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Councillor Lawlor
Councillor Anthony
Councillors Bain, Maroosis
Mayor McDonald

Motion from Councillor Anthony dated January 10, 2011 re
Council remuneration (F16/2011/CNB/COUNCIL).

Report from C.M. Conrad dated August 2, 2011 re Election
campaign signs (C07/2011/ELECT/GENERAL).

Report from Margaret Karpenko dated August 29, 2012 re
2013 Operating Budget Timelines and Process
(FO5/2012/0OPEBE/GENERAL).

Report from Lorraine Rochefort / Laura Boissonneault
dated October 1, 2012 re 2013 Water and Sanitary
Sewer Rates (F22/2012/TAXR/GENERAL).



GG-2012-08

Recommendation:

“That 1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

in accordance with the direction contained in the
Sustainable Water and Sewage Systems Act, 2002,
the current policy of recovering all Water and Sanitary
System operating, capital and financing costs from
user rates be maintained;

the Water and Sanitary Sewer rate increase be 4.45%
effective January 1%, 2013;

the Water Filtration Plant Capital Surcharge be
reduced from 8% to 6.70% of water charges;

the Sanitary Sewer Surcharge be reduced from 86%
to 69.35% effective January 1%, 2013; and

a one-time reduction in the Pay-As-You-Go Capital
Levy is approved in the amount of $311,576.00.”



Report No:

Originator:

Subject:
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CITY OF NORTH BAY

CITY OF NORTH BAY Nov 15 201

REPORT TO COUNCIL

CORP 2012-145 Date: Novelti-arggs DEPT.

Margaret Karpenko

2013 Water and Sanitary Sewer Rates - Supplemental

RECOMMENDATION:

1)
2)
3)

4)

5)

That, in accordance with the direction contained in the Sustainable Water and Sewage systems
Act, 2002, the current policy of recovering all Water and Sanitary System operating, capital
and financing costs from user rates be maintained.

That the Water and Sanitary Sewer rate increase be 4.45% effective January 1%, 2013.

That the Water Filtration Plant Capital Surcharge be reduced from 8% to 6.70% of water
charges.

That the Sanitary Sewer Surcharge be reduced from 86% to 69.35% effective January 1%,
2013.

That a one-time reduction in the Pay-As-You-Go Capital Levy is approved in the amount of
$311,576. :

BACKGROUND:

On October 1, 2012 Council received Corporate Report 2012-128 that tabled the 2013 Water and
Sanitary Sewer Rates. Since that time two committee meetings of General Government and
Engineering, Environmental and Works have met. At these meetings the budget and business processes
were thoroughly reviewed. As a result, the overall water & sewer budget increase has dropped from
4.37% 10 3.89%. A copy of the revised water and sewer Levy rate calculation is attached as Appendix

A.

For demonstration purposes, the impact in dollars for an average residential ‘Flat Rate Water/Sewer
Bill’ is noted in the following table.

Description Current Revised % Rate
Rates Rates change

| Water Rate $36.16 $41.62 15.09%
Water Filtration $2.89 $2.79 -3.46%
Sewer Rate $31.10 $28.86 -7.19%
Total Water/Sewer Flat Rate $70.15 $73.27 4.45%

Therefore, a typical monthly residential ‘Flat Rate Water/Sanitary Sewer Bill’ would increase by
approximately $3.12 per month.

A minimum ‘Metered Water/Sanitary Sewer Bill’ would increase by approximately $2.99 per month.
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ANALYSIS:

Administration has provided two scenarios for Council to consider. Appendix A to this supplemental
report is a revision to Scenario #2 of the first report.

Approving an operating budget increase of $731,718 or 3.89% over 2012:

1) Results in a net increase on a typical ‘Residential Flat Rate Water/ Sanitary Sewer’ bill of
4.45% or approximately $3.12 per month, effective January 1%, 2013.

2) Results in a reduction in the Water Filtration Plant Capital Surcharge from 8% to 6.70% of
water charges.

3) Results in areduction in the required Sanitary Sewer Surcharge from 86% to 69.35% effective
January 1%, 2013.

4) Would implement a one-time reduction of $311,576 in the Pay-As-You-Go Capital Levy.
This adjustment is a re-establishment of the capital levy budget baseline.

RECOMMENDATION:

1) That, in accordance with the direction contained in the Sustainable Water and Sewage systems
Act, 2002, the current policy of recovering all Water and Sanitary System operating, capital
and financing costs from user rates be maintained.

2) That the Water and Sanitary Sewer rate increase be 4.45% effective January 1%, 2013.

3) That the Water Filtration Plant Capital Surcharge be reduced from 8% to 6.70% of water
charges.

4) That the Sanitary Sewer Surcharge be reduced from 86% to 69.35% effective January 1%,
2013. :

5) That a one-time reduction in the Pay-As-You-Go Capital Levy is approved in the amount of
$311,576.

Respectfully submitted,

Ll

Margarret Ka’rpenko, CMA
- Chief Financial Officer/Treasurer

‘We concur in this report and recommendation.

Managing Director of Engineering,
“Environmental, and Works
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Sy
o

Jerry X
ief Administrative Officer

Personnel designated for continuance: Manager of Accounting and Budgets
Manager of Revenues and Taxation

Attachments: Appendix A — Water and Sewer Levy and Rate Calculation — Revised — ($311,256) One-time
Reduction to Capital Levy




APPENDIX A
REVISED
Water and Sewer Levy and
Rate Calculation - ($311,256)
One-time Reduction to Capital

Levy
Budget Year: 2013
2013
2012 Dept
Budget - Review Variance Variance %
Water System Budget
Woater Distribution $8,238,919 $9,634,222 $1,395,303 16.94%
Water Plant $1,876,600 $2,007,526  $130,926 6.98%
Water Total: 1§ $11,6 1$1,526,22 09Y%
Sanitary Sewer System Budget
Sewer Distribution $7,002,994 $5,863,226 -$1,139,768 -16.28%

sewerFiant _$1,674,840 $2,020,097 $345257 _ 2061%
Sewer Total: £$8,6Z7.8: P ’

Water & Sewer Budget Grand Total: $18,793,353 $19,525,071 ::$731,718

Total Required Water Revenue $11,641,748
Less: Estimated revenue from water only -3446,440
Total Required Water Revenues: $11,195,308
Total Required Sanitary Sewer Revenue $7,883,323
Less: Estimated revenue from sewer only : -$118,891
Total Required Sewer Revenues: $7,764,432
Sanitary Sewer as % of Water Revenues: T 68.35%

Adjusted Combo Water/Sanitary Sewer

. o Rate %
Rates 2012 2013 Change
Water Rate $36.16 $41.62 15.09%
Sewer Rate $31.10 $28.86 -7.19%

$67.26 $70.48 4.79%
Water Filtration Rate y $2.89 $2.79 -3.46%

Final 2013 Water/Sanitary Sewer Rates: 4.45% i




CITY OF NORTH BAY

REPORT TO COUNCIL

Report No:  CORP 2012-128 Date: October 1,2012

Originator:  Lorraine Rochefort / Laura Boissonneault

Subject: 2013 Water and Sanitary Sewer Rates
RECOMMENDATION:

That the 2013 Water and Saﬁitary Sewer Rates report be received and referred to the General
Government Committee.

BACKGROUND:

The last review of water and sanitary sewer rates was completed during the 2012 Operating Budget

process at which time the water and sanitary sewer rates were increased by 4.2% effective January 1,
2012 with the passing of By-Law 2011-233 on December 21, 2011.

The water and sanitary sewer operations is projected to end the 2012 year on budget. Asin prior years,
operational challenges have been encountered. This year those challenges include; lower revenues,
higher principal and interest payments, higher municipal taxes and additional insurance costs.

It is common practice for management to review their cost center activities on an on-going basis and to
make any necessary adjustments or reallocations of resources to ensure the department realizes all
possible savings and efficiencies. The Engineering, Environmental & Works Department expects to

overcome the aforementioned hurdles and end the year on target.

In addition, the establishment of reserves a number of years ago provides some ability to respond to
emergencies and would be capable of absorbing some operational deficits. The balance in the associated
reserves as at September 30" is $1,970,942 and is allocated as follows.

e Water Capital (99522R): $1,126,998.56
o Sewer Capital (99575R): $443,349.10
o Water Operating (99576R): $200,297.26
o Sewer Operating (99577R): $200,297.26

The following two 2013 Operating Budget scenarios for the water and sanitary sewer systems will be
presented to the General Government / Engineering, Environmental and Works Committees for
discussion at a Committee meeting scheduled for the week of October 22, 2012.




CORP Report 2012-128
October 1,2012 Page 2

The first scenario (See Appendix A) allows for both the on-going capital plan (including increases in
principal & interest payments) and expected operational needs. This budget scenario requires a budget
increase of $1,133,115 or 6.03% over the 2012 plan and results from:

¢ Investment in infrastructure replacement program $543,001
As per adopted capital funding policy (8231,425 earmarked for
increased principal and interest payments + §311,576 earmarked for
additional capital project funds) .

o Increase in operating and maintenance costs A $590,114

Water and Sanitary Sewer revenues are collected through various billing methods including combined
water and sewer, water only, sanitary sewer only, metered, and flat-rate. For demonstration purposes,
the impact in dollars for an average residential ‘Flat Rate Water/Sanitary Sewer Bill is noted in the
following table.

Description Current Scenario1 | % Change
Rates Rates
Water Rate $36.16 $43.09 19.15%
Water Filtration A $2.89 $2.79 -3.46%
Sewer Rate $31.10 $28.82 -7.33%
Total Water/Sewer Flat Rate $70.15 $74.70 6.49%

Scenarie 2:

The second scenario (See Appendix B) allows for increased principal and interest payments and
expected operational needs. The difference in the two scenarios is a one-time reduction to the Capital
Levy ($311,576) that was directly earmarked for new investment in water and sanitary sewer capital
projects. This budget scenario requires a budget increase of $821,539 or 4.37% over the 2012 plan and
results from: '

e Investment in infrastructure replacement program $231,425
(8231,423 earmarked for increased principal and interest payments)
e Increase in operating and maintenance costs $350,114

For demonstration purposes, the impact in dollars for an average residential ‘Flat Rate Water/Sewer
Bill’ is noted in the following table.

