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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

As Massachusetts grapples with its plan to implement the Clean Air Act
Reauthorization of 1990, the concept of a Transportation Voucher Program
deserves close inspection. California is the only state with such a program in
place, effective January 1, 1993. '

At its most basic, a Transportation Voucher Program is a way to 'give
employees options. Currently many employers offer free parking to their
employees, and this is considered an invitation to drive to work alone. A
voucher program would not prohibit, tax nor discourage this practice. Rather,
a ‘voucher program would require the employer to show: the employee' the
" value of that parking space and offer that value in cash or a transit subsidy.
It is assumed that in the context of a revised Ridesharing Regulation, this
option would be one of a variety of choices that could be used to improve air
quality.

In this examination of a Transportation Voucher Program for Massachusetts,
we will review the Internal Revenue Code bias towards employers offering
free parking as well as the current California regulations. This will lead to our
proposals for the Commonwealth. Finally, the fundamental difficulties of
placing a value on some parking spaces will be discussed followed by an
overview of lingering concerns and conclusions.

An informational folder has been prepared in conjunction with this report.
The folder is intended to act as guidance for an employer who would
potentially implement a Transportation Voucher Program.

Lo



1.0 INTRODUCTION

- The 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments represent the end of twenty years of air
quality regulations that have fallen short of their clean air goals and the
beginning of a new era in environmental protection. The new requirements
are . stricter, more specific, and more capable of mandatory and meaningful
sanctions for non-compliance.!

Not only must each state with air quality problems follow the lead of the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) into a series of new regulations, but
these states must also produce their own compliance strategies. For each
state, the federally required elements as well as the state's discretionary
programs deemed necessary and feasible to attain the Act's goals are
incorporated into its State Implementation Plan (SIP).

By 1999, the state of Massachusetts must be able to show a reduction in
smog-producing pollutants by at least 24% (relative to 1990 smog levels).
With the actions required by law for a "serious” non-attainment area, it is
estimated that roughly two thirds of this required goal will be reached.!
Therefore, the Commonwealth must identify the additional actions it will take

to achieve compliance.

Recognizing that automobile emissions contribute significantly to the unsafe
levels of smog that plague urban areas, Massachusetts called together a Task
Force of state, regional, and local interests to design transportation demand
management (TDM) strategies to reduce vehicle miles travelled in the State.
The Task force includes State officials from the Executive Offices of
Environmental Affairs, Transportation and Construction, and Economic Affairs
as well as the Deépartment of Environmental Protection. Private business and
the non-profit sector also have representatives on the Task Force. This Task
Force has a schedule, driven by the Clean Air Amendments, that includes both
- short-term and long-term considerations.!

In the short term, the. State Implementation Plan must be completed by
November of 1993. The SIP will show how the state plans to reach the goal of
a 24% reduction in smog producing pollutants, net of growth, by 1999. This
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plan becomes enforceable by the EPA and represents binding commitments.
There will also be an extended period of public hearings required before this
due date, so the Task Force is planning to finish its work by mid-May.

In. the longer term, by November of 1994, an Attainment Demonstration must
be made for the EPA to show by means of computer modeling that the
Implementation Plan is underway and on schedule for 1999. By November of
1996 Massachusetts' air pollution field monitors must actually show a 15%
reduction in emissions levels. If this requirement is not reached, the state will
"be put into a worse air quality category, will be required to implement
additional control measures, and will be held to higher standards.1

Finally, if the 1999 requirement of a 24% reduction is not reached, federal
highway money for Massachusetts will be lost and no additional new business
permits will be allowed.! .

1.1 Scope and Organization

The purpose of this project is to assist Sonia Hamel, Director of Air Policy for
the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, by developing a transpor;htion
voucher program for Massachusetts. A transportation voucher program is a
specific TDM strategy which may be incorporated into revised Ridesharing‘
regulations. The Ridesharing regulations, in turn, will be a part of the State
Implementation Plan.

The remainder of this section discusses the current Ridesharing regulations,
their ineffectiveness, and their proposed revision. Section 2.0 explains how
employer-paid parking leads to increased air pollution by creating an
incentive for employees to drive to work alone. The tax policy that explains
the prevalence of employer-paid parking is outlined in section 3.0. Section
4.0 reviews a potential solution to the problems caused by employer-paid
parking implemented in California. This "Parking Cash-Out" Program in
California forms the basis of the proposed "Massachusetts Transportation
Voucher Program," described in Section 5.0. Section 6.0 suggests several
methods which may be used to determine the actual cost of parking, a value
employers must identify to implement a voucher program.



1.2 Ridesharing Regulations

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts is not addressing transportation
demand management for the first time. There is a history of Clean Air
regulations related to transportation and plans for compliance in
Massachusetts. One especially telling example of regulatory ineffectiveness in
Massachusetts can. be found in the state's unenforced ridesharing regulations.
Enacted by the Massachusetts legislature in 1979, and affecting companies of
250 employees or more, the regulation attempted to reduce the growth of
vehicle miles travelled (VMT).2 |

The word "rideshare” is defined as meaning any method of transportation
other than a single occupancy vehicle. Commuting to work by car is the single
largest segment of the growth in VMT, and the growth of miles travelled per
vehicle is important because automobiles and their pollution are the single
largest cause of smog. It is estimated that the number of vehicle miles
travelled in Massachusetts could grow by 34% by 1999. This growth could
erase other gains in pollution prevention even if the cars themselves are
more efficient and are burning cleaner fuels.3

‘When the legislation was enacted in 1979, there was interest in compliance
by a number of Massachusetts companies. However, as the years passed and
funds were not allocated to continue overseeing the regulation, eventually no
companies responded. The regulation exists but is not enforced. Perhaps this
is a signal to policy makers. Not only does a program need to have the strong
sanctions of the new Amendments, but there also must be the understanding
that the goal is keeping a regulation simple with little burden on the
employer and the smallest cost for the largest benefit.

This simplicity implies choices. It was Governor Weld who laid out the State's
philosophy towards these issues in a speech on October 26, 19924 He said
that it is understood that an employer and its employees can solve their own
problems better than the state. If an employer is required by the state to
reduce the growth of miles travelled by its employees in their single-
occupancy vehicles without any choices or options by which to solve the
problem, compliance will come at a high cost with a largé burden on the
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employer. That cost and burden will be passed along to .the consumer or at
least be reflected by a reduction in the workforce and/or their wages. This,
in turn, could produce a reduction in competitiveness and thus earnings and
growth. Massachusetts policy makers are not trying to clean up the air at the
cost of the local economy. Therefore, flexibility in decision making is needed.

The need for flexibility has been reflected in a series of discussions
surrounding what will be a revised Ridesharing regulation. A menu is being
created by a subgroup of the Task Force (Ridesharing Subcommittee) that will
allow employers to pick and choose from a variety of methods in order to
reach goals for the average vehicle occupancy (AVO) of employees. Also, it is
understood that these sorts of choices do not stand alone but will work
together with some mandatory elements. Just as the Amendments to the Act
have shown a mix of mandatory elements and some flexibility for the states
to design their SIPs, so too does this formula apply to the employers within a
state. A key component of the new regulation will be the ability of employers
to substitute options for mandatory elements to allow for the greatest
flexibility to provide for the best decisions.5:6

The Ridesharing Subcommittee has described the potential replacement for
the existing regulation as "essentially an employer-based trip reduction
program with a parking management component and a land use regulation
option."3> In order to determine trip reduction and vehicle occupancy
averages, a survéy will be required of all employers over a set limit to
establish a baseline of data. 'The set limit being discussed is 100 employees.
The survey will need to include employees’ commuting habits, mode choices
and parking availability, as well as details about the costs of the various
modes. From this data, employers will be required to establish a trip
reduction plan for compliance with AVO targets set by the Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP).3:6

Another critical element of the potential replacement regulation is that of
zones. The employer's proximity to mass transit will be a controlling factor in
determining the AVO targets. This mapping will put valuations on employers
according to location, or zone, with a stricter bias toward those employers
whose facilities are closest to mass transit. Another critical element involves
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existing data about AVOs. The Central Transportation Planning Staff (a
division of the Transportation Department) has complied information that
shows the existing averages of employee's car occupancy across the state.
With these numbers, maps can be outlined that will give policy makers
another tool they need to set targets. But an employer's proximity to transit
and current AVO level are not the only factors involved. -As zones are
created, the idea is to be able to swap or trade credits from one zone to
another, from one employer to another, in order to reach targets.6

As noted, the enforceability of the existing Ridesharing regulation has been
impractical and expensive. With this in mind, the Subcommittee is debating a
hybrid enforcement mechanism. They are discussing a method whereby spot
checks would be made for enforcement rather than comprehensive record
keeping. The trip reduction plans would not be approved by DEP but would
be available to the public and the employers would be accountable to the
public. "Citizens or employees could request that DEP take enforcement action
at any time, and fines could be levied when violations were discovered, both
for failing to submit plans and for failing to meet targets within a specified
time."6

One of the mandatory elements of the proposed rideshare regulation is a
transportation voucher program. Such a program is designed to reduce the
effect that free or subsidized parking has on encouraging people to drive to
work alone.

