

, 905 5 O. 1 6 7% I
_1_1_1 1
25)( INIL I BON I TA DR & 7 1 ST 18 1 2 HR • 25/72 MIN a . 2 1 25 38 I

1 I I ------- I -------- I
I I 1 18 38 13,457 2,273 6 0.35 17%1

_1_'_1 I
26A IN I L ICOLLINS -80 TO 81 64 8 HR .50/60 MIN 0.50 25 320 I

I I I ------- -------- t
I I I 64 320 113,920 14,548 41 0.64 13%

_1__1_1 -----
_

268 IN I L ICOLLINS -84 TO 85 69 8 HR .50/60 MIN 0.50

I I 1 ------- I
I I 1 69 I

__I�I_I 1_-
_

4E ILL I L IpUROV- 18ST 49 12 HR .25/72 MIN 10.21
I I I ------- 1 I
I I I (Removed meters) 49 I
I I I (was 50) I

_1_1_' ,
_

I 1 I 17410,131 I

_1_1_1 1
_

'")c:
... ' 345

345 122,820 12,014 34 0.49 10%

25 103

103 36,632 12,014 34 0.69 33%

59,705 10,748,818 1,719,537 4,934

�TE (from Metered Parking Dept.):
Need 191 N.. Machn 1 sms ;

Need 191 Model 80 Complete Housings less Mechanisms;
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City of Miami Beach METERED PARKING STATISTICS (Revenu� from Calendar 1985)

IRATE IPOTENT IAL(PID) I POTENTIAL 1 REPORTED IREPORTED IREPORTED I % UTIL

ZONEIRTE IPER IINC I DAY IINCOME/YEAR IINCOME(RDD)lpER DAY IPER DAY tRDD/PID

or I ITYPE TYPE lHOUR I IPI X 35S;3041PER YEAR I (ROD I 'PER METER 1
LOT I ZONE I L/SI LOCATION I SO 80 'HOURS RATE t (R) I TYPE TYPE' 35S' 'FROM SHEET 1356; 304) 1 (ROD I If) I

I I I I I I· 1 I COINS 80 1 304 1 1 1 I I

z===I====1 ===1 ========================1 =============== ===================1=====1================1============1===========1=========1=========1========1

Need 250 Complete Meters to cover installation of new lots, accidents, thefts, etc.

NOTE: SLIGHT VARIATIONS IN DOLLAR FIGURES ARE DUE TO ROUNDING.

ADDITIONAL NOTES:

1. The number of days per year· of enforcement have been, for calculation

purposes, entered as' 356 (365 1855 9 holidays) or as 304 (365 l�ss 9

holidays and 52 weekend'days) depending on the zone/lot enforcement.

2. Reported Income amounts were taken from the monthly Coin Room Income

Summaries for calendar 1985 these amounts are gross revenues and

have not been adjusted for sales tax.

3. Potenti.l Income figures are based upon 10 hour meter enforcement days

and assume full occupancy during those 10 hours.

4 •••• Model 60 meters still remain. Coin combination shows above to right.
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APPENDIX II Shared Parking Ordinances

Montgomery County planners found that the shared use
of the local parkins district's lots or garageswould benefit
both developen and the county .. Under the proposed or­
dinance, developers could save considerable expense
building andmaintaining parking facilities, and the county
could obtain additional revenues for its facilities to help
defray the public operating costs. The highest demand for
the district' s p�kins spaces occurred during the weekday
daytime hours because of the predominance of-offices and
other daytime uses. _

County planners, therefore, have proposed that new
parking requirements should permit shared facilities pro­
vided that a few conditions, considered "prerequisites," ex­
ist; the prerequisites are as follows:

• The county parking facility should be reasonably
dose to the land use to ensure that shared parkingwill
occur. The county would require that a major en­
trance of the land use be within SOO feet of the coun­
ty parking facility.

• The developer/owner should reimburse the county
parking distrid for use of its facilities. It is recom­
mended that an annual fee be paid in proportion to
the -spaces that are. to be shared.

The values used in the proposed county provisions are

percentages of the required parking for the land use pro­
posing to share a parking facility. According to county
planners, the percentages establish the required amount
of parking-an amount equivalent to what the land use
would need during the daytime on weekdays. For exam­
ple, restaurants that can share the county's parkins
facilities may reduce thdr on-site parking by SO per cent
since peak parking occun in the evening when the coun­
ty facilities can be used. Hotels, on the other hand, may
only reduce their required parking by 25 per cent, since
most of their parking demand occurs during daytime hours
on weekdays.

Proposed Provisions
Certain land uses may share parking with the parking

lot district facilities during periods when excess public
parking is normally available. The eligible land uses may
use the following reduction schedule to calculate their
parking requirements.
Land u.

.

Per cent of ParJdna Required
Retail. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 60 per cent

Hotel 7S per cent

Restaurant
- � per cent

Entertainment/Recreational 40 per cent

�1lltif�1' 60 J)!f�t
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1. Determine the minimum amount of parIdna requiredfor each land use as thouah -it were a teparate ute;

2. Multiply each amount by the cor_respondina percent­
• for each of the five time periods;

3. Calculate the column total for each time period;
4. The column total with the highest value is the park­

ins space requirement.

60

CALCULATINe fARKING FOR MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENTS
(MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND) ,

WEEKDAY WEEKEND NlCHTIlME

Daytime Evenb1a DaytIme Evenina(9 a.m.- (6 p.m. - (9 a.1IL - (6 p.m. - <mlclniPt-4 p.m.) mIdnlaht), 4 p.m.) midnJaht) 6 a.m.)

Office/Industrial 100,. 10,. 10., 5 .. 5,.Retail 60 90 100 70 5Hotel' 7S 100 15 100 15Restaurant SO 100 100 100 10Entertainment/Recreational 40 100 80 100 10

Soanu: ''Paridna Policies Study: Draft Proposals for Rmsina the Zoninl Ordinance," Transportation PIannina� Montaomery CountyPlaMina Department, July 1983.

Office . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 300 spacesRetail... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 28() spaces���t .••.••••.••.••.•••••••••••••••• lCK> spaces

Example: Mixed-Use Development-Office, Retail, and
En�t. The assumption is that the individual land
uses would have the following parking spacerequirements:

1rotaJ � spaces

WEEKDAY NlCKITIME

(mJcInIaht
6 ••m.)

Evenb.
(6 p.lII. -
miclnlpt)

Evenina
(6 p.m. -

midnight)

Daytbne
(9 a.al. -
4 p.m.)

Office

Retail

Hotel

Restaurant

Entertainment/Recreational

300

168

30

252

30

280

15

196

15

14

8040
100100

10

TOTAL 508 390382 311 39

Solution to UImIpI. problma: shared parking requirement, 508 spaces; (shared parking allows a 25 percent savings.)
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