Description Current Scenario 2 % Rate

_ Rates Rates change
Water Rate $36.16 $41.97 16.07%
Water Filtration $2.89 $2.79 -3.46%
Sewer Rate : $31.10 $28.82 -7.33%
Total Water/Sewer Flat Rate §70.15 $73.58 4.90%
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Flat Rate Billing:

The majority of the approximately 14,025 residential water users (including duplexes) are billed using a
flat rate structure, which has a fixed and variable component based on the number of water fixtures.
Approximately 10,100 residential ‘Flat Rate Users’ are billed every four months, in the month following

the period. About 4,688 residential ‘Flat Rate Users’ have chosen a pre-authorized monthly payment
option. '

A typical monthly residential ‘Flat Rate Water/Sanitary Sewer Bill’ would increase by either $4.55 per

month under Scenario 1 or $3.43 per month under Scenario 2. For a detailed calculation, please refer to
Appendix C attached.

Metered Billing:

There are approximately 1,424 metered commercial, industrial and multi-residential accounts that are
billed monthly based on consumption. The water and sewer billings are completed by the 10® of each
month for the previous month’s consumption. Pre-authorized metered monthly payments are processed

about the 27™ of each month for the previous month’s consumption. About 438 metered users have
chosen a pre-authorized payment option.

A minimum ‘Metered Water/Sanitary Sewer Bill” would increase by either $4.37 per month under

Scenario 1 or $3.30 per month under Scenario 2. For a detailed calculation, please refer to Appendix C

attached.

Statistics

The 2011 Draft BMA Municipal Study includes a comparison of annual water and sanitary sewer costs
for 81 municipalities representing in excess of 80% of the Ontario population. The results are noted
below and indicate that the City of North Bay is below the average annual costs of the 81 municipalities.

Summary of the 81 Municipalities In the
Assumed North Bay Survey
BMA MUNICIPAL STUDY 2011 . Ratepayer's | Averas Lowest
Consumption Pay verage owest ‘o
P Cost Annual Annual Hlahe(s:toinnual
. Cost .- Cost
1 Residential . 250 m3 $807 - $826 8355 $1,395
Commercial 10,000 m3 $16.208 $24,777 $8,516 $46,700
Industrial 100,000 m3 $142,651 $235,173 | $64,850 $467.000

A more detailed comparison of 4 Northern Ontario municipalities and 4 Southern Ontario municipalities
shows that the City of North Bay’s water/sewer costs in all sectors are below average. See over.
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Municipality Residential Commercial Industrial
Belleville ' $964 ' $21,475 $170,182
Greater Sudbury $972 $24,516 $233,880
North Bay $807 $16,208 $142,651
Quinte West $627 '$15,460 $148,120
Sarnia $919 $11,686 $64,850

Sault Ste. Marie $681 | 818,603 $161,729
Thunder Bay $879 $16,879 $140,569
Timmins $638 $21,958 $219,584
Welland $1,116 $21,475 $170,182
Average Annual Cost $845 $18,696 $161,305
Lowest Annual Cost $627 $11,686 $64,850

Highest Annual Cost $1,116 $21,958 $233,880

Regulations:

Ontario Regulation 244/02 made under the Municipal Act, 2001, sets out conditions that apply to
municipalities imposing fees or charges for the use of a waste management system, for the use of a
sewage system or the consumption of water and are as follows:

¢ Amount of fees or charges shall not exceed the cost of providing the system.

o The City must hold at least one public meeting and allow any person attending to make a
presentation. This meeting is being scheduled for Mondav, November 19th. at 7:00 p.m.

e The City must give a minimum of 21 days notice of the public meeting. Notice will be
published in the Nugget on October 20™ and October 27%,

¢ The City must give written notice to anyone requesting such notice within the last five years.

¢ Prior to adoption of a by-law, the City must make available information regarding description of

the service, the cost of the service, the amount of the fees or charges and the rationale for
imposing the charge.

City Council has adopted a policy of recovering all water and sanitary sewer/wastewater operating,
capital, and financing costs from user rates.

Sustainable Water and Sewage Act, 2002 requires municipalities to assess the costs of providing
water and sewage utilities and to devise amethod to finance the full cost of providing these services. By
placing the full cost of water and sewer services on the communities benefiting from them, the Act
hopes to inspire grassroots efforts in water conservation and environmental protection.

The Ontario Safe Drinking Water Act, Ontario Regulation 453/07 (O.Reg. 433/07) requires that
municipal drinking water systems and municipal wastewater (sanitary sewer) systems be self-sufficient.
It further requires that drinking water systems be financially viable. Council adopted a Long Range
Financial Plan on October 3, 2011 in compliance with the regulation.

The City’s budget disclosure and the current Water Rates By-Law 2011-10 satisfy the requirements
contained in the Sustainable Water and Sewage ‘Act, 2002 and the Municipal Act, 2001.
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ANALYSIS:

Administration has provided two scenarios for Council to consider. The change inthe billable rate is a
result of a one-time baseline adjustment to the Pay-As-You-GO budget line. As noted in the Stantec
Report, Water and Sewer infrastructure is not in a significant deficit. Therefore, this one-time
adjustment outlined in Scenario 2 is recommended by Administration because it will not have a
significant impact on the long-term infrastructure replacement program. This change also retains the

principals of the long-term capital funding policy, and both scenarios comply with all required legislated
regulations.

Optmn 1- Approving an operating budget increase of $1,133,115 or 6.03% over 2012:
1) Results in a net increase on a typical ‘Residential Flat Rate Water/ Sanitary Sewer’ bill of
6.49% or $4.55 per month, effective January 1%, 2013.

2) Results in a reduction in the Water Filtration Plant Capital Surcharge from 8% to 6.47% of
water charges.

3) Results in a reduction in the required Sanitary Sewer Surcharge from 86% to 66.85% effective
January 1%, 2013,

Option 2 — Approving an operating budget increase of $821,539 or 4.37% over 2012:
1) Results in a net increase on a typical ‘Residential Flat Rate Water/ Sanitary Sewer’ bill of
4.90% or $3.43 per month, effective January 1%, 2013.

2) Results in a reduction in the Water Filtration Plant Capital Surcharge from 8% to 6.64% of
water charges.

3) Results in a reduction in the required Sanitary Sewer Surcharge from 86% to 68.68% effective
January 1%, 2013.

4) Would implement a one-time reduction of $311,576 in the Pay-As-You-GO Capital Levy.
This adjustment is a reestablishment of the capital levy budget baseline.

Option 3 - No Budget Increase
1) Results in no rate change.

2) Results in a direct violation of; Ontarie Regulation 244/02, the Sustainable Water and
Sewage Systems Act 2002.

3) Results in non-compliance with the City’s full cost recovery policy.
4) Results in the Water Filtration and Sanitary Sewer Surcharge rates will be incorrect.

RECOMMENDATION:

That the 2013 Water and Sanitary Sewer Rates report be received and referred to the General
Government Committee.




CORP Report 2012-128
October 1,2012 Page 6

Respectfully submitted,

l/j
oC Aty . (>SA 20
{ orrhifie Rochefort] AMCT—" Jura Boissormeault, CGA

Manager of Reven¢s and Taxation Supervisor of Budgets and Financial Reporting

We concer in this report and recommendation.

P Hpepn b QQ

Margaret Kafpenko, CMA Alan Kzl
Chief Financial Officer/Treasurer Managing Director of Engineering,

Q Environmental, and Works
qu Jerry

Chief Admmlst ative O

Personne] designated for continuance: Manager of Accounting and Budgets
Manager of Revenues and Taxation

Attachmesnts: Appendix A — Water and Sewer Levy and Rate Calculation — Scenario #1

Appendix B - Water and Sewer Levy and Rate Calculation — Scenaric #2 — (831 1,2;’6) COne-time
Reduction to Capital Levy : o
Appendix C — Flat and Metered Rate calculations

W\FINSERV\RON'2013 Water Rates —budget- RTC




APPENDIX A
Water and Sewer Levy and Rate

Calculation - Scenario #1

Budget Year: 2013
YTD End Date: September 2012

2012 2013
Budget Dept Review Variance Variance %
Water System Budget
Water Distribution $8,230,019 $9,998,244 31,768,225 21.4%%
Water Plant $1,885,500 $2,054,733  $169,233 8.98%

Water Total: '$40;115,519$12:052,977 #:$1,937 45

A5%

Sanitary Sewer Systam Budget

Sewer Distribution $6,987,994 $5,863,332 -31,124,662 -16.09%
Sewer Plant _$1,689,840 $2.010159  $320,319  18.96%
Sewer Total: $$8,677,834 1287 873,491 111:$804; 343 :#85:9-27% ¢

Water & Sewer Budget Grand Total: $18,793,353 -$19,926,468 2:$1,133,115-216.03% - =

Unadjusted Water/Sanitary Sewer Rates 2012 2013
Water Rate $36.16 $43.09
Sewer $31.10 $28.23
Rates Before Adjustments:  $67.26 $71.32
Total Required Water Revenue $10,115,519 $12,052,977
Less: Revenue from water only billings -$459,561

Total Required Water Revenues: $10,115,519 $11,583,416

Total Required Sanitary Sewer Revenue $8,677,834 37,873,491
Less: Revenue from sewer only billings -$118,742

Total Required Sewer Revenues: $8,677,834 $7,754,748

Sanitary Sewer as % of Water Revenues:  85.7S% 66.89%
2012 2013 et
Adjusted Water/Sanitary Sewer Rates Change
Water Rate $36.16 $43.09 19.15%
Sewer Rate $31.10 $28.82 -7.33%
$67.26 $71.91 6.91%
Water Filtration Rate $2.89 $2.79 -3.46%

Final 2013 Water/Sanitary Sewer Rates:  $70.15  ~ $7470  6.49%




APPENDIX B

B Water and Sewer Levy and
3.2 ...+ Rate Calculation - Scenario #2 -
BAY ($311,256) One-time Reduction
S A
to Capital Levy
Budget Year; 2013
YTD End Date: December 2012
2013
2012 Dept -
Budget Review . Variance Variance%
Water System Budget ;
Water Distribution $8,230,01¢ $9,686,668 $1,456,643 17.70%
Water Plant $1,885,500 $2,054,733 $169,233 8.98%

Water Total: $10,145,519:$11,741401%:$4/625,882 4i16°07% 12

Sanitary Sewer System Budget
Sewer Distribution $5,087,094 $5,863,332 -$1,124,662 -16.09%
Sewer Plant $1,689,840 $2,010,159 $320,319 18 96%

Sewer Total: $8,677,834::$7,87.3/49 4, 27

Water & Sewer Budget Grand Total: $18,793,353 $19,614,892..-$821,539 . 4.37%

ST s P S S A S A R S P SHAB  lp B

Unadjusted Water/Sanitary Sewer Rates 2012 2013
Water Rate $36.16 $41.97
Sewer $31.10 $28.23
Rates Before Adjustments:  $67.26 $70.20
Total Required Water Revenue $10,115,519 $11,741,401
Less: Revenue from water only billings -$449 620