2.0 THE PROBLEM WITH EMPLOYER-PAID PARKING

Many employees enjoy the benefit of free or reduced-cost parking
provided 'by their employers. Given the offer of employer-paid parking,
many employees choose to drive alone to work who might otherwise travel.
by an alternate mode. In many cases, driving is subsidized, but other
modes of transportation are not. Employer-paid encourages drive-alone
behavior, and as a result, increases traffic congestion, energy consumption,
and air pollution.”



2.1 Subsidized Parking is an Incentive to Drive to. Work Alone.

By providing a parking space to an employee, an employer provides
convenience and a sense of security. An employee who does not need to
think about parking at work is likely to also not think about how to get
there -- he or she will just hop in the car and drive to work. . . alone.
Studies have shown that 41 percent of solo drivers do so only because
their employers pay for the parking.?

Subsidizing parking increases demand. Employees who are offered
parking may shift from already established carpools to solo driving for
convenience sake. Vehicle occupancy is decreased while vehicle miles and
parking space usage are increased. Donald Shoup (UCLA) and Richard
Willson (California State Polytechnic University, Pomona) have done
several in-depth studies of employer-paid parking in Los Angeles. In
1990, they studied the effects of employer-paid and employee-paid
parking in various areas of downtown Los Angeles. By comparing
commuting behavior of employees before and after employer-paid parking
was eliminated, they concluded that 27% more employees will drive to
work if the parking is paid for by the employer. Table 1 shows the res;ilt
of this study.7.8 |

Employer-paid parking, in effect, is a subsidy to the driver, greatly
reducing the cost of driving to work alone. While the employer may
provide parking, the driver covers all other expenses including gasoline
and tolls.~ An average round trip commuting length in Los Angeles is 36
miles.9 With an average gasoline mileage of 20 miles per gallon, and a
total daily gas consumption of 1.8 gallons, the average round trip commute
is $1.98 based on a price of $1.10 per gallon of gasoline. The average daily
equivalent cost of monthly parking in downtown Los Angeles in 1988 was
$3.87, far more than the cost per trip. Thus, an employee pays only about
1/3 of the total cost of commuting to work. The employer is, therefore,
subsidizing 2/3 of the cost of an employee's daily commuting costs. (This
does not include maintenance or the cost of the car. When total costs are
considered, the employer still pays 1/3 of the cost.) The employer is not,
however, subsidizing the commuting costs of any of his or her employees



TABLE 1

4

} .

'EMPLOYER-PAID PARKING STIMULATES SOLO DRIVING TO WORK

Solo Driver Mode Share Cars Driven to Work per 100 Employees
. Driver Employer Difference | Driver Employer Difference Price
Case Study and Type ' Pays for Pays for in Solo ‘ Pays for Pays for in Auto Elasticity
Parking Parking Share Parking Parking 'Trips of Demand
Mid-Wilshire, Los Angeles (before/after) 8% 42% +34% 30 48 +18 -0.23
Warner Center, Los Angeles (before/after) : 46% 90% | +44% ‘ 64 9 +28 -0.18
Century City, Los Angeles (with/without) 15% 92% +17% 80 99 414 -0.08
éiﬁc Center, Los Angeles (with/without) ' - 40% ‘ 2% +32% 50 78 +28 -0.22
Downtown Ottawa, Canada (before/after) . 28% 35% +7% 32 ‘ 39 +7 . -0.10
AVERAGE OF CASE STUDIES 39% . 66% +27% 51 70 +19 -0.16

Source: Adapted from Shoup and Willson (1992)
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to whom s/he does not offer paid parking, or to those individuals who
carpool to work. In effect, the employer is subsidizing the parking, rather
than the people who drive.”

2.2 Employer-Paid Pérking is Economlcally Inefficient and
Environmentally ‘Damaging.

When an employee is provided with parking by an employer, s/he
considers this parking to be "free." Unfortunately, we know that what is
free to one person usually means that someone else pays for it--nothing-is
completely free. In- the case of employer-paid parking, it appears that the
cost is born by the employer. However, the local residents and other
employees also "pay" in the form of decreased air quality.

According to the 1990 National Personal Transportation Survey,10 90% of
commuters traveling by car pay nothing to park at work. One reason for
this is that employers often offer parking as a take-it-or-leave-it option.
Employees are not usually offered an alternative to a parking space, or an
alternative benefit of equivalent value if they do not take the parking
Thus, employees who value the benefit at less than it costs the employer to
prov1de 1t will nevertheless take the parking subsidy rather than noth1ng7

As mentioned before, an offer of employer-paid parking increases the
demand for parking and thus increases the number of employees
responding to the offer and driving to work alone. And, while it seems as
though the employer bears the cost of providing parking, in actuality, the
subsidized parking encourages employees to increase their expenditures
for commuting to work compared to what they would normally spend if
they paid for parking. Commuters respond to the free parking at work by
spending more per year on driving to work. The U.S. Department of
Transportation estimated that in 1986 the average cost of using an
automobile was 29 cents per mile of travel, including depreciation,
insurance, and operating cost.10 Based upon Shoup's Los Angeles data,
when commuters must pay to park, thé average expenditure for
automobile commuting is $1,137 per year (at an average of 36 miles
roundtrip travel, 1.8 gdllons of gasoline used, at $1 per gallon of gasoline).
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Employer-paid parking stimulates an increase in average automobile
commuting expenditure to $1,517. An employer spends $187 more on a
parking subsidy than an employee saves on the cost of parking and
driving. When an employer offers to pay for employees' parking at work,
more employees drive to work. And when employers offer to pay for
employees' parking at work, the employees spend $380 per year more on
driving to work.7

Besides being privately wasteful, employer-paid parking causes several
other problems, including increased traffic congestion, air pollution, and
energy consumption. Willsonll gathered statistics that showed that in
downtown Los Angeles, employer-paid parking stimulated a 33% increase
in gasoline consumed by each employee per year, a 33% increase in vehicle
miles travelled per employee per day, and again a 33% increase in auto use
expenditure per employee per year. By increasing the demand for
parking, and thus increasing the number of cars and solo drivers on the
“roads, employers actually encourage greater fuel usage, higher traffic
congestion with more vehicles on the road, a greater number of vehicle
miles travelled, and thus increased air pollution. See Table 2.

‘ TABLE 2:
Travel Behavior and Travel Expenditures of Commuters to the
Los Angeles Central Business District?

Driver Employer
Travel Behavior or Pays for Pays for Percent
Travel Expenditure Parking Parking Increase
Solo Driver Share 48% 69% 44%
Cars Driven to Work 0.56 0.75 34%
& Parking spaces
Occupied/employee
Parking Expenditure $563 $750 34%
(per employee/yr)
Vehicle Miles 3,919 5,230 33%
Travelled
(per employee/year)
Gasoline Consumed 231 308 ' 33%

(gal./ employee/yr)
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3.0 TAX POLICY: WHY EMPLOYER-PAID PARKING EXISTS.

Current federal and state income tax laws exclude the value of employer-
paid subsidies from employees' taxable income. Parking provided by an
employer is tax exempt, while the same parking, if paid by an employee, is
taxable. No other working benefit is tax exempt, which makes offering
parking to employees very appealing to employers. This tax treatment
favors the employer and makes it "tax-efficient” to offer parking to
employees.” '

>

Donald Shoup summarizes this rule by stating:

"Until it was amended by the Comprehensive National Energy Policy Act of
1992, the Internal Revenue Code's 'special rule for parking' exempted

employer-paid parking subsidies by stating that:

The term 'working condition fringe' includes parking provided to an
employee on or near the business premises of the employer. (Part. 4 of
section 132(h) of the IRC of 1986)

The Code's general definition of a 'working condition fringe,” which is
excluded from the employee's gross income and is thus exempt from income
taxation, is any item provided to an employee that the employee could
deduct from gross income as a work-related expense if the employee paid
for it. If, for example, the employer provides the employee a work uniform,
the cost of which the employee would be able to deduct if the employee
paid for it, the value of the employer-provided uniform is a tax-exempt
working condition fringe benefit. But if, to take a different example, the
employer prov.ides the employee a car the cost of which the employee
would not be able to deduct if the employee paid for it, the car does nbt fit
the definition of a tax-excrript working condition fringe, and the employer
must report the imputed market value of the c-ar as taxable income paid to
the eﬁlployee. Because employees can not deduct their own cost of parking
at work, employer-paid parking does not fit the general definition of a tax-
exempt working condition fringe benefit. Therefore, in order to exempt

employer-paid  parking from income taxation, Congress simply defined
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employer-paid parking as a working condition fringe, contrary to general
definition for all other working condition fringe benefits. No other working
condition fringe benefit is tax exempt when paid for by the employer but
taxable when paid for by the employee: the special rule for parking was the
sole exception to the general rule for working condition fringes in the
Code...Thus, the special rule for employer-paid parking subsidies has been a
unique, deliberate, and specially targeted tax exemption that has had the
unfortunate, unintended effect of stimulating a huge increase in the number

of commuters who drive alone to work."’
3.1 Why Not Simply Change the Tax Policy?