Total Required Water Revenues: $10,115,519 $11,291,781

Total Required Sanitary Sewer Revenue  $8,677,834 $7,873,491
Less: Revenue from sewer only billings -$118,742
Total Required Sewer Revenues: $8,677,834 $7,754,748

Sanitary Sewer as % of Water Revenues: _ 85.78% 68.68%

Rate %
Adjusted Water/Sanitary Sewer Rates 2012 2013 Change
Water Rate $36.16 $41.97 16.07%
Sewer Rate $31.10 $28.82 -7.33%
$67.26 $70.78 5.24%
Water Filtration Rate $2.89 $2.79 -3.46%

Final 2013 Water/Sanitary Sewer Rates: .- $70.45 =+ -.'$73.58 " 7:.4.90%




APPENDIX C

TYPICAL MONTHLY FLAT RATE WATER AND SEWER BILL

Description Current | Scenario 1 | Scenario 2
Basic charge, each dwelling unit $15.45 $18.41 $17.93
Three piece bathroom 4.04 481 4.69
, 1.81 2.16 2.10
4.04 481 4.69
Two piece bathroom 1.81 2.16 2.10
.93 1.12 1.08
Laundry outlet 4.04 4.81 4.69
Hose outlet 4.04 481 4.69
Total Water Charge $ 36.16 $43.09 $41.97
Water Filtration Plant Capital Surcharge
2012 - 8% of total water charge; 2013 — Scenario 1 - 6.56%; Scenario 2.89 2.79 2.79
2—-6.74%
Sanitary sewer surcharge
2012 - 86% of total water charges; 20] 3 = Scenario 1 - 66.89%; 31.10 28.82 28.82
Scenario 2~ 68.68%
Total Monthly Water and Sanitary Sewer Bill $70.15 $74.70 $ 73.58

TYPICAL MINIMUM MONTHLY METERED WATER AND SANITARY SEWER BILL

Description Current | Scenariol | Scenario 2
Basic charge, each dwelling unit / account $ 5.13 $ 6.11 $ 5.95
Minimum bill up to 6,000 gallons 29.66 35.34 34.43
For the first 50,000 gallons (per 1,000 gallons) 4.67 5.56 5.42
For the second 50,000 gallons (per 1,000 craHons) 4.30 5.12 4.99
On the balance 3.58 427 4.16
Water Filtration charge Percentage of Lines1 & 2 2.78 2.68 2.68
2012 - 8% of total water charge; 2013 ~ Scenario 1 - 6.56%;

Scenario 2 - 6.74%

Sanitary Sewer Surcharge Percentages of Lines 1 & 2 29.92 27.73 27.73
2012 - 86% of total water charges; 2013 — Scenario I — 66.89%;

Scenario 2 — 68.68%

Total Minimum monthly Water and Sanitary Sewer $ 67.49 $71.86 $70.79

Bill for metered accounts
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Councillor Mendicino
Councillor Mayne
Councillor Vaillancourt
Mayor McDonald

Rezoning applications by Consolidated Homes Ltd. — Golf Club
Road (D14/2001/CHLTD/GOLFCLUB).

Condominium application by Rick Miller on behalf of New Era
Homes Ltd. - McKeown Avenue (D07/2003/NEHL/ MCKEOWN).

Rezoning and Plan of Subdivision applications by Rick Miller on
behalf of Grand Sierra Investments Ltd. - Sage Road
(D12/D14/2003/GSIL/SAGERD).

Motion moved by Councillor Mayne on January 24, 2011 re
Designated Off-Leash Dog Area (R00/2011/PARKS/DOGPARK).

Report from S. Kitlar dated June 12, 2012 re Multi-Use
Recreation Facility Study update (R05/2012/ MURF/GENERAL).

Report from Steve McArthur dated September 11, 2012 re
Rezoning application and Draft Plan of Condominium by Miller
& Urso Surveying Inc. on behalf of Golden Estates Ltd. — SKki
Club Road (D07/D14/2009/GEL/SKICLUB).

Report from Rhéaume Bellehumeur dated October 24,
2012 re Overnight Winter Downtown Parking
(T02/2012/PARKI/OVERNITE).

Report from Rhéaume Bellehumeur dated November
2, 2012 re Downtown North Bay Parking Study Update
(T02/2012/PARKI/OVERNITE).

Report from Rhéaume Bellehumeur dated October 26,
2012 re Amendment to By-Law No. 2011-234, being a
By-Law to Regulate Municipal Parking Lots
(C00/2012/BYLAW/PARLO).



CS-2012-20

Recommendation:

“That 1) the City of North Bay implements an “Overnight
Winter Downtown Parking” program in City Parking
Lot McIntyre 4 (Parking Garage) and Lot Oak 2 on a
two (2) year trial basis; and

2) the overnight monthly rental rate be equal to the
monthly rental rate charged for day use. If a client
requires a parking stall day and night, the client will
be charged both the day and night monthly rental
fee.”




‘City of North Bay
Report to Council

Report No:  CSBU 2012-75 Date: October 24, 2012

Originator.  Rhéaume Bellehumeur

Subject: Overnight Winter Downtown Parking

RECOMMENDATION

That the City of North Bay implements an “Overnight Winter Downtown Parking” program in City
Parking Lot Mcintyre 4 (Parking Garage) and Lot Oak 2 on a two (2) year trial basis and that the
overnight monthly rental rate be equal to the monthly rental rate charged for day use. If a client

requires a parking stall day and night, the client will be charged both the day and night monthly rental
fee.

BACKGROUND

There has been an increase in the number of residential units in the downtown core. With this trend
expected to continue, the demand for Overnight Winter Downtown Parking (OWDP) in the downtown

core will also increase. The current By-Law 2011-34, that regulates parking in municipal parking lots
states:

‘No person shall park a motor vehicle in any parking lot overnight from 2 .0'clock in the morning
to 8 ¢’clock in the morning from November 1 to March 31 inclusive with the exception of Levels
1 thru 4 of Lot Mclntyre 4 (Parking Garage) or in areas designated by the Parking Supervisor.’

Presently OWDP is available free of charge on Levels 1 thru 4 of the Parking Garage. These levels

offer the convenience of covered parking requiring minimal winter maintenance. This lot also offers a
two hour free program that clients can either enter after 4:00 pm or exit before 10:00 am without
incurring daily parking fees. Parking stalls usually become available after 4:00 pm. The demand for

OWDP in this facility is relatively low, reachi.ng an average 20 of 100 available stalls. Height restrictions
do limit the type of vehicle that can enter the parking garage.

2102 parking rental rates for day use are: Lot Oak 2 $188.11/quarter ($62.70/month)
Lot Mcintyre 4  $250.76/quarter (383.59/month)

In a small survey of other municipalities, the cities of Sudbury, Timmins, and Sault Ste. Marie do not
allow parking overnight during the winter season. Thunder Bay allows on-street parking in designated

areas requiring parking on different sides of a street on odd or even days of the calendar. This latter
option does have an impact on winter street maintenance.
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ANALYSIS / OPTIONS

There are a number of options when considering overnight winter parking. The City could maintain the

status quo, encourage landlords to supply parking for their clients, or provide this service either on-
street or off-street.

Providing overnight winter parking downtown in Lot Oak 2 is a preferred option. An area has been
identified on the attached drawing of Lot Oak 2. This lot also a two hour free program that would
benefit overnight users by allowing them flexibility in arrival and/or departure times.

The OWDP Lot Oak 2 area includes 22 stalls that are divided by a median. This area would allow easy

installation of signs and is close to where snow is stored for removal allowing easier daytime follow-up
maintenance.

Other parking lots may have similar areas that would lend themselves to this program in the future
depending on demand and the success of the trial in Lot Oak 2. Lot Worthington 7 and possibly Lot
Mclintyre 11 across from City Hall could potentially be used.

Parking restrictions associated with the Regulations may include; designated locations to park and a
requirement to move one’s vehicle daily so maintenance can be provided. Enforcement is strongly
recommended for those who do not comply with the regulations of the OWDP program. Compliance
with regulations would be necessary to implement proper snow removal and ice control maintenance

while undertaking due diligence. Penalties could include; ticketing, and/or towing, and/or cancellation
of OWDP permit.

Creating new OWDP areas would offer clients more location options and increased availability. If the
program is successful, the Downtown core may become more attractive for landlords to expand

generating economic spin-offs for Downtown businesses. The trial OWDP will be monitored regarding
revenues and costs.

Option #1

That the City of North Bay implements an “Overnight Winter Downtown Parking” program in City
Parking Lot Mcintyre 4 (Parking Garage) and Lot Oak 2 on a two (2) year trial basis and that the -
overnight monthly rental rate be equal to the monthly rental rate charged for day use. If a client

requires a parking stall day and nlght the client will be charged both the day and night monthly 1
‘rental fee. '

Tlia I . atafftm mannaa arnd am a ~ a
This option will allow staff to assess the demand and associated new maintenance procedures required

for Overnight Winter Downtown Parking. Councxl could then decide whether to cancel, continue,
modify, or expand the program.

Option #2

That the City of North Bay not implement an “Overnight Winter Downtown Parking” program in
City Parking Lots. _
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This option will not allow staff to assess an Overnight Winter Downtown Parking program and will not
provide information required to responsibl implement a permanent OWDP program.

RECOMMENDED OPTION/ FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

Option #1

That the City of North Bay implements an “Overnight Winter Downtown Parking” program in City
Parking Lot Mclintyre 4 (Parking Garage) and Lot Oak 2 on a two (2) year trial basis and that the
overnight monthly rental rate be equal to the monthly rental rate charged for day use. If a client

requires a parking stall day and night, the client will be charged both the day and night monthly rental
fee.

Financial Implications

Costs incurred by implementing an OWDP program would include administration hours, parking tags,
purchase and installation of signage, enforcement, additional use of small snow removal equipment

and maintenance staff hours to maintain these areas. These costs as well as additional revenue will be
tracked during the trial period. )

Respectfully submitted,

N\

Rhéaume Bellehumeur
Facilities and Parking Supervisor

We concur with this report and recommendation

lan Kilgour o
Director, Parks, Recreation & Leisure Services

Peter Chirico e nox
Managing Director Community Services . Chief Administrative Officer

Attachment: Drawing of Lot Oak 2 with the proposed trial area foa OWDP shown in blue.
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City of North Bay

Report to Council

Report No: CSBU 2012-81 Date: November 2, 2012

Originator: Rhéaume Bellehumeur, Facilities & Parking Supervisor

Subject: Downtown North Bay Parking Study Update

RECOMMENDATION

That the report attached to Report to Council CSBU 2012-81 regarding the Downtown North Bay

Parking Study be received by Council and referred to Community Services Committee for further
discussion.