Changing tax policy to eliminate the income tax exemption for employer-
paid parking subsidies could help solve the problems associated with
employer-paid parking.”?

This is an excellent idea but would be nearly impossible to implement.
First of all, it would be difficult to begin taxing such a popular fringe
benefit when so many of the decision-makers are both in large tax
brackets and enjoy subsidized parking. The idea of eliminating income tax
exemption for employer-paid parking subsidies has been debated for
many years, but to almost no avail. However, the 1992 Comprehensive
Energy Policy Act made two key changes in the tax treatment of
transportation fringe benefits in an attempt to "level the playing field"
with respect to transportation modes: (1) There is now a $155 per month
cap on tax-exempt parking benefits an employee may receive. Before
1992, there was no limit on the value of parking benefits which could be
excluded from an employee's gross income; (2) Tax-exempt transit benefits
have been raised to $60 per month from $21.7 See Appendix 1 for a
detailed description of these changes.

This new cap on tax-exempt parking subsidies at $155 per month and the
increase in the cap on tax-exempt vanpool and transit subsidies to $60 per.
month are clearly important changes. But setting the cap on tax-exempt
subsidies at 258% of the cap on tax-exempt transit and vanpool subsidies
continues the tax bias in favor of employer-paid parking, and thus in favor
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of driving to work. Furthermore, there is no tax exemption at all for
employer-paid carpool subsidies, or for employer-paid incentives to walk
or bicycle to work (more common in California than in New England).”

Before 1992, employer-paid rideshare and transit subsidies were tax-
exempt up to $21 per month. This tax-exemption, continuing into the
revised limits, applies not only to Federal income tax, but also to Social
Security taxes, state income taxes, unemployment insurance taxes, and all
other payroll taxes. Thus, the employer's offer to pay for the employeé’s
parking can more than double after-tax value of the subsidy. Even after
the new reform, parking remains tax-exempt when paid by an employer,
but taxable when paid by the employee.’

4.0 CALIFORNIA'S SOLUTION: ‘
"CASHING OUT" EMPLOYER-PAID PARKING

The State of California has recently enacted legislation directed at improving
air quality and reducing traffic congestion caused by employees who
commute to work alone, a behavior strongly encouraged by employer-
subsidized parking. Effective January 1, 1993, employers of 50 or more
persons who provide a parking subsidy to employees must implemént a
"parking cash-out program" in which they offer employees the option of
receiving the cash equivalent of a parking subsidy in lieu of using a parking
space.”’ '

Below is a summary and discussion of California Assembly Bill No. 2109,
which adds the requirement of a "parking cash-out program" to the Health
and Safety Code. The bill also amends sections of and adds sections to the
Revenue and Taxation Code regarding allowable employer tax deductions
related to transportation. See Appendix 2 for AB 2109 in its entirety.

4.1 California's Cash-Out Program: ' Key Points

. "Parking cash-out program" means an employer-funded program under
which an employer offers to provide a cash allowance to an employee
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equivalent to the parking subsidy that the employer would otherwise pay to
provide the employee with a parking space.12

-o "Parking subsidy" means the difference between the out-of-pocket
amount paid by an employer on a regular basis in order to secure the
availability of an employee parking space not owned by the employer and the
price, if any, charged to an employee for the use of that space.l?2

. An employer must offer an employee the option to take a cash
allowance in lieu of a parking subsidy only if the employer makes an explicit
cash payment to subsidize the employee's parking.”

. The employer must offer the cash allowance only to each employee
who is offered a parking subsidy. Each employee's cash allowance is equal to
the parking subsidy offered to that employee.”

. No employee is faced with the loss of any existing parking subsidy. The
cash-out option does not prohibit, tax, or discourage any employer-paid
parking subsidy.”

. Employers who exempt from the cash-out requirementl2 include:
(1) Employers who own their parking area or facility.
(2) Employers who receive parking bundled in an office space lease
without separate payment; that is, they are provided "free” parking as

- part of the lease for office space.

(3) Employers who have pre-existing (existing as of 1/1/93) long-term
parking leases committing them to pay for the parking spaces. The
cash-out requirement does apply, however, when the lease expires or if
the lease permits the employer to reduce, without penalty, the number
of parking spaces leased.

(4) Employers of less than 50 employees.
(5) Employers in “attainment zones.”

. An employer can claim a business deduction for expenses incurred as a
result ‘of offering and carrying out a parking cash-out program.12
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. A cash allowance received by an employee under a -“cash-out program”
is included in gross income subject to all federal and state income, social
security, Medicare, and other applicable taxes. However, any portion of a
cash allowance used for ridesharing purposes is exempt from state income
tax.12

. Employers who offer a “parking cash-out” program may require
employee participants to certify that they will comply with employer
guidelines designed to avoid neighborhood parking problems.12

4.2 California's Cash-Out Program: Tax Implications?’

An employee who "cashes out" his or her parking subsidy is taxed as if it
were earned income. Table 3 shows the tax payments by both the
employee and the employer when an employee chooses to cash-out a
parking subsidy. This scenario is based on an employee in the 15% federal
income tax bracket and 9.3% state income tax bracket who cashes-out a
parking subsidy worth $82.50. The employer would pay $9.53 in payroll
taxes and the employee would pay another $26.36 in taxes for a total of
$35.89 in taxes on an $82.50 parking subsidy. The ‘employee would take
home $56.14.

Cashing out may be seen as putting an extreme burden on the employer,
but this is not the case. On the one hand, for every dollar awarded to the
employee as taxable income, the employer must pay between 4%-12%
payroll tax in the form of social security, medicare, unemployment
insurance, federal unemployment tax, and employment training tax. After
deducting taxes (assume the employee earns $25,000/yr), the employee
nets $0.69 for évery dollar he/she takes in lieu of parking, and the
employer must contribute an additional $0.12 in taxes. |

On the other hand, cashing out can cost the employer little or nothing. As
mentioned above, the only cost an employer would incur in the case of an.
employee cashing out is the payroll tax which would be between 4% and
12%. If the employee chose a tax-exempt vanpool or transit subsidy, there
would be no payroll taxes on this alternative and the employer would not
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assume the added taxes at all. Another suggestion is that the employee
could be charged the payroll tax which otherwise would be paid by the
employer. Thus, instead of receiving every $1 of a cashed-out subsidy, the
employee would receive $0.89 (at 12% payroll tax) which, in turn, would
be taxed further at the employees normal tax rate. A third suggestion
Shoup offers is that cashed out parking subsidies could be exempted from
payroll taxes altogether.

TABLE 3:
Tax Consedueh‘ces of Choosing $82.50 in Lieu of a Parking
Subsidy’
Employer's Tax Payments Employee's Tax Payments

Tax Tax Rate Tax_ Payment Tax Tax Rate Tax Payment -

FICA 7.65% $6.31 FICA 7.65% $6.31

FUTA 0.80% $0.66 FIT 15.0% $12.38

Ul 3.00% $2.48 SIT 9.3% $7.67

ETT 0.10% $0.08

TOTAL 11.55% $9.53 TOTAL 31.95% $26.36

TOTAL TAXES = $9.53 + $26.36 = $35.89

EMPLOYEE TAKE HOME AMOUNT = $82.50 - $26.36 = $56.14

NOTES: :

FICA Federal Insurance Contribution Act (Social Security and Medicare)
FUTA Federal Unemployment Tax '
Ul Unemployment Insurance

ETT - Employment Training Tax

FIT Federal Income Tax

SIT  State Income Tax
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4.3 California's Cash-Out Program: Benefits’

. Cashing Out Offers an Employee a Choice.

No longer must the employee feel obligated to drive to work simply
because a parking space is provided at no cost. The employee may now
either continue to drive to work and park, take the cash equivalent and
rideshare, or take the cash equivalent and get to work by alternative
methods such as mass transit, walking, or bicycling. By offering
commuters this choice, a cash-out program will reduce the number of solo
drivers commuting to work.