BACKGROUND

In 2001, the Parking Study introduced by the BA Group Transportation Consultants offered the City
direction regarding future parking requirements by preparing a list of recommendations to improve
parking within the downtown core of North Bay. This study proved valuable as virtually all of the

suggested changes were implemented with success. In 2005, this same consulting group assisted with
the demands and layout of the Oak Street parking lots.

In light of the shift of Municipal parking operations from Corporate Services to Community Services and
the positive results from the direction given by the BA Group, the City once again requested the
services of this consultant to update the 2001 Parking Study.

Tasks Completed to Date

The study included consultation with the DIA, By-Law Enforcement, Planning, Economic Development,
and Parking Operations. Occupancy surveys were completed over a six month period. To assist in
establishing a future plan for the Parking Department, the program completed a review of existing

conditions, current issues and future parking concerns. A list of recommendations was then prepared
for the City’s consideration.

The recommendations address a variety of subjects including; staffing expenses, occupancy levels

both on-street and off-street, future property acquisitions, alternate transportation incentives, parking lot
rental percentages and rates, and attendant parking services.

ANALYSIS / OPTIONS

Option 1 - That the report attached to Report to Council CSBU 2012-81 regarding the Downtown North

Bay Parking Study be received by Council and referred to Community Services Committee
for further discussion.

Option 2 - That Council does not receive this report.
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RECOMMENDED OPTION / FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

Option 1 - That the report attached to Report to Council CSBU 2012-81 regarding the Downtown North

Bay Parking Study be received by Council and referred to Community Services Committee
for further discussion.

Respectfully submitted,

A
|
@‘ %M\\ e

Rhéaurfie Bellehumeur
Facilities & Parking Supervisor

We concur in this report and recommendation,

Oy N

lan Kilgour Peter CHirico
Director of Par s, Recreation & Leisure Managing Director, Community
Services Services
% L -
Kncx

Chief Administrative Officer

Persons designated for continuance: Facilities & Parking éupérvisor

Attachments: 1) Downtown North Bay Parking Study, dated September 2012
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1.0 Iniroduction

BA Group was retained by the City of North Bay to conduct a parking operations review and
develop a strategy for the future operation of the municipal parking sysiem serving the
central business ares of the City.

This study was initiated by the municipality for the following reasons:
. Since the last full scope parking study was conducted in October 2001, the municipal
parking system has been improved by implementing virtually all of the

recommendations provided in that study;’

. The parking enforcement Gperation was detached from the parking operation in June
2010 and placed under the City Solicitor Department.

. Management of the mumctpat parkmg operation was moved from the Corporate
Services Department to the Community Services department in June 2010.

. ‘The Mcintyre Street parking garage {Lot4)} will be undergoing extensive structural
repair cnce again, raising the question as to whether or fot it would be mare effective
to replace the garage;

. There has been modest but significant growth in downtown employment uses that rely
for the most part on the shared parking resources that are provided by the

municipality as an economic development incentive;

. in hght of the aforementconed issues, the municipality wants to understand the future
need for pubhc parking resources and the poteritial financial lmphcatmns

Figure 1, an aerial photograph of the downtown ares, illustrates the study area context.

- The following chapters serve o describe the existing situation, evaluate possible future

. conditions in the near to mid-term, and provide recommendations regarding the future

parking operation.

! Downtown North Bay Parking Study, October 2001, BA Group
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2.0 Existing Conditions
2.1 Staffing

Until june 2010, the municipal parking operation was managed and administered by the
Corporate Services Division of the City directed by the Manager of Corporate Support with a
total staff of ten people, including seven contract staff (Commissicnaires), and four municipal
employees. The contract staff included four parking cashiers and three enforcement
personnel. The City staff included a full time parking clerk and three parking maintenance
personnel. The Manager of Corporate Support spent approximately one third of their time
managing the parking operation. Aifhough other staff time from C@rporate Services and the
legal department is-sperit on parking re!ated matters the cost of this time has not been
allocated to the parking operation to date.

In June 2010, the enforcement funcuon of the parkmg operation was detached and
consolidated with generai bylaw enforcement in the City Solicitor's Departmem thefeby
transferring the operational tesponﬂbzixty as well as the revenues and costs of this activity
out of the par kmg sect;on

In June 2010, the responsibility for parking operations was transferred to the Community
Services Department which also has responsibility for-Public Transit, Economic Development,
Planning & Zoning Serwces and Parks and Recreation, The muaicipal parkirig operation Is
managed by Mr. Rheaymeﬁ\e&lehumegr = Supervisor of Facilities & Parking. There is th;ee full
time staff including a Central City maintenance and repair co-ordinator and two parking
meter service-collection personnel. There are also four cashiers under contract for the
Mcintyre Street Garage and the Oak- Street surface lot 2. Alihough the c:shaers are employed
only for parking purposes and the cost allocated to parkmg operations, the staff report to the
Bylaw Enforcement Officer. Hesvy duty mamtenance, snow ploughing and new construction Is
contracted out and charged back to the parking operatton

2.2 Parking Supply

~ Figure 2 Ilfustrates the tocation of the municipal parking supply and the other private parking

facitities. The existirig supply ef municipal parking totals some 1726 parking stalls including
1129 stalls located in ten different off street lots and one parking garage as well as 597 on-
street pald parking stalls. The on-street parking stalls account for 35% of the total supp-{y.
This represents a net increase of 89 stalls from the 2001 parking study inventory of 1637
stalls, including an increase of 102 stalls in surface lots {up from 1027 stalls) and a reduction
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of 13 on-street stalls (down from 610 stalls). Since 2001, many of the on-street parking
meters have been replaced with Pay and Display machines.

Table 1 pré\:ides an outline of current parking rates in comparison to those in place in Year
2000 when the last formal parking study was conducted. Paid parking is in effect on all
designated lots and streets from 8am to 6pm Monday to Friday. Saturdays, Sundays and
Helidays are free of tharge.

As recommended in the 2001 Study, one hour time limits for the on street meters have been
increased to two hours in order to provide customers with more flexibility and minimize the

incidence of tickets for overstaying the time limit. In addftfcn socme 4 hour time limits have
been mtmduced

TABLE 1 CURRENT PARKING RATES

S st TSIy
NonCo preabeles | siooiw | @sorm)
OffStrestPayd Displaylois | $1.00/hr | oeoImy
Garage and Lot 2 staffed | o nours:reemen $1507he | “A.007h7
Morhly Employee Rerfals | $31.6710 88350 /month_  ($2510$40)

The most significant municipal parking supply changes since 2001 have been:

. the reconstruction and 2astward shift of the three surface lots south of Oak Street in
conjunction with the’ a'eedevelopment of the raz!wey lands into park space, adding 18
stalls; .

. the loss of some 29 stalls in Lot 11 in order to accommodate the TD Canada Trust
development; .

. Acquisition of Lots 14 (including 2 maintenance building) and 15 in the east end,
adding 65 stalls; :

« .. Expansion of Lot 7 by 33 stalls by acquiring the previous school board gravel lot;

The expansion of Lot 7 and acquisition of new surface parking in the east end (Lots 14 &15)
at a cost of approximately $570,000 were both recommended in the 2001 Parking Study. The
replacement of the Oak Street lots in conjunction with the Railway Lands redevelopment
{also recommended in the 2001 study) were completed ét a cost of approximately $1.2
millien.

WNTOW\X NORTH BAY PARHNG QTU“}DY
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Approximately 765 stalls or about 44% of the total municipal supply are used by employees
who pay for the spaces on a monthly basis. There are currently 90 people waiting for
monthly spaces in the system of which 28 are already parking in municipal lots or on multiple
lists, leaving a net demand for 62 people who would purchase a monthly space if it were
made available.

The estimated replacement cost of the current parking system is roughly $13.0 million dollars
or about $7525 per stall, an important asset for the downtown area. This includes roughly
$12.0 million for the off street facilities ($10,630/stall) and $1 million for the on-street
spaces ($1675/stall).

2.3 Parking Occupancy Levels

Parking occupancy surveys were conducted by the City in March and December 2011, before
and after the substantial completion of the reconstructed Oak Street surface lots respectively.
Several weekdays were surveyed during each month. Previous surveys have indicated that
weekday system occupancy is much higher than weekends due to the substantially higher
employee parking demand generated by non-retail business in the downtown area. The peak
occupancy of the municipal parking system reached 986 vehicles in December or.-57% of the

1726 stall supply for the entire downtown area. In March, the peak occupancy reached 901

vehicles or 52% of the 1726 stall total municipal supply. Keeping in mind the need to
maintain a 10% to 15% vacancy level in order to allow péop{e to find a space in a reasonable
amount of time, these occupancy levels indicate that there are at least 480 vacant parking
spaces available for use throughout the downtown. This includes 195 spaces in surface lots
and 285 on-street spaces.

Figure 3 provides a graphic illustration of the peak occupancy levels for the three geographlc

zones within the larger downtown study area for December 2011~ - - - - - - =~ - - - = - - -~

Within the DIA boundary, the peak occupancy reached 335 vehicles or 73% of the total
municipal supply. Within the broader downtown core area, the peak occupancy reached 612
spaces or 59% of the 1041 stall municipal supply. On street parking occupancy reached 56%
within the DIA area while lots 4, 3 and 11 reached 83% occupancy. o

‘Appendix A provides a more detailed breakdown of the occupancy levels in each lot and block

face in the study area. The off street parking facilities with the highest occupancy levels in
December were:

DOWNTOWN NORTH BAY PARKING STUDY
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» The Mclintyre Garage(Lot 4) at 100% primarily due to the substantial number of
monthty employee parkers;

“ Lot 7 at 94%, probably due to a special Christmas event;?
J Lot 5 at 93%, primarily due'to courthouse related demand
. Lot 6 was 80% occupied.

The lots in the vicinity of the City Hall and east end were approximately 60% occupied while
the three lots south of Oak Street were 49% occupied.

Based upon this information, it appears that there is a sufficient supply of on street pcrkmg
throughout the downtown area and’ wrthm the DIA boundary The Mcintyre garage is fully
utilized in meeting employee dpmand for m_onthly parking generated by business in the area
and providing a modest amount of two hour free parking for visitor parking. There is also a
w'a'rting list of 17 employees for this garage. L@f_?’vapp'e_ars to'have sufficient capacity at the
present time, although this might change when the strip of property along Third Street blocks
100 and 200 West (former railway line) are . deveioped thereby displacing about 65 people
wha currently park for free aiong the south sade of Thrrd Street. Most, if not all of these
people work at the Mmrstry of Correctional Services building, but park on-street te avoid
paying for parking in the Ministry building parking lot.