In downtown Los Angeles, Donald Shoup estimated that offering
employees the option to cash out their current employer paid parking
subsidies would:

. reduce the number of solo drivers to work by 20 percent
- reduce the number of vehicle trips to work by 9,000 a day
.- reduce the number of parking spaces demanded by 9,000

In addition, case studies and a statistical model suggest that offeri;ig
employees this option could reduce automobile travel to work by 76 billion -
miles per year, save 4.5 billion gallons of gasoline per year, eliminate 40
million metric tons of carbon dioxide emissions per year, and increase tax
revenues by $1.2 billion per year nationwide.

The effect of offering a cash-out program will be to make solo drivers
aware of the actual cost of driving to and parking at work. The
opportunity cost of driving will be evident. A cash-out program will be
beneficial to employees, employers, and the public in general.

. Employee Benefits. ,

The option to cash-out employer paid parking is a choice. An employee
may opt to continue to drive to work. This is the choice he/she makes, and.
he/she will not be penalized for it. He/she will continue to have a parking
space at work, but now he/she will be, in effect, paying for it by not opting
for the cash equivalent.
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If, on the other hand, the employee chooses the cash value of the parking.
This money will be taxed at the employee's current tax rate, but this
amount may be more than a parking space is worth to the employee. The
employee may now choose an alternative mode of transportation, or
continue driving, ridesharing, etc. In this scenario, mass transit use is
increased, solo driving is reduced, and thus air pollution and traffic
congestion is improved.

. Employer Benefits.

~ While the employer may not explicitly benefit from a cash-out program,
s/he will not be penalized. Employers offering cash-out programs will now
pay employees what they would normally pay in parking costs. For those
employers who rent or lease parking for their employees, they will save on
parking exactly what the employee is paid in cash. The only cost to an
employer for a cash-out program would be in payroll taxes. This can be
easily - eliminate by notifying employees who cash out their parking
subsidies that this payroll tax percent will be passed on in the employee's
paycheck.

The difficulty comes in employer-owned parking. But, because employers
who own their own parking lots have estimations of fairly low market
value per parking space, they may find that few commuters may opt for
cashing out since they may not be able to find an cheaper alternative
method of transportation.

Employers who own parking spaces in garages, etc. will not only be
reducing the number of cars driven to his/her business, but he will also
now be able to rent these parking spaces on a daily or hourly rate at
market value, reducing the amount of unnecessary waste of gasoline by
visitors and shoppers circling around town trying to find parking.

. Public Benefits.

Tax-exempt parking subsidies reduce tax revenue. The revenue loss.
created by employer-paid parking subsidies must be made up by raising
taxes elsewhere. Thus, all American tax payers are paying for a subsidy
that congests their traffic, pollutes their air, and wastes their energy. A
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cash-out program will reduce the number of vehicles driven to work each
day, thus reducing traffic congestion, air pollution, and energy waste. This
program will also return a portion of taxes now being paid by all American
tax payers. Those employees who opt for the cash value of their parking’
subsidies will now pay taxes on this cash, at a rate equal to their normal
- tax bracket.

4.4 California's Cash-Out Program: Questions and Concerns

. Exempting employers from the cash-out requirement if they receive
parking "bundled" with office space may create the unintended incentive for
employers to re negotiate leases to include parking in the office space lease in
order to avoid the cash-out requirement. Eliminating this exemption in the
long run makes sense since parking spaces do not necessarily have to be
included in office space leases, office space rents are lower when parking is
separately charged for rather than provided "free" with the office space, and
parking spaces need not be allotted to office space in a fixed proportion.?

. Employers may face increased costs due to increased payroll taxes.
Payroll taxes, which amount to between 4% and 12% of employee whges,
apply to the additional income given to an employee who cashes out his/her
parking subsidy. This additional tax, however, will probably not represent a
major expense. First, less than 20% of employees would be likely to take the
cash-out option. Second, of those who do cash-out their parking subsidies,
most would use some portion of it for ridesharing expenses, the value of
which is not included in an employee's gross taxable income. Therefore, an
employer would not incur payroll taxes on that amount. If the burden of
increased payroll taxes was cause for serious objections to a cash-out
program,' the "cash allowance equivalent to the parking subsidy” could be
defined as the cash value that, when the employer's payroll taxes on the cash
allowance are added, equals the value of the parking subsidy.”

.. There may be an increased cost to employers who must offer cash.to
current ridesharers who are eligible for a parking subsidy but who have
turned it down. However, the increase will not be significant since the
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number of people who do not drive to work represents a small percentage of
workers, many of whom are not offered a parking subsidy anyway.?

. Employers, including City, State, or Federal Government, may own some
parking spaces they provide to employees, but lease additional spaces for
other employees. Therefore, cash options must be provided to some
employees but not to others. Employers in this situation may wish to review
their overall parking policy and create a uniform cash-out program even for
those who park in employer-owned spaces. The dilemma of how to address
different types of parking would not be an issue if employer-owned parking
were not exempt. If employers are given sufficient advance notice to plan for
the market pricing of their parking spaces, they could put their parking on
the market if their employees choose the cash-out option.?

. How can the use of cash-out allowances be documented so that an
employee who “cashes-out” his/her parking subsidy can get a tax exemption
for the portion used for ridesharing purposes? A suggestion made by
Commuter Transportation Services, Inc. (CTS), a California Transportation
Management Association, is for employers to separately state on the
employee’s pay stub the portion of the cash-out that is exempt from taxes.
Employees could verify the amount used for ridesharing with a receipt or
affidavit.13 See Appendix 3 for CTS newletters about the cash-out program.

. According to one transportation consultant in Los Angeles who spoke
with the condition of anonymity, few employers are acting with alacrity to
comply with this new requirement because the law does not specify an
enforcement agency or penalty for noncompliance. @ Many employers have
apparently adopted a “wait-and-see” approach either because they are
waiting for further clarification of the rules or because they want to see if
and/or how the rule will be enforced.l4 '

The State Assembly Committee on Transportation is aware of the enforcement
issue and has authorized the Air Resources Board to administer and enforce
the parking cash-out requirement.!5 In a letter dated January 27, 1993,
Assemblyman Richard Katz, sponsor of AB 2109, states the need for the Air
Resources Board (ARB) to adopt clarifying guidelines for the rule and to assist
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with its implementation. He requests that the ARB édvise him as to their
intentions for implementing the legislation. (See Appendix 4 for the letter.)
The two enforcement provisions applicable to AB 2109 are:

1. “Any person who violates any provision of this part [Part 5] ... shall subject
to a civil penalty of not to exceed $500 per vehicle.” Each parking space that
an employer is required the option of cashing out corresponds to a vehicle.

2. The State ARB is allowed to “enjoin any violation of this part [Part 5]... jin a
civil action brought in the name of the people of the State of California....”

Now that an enforcement agency has been identified, and there are provisions
for assessing penalties in the event of noncompliance with the parking cash-
out requirement, there will be a wait to evaluate the enforcement system’s

effectiveness.
. Residential communities adjacent to businesses offering a cash-out
program have expressed concern about “spill over parking.”  Apparently,

some employees cash-out their parking subsidies but continue to drive to
work alone, parking on neighborhood streets instead of ridesharing or ;ising
transit.14  Although a parking cash-out program may include “a requirement
that employee participants certify that they will comply with guidelines
established by the employer designed to avoid neighborhood parking
problems,”12 employers may have to design a monitoring system if
complaints of spill over parking arise. A similar situation may arise whereby
employees who cash-out continue to drive alone, but instead of parking in
their employer-provided spaces, they park in a less-expensive lot down the
street. '

5.0 TRANSPORTATION VOUCHER PROGRAM:
A PROPOSAL FOR MASSACHUSETTS

In order to develop a comprehensive automobile trip reduction strategy .to
include in the Massachusetts State Implementation Plan, the Transporfation
Task Force must identify a package (or group of packages) of transportation
control measures that (1) show the most promise with regard to air quality
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and transportation impact; (2) work synergistically; and (3) cost the least to
administer, to implement, and to monitor. One of the Task Force's primary
objectives, then, is to advise the Department of Environmental Protection in
its efforts to revise the Ridesharing regulations for the reduction of single
occupant commuter vehicle use. The Ridesharing Subcommittee is assembling
such a "menu" of required and optional methods to be implemented by
employers to reach specific goals for increasing average vehicle occupancy.d-6

One of the mandatory elements of the proposed Ridesharing regulation is a
transportation voucher program based on California’'s parking cash-out
program. The goal of a transportation voucher program, like that of its
California counterpaft, is to reduce the number of people who drive to work
alone by creating incentives to choose other commuting modes such as using
transit, carpooling, or walking. Fewer automobile trips translate into
improved air quality. Below is a description of the proposed program,
including a discussion of the features that represent a departure from the
California program.

5.1 Definitions

A "Transportation Voucher Program" (TVP) is an employer-funded program
under which an employer offers employees the option of receiving a cash
allowance equivalent to the value of the parking subsidy provided to the

employee.