The City should conduct parking occupancy surve_ys on a regular basis at one or two year
intervals in order to obtain accurate information regarding the use of the lots and provide
guidance’ regdrdmg ‘the need to consrder addmg new parking facilities.

* During the other December and March survey days the occupancy of this lot was about 100 spaces or 64%.
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2.4 Parking Revenue & Expenses

Table 2 provides a six year summary of the parking revenue and expenditures.

As mentioned earlier, the enforcement function was removed from the parking operation in
June 2010 and transferred to the Legal Services Department. This change resulted in a drop in
net revenue for the municipal parking system of approximately $180,000 per year.

A review of the parking operations expenditures indicates that they are in reasonable
alignment with typical operating costs (excluding debt service and realty taxes) for similar
municipal parking operations. It appears that the allocation of staffing costs could be
improved modestly, by more accurately reflecting actual staff time. For example, it appears
that the Facilities and Parking Supervisor actually spends more time on parking operations
compared to the budgeted amount while the clerk in enforcement services spends a portion of
their time on parking administration which is not allocated to parking operations. In addition,
it appears that some of the time associated with the Central City Co-ordinator position does
not belong in the parking operations budget. A more accurate reflection of these staff costs
might result in a modest reduction in the parking budget staffing costs.

We have prepared an approximate cost/revenue summary for each of the lots, garage and on-
street parking operation based upon the 2012 operating budget in order to better understand
the source of operating surplus and deficit excluding debt service costs. The Table A1 in
Appendix B indicates that the off street parking facilities generate a very modest surplus of
approximately $10,000 per year while the on-street parking revenue generates an operating
surplus of approximately $160,000 per year. This situation is typical for most municipal
parking operations except for those in very large Cities where parking rates are much higher.
Lots 2 and 4 (garage) generate the largest operational deficits followed by Lot 13; at $31,000

'$43,000 and $15,000 respectively. The primary reason for the deficits on Lots 2 and 4 are the

costs associated with the attendants when two hour free parking is provided. A total of only
$33,000 in short term hourly parking revenue is collected by the cashiers at a cost of
approximately $85,000. Restoring regular parking fees and instituting a token discount
system, or eliminating the need for cashiers would substantially improve this situation. The
deficit on Lot 13 is primarily related to the relatively low employee parking rates (i.e. $95.01

" per quarter or $31.67 per month) combined with a relatively low utilization rate (i.e. 26%).

The debenture costs largely relate to the extensive structural repairs which have been
undertaken in the existing public parking garage and the acquisition of Lot 14. The balance
remaining on the debentures at the end of 2012 will be approximately $366,000. However,
there is currently not any parking reserve money set aside to cover future maintenance and
repair or fund future parking facility development. The Mcintyre Street garage (Lot4) is

NTOWN NORTH BAY PARKING STUDY 9
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scheduled to undergo approximately $9%0,000 in structural repairs in 2012 which will
substantially increase the debt load allocated to the municipal parking operation adding
perhaps $69,000 per year to bring the annual debt payment to approximately $162,000 per

year. This will almost eliminate the parking operations budget annual surplus of $75,320
expected for 2012.
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TABLE2

Mumc:pa! Parkxng Operat:en Revenue< & Expenses - 2097 to 2032

Meter Revenue 32410075 |5 463,705|5 447454 )% 448299]% 4asqass|S 410700
Employee Parking Rentals $298546 | § 227,815]% 347,325{$ 360,393 |$ 384713 |$ 431,000
Parking Fines $184354 | § 224,483 1S 202,402 $ 40
Court Fines $ 63010]$ 71434|$ 76,155
{Other Revenues $.1743|$. . 166005 . 2,240
”“ﬁ'lﬁgﬁfz 351*0?%"5*’&%_@' 2~‘_,._ *ﬁsﬁiﬁﬁw
Salary/Benefits $233663|$ 260778 | $ 238,832)% 273.5671$ 275-13335 $ 228424
Commissiongires Contract 5 1747235 183;535]5 1850635 85741}5S 85,741} S §5,741
[Office Supplies/Admin Costs $-2504315 ;5,354 'S 15926 7470]S 14183)$ 14,300
Coilectsor Agency Fees S 11,509 §  7753)s 20178 895 $ 560 S -
Advertising & Promotion $ gso7|s 177s8|$ 13,3050 $ 10434|S  9ss4|S 10,000
Vehicle Lease S 877215 1,794 $ 1891$ 21118 - 18 -
Postage | $ 3807fs 39e3|s  3870fs  2492{$ 1B
Telephone § 4482]%  3737)$  338]s  1%04|s 113
Parking Meter Maintenance $ 205541$ 24 L1061 80745 11331 s
Employee Parking Tags $ 37445| s 40%s4ls 467735 508481 4
Equipment Maintenance S g673|S  14082)$ 38205|$ 57,584(S 1 1$
Insurance $ 5e83}s 533313 C271s 36|$ s
Machinery & Equipment s - s - s - s 18218 1S
Miscellaneous Costs S =45 - 15 $ - 28448 31 $
Takes - $115,~81 §.112310)8% . - -$ ;.9‘3 324.- $ - §
Total GeneF"iOverhea B _ GOT1357:] 201 {g SHES ==
Goods and Services - N s
Electricity 333 157 $ 31,533 s 31,084 S 3;,909
Grounds Maintenance § 28,38? $ 32355]5 17,9585 14,166 ¢
SnewRemoval g §-ag480)38 52013)$ _40577{S 26,834 S - 36,924

' ' e e e ﬁ%,&@“'-.”'4.”f.f}_;.‘ff ].f'-

S T 36,280 ST 13357, 322
s s6642|8 916738 92525|$ = 83112




3.0 Current & Future Parking lssues
3.1 Current Operational Issves

A meeting with DIA representatives in March 2012 did not indicate any major concerns with
the current parking operation; however the following issues were identified:

. The perception by some that parking regulations aré tea Vidorausly enforced and
tickets are given out too frequently;
° The consistently full condition of the Mcintyre Garage (Lot 4), especna ty the two hour

free section;

* The need to consider 2 hour free parking in Lot 3 in lfght of the garage full challenge;
. The impact of garage rehabilitation on the availability of parking in the west end;

The pe’rf:ep{ioh of over enforcement can be improved through régular meetings with the DIA,
parking enforcement and parking operations staff.

The pot-éﬂtja‘l for reducing future parking demand by implementing a carpool incentive
program, espeéial{y’ for the Mclntyre Garage (Lot 4), W&svdis_cu,s\éed,,Such a program could
include reserved stalls on the lower levels of the garage (excluding the shert term parking
areas) near the stairs/elevators and viewed as being worth a try.

The addition of bicycle parking racks or storage lockers inis‘orﬁe:,cf the lots was also discussed
as a way to reduce some parking demand during the spring/summer and fall.

The idea of p:-omdi:ir&’g public transit use was also discussed in general terms.

The garage rehabil tataon project will be conducted over 3 five month period beginning in
August 2032 in order to minimize the time the parking is drsmpted At present, there are
approxjmate'y 55 spaces available in Lot 7 and 140 spaces available in Lot 2 to accommodate
displaced customers in the garage. This would be enough to accommodate relocation of all
150 spaces at once. Once the rehabilitation is finished, 10 carpool spaces should be
introduced to test the market for this type. of service. At the-same time, regular monthly
parking rates should be increased in this very popular location in order to-reduce demand at
this facility, encourage use of alternate lots and increase the potential for carpooling.

As mentioned earlier in sections 2.2 and 2.3, there is a waiting list for employee permit
parking in municipal parking lots for 90 people of which 28 are already parking in the
municipal system or are on multiple lists, leaving a net new demand for approximately 62
new spaces.

DDWN'\FC)WN NOPTH EAY PARMNG STUDY
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The City should also consider selling more employee parking permits in certain lots in order to
increase utilization and meet some of the demand on the waiting list mentioned earlier.
Currently, with the exception of the Mcintyre Garage (Lot 4), the City does not oversell the
number of parking spaces it allocates in each lot for employee parking. In many municipal
parking operations and oversell rate of at least 10% is typically used for employee parking
which reflects the fact that some people are away on vacation, sick leave or for training and
job related trips. For example, in Lot 11, the occupancy surveys indicate a maximum of 47
permit parkers at any one time com;ﬁa’réd to 56 permits sold. The overall occupancy of the
lot is 60% with 35 vacant spaces. There are 13 people on the wait list for Lot 11. It appears
that the City could easily accommodate the 13 people on the wait list. Similarly on Lot 7,
the maximum number of employee permit parkers at one time is approximately 90 out of 129
permits sold, except for the unusual pre-Christmas spike noted in section 2.3 when 119 of the
129 permit holders were present. The overall lot occupancy appears to be about 100 out of
157 spaces or 64% except for the Christmas spike in demand noted above. This suggests that
an oversell rate of at least 10% could be accommiodated at this lot. There are 5 people on
the employee permit waiting list for Lot 7 who could easily be accommodated. There are 2
people on the wait list for Lot 15 that could easily be accommodated. Altogether, 20 out of
62 people on the employee permit waiting list could be accommodated in the three locations
above. This would improve service for downtown employees and generate additional revenue
for the parking system.

3.2 Short to Medium Term lIssues

As mentioned in Section 2.3, the McIntyre Street Garage is generally full in meeting employee
demand in the area and has a waiting list of 17 people. Lot 7 currently operates at about
64% occupancy with a 57 space vacancy. However the redevelopment of the former rail line
lands along Third Street in the 100 and 200 West blocks will dislocate approximately 65
people who likely work at the Provincial Government Office and presently park in this area.
This demand could substantially fill Lot 7 unless these people found alternative parking
elsewhere.

There is significant development potential on the two vacant lots on Main Street West, just
west of Ferguson Street, both of which extend through to Oak Street. If the east site owned
by the Blue Sky family Health Team were dével'oped with grade level retail and two floors of
office space, totalling some 2500 sq. metres of floor space, a demand for 60 to 75 spaces
might be generated. If the adjoining lot developed in similar fashion, demand for an
additional 35 spaces might be generated plus the lost parking already used on the sites.
Approximately 30 private parking spaces on these two building sites would also be lost. There
is capacity available on Lot 2 for about 120 spaces which could facilitate development on
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these two sites, but it would fill the lot and initiate a desire to supply more municipal parking
in the area.

Although there is sufficient capacity available to meet demand on a system wide basis in the
foreseeable future, good proactive planning should include acting on opportunities to
incrementally improve the system by acquiring strategic properties for future expansion. This
should include optimizing the size and shape of larger, appropriately located surface lots so
that they could accommodate a parking garage in the future should the need arise.

Lot 7 was identified in the past as a potential future garage site given its size and shape. In
order to maximize the efficiency of the garage layout, it would be desirable to acquire one
housing lot on Worthington Street immediately adjacent to the site, should it become
available. This would also allow the lot to expand by about 15 spaces in the interim. With
this lot configuration, a three level parking garage could be constructed with a capacity of
about 440 spaces, an increase of 283 spaces over the existing 157 space surface lot.
Acquiring the next two houses in order to square off the lot would add about 35 more stalls
and further enhance the efficiency of this site and enable the inclusion of some ground floor
commercial space in the garage, if marketable. It is unlikely that the demand for an
additional 283 spaces in this area of the downtown will materialize in the short or medium

term. However, a garage with a single level above grade would result in a net increase of
about 140 spaces.

As per the recommendations in the 2001 Parking Study, Lot 2 has also been configured in a
size and shape to facilitate the future construction of an efficient parking garage should the
need arise. Approximately 200 to 400 additional spaces could be obtained with one or two

levels above grade respectively. It is unlikely that the demand for 400 additional spaces will
materialize in the medium term.

Once the Mcintyre garage rehabilitation is complete at the end of the year, an assessment
will be available regarding its future lifespan and future repair costs. Should it be determined
that the Mcintyre Street garage be demolished due to the unsustainable cost of future

structural repairs, the options exist to provide replacement parking on Lots 2 and or 7 as
described above.

Another improvement that should be pursued is the acquisition of the house immediately

adjacent to the east side of Lot 11. This would improve visibility at the exit from the lot and
provide enough space to facilitate the future development of a garage on this site in the long
term. Acquisition of the second house would allow for a future garage while still maintaining

an open throughway on the west side of the lot to access the rear loading areas of the
buildings fronting Main Street.
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T T

5678-14 September, 2012



Another improvement would be to improve the attractiveness of Lot 13 by acquiring some
property to implement a pedestrian walkway through to Oak Street.

3.3 Demand Management Considerations

In order to minimize thé potential future cost of expensive parking garages, consideration
should be given to promoting and facilitating alternative transportation options for
employees working in the downtown. Each person who carpools, cycles or takes public transit
could reduce the need for a $35,000 parking space in a garage or a $10,000 surface parking
space when land costs are included.

As mentioned earlier in Section 2.2, approximately 750 monthly employee parking permits are
issued for the municipal parking system. If only 10% of these parkers decided to use
alternative travel modes, the need for additional future parking would be reduced by 75
spaces. This would save $2.6 million in future garage costs or $750,000 in future surface lot
costs. It would also be helpful for the environment. A similar sized reduction might be
achieved on private parking lots, thereby freeing up parking space for new tenants or land for
future development.

One of the most important tools to encourage people to consider alternative travel modes is
appropriate parking pricing, especially for employee parking. Generally speaking, the monthly
cost of a well located employee parking space should at least equal the cost of a monthly bus
pass — which is currently $80 in North Bay. With this in mind, the minimum monthly price for
employee parking in Lots 3, 4, and 11 should be $80 including taxes. Given the demand in Lot
4 (Mclintyre garage), the rates should be higher than $80 per month.

It is also important to provide some reduced rate carpool spaces in convenient locations in
the various facilities throughout the downtown starting with Lots 3, 4 and 11. A reasonable
starting point would be to designate 10 spaces in Lot 4 (garage), 3 in Lot 3, and 5in Lot 11.
The amount could be adjusted depending upon actual demand. The rates for registered
carpool spaces should be set at a 25% discount or $60 per month. '

Given that most residential areas in North Bay are within 5 kilometres of the downtown area,
cycling to work could be a viable option in non-winter months. With this in mind, the City
should provide secure bicycle parking in Lots 3, 4 and 11 for a trial period.

Public transit service is a more flexible and scalable form of infrastructure than providing
parking garages. Transit service can be adjusted to meet varying demands, in many cases
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with relatively low marginal costs compared to providing parking spaces. It is also much
more environmentally friendly than encouraging single occupant vehicle travel by providing
parking. A review of the City Transit service indicates that it covers most areas of the City
reasonably well and facuses on the Downtown bus terminal. This means that a transit route
is available for most people whe live in the City and work downtown, although route
reliability and frequency would have to be addressed to attract new riders.

" A'good pilot project to test the potential for the use of alternative travel modes could be City
" Hall employees. On line surveys could be conducted to understand employee commuting
-characteristics and then those employees most suited to trying alternative travel options

ceuld be the focus of special marketmg programs to entice them to switch travel modes.

Depending on the success of this program, it could be refined and then applied to other large
employers in the dowmown.

3.4 Future Financial Considerations

As described in Section 2.4, the municipal parking system is expected to operate with a net
surplus of approximately $75,000 in 2012 after deducting debenture costs associated with lot
acquisitions and past. rehabilitations of the Mcintyre Street garélgé'(l.ot 4). The net annual
surplus of the municipal parkmg system has been significantly reduced since enforcement

. activity and revenues have been removed from the. operation in june 2010, resulting in a net

reduction in surplus revenue of approxmately $180,000 per year.

The Mcintyre garage will be undergomg approxsmatety $990, \OGO in structural repairs in 2012
which will substantially increase the debt load allocated to the mumcxpal parking operatlon
by perhaps $69,000 per year, which will almost ehmmate the annual surplus of $75,000.

In addition to the major "éxpensp that will be fnc‘un"ed for the garage rehabilitatmn in 2012,
the Capstai Budget and Forecast for the mumc;pal parkmg operatxon includes an allowance for
the following items: :

o $100,000 in each of Years-2013, 2016 and 2019 {a total of $300,000) for vehicle and
equipment replacement including parking gates, meters and pay and display
equipment; o :

. $100,000 in each of Years 2013, 2015, 2017 and 2019 {a total of $400,000) for
parking lot maintenance and improvements;

o $400,000 in each of Years 2014 and 2019 (a total of $800,000) for property/parking
lot acquisition.

DOWNTOWN NORTH BAY PARKING STED‘Y_ '

55"6 14 Seplembper, 2012




The property and Lot acquisition program will be funded through debenture financing as it
has in the past. About $27,500 per year could be added to the parking budget in 2014 to
fund $400,000 in debenture costs for Lot acquisition, which in combination with the garage

. rehabilitation debenture costs would eliminate the operating budget surplus. If the other
capital improvement projects were funded directly by the parking operation, it would operate
in @ modest deficit position.

The capital improvements for vehicle and equipment replacement may be funded through the
general tax base. The parking lot maintenance and improvement program may also be funded
through the general tax base. Although these capital expenditures may be funded through
the general tax base, they should be recorded and monitored as investments in the municipal
parking operation

Table 3 provides an approximate picture of the municipal parking system financial outlook
taking into account the expenditures described above. It is assumed that operational costs

increase at 3% per year and employee parking income increases at the same 3% per year rate
on average.

The projection indicates that the municipal parking system will likely operate in a net deficit

position in 2014 and 2015 and a break even position in 2016 and 2017. If the capital costs

associated with future equipment replacement and lot maintenance and repair are also

- included, the annual deficit will increase substantially and occur in each year from 2013 to
2017. ‘ '

Annual operating surpluses could be improved by increasing hourly parking rates or
eliminating cashier staff in the Mcintyre garage (Lot 4) and Lot 2. Eliminating the cashiers in
the garage where most of the parking activity is employee related, would reduce expenditures
and increase net revenue by approximately $43,000 per year. Increasing hourly parking rates
by 25% would generate approximately $100,000 per year. These adjustments would increase
the annual parking system surplus to levels approaching what they were prior to the removal
of the enforcement operation and would allow it to fund the irregular equipment replacement
and lot reconstruction costs anticipated over the next few years.
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TABLES :
Municipai Parking Gperaucn Revnﬂzfe & Expense Dr@;echm 2812 m ?017 .

Meter Revenie
Employee Parking Rentals
P“arkmg Fines
Court’ Fines
Other Revenues

. 4_1;):?0@ °
433,000
al

Sa!aw[Beneﬁts _

Commissionaires Contract

‘ lofﬁoe Supplies/Admin Costs

Collection Agency Fees
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Telephone

parking Meter Maintenance
Employee Parking Tags
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Insurance '

' Machmery & qupment

M;sce!taneous Easts

Taxes . -
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25,741
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‘JiohiGeneralOver
Goods and Services
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Snaw Removal-

s
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w1 [
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443 930

5 a0
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S 47096515 485,084
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10,300
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S 410,760
S 498,547

$ 24850516 25709318 264,308
s 936321 s652)Ss 95,357
§ 1540708 15870]$ 16346
$ - 1% R -
§ 1882715  11,255(S 11,593
s N B - 18 -
3 7651 S 78815 81t
$ 2185 2.251)$ 2,319
$ 18927018  11255]$ 11,593
$ 48845|$ 503100S 53,820
$ 64,193|s B3028|5 64,319
$ &8s 71| 73
$ i083)s 1,1264 S 1,359 1
$- 38351$ 3339 1% 4,057
s, 1 5. 1215551 % _25,202
16:94% %ﬁéﬂﬁf 54055 |
S 3,27 (s 3,377
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Total Debenture Costs* $.-- 093,112 1$" 148,000 1S, 175,000 S 163.000“ S 120,060' $ 120;000

Equiprent replacement $ 100000) - 7|5 100000 ,

: Lotmaxrtenance&‘mpmvenent {5 100000 . .. . $ 450,000 . 1s 100,000
= £ z IGO0 = Tl ed foe o a 303000

Notes:
1. Prior Debenture costs reduce in 2015 as they are paid off.




4.0 R.ecomrﬁendqiic.-ns

1. The existing supply of municipal parking totals scme 1726 parking stalls located in ten
different off street lots and one parking garage (1129 stalls) as well as 597 on-street
paid parking stalls.

The estimated replacement eosti of the current parking system is roughly §13.0 million
dollars, an important asset for the downtown area.

The 2012 budget for parking operat%ons includés $841,660 in total revenue, $673,228
in operating expenses and $93,112 in debenture Costs; resulting in a projected
operating surplus of $75.320. These figures exclude enforcement revenue and
expenses which have been remaved from the parking operation, thereby reducing net
revenue by approximately $180,000 per year.

2. Recent parking occupancy surveys indicate that the peak occupancy of the municipal
parking system reached 986 vehzdes in De'cemb&r or 57% of the 1726 supply for the
entire downtown area.

Within the DIA boundary, the peak occupancy reachied 335 vehicles or 73% of the
total mumcspai szzpply Within the broader downtewn core area, the peak cccupancy
reached 612 spaces or. 59% of the 1041 stali mummpal supply. On street parkmg
occipancy redched. 56% wnhm ihe D!A area while. io‘ts 4,3 and 11 reached 83%
occupancy.