A "Voucher" is a form (See Appendix 5) provided to an employee who
receives a parking subsidy which can be exchanged for an option chosen by
the employee. The options are: the use of the parking space, the cash
equivalent to the parking subsidy, or an alternative ridesharing option
offered by the employer. | |

A _"Parking Subsidy" is the difference between the value of the parking space
provided to an employee and the price, if any, charged to an employee to the
use of that space.
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5.2 Transportation Voucher Program Requirements

. All employers of 100 persons or more who offer a parking subsidy to
employees shall offer a transportation voucher program.

The threshold of 100 employees was chosen to be consistent with the
proposed threshold for Ridesharing regulations. Requiring employers of
fewer employees makes enforcement more difficult and could present an
unjustifiable level of burden on those employers.

. The transportation voucher program shall not apply to employers who
have pre-existing leases, until the expiration of that lease or unless the lease
permits the employer to reduce, without penalty, the number of parking
spaces subject to the lease.

The intent is to require employers to offer the TVP only if they can reduce
the number of parking spaces without penalty and without having to pay for
the space in addition to paying an employee a cash allowance.

e A renewal of an expired office space lease or any new office space "lease '
shall specify the number and value of parking spaces.

When a new lease is arranged, the employer can determine the number of
parking spaces required given the number of employees who wish to “cash-
out” their voucher. Requiring a valuation for those spaces will allow an
employer to assign a cash value to the transportation voucher of each
employee. '

. The. transportation voucher program requirement shall be phased in at
a later date for employers who own the parking spaces provided to
employees.

Employers who own their parking area where there is a market for parking
can recoup costs associated with cashing out a transportation vouchers by
offering open spaces to other employees or to visitors in the area. = Employers
who own their parking in non-market areas will require time to arrange for
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other uses for unused parking space. Replacing a portion of a parking area
with a development of some type will also require a reduction in the local
zoning regulations which set a minimum number of parking spaces per
square foot of office space

5‘.3 Massachusetts Tax Code Amendments

Amendments to the Massachusetts state tax code regarding tax exemptions
and tax deductions similar to those adopted as a result of California's cash-out
program are appropriate for the TVP as well:

. A cash allowance received by an employee under a transportation
voucher program shall be included in gross income subject to all federal and
state income, social security, medicare, and other applicable taxes. However,
any portion of a cash allowance used for ridesharing purposes shall be
exempt from state income tax.

. An employer may claim a business deduction for expenses incurred as a
result of offering and carrying out a transportation voucher program.

5.4 Implementation Guidelines

In order to determine each employees intention either to continue to use the
parking space, to receive the cash equivalent, or to choose other options, such
as a vanpool program or a transit pass, the employer gives a form to each
employee every 6-months (or other appropriate time period) to fill out. The
employer uses this "transportation voucher” to indicate the value of the
employee's parking subsidy as well as the price of various transit pass
options or other employer-sponsored programs. Each employee indicates
his/her choice and returns the voucher to the employer. Cash allowances
may be included directly in a pay check or as a separate check. Any amount
used for ridesharing purposes is documented on the voucher for tax purposes.
Refer to the sample transportation voucher in Appendix 5 which shows the
type of information requested.
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A transportation voucher program may include a requirement that employee
participants certify that they will comply with guidelines established by the
employer designed to avoid neighborhood parking problems, with a provision
that employees not complying with the guidelines will no longer be eligible
for the parking cash-out program.

5.5 Transportation Voucher Program: Questions and Concerns

The issues that must be addressed in order to design and implemeht a
transportation voucher program in Massachusetts are similar to those that
emerged for the State of California as it developed and enacted its parking
cash-out requirement. Confusion over applicability, questions about tax
implications, concerns about spill over parking on neighborhood streets, and
problems with enforcement must also be addressed- if the transportation
voucher programAis to be a success. |

One feature of the proposed TVP differs significantly from the parking cash-
out program, a feature that presents a single but complex question, which is:

How do employers determine the value of parking?

Since an employer must offer each employee who receives a parking subsidy
the option of receiving the cash equivalent of his/her parking subsidy, the
employer must calculate what the subsidy is. By definition, the parking
subsidy is "the difference between the value of the parking space provided to
an employee on a regular basis and the price, if any, charged to an employee
to the use of that space.” Determining the price an employee pays for parking
may be done using a simple survey. The value of a parking space for which -
an empldyer makes an explicit cash payment each month to secure it for an
employee is simple as well; the payment equals the value of the parking
space. Determining the value of a parking space proves much more difficult
in a cases where an employer owns his or her parking facility or where
parking spaces are provided as part of an office space lease for which
separate payments are not made for parking.
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6.0 PARKING VALUATION

There are at least two methods for determining the value of the use of a
parkiig space. These are the market value (appraisal method) and the
replacement value (worksheet method). ‘

6.1 Market Value: The Appraisal Method .

The market value can be established, quite simply, by surveying the. existing
prices of nearby rentable or leasable spaces. These values represent the
income generated to -the owner, usually on a monthly basis. This provides an
appraised value of the cost of using a space. Included within this price are all
the costs of owning the land under the space, building the space, and
maintaining it as well as the profit for the owner allowed by the market.
Such factors as insurance, debt finance, and property taxes are all included.
If there are no nearby spaces to rent or lease, another valuation method is
needed.

6.2 Replacement Value: The Worksheet Method

The replacement cost takes a more comprehensive look at the total value of
the space, not simply income generated but all of the factors included
conveniently in the market price (See Appendix 6). The reasons for this two
part approach for determining the value of parking space use revolve around
the locations of many employers as well as the method used by employers for
securing parking spaces. |

In many suburban locations there is little demand for the parking spaces save
for the employees at the site. There is no true market for the spaces. Some
lessors determine a price for the use of parking spaces and hold that item
separate from the lease. In a sense, the lessor creates an artificial market
price since there is a small demand with typically substantial oversupply.l 6
However, in most instances, when an employer leases a facility it is
understood that there will be no income stream from the spaces. The parking
is included merely as a marketing tool for the project, and to comply with
local zone code minimums.l7 The cost of the parking spaces is included
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within the lease. The parking is not valued separately, it is bundled within
the lease.

This bundling and lack of a market value present a challenge in determining
an alternative method for establishing value. (This challenge also is true for
" businesses that own their parking spaces in an area without a market.) It is
hardly equitable for a facility that was mandated by local zoning
requirements to have a minimum number of spaces per 1000 square feet to
be held responsible for being oversupplied with parking.  This mandated
oversupply is one of the primary reasons that there is no market for parking
in the suburbs. If the employer could determine how much parking was
needed, by surveying employees, and then could simply lease or buy that
number of spaces, theréby' keeping costs as low as possible, there might be an
opportunity for competition from third party sources to offer other parking
options. Develdpment projects in the future might offer less parking, for
instance. However, with the various oversupply zoning minimums the lessee
has no choice and no reason to survey the employees. In fact, there is no way
to know the cost of the parking since it is bundled in the lease.

To unbundle the value of the use of the parking space, the replacement cost
(or worksheet method) of the space is needed. However, the lessor ‘must be
required to provide the lessee with the data. This seems to be a return to a
type of burden that Governor Weld hoped to avoid when creating this policy.
In an ideal world, the data needed would include the cost of the land per
square foot, the amount of land area per parking space, the cost of
construction per parking space and the cost of ongoing maintenance per
parking space. This worksheet method would provide a value that can be
used to establish a monthly cost for the use of a parking space by amortizing
the total cost over a period of years.

One less burdensome method for gathering similar data with similar accuracy
would be to rely on existing sources of information. For example, property
valuations and lot sizes are available through tax offices of localities.
Construction costs are noted in building permits, and maintenance estimates
could be determined by researching the typical costs for state facilities. This
same formula would use public data rather than réquiring employers to
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provide information. This would place a more objective value on each parking
space with less of a burden on the lessor or employer/owner, but perhaps
" more guesswork. However, a replacement value per space could be
established.

7.0 CONCLUSIONS AND CONCERNS

As the details of a transportation voucher program have been debated by our
group of graduate researchers, many lingering issues remain. Foremost
among these is the overall issue of burden. As the Clean Air Act is
implemented, who will be burdened by the Act? This paper supposes that
the employer will be burdened although not severely. However, is that the
correct or only answer to the problem?

Clearly there are a variety of other methods for sharing the burden. Towns .
as well as developers can be joined in the effort to clean the air. The thinking
behind our assumption rests on the fact that a transportation voucher
program is a critical part of a revised ridesharing regulation. Just as
ridesharing involves commuting and employees getting to and from work, so
too are employer based programs the easiest way to measure progress.