Kﬁepmg in mmd the need to mamtam a 10% to 15% vacamy !evei in order ta aﬁlcw
that there are at ieast 480 vacant parkmg spares avasiabte for use throughout the )
downtown. Tms mc!udes 195 spaces in lots.and 285 on-street spaces.

Based upon this information, it appears that there is a sufficient supply of on street
parking throughout the downtown area’ and within the DIA boundary. However, there
are a couple of localized issues: »

. The Mcintyre garage is fully utilized in meeting employee demand for monthly
parking generated by business in the area and providing a modest amount of
two hour free parking for visitor parking. There is also a waiting list of 17
employees for this garage.
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. Lot 7 appears to have sufficient capacity at the present time, although this
might change when the strip of property along Third Street blocks 100 and
200 West (former railway line) are developed, thereby displacing about 65
people who currently park for free along the south side of Third Street.

Although there does not appear to be an immediate or short term need to provide

additional parking, the City should continue to make incremental improvements in the
supply including:

. The optimization of existing parking lots to improve efficiency;

. Optimizing large lots to provide for the potential development of a garage in
the long term;

. Improvements to pedestrian access for Lot 13;

. The acquisition of additional smaller lots as the need arises.

in order to reduce the need for expensive future parking infrastructure and maximize
the use of existing parking resources, it is recommended that the City promote and
facilitate alternative travel options for employees working in the downtown.

If only 10% of the existing 750 employees who park in the municipal parking system
decided to carpool, take transit or cycle to work, 75 existing spaces would be freed up
for other uses or up to $2.6 million would be saved in future parking garage costs. It
would also be helpful for the environment. A similar sized reduction might be achieved

on private parking lots, thereby freeing up space for new tenant or land for future
development.

With this in mind, it is recommended that the City:

. Designate carpool spaces in their lots, beginning with Lots 3,4, and 17;
° Provide bicycle lockers or secure storage areas, beginning with Lots 3,4 and 17;
e Increase the minimum monthly cost of employee parking in Lots 3, 4 and 11
to match the cost of a monthly bus pass -$80 per month including HST.
LI Initiate a pilot study at City Hall to test the potential for alternative modes;
«  Depending upon the results of the Pilot Study, expand the program to other

facilities and employees in the downtown area.

In June 2010, the organizational structure for delivering parking services was revised,
moving it from the Corporate Services Department to the Community Services

- Department, except for enforcement activity which was transferred to the City

i
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As part of the.on-geing improvement in the delivery of public parking rescurces it is
recommended that the City:

Align the financial reporting and organizational structure to enable accurate
reporting, enalysis and proactive planning;

Prepare muiti- year budget forecasts that include the potential impact of
future capital prcgects, '

Conduct regular parking occupancy surveys and maintain a detailed inventory
of existing employee parking permits including place of residence and work
iccatzon to enable prodctive future planning;

Mamt in a current employee parking wait list that will Facilitate rrpmved
management of existing parking resources;

Ove;rssll emp!qye_epark ng space ailocatfon by up to 10% in all facmtfes
except Lot 4 (Mdn%yfe garage) which is a lready oversold by 25%;

Eliminate cashiers | in Lot 4 and ms’fall pay dﬂd display equipment for hourly

pairkews,
Eventually eliminate cashiers in Lot 2 and install pay and display equipment
for hourly parkers. '

6. The City should maintain regular lizison with the DIA and other downtown
sta}'ehoidters in voréer to improve parkmg operatlons
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Appendix A
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Appendix B
Parking Revenues & Expenses by Facility

DOWNTOWNNDRTH BAY PARK!NG S‘{UD‘(

September, 2012




TADLE AL .
PAUKICIPAL FARKIRS SYSTERA REVEFUE & COST ALLOCATION BY FACILYY TYPE -

{hterged with Lot 13) -0 70 § ison0 |5 BWevi | 107,600 | 30,379 A 9511 §& 47871 )5 7,864 s -15 402118 ALI45 | s emna |4 1ap098 | & 521 |- 31,438
“{Parking Lot 3 E . K .. . . N o Lo . . N B . 1. ; . . E . . ]

yre & Wyft) o 14 e a4eeufs a7 fs  di7008 233248 127 g 1,754 s iAm |3 856218 700014 184215 27,140 | § 45215 5,560
Farking Lot 5 i T B . X - 1 i - - - — :
{e3at: §1.) ) Fxy 3l il sam]s  isou]s  esyonfs . wae s is63)s  ye0s0Q$ 168 $ 789 S. 1,484 )5 1422 $ 3150 1S . 694 ]S 11,3391 ¢ 420 §-$ 4,639
|Paning (5t 6 ; . N . LR . ) - B ‘ . - K 1 )
“!\':m'mmun) ClocaE A s - Aam ]S 28000]5 - 3rdop s C 66L)s - a4687)S 190515 - 16A3] - A IR Y] s 1,680 |8 1,203 | § 5716 §$  1,299]48  -20372)5 A16 48 12,028
L “ o 7 » B . N . . v « . o . . N . . . PR I - .l N N . N J€q. . H . . . -1 - N
“Hviormngron & Fergusony | - 157 13 |8 o000 )5 vsaonls osso0)d C 60BIS isO16 )8 su03 (s 7,217 : § - Asmg) . . S 108148 5,495 | § 1831605 4035]|s 6225808 37| 332
Parking Lot 8 . . q. . R o .- . .
<oy sl 31 [ 1! § 10000)3 -18 100008 323)s 296505 ° 1205)3% - $ 906 5 1,484 |5 2,734 16 36178 79714 13708 ] ¢ 442 |-$ 3,708
Farkiog Lot 10 ) . ) , o . R I P . . . .
hl_nmm-ma‘) 135 104 § <18 w3a00]18 e3400)8 ae6 & azoro)d  s7e7 |8 59830 N R L . $ -1$ -1 15,866 |$ 349018 17,563 | 5 508 15,837
Fat¥ing 16t 11 - - - T o R 1 DR I - - — > - — - -
{inranyre 51 7] so] 3]s zawvols aravels giaools  yonls - s@dzzis  sam2lg 5133 9 3543 . S pass|s 659625 10,5005 2236 (8 I7BLZ|S A3 |s  za5es
fembingiot 13 . . . - EER o - R . 1 -1 R .
Jroak & \vyhd) ) 1] 31 § c]s. woonls sopon)s 200fd  osesfs : smar | s09 § 3,923 § & .18 1nio s 2870)8  aszod]s  asz|.s 14,804
Parkdng Lot 14 ’ T . : . T . R R IS IR ACE - ' L -
(t4in & Sherirooke) 2 i 3 |5 _asaonls e ds ossiS  zaer)s  i0iv)s d238 § . 760 $ $ 218 30935 eonjs 1019v7]s goa|s 14,903
Parking Lot 15 R . L - - K : A R B B B i | : N . B . - R : : . L ]
Hvowepresiy o ) 3e) o) 5l ccasom]s casponfs  wssE camals c asie i ien] § ia40 ) o v fE o Llg o L f8c c4ssofd oo lsc  13sea ]S dqufs 1,439

b £t

‘Parkngiova N RN B T B R S o a;? DR BN By i S N oo K B I K 1
o ) i 35¢] 114 8000018 0 s3FLE 14349 )8 1oaa )5 637818 4281 apmsAl . Lo wfS 43018 4568314 . 3858]8 17386705 8|5 43567
CITTR TR RREEE NN NN DR N N R R : i D . . ) .
O Street paibing) | swil. 28] 5 290,000 | § = 44 . 290,000 sa7007) 0 $ 6RS27 | % 15345 18 13090018  210]5 159,031

. WWNJOWN HORYH BAY RFARKING STUDY  11/09/20022:23 PM  OA CONSULTING GROUN




CS-2012-22

Recommendation:

“That City Council approve the proposed amendment to
Schedule “C” of By-Law 2011-234 to regulate the 2013-2017
quarterly parking rental rates for Municipal parking lots.”




City of North Bay

Report to Council

Report No:  CSBU 2012-78 Date: October 26, 2012

Originator: Rhéaume Bellehumeur,
Facilities & Parking Supervisor

Subject: Amendment to By-law 2011-234, being a by-law to regulate Municipal
parking lots
RECOMMENDATION

That City Council approve the proposed amendment to Schedule ‘C’ of By-Law 2011-234
to regulate the 2013-2017 quarterly parking rental rates for Municipal parking lots.

BACKGROUND

In 2012, parking rental rates for Oak Street Municipal parking lots were addressed and
approved by Council. The attached Schedule ‘C’' recommends new rental rates for three
Mclintyre Street parking lots, namely Lots 3, 4, & 11 in the year 2014. With the exception

of these three lots in 2014, a 3% increase is proposed in parking rental rates for all
Municipal parking lots for years 2013 to 2017.

Parking in North Bay's downtown has been actively improved over the past five years to
address changing demands for parking. Some of the major enhancements include the
2009 purchase of Parking Lot Main 14 at 330 Main Street East; the 2010 purchase of
Parking Lot Mclintyre 15 at 347 Mcintyre Street East; the reconstruction of the parking lots
on Oak Street, Lots 2, 10, & 13; the 2012 rehabilitation of Lot Mclintyre 4 (parking garage);
installation of several Pay and Display machines; and on-street parking improvements on

Oak Street, Main Street East, and Worthington Street West. Council has approved
$2,497,500 in capital for parking from 2008 to 2012.

Schedule ‘C’ of By-Law 2012-234 addresses quarterly parking rental rates for Municipal
parking lots. Fees are set for each lot based on its location, demand, and the services
available. Amenities that are considered are lighting, payment options, landscaping, -
surfaces (asphalt or gravel), and whether the lot is covered or not. Parking fees help cover
ever increasing operational and capital costs incurred to provide parking services in the

downtown core. Schedule ‘C’ proposés a 3% increase in parking rental rates for each year
from 2013 to 2017 with the exception of Parking Lots 3, 4, & 11 in 2014.

Parking rental rates were one of many parking issues and strategies reviewed by the
Parking Study completed by BA Group Transportation Consultants. The attached report
recommends an increase in parking rates for Lots 3, 4, and 11 to assist in the
management of demand in these areas. These proposed increases in rental rates are

based on waiting lists, availability of parking in other parking lots, and cost of alternative
transportation, mainly transit fees.
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A draft of Schedule ‘C’ was presented to representatives of the Downtown Improvement

Association. There was a general understanding of the background to the proposed
Schedule by those who attended.

ANALYSIS /| OPTIONS

Option 1 - That City Council approve the proposed amendment to Schedule ‘C’ of By-
Law 2011-234 to regulate the 2013-2017 quarterly parking rental rates for
Municipal parking lots.

This option is recommended. Council will allow the Parking Department to increase

parking rental rates over this pericd to help offset demand and increasing operational
costs.

Option2— That City Council does not approve the proposed amendment to Schedule

‘C' of By-Law to regulate the 2013-2017 quarterly parking rental rates for
Municipal parking lots.

This option is not recommended as it will not allow the Parking Department to address
parking demand and increasing operational costs by increasing parking rental rates.

RECOMMENDED OPTION

Option 1— That City Council approve the proposed amendment to Schedule ‘C’ of By-
Law 2011-234 to regulate the 2013-2017 quarterly parking rental rates for
Municipal parking lots.

Resbectfully submitted,

~ D ,\\ .\\\

Rhéa(ime Bellehumeur
Facilities & Parking Supervisor

We concur in this report and recommendation,

D)~

lan Kiigodr Peter Chirico ‘ ]
Director f Parks, Recreation & Leisure Managing Director, Community
Services ' Services
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(%,ﬁ_

J Knox
Chief Administrative Officer

Persons designated for continuance:  Facilities & Parking Supervisor

Attachments: 1) Proposed Schedule ‘C’ of By-law 2012-234
2) Map of the downtown parking lots



THIS IS SCHEDULE “C” TO BY-LAW NO. 2011-234 OF THE CORPORATION OF
THE CITY OF NORTH BAY

2013-17 Rental Rates Per Quarter

Farking | Corent | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017
Osk2 | $188.11 | $193.75 | $199.56 | $205.55 | $211.72 | $218.07
Mclntyre 3 | $188.11 | $193.75 | $240.00 | $247.20 | $254.62 | $262.25
&":Jggrig) $250.76 | $258.29 | $300.00 | $309.00 | $318.27 | $327.82
('t"gggrj_g) $188.11 | $193.75 | $240.00 | $247.20 | $254.62 | $262.25
Main5 | $129.56 | $133.45 | $137.45 | $14158 | $145.83 | $150.20
Worthington 6 | $146.31 | $150.70 | $155.22 | $159.88 | $164.67 | $169.62
Worthington 7 | $146.31 | $15070 | $15522 | $159.88 | $164.67 | $169.62
Wyld 10 | $146.31 | $15070 | $15522 | $150.88 | $164.67 | $169.62
Mclntyre 11 | $167.22 | $172.24 | $240.00 | $247.20 | $254.62 | $262.25
Wyid 13 | $95.01 | $97.86 | $100.79 | $103.82 | $106.93 | $110.14
Main 14 | $14631 | $15070 | $15522 | $159.88 | $164.67 | $169.62
Mclntyre 15 | $129.56 | $133.45 | $137.45 | $141.58 | $145.83 | $150.20
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Chairperson:
Vice-Chair:
Member:
Ex-Officio:

EW-2010-03

»EW-2012-06

ENGINEERING & WORKS COMMITTEE
Monday, November 19, 2012
Page 1

Councillor Vrebosch
Councillor Koziol
Councillor Campbell
Mayor McDonald

Report from A. Korell/J. Houston dated March 26, 2010 re
Kate Pace Way west end bike route connection between
Memorial Drive and Gormanville Road (R05/2010/
KPWTR/WESTENDR).

Report from Alan Korell dated November 1, 2012 re
Highway 17 Route Planning Study, Phase 11
(Highway 11 easterly to Highway 531 — Bonfieid)
(T05/2011/MTO/MRCHWY17).
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Recommendation:

“That Report to Council EEWS 2012-51 dated November 1, 2012
from Alan Korell and presentation from the Ministry of
Transportation re Highway 17 Route Planning Study, Phase II

(Highway 11 easterly to Highway 531 - Bonfield) be noted and
filed.”



CITY OF NORTH BAY

REPORT TO COUNCIL
Report No: EEWS 2012-51 Date: November 1, 2012
Originator: Alan Korell, P.Eng., MCIP

Managing Director, Engineering, Environmental Services & Works

Subject:  Highway 17 Route Planning Study, Phase II (Highway 11 easterly
to Highway 531 - Bonfield)

RECOMMENDATION

That the Highway 17 Route Planning Study, Phase II as attached to Report to
Council EEWS 2012-51 be referred to the Engineering & Works Committee for a

presentation from the Ministry of Transportation on November 19, 2012 at 7:00
p.m.

BACKGROUND

The Ministry of Transportation has embarked on a Highway 17 Route Planning
Study from Highway 11 easterly to Highway 531. The Ministry is ready to
present Stage II of their study results (see attachment). The study will be
important to the future development of the City and the M.T.O. The Ministry of
Transportation feels a presentation made directly to City Council is warranted.
The Phase I presentation happened on November 21, 2011.

OPTIONS ANALYSIS

'O'p_tion # 1: That City Council refer the Highway 17 Route Planning Study,

Phase II to the Engineering & Works Committee for a presentation from the
. 'Ministry of Transportation. This option is recommended.

Option # 2: That City Council not refer the Highway 17 Route Planning Study,

Phase II to the Engineering & Works Committee for a presentation from the
Ministry of Transportation. This option is not recommended.




FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no financial implications associated.

RECOMMENDED OPTION

That the Highway 17 Route Planning Study, Phase II as attached to Report to
Council EEWS 2012-51 be referred to the Engineering & Works Committee for a

presentation from the Ministry of Transportation on November 19, 2012 at 7:00
p.m.

Respectfully sub

Alan Korell, P.Eng., MCIP
Managing Director, Engineering, Environmental Services & Works

W:\ENGIN\RMS\T05\20 12\MTO\HWY# 17E\0001.DOC

1 concur in this report and recommendation.

Cpter

@? D. Knox

Chief Administrative Officer

Personnel designated for continuance: Cathy Conrad
Copy to:  J.D. Knox

Attachments: M.T.O. Highway 17 Route Planning Study, Phase II (Highway 11
easterly to Highway 531 - Bonfield).




PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTRE #2
Highway 17 Planning Study
From North Bay to Bonfield (GWP 5105-09-00)

THE STUDY

The Ministry of Transportation of Ontario (MTO) has retained McCormick Rankin (MRC) to undertake a Highway Planning, Preliminary
Design and Class Environmental Assessment (Class EA) Study for Highway 17 from the Highway 11 south junction in North Bay, easterly to
2.7 km east of Highway 531, for approximately 26 km, as shown in the Key Plan. This study is developing and evaluating a range of
reasonable alternatives, including improvements to the existing highway, realignment alternatives and/or combinations of the two. The study
will result in the identification of a preferred plan for Highway 17 between North Bay and Bonfield to improve future traffic operations and to

enhance highway safety.
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THE PROCESS
The study will follow the Class Environmental Assessment (EA) for Provincial Transportation Facilities (2000] process for a Group ‘A’ project.

Consultation is taking place throughout the study with the publié, First Nations and Aboriginal groups, municipalities, regulatory agencies,
propery owners, businesses, and interest groups. This study includes three rounds of Public Information Centres (PICs). Following the
review of comments recaived at the First PIC held on November 23" and 24™, 2011, the project team has completed the analysis and
evaluation of the realignment alternatives being considered and has identified the preferred alignment. PIC #2 has been arranged to provide

an oppertunity for interested stakeholders to review and comment on the analysis / evaluation of the highway realignment alternatives, the
preferred alignment and the development of the interchange and service road network alternatives.

Upon completion of the study, a Transportation Environmental Study Report (TESR) will be prepared and made available for public review.

Noticas will be placed in the North Bay Nugget and on the project website (www.highway17routeplanning.ca) to advise the public of the PICs
and the TESR review.

PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTRE #2

PIC #2 will be held as a drop-in style, open house format. Representatives of the project team will be in attendance to answer gquestions and
receive comments. We encourage you to attend this PIC to provide us with your views and comments. PIC #2 is scheduled as follows:

Date: Wednesday, November 21, 2012

Location: | North Bay Elks Lodge #25

325 Elks Lane, North Bay, ON

Time: Open House F ormat: 4:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m.

Thursday, November 22, 2012

Corbeil Park Hail

390 Hwy 94, Corbeil, ON

Open House Format: 4:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m.

COMMENTS
To obtain additional information, provide comments or to be placed on the mailing list, please contact:

Mr. Marek Trzaski, P.Eng.

fir. Dheera Kantiya, P.Eng. Rir. Greg Moore, B.ES.
Project Manager

Senior Project Engineer Environmentat Planner

McCormick Rankin

2655 North Sheridan Way
Mississauga, Ontario L5K 2P8
Tel: 905 823-8500 ext. 1258
Toll Free: 1-877-562-7947

Fax: 905 823-3503

E-mail: mtrzaski@mrc.ca

Ministry of Transportation Ecoplans

Northeastern Region 2655 North Sheridan Way
447 McKeown Avenue . * Mississauga, Ontario L5K 2P3
North Bay, Ontario, P18 989 Tel: 905 823-4988 ext. 1323

Tel: 705 497-5260 -
Toll Free: 1-800-461-3547
Fax: 705 497-5208

Toll Free: 1-877-562-7947
Fax: 905 823-2689

Email: gmoore@ecopians.com
E-mail: Dheera.Kantiya@ontaric.ca

Comments and information are being collected to assist the MTO in mesting the requirements of the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act.
Information will be collected in accordance with the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act. Al comments will be maintained on file for
use during the study and, with the exception of personal information, may be included in study documentation and become part of the public recard.

If you have any accassibility requirements in order to participate in this project please contact one of the Project Team members listed above.

Des renseignements scnt disponibles en francais en composant 1-877-582-7947 poste 1471 (Yannick Gamier).

Visit us at www.highway17routeplanning.ca

Dy ]
L7 Ontario



ITEMS REFERRED BY COUNCIL FOR A REPORT

DATE

March 29, 2005

September 21, 2009

March 8, 2010

May 3, 2010

December 30, 2010

January 24, 2011

July 4, 2011

August 2, 2011

August 15, 2011

July 16, 2012

ITEM

Backflow Prevention Program survey of all industrial,
commercial and institutional buildings (due September
2005).

Review, update and consolidation of Noise By-Law (due
June 30, 2010).

Comprehensive Long-Term Financial Plan (due April
30, 2010).

Track the net financial benefits created through
increased assessment as a result of the Airport Industrial
Community Improvement Plan sites being developed.

Quarterly report on progress of WSIB appeal, error
corrections and cost projections for 2011.

Comprehensive review of City owned Lake Nipissing
accesses.

Comprehensive Status Report relating to BCIP (due
July 2014).

Review of smoking at City facilities and commercial
establishment patios.

Effectiveness of the Residential Rental Housing By-Law
(due May 2013).

Review of water and sewage rates for the dispensing
facility on Patton Road (due March 2013).