The progress being measured, itself, is a lingering issue. As the AVO debate
has centered on increasing occupancy and VMT discussions revolve around
reducing miles traveled, the real issue is reducing emissions. Again, the
easiest way to measure progress may be in the form of AVOs and from that
data creating zones.

However, the zone concept is still so preliminary. We visited with Craig Liner
of the Central Transportation Planning Staff.. He is one of the key personnel
who would be responsible for creating maps that show AVO. He indicated
that no such maps exist and that work was still needed to begin their
production.
iy :
This raises the issue of scheduling. The Task Force has continued to push
back its timetable. The deadline of November looms large as the public
. . v, . . < .

hearing requirement is beginning to become a scheduling problem. Also, the
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potential for public outcry must be considered. The business community that
is going to be asked to shoulder this burden, easy way to measure progress or
not, may well reject these ideas. There is a dramatic need for bringing more
members of the business community as well as representatives from western
Massachusetts into the process.

One of their objections may well be one of our lingering questions. That is,
how can the effects of a transportation voucher program be quantified?
There are models used, but will these estimations be convincing enough for
the business owners as well as the EPA? The answer may lie in looking at the
Ridesharing Proposal as a whole. Transportation Vouchers are part of this
whole. On a case Aby case basis, vouchers may or may not be a large burden
and they may or may not be effective. This brings us back to the AVO
targets. A mix of options in Ridesharing means a variety of ways to reach the
goal of increasihg occupancy. That is, assuming that the public can be
convinced that AVO increases is the correct measure of progress.

In conclusion, it is not the fault of the general public that the United States
has chosen an enviable interstate highway system as the foundation for its
development patterns. Sprawl and auto dependance are inherent in our lives.
The task is to begin to offer alternatives. A transportation voucher program
is such an alternative. It is not a tax nor does it prohibit or discourage' solo
driving. However, it shows the solo driver the value of their parking and
offers a choice of taking that money. The data is not definitive about how
many will' choose the cash, but in conjunction  with other Ridesharing
requirements it is a necessary option if Massachusetts is to improve its air
quality. '
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APPENDIX 1: 1992 Comprehensive Energy Policy Act:

Changes in the Tax Treatment of Employer-Provided
Transportation Benefits '

The Comprehensive Energy Policy Act of 1992 amended the special
rule defining employer-paid parking from a "working condition fringe" to a
new category of tax-exempt fringe benefit called a "qualified
transportation fringe." This new fringe is defined as follows:

(1) In General - For purposes of this section, "qualified transportation
fringe" means any of the following provided by an employer to an
employee:

.(A) Transportation in a commuter highway vehicle [a van that seats
at least six adults not including the driver] if such transportation is in
connection with travel between the employee's residence and place
of employment. . '

(B) Any transit pass.

(C) Qualified parking. [The term "qualified parking” means parking
provided to an employee on or near the business premises of the
employer or on or near a location from which the employee commutes to
work by transportation described in subparagraph (A), in a commuter
highway vehicle, or by carpool.]

(2) Limitation on exclusion - The amount of the fringe benefits which
are provided by an employer to any employee and which may be excluded
from gross income...shall not exceed -

(A) $60 per month in the case of the aggregate of the benefits
described in subparagraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (1), and
(B) $155 per month in the case of qualified parking.
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Assembly Bill No. 2109

CHAPTER 554

An act to amend Sections 65088.1, 65089, and 65089.3 of the Govern-
ment Code, to add Article 5 (commencing with Section 43845) to
- Chapter 4 of Part 5 of Division 26 of the Health and Safety Code, to
amend Section 24343.5 of, and to add Sections 17090 and 17202 to, the
Revenue and Taxation Code, relating to transportation.

[Approved by Governor August 26, 1992. Filed with
Secretary of State August 27, 1992.}

LECISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DICEST
_AB 2109, Katz. Parking subsidy programs: taxation. _

(1) Exsting law requires agencies responsible for the preparation
of regional transportation improvement programs to develop and
annually update a congestion management program, containing
specified elements, for every county that contains an urbanized area.

This bill would impose a state-mandated local program by
requiring those agencies, during the development and annual
update of a congestion management program, to consider
employer-sponsored parking subsidy programs (“parking cash-out
programs”) which give the employee the option of receiving
subsidized parking or an equivalent cash allowance, and by requiring
cities and counties to grant reductions in the parking requirements
applicable to a commercial development with a parking cash-out
program. .

(2) The existing Personal Income Tax Law and Bank and
Corporation Tax Law authorize a deduction for trade or business
expenses. _ :

This bill would expressly allow as a deduction under those laws the
expenses of an employer in carrying out a parking cash-out program,
as defined, for employees.

(3) The existing Personal Income Tax Law provides for the
specific inclusion of certain items in gross income.

This bill would provide under that law for thé inclusion in gross
income of cash allowances received by an employee under a
“parking cash-out program,” as defined, except any portion thereof
used for a ridesharing purpose and excluded from gross income by
other provisions of existing law.

(4) Under existing law, the State Air Resources Board, in
consultation with air pollution control districts and air quality
management districts, is required to identify and classify each air
basin in the state which is in attainment or in nonattainment for any
state ambient air quality standard. '

This bill would require, in any air basin designated by the state
board as a nonattainment area, each employer of 50 persons or more

93 90
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who provides a parking subsidy for employees, to offer a parking
cash-out program, as defined.

(5) This bill would make additional changes in Sections 65089 and
650893 of the Government Code, proposed by AB 3093, to be
operative only if AB 3093 and this bill are hoth enacted and become
cffective and this bill is enacted after AB 3093

(6) The California Constitution requires the state to reimburse
local agencies and school districts for certain costs mandated by the
state. Statutory provisions establish procedures for making that
reimbursement, including the creation of a State Mandates Claims
Fund to pay the costs of mandates which do not exceed $1,000,000
statewide and other procedures for claims whose statewide costs
exceed $1,000,000.

This bill would provide that, if the Commission on State Mandates
determines that this bill contains costs mandated by the state,
reimbursement for those costs shall be made pursuant to those
statutory procedures and, if the statewide cost does not exceed
$1,000,000, shall be made from the State Mandates Claims Fund.

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

SECTION L. The Legislature hereby finds and declares all of the
following: ' .

(a) Fxisting local, state, and federal policies tend to encourage the
provision of subsidized parking by employers.

(b) Subsidized parking creates a strong incentive for employees
to commute to work in a single occupancy vehicle.

(c) Commuting in a single occupancy vehicle contributes to
traffic congestion and air pollution.

" (d) In Los Angeles and Orange Counties, more than 90 percent
of the commuters receive free worksite parking, but less than 10
percent of employers provide an employec ridesharing or transit
benefit.

SEC. 2. Section 650881 of the Coverninent Code is amended to
read:

65088.1.  As used in this chapter the following terms have the
following meanings:

(a) Unless the context requires otherwise, “regional agency”
means the agency responsible for preparation of the regional
transportation immprovement program.

(b) Unless the context requires otherwise, “agency” means the
agency responsible for the preparation and adoption of the
congestion management program.

(c) “City™ includes a city and county.

(d) “Commission” mecans the California Transportation
Commission. '

(€) “Department”™ means the Departinent of Transportation.

() “Parking cash-out program™ means an employer-funded
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program under which an employer offers to provide a cash allowance
to an employee equivalent to the parking subsidy that the employer
would otherwise pay to provide the employee with a parking space.
“Parking subsidy” means the difference between the out-of-pocket
amount paid by an employer on a regular basis in order to secure the
availability of an employee parking space not owned by the
employer and the price, if any, charged to an employee for use of that
space.

A parking cash-out program may include a requirement that
employee participants certify that they will comply with guidelines
established by the employer designed to avoid neighborhood
parking problems, with a provision that employees not complying

- with the guidelines will no longer be eligible for the parking cash-out

program.
(g8) “Urbanized area™ has the same meaning as is defined in the
1990 federal census for urbanized areas of more than 50,000
population. .
(h) “Interregioral travel” means trips that have neither origin
nor destination within the boundary of the congestion management

" program.

S(liBC. 3. Section 65089 of the Government Code is amended to
read:

65089. (a) A congestion management program shall be
developed, adopted, and annually updated for every county that
includes an urbanized area, and shall include every city and the
county. The program shall be adopted at a noticed public hearing of
the agency. The program shall be developed in consultation with,
and with the cooperation of, the transportation planning agency,
regional transportation providers, local governments, the
department, and the air pollution control district or the air quality
management district, either by the county transportation
commission, or by another public agency, as designated by
resolutions adopted by the county board of supervisors and the city
councils of a majority of the cities representing a majority of the
population in the incorporated area of the county.

(b) The program shall contain all of the following elements:

(1) (A) Traffic level of service standards established for a system
of highways and roadways designated by the agency. The systemn
shall include at a minimum all state highways and principal arterials.
No highway or roadway designated as a part of the system shall be
removed from the system. All new state highways and principal
arterials shall be designated as part of the system. Level of service
(LOS) shall be measured by Circular 212, (or by the most recent
version of the Highway Capacity Manual), or by a uniform
methodology adopted by the agency which is consistent with the
Highway Capacity Manual. The determination as to whether an
alternative method is consistent with the Highway Capacity Manual
shall be made by the regional agency, except that the department
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shall make this determination instead if either (i) the regional
agency is also the agency, as those terms are defined in Section
65088.1, or (ii) the department is responsible for preparing the
regional transportation improvement plan for the county.

(B) In no case shall the LOS standards established be below the
level of service E or the current level, whichever is farthest from
level of service A, except where a segment or intersection has been
designated as deficient and a deficiency plan has been .adopted
pursuant to Section 65089.3.

(2) Standards established for the frequency and routing of public
transit, and for the coordination of transit service provided by
separate operators.

(3) A trip reduction and travel demand element that promotes
alternative transportation methods, such as carpools, vanpools,
transit, bicycles, and park-and-ride lots; improvements in the balance
between jobs and housing; and other strategies, including flexible
work hours and parking management programs. The agency shall
consider parking cash-out programs during the development and
annual update of the trip reduction and travel demand element.

(4) A program to analyze the impacts of Jand use decisions made
by local jurisdictions on regional transportation systems, including an
estimate of the costs associated with mitigating those impacts. In no
case shall the program include an estimate of the costs of mitigating
the impacts of interregional travel. The program shall provide credit
for local public and private contributions to improvements to
regional transportation systems. However, in the case of toll road
facilities, credit shall only be allowed for local public and private
contributions which are unreimbursed from toll revenues or other
state or federal sources. The agency shall calculate the amount of the
credit to be provided. LI

(5) A seven-year capital improvement program to maintain or
improve the traffic level of service and transit performance
standards developed pursuant to paragraphs (1) and (2), and to
mitigate regional transportation impacts identified pursuant to
paragraph (4), which conforms to transportation-related vehicle
emissions air quality mitigation measures.

(c) The agency, in consultation with the regional agency, cities,
and the county, shall develop a uniform data base on traffic impacts
for use in a countywide transportation computer model and shall
approve transportation computer models of specific areas within the
county that will be used by local jurisdictions to determine the
quantitative impacts of development on the circulation system that
are based on the countywide model and standardized modeling
assumptions and conventions. The computer models shall be
consistent with the modeling methodology adopted by the regional
planning agency. The data bases used in the models shall be
consistent with the data bases uscd by the regional planning agency.
Whe he regional agency has jurisdiction over two or more

L
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counties, the data bases used by the agency shall be consistent with
the data bases used by the regional agency.

(d) (1) The city or county in which a commercial development
will implement a parking cash-out program which is included in a
congestion management program pursuant to subdivision (b), or a
deficiency plan pursuant to Section 65089.3, shall grant to that
development an appropriate reduction in the parkihg requirements
otherwise in effect for new cominercial development.

(2) At the request of an existing commercial development that
hasimplemented a parking cash-out program, the city or county shall
grant an appropriate reduction in the parking requirements
otherwise applicable based on the demonstrated reduced need for
parking, and the space no longer needed for parking purposes may
be used for other appropriate purposes.

SEC. 3.5. Section 65089 of the Government Code is amended to
read:

65089. (a) A congestion management program shall be
developed, adopted, and updated biennially, consistent with the
schedule for adopting and updating the regional transportation
improvement program, for every county that includes an urbanized
area, and shall include every city and the county. The program shall
be adopted at a noticed public hearing of the agency. The program
shall be developed in consultation with, and with the cooperation of,
the transportation planning agency, regional transportation
providers, local governments, the department, and the air pollution
control district or the air quality management district, either by the
county transportation commission, or by another public agency, as
designated by resolutions adopted by the county board of supervisors
and the city councils of a majority of the citics representing a
majority of the population in the incorporated area of the county.

(b) The program shall contain all of the following elements:

(1) (A) Traffic level of service standards established for a system
of highways and roadways designated by the agency. The system
shall include at a minimum all state highways and principal arterials.
No highway or roadway designated as a part of the system shall be -
removed from the system. All new state highways and principal
arterials shall be designated as part of the system. Level of service
(LOS) shall be measured by Circular 212, (or by the most. recent
version of the Highway Capacity Manual), or by a uniform
methodology adopted by the agency which is consistent with the
Highway Capacity Manual. The determination as to whether an
alternative method is consistent with the Highway Capacity Manual
shall be made by the regional agency, except that the department
shall make this determination instead if either (i) the regional’
agency is also the agency, as those terms are defined in Section
65088.1, or (ii) the department is responsible for preparing the
regional transportation improvement plan for the county.

(B) In no case shall the LOS standards established be Selow the
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level of service E or the current level, whichever is farthest from
level of service A, except where a segment or intersection has been
designated as deficient and a deficiency plan has been adopted
pursuant to Section 65089.3. .

(2) Standards established for the frequency and routing of public
transit, and for the coordination of transit service provided by
separate operators.

(3) A trip reduction and travel demand element that promotes
alternative transportation methods, such as carpools, vanpools,
transit, bicycles, and park-and-ride lots; improvements in the balance
between jobs and housing; and other strategies, including flexible
work hours and parking management programs. The agency shall
consider parking cash-out programs during the development and
annual update of the trip reduction and travel demand element.

(4) A program to analyze the impacts of land use decisions made
by local jurisdictions on regional transportation systems, including an
estimate of the costs associated with mitigating those impacts. In no
case shall the program include an estimate of the costs of mitigating
the impacts of interregional travel. The program shall provide credit
for local public and private contributions to improvements to
regional transportation systems. However, in the case of toll road
facilities, credit shall only be allowed for local public and private
contributions which are unreimbursed from toll revenues or other
state or federal sources. The agency shall calculate the amount of the
credit to be provided.

(3) A seven-year capital improvement program to maintain or
improve the traffic level of service and transit performance
standards developed pursuant to paragraphs (1) and (2), and to
mitigate regional transportation impacts identified pursuant to
paragraph (4), which conforms to transportation-related vehicle
emissions air quality mitigation measures.

(c) The agency, in consultation with the regional agency, cities,
and the county, shall develop a uniform data base on traffic impacts
for use in a countywide transportation computer model and shall
approve transportation computer models of specific areas within the
county that will be used by local jurisdictions to determine the
quantitative impacts of development on the circulation system that
are based on the countywide model and standardized modeling
assumptions and conventions. The computer models shall be
consistent with the modeling methodology adopted by the regional
planning agency. The data bases used in the models shall be
consistent with the data bases used by the regional planning agency.
Where the regional agency has jurisdiction over two or more
counties, the data bases used by the agency shall be consistent with
the data bases used by the regional agency. '

(d) (1) The city or county in which a commercial development
will implement a parking cash-out program which is included in a
congestion management program pursuant to subdivision (b),ora
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deficiency plan pursuant to Section 65089.3, shall grant to that
development an appropriate reduction in the parking requircments
otherwise in effect for new conunercial development.

(2) At the request of an existing commercial development that
has implemented a parking cash-out program, the cily or county shall
‘grant an appropriate reduction in the parking requirecments
otherwise applicable based on the demonstrated reduced need for’
parking, and the space no longer necded for parking purposes may
be used for other appropriate purposes.

SEC. 4. Section 65(89.3 of the Government Code is amended to
read:

65089.3. (a) The agency shall monitor the implementation of all
elements of the congestion management program. Annually, the
agency shall determine if the county and cities are conforming to the
congestion management program, including, but not limited to, all
of the following: :

(1) Consistency with levels of service and performance standards,
except as provided in subdivisions (b) and (c).

(2) Adoption and implementation of a trip reduction and travel
demand ordinance.

(3) Adoption and implementation of a program to analyze the
impacts of land use decisions, including the estimate of the costs
associated with mitigating these impacts.

(b) (1) A city or county may designate individual deficient
segments or intersections which do not incet the established level of
service standards if, prior to the designation, at a noticed public
hearing, the city or county has adopted a deficiency plan which shall
include all of the following:

(A) An analysis of the causes of the deficiency.

(B) Alist of improvements necessary for the deficient segment or
intersection to maintain the minimum level of service otherwise
required and the estimated costs of the improvements.

(C) Alist of improvements, programs, or actions, and estimates of
costs, that will (i) measurably improve the level of service of the
system, as defined in subdivision (b) of Section 65089, and (i)
contribute to significant improvements in air quality, such as
improved public transit service and facilities, improved
nonmotorized transportation facilities, high occupancy vehicle
facilities, parking cash-out programs, and transportation control
measures. The air quality management district or the air pollution
control district shall establish and periodically revise a list of
approved improvements, programs, and actions which meet the
scope of this paragraph. If an improvement, program, or action is on
the approved list and has not yet been fully implemented, it shall be
deemed to contribute to significant improvements in air quality. If
an improvement, program, or action is not on the approved list, it
shall not be implemented unless approved by the local air quality
management district or air pollution control district.
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(D) An action plan, consistent with Chapter 5 (commencing with
Section 66000) of Division 1 of Title 7, that shall be implemented,
consisting of improvements identified in paragraph (B3), or
improvements, programs, or actions identified in paragraph ((7),
that are found by the agency to be in the interest of the public’s
health, safety and welfare. The action plan shall include a specific
implementation schedule.

(2) A city or county shall forward its adopted deficiency plan to
the agency. The agency shall hold a noticed public hearing within 60
days of receiving the deficiency plan. Following the hearing, the
agency shall either accept or reject the deficiency plan in its entirety,
but the agency may not modify the deficiency plan. If the agency
rejects the plan, it shall notify the city or county of the reasons for
that rejection.

(c) The agency, after consultation with the regional agency, the
department, and the air quality management district or air pollution
control district, shall exclude from the determination of
conformance with level of service standards, the impacts of any of
the following:

(1) Interregional travel.

(2) Construction, rehabilitation, or maintenance of facilities that
impact the system.

(3) Freeway ramp metering. )

(4) Traffic signal coordination by the state or multijurisdictional
agencies. :

(5) TrafTic generated by the provision of low and very low income
housing. -

(d) For the purposes of this chapter, the impacts of a trip which
originates in one county and which terminates in another county
shall be included in the determination of conformance with level of
service standards with respect to the originating county only. A
roundtrip shall be considered to consist of two individual trips.

SEC.4.35. Section 65089.3 of the Government Code is amended to
read:

65089.3. (a) The agency shall monitor the implementation of all
elements of the congestion management program. Annually, the
agency shall determine if the county and cities are conforming to the
congestion management program, including, but not limited to, all
of the following:

(1) Consistency with levels of service and performance standards,
except as provided in subdivisions (b) and (c).

(2) Adoption and implementation of a trip reduction and travel
demand ordinance.

(3) Adoption and implementation of a program to analyze the
impacts of land use decisions, including the estimate of the costs
associated with mitigating these impacls.

(b) (1) A city or county may designate individual deficient
segr " ~ts or intersections which do not ineet the established level of
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service standards if, prior to the designation, at a noticed public
hearing; the city or county has adopted a deficiency plan which shall
include all of the following:

(A) An analysis of the causes of the deficiency.

(B) A list of improvements necessary for the deficient segment or
intersection to maintain the minimum level of service otherwise
required and the estimated costs of the improvements.

(C) Alist of improvements, programs, or actions, and estimates of
costs, that will (i) measurably improve the level of service of the
system, as defined in subdivision (b) of Section 65089, and (ii)
contribute to significant improvements in air quality, such as
improved public transit service and facilities, improved
nonmotorized transportation facilities, high occupancy vehicle
facilities, parking cash-out programs, and transportation control
measures. The air quality management district or the air pollution
control district shall establish and periodically revise a list of
approved improvements, programs, and actions which meet the
scope of this paragraph. If an improvement, program, or action is on
the approved list and has not yet been fully implemented, it shall be
deemed to contribute to significant improvements in air quality. If
an improvement, program, or action is not on the approved list, it
shall not be implemented unless approved by the local air quality
management district or air pollution control district.

(D) An action plan, consistent with Chapter 5 (commencing with
Section 66000) of Division 1 of Title 7, that shall be implemented,
consisting of improvements identified in paragraph (B), or
improvements, programs, or actions identified in paragraph (C),
that are found by the agency to be in the interest of the public’s
health, safety and welfare. The action plan shall include a specific
implementation schedule.

(2) A city or county shall forward its adopted deficiency plan to
the agency. The agency shall hold a noticed public hearing within 60
days of receiving the deficiency plan. Following the hearing, the

‘agency shall either accept or reject the deficiency plan in its entirety,

but the agency may not modify the deficiency plan. If the agency
rejects the plan, it shall notify the city or county of the reasons for
that rejection.

(c) The agency, after consultation with the regional agency, the
department, and the air quality management district or air pollution
control district, shall exclude from the determination of
conformance with level of service standards, the impacts of any of
the following:

(1) Interregional travel.

(2) Construction, rehabilitation, or maintenance of facilities that
impact the system.

(3) Freeway ramp metering.

(4) Traffic signal coordination by the state or multijurisdictional
agencies.
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(5) Traffic gencrated by the provision of low and very low income
housing.

(6) (A) Traffic generated by high density residential
development located within one-fourth mile of a fixed rail passenger
station. :

(B) Traffic generated by any mixed use development located
within one-fourth mile of a fixed rail passenger station, if more than
half of the land area, or Moor area, of the mixed use development is
used for high density residential housing, as determined by the
agency.

() For the purposes of this section, the following terms have the
following meanings: : '

(i) “High density” means residential density which is equal to or
greater than 120 percent of the maximum residential density allowed
under the local general plan and zoning ordinance.

(ii) “Mixed use development” means development  which
integrates compatible commercial or retail uses, or both, with
residential uses, and which, due to the proximity of job locations,
shopping opportunities, and residences, will discourage new trip
generation.

(d) For the purposes of this chapter, the impacts of a trip which
originates in one county and which terminates in another county

 shall be included in the determination of conformance with level of
service standards with respect to the originating county only. A
roundtrip shall be considered to consist of two individual trips.

(e) It is the intent of the Legislature that a deficiency plan be
prepared and adopted by the city or county, and approved by the
agency, prior to the occurrence of a deficiency.

. SEC.5. Article 5 (commencing with Section 43845) is added to
Chapter 4 of Part 5 of Division 26 of the Health and Safety Code, to
read:

Article 5.  Employee Parking

43845. (a) In any air basin designated as a nonattainment area
pursuant to Section 39608, each employer of 50 persons or more who
provides a parking subsidy to employees, shall offer a parking
cash-out program. “Parking cash-out program” means an
employer-funded program' under which an employer offers to
provide a cash allowance to an employee equivalent to the parking
subsidy that the employer would otherwise pay to provide the
employee with a parking space.

(b) A parking cash-out program may include a requirement that
employee participants certify that they will comply with guidelines
established by the employer designed to avoid neighborhood
parking problems, with a provision that employees not complying
with the guidelines will no longer be eligible for the parking cash-out
program.

I . . .nn anen
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(c) As used in this section, the following terms have the following
meanings:

(1) “Employec™ means an employee of an employer subject to
this section.

(2) “Parking subsidy” mecans the difference between the
out-of-pocket amount paid by an employer on a regular basis in order
to secure the availability of an employce parking space not owned
by the employer and the price, if any, charged to an employee for
use of that space. ,

-(d) Subdivision (a) does not apply to any employer who, on or
before January 1, 1993, has leased employce parking, until the
expiration of that lease or unless the lease permits the employer to
reduce, without penalty, the number of parking spaces subject to the
lease.

(e) Itisthe intent of the Legislature, in enacting this section, that
the cash-out requirements apply only to employers who can reduce,
without penalty, the number of paid parking spaces they maintain
for the use of their employees and instead provide their employees
the cash-out option described in this section.

SEC. 6. Section 17090 is added to the Revenue and Taxation
Code, to read:

17090. Gross income includes cash allowances received by an
employee under a parking cash-out program, except any portion
used for a ridesharing purpose and excluded from gross income by
Section 17149. ‘

SEC. 7. Section 17202 is added to the Revenue and Taxation
Code, to read: :

17202. ‘There shall be allowed to an employer as an ordinary and
necessary expense paid or incurred during the taxable year in
carrying on any trade or business (as provided in Section 162(a) of
the Internal Revenue Code), the expenses involved in carrying out
a parking cash-out program, as defined by subdivision () of Section
65088.1 of the Covernment Code.

SEC. 8. Section 24343.5 of the Revenue and Taxation Code is

- amended to read:

243435. (a) In addition to the deduction allowed by Section
24343, a deduction shall be allowed to an employer as an orclinary and
necessary expensc paid or incurred during the income year in
carrying on any trade or business for those expenses involved in any
of the following ridesharing arrangements:

(1) Subsidizing employees commuting in vanpools.

(2) Subsidizing employees commuting in private commuter buses
or buspools.

(3) Subsidizing monthly transit passes for its employees or for use
by the employee’s dependents, except that no deduction shall be
allowed for transit passes issued for the use of elementary and
secondary school students.

(4) Subsidizing employees commuting in subscription taxipools.
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{5) Subsidizing emplovees comimuting in a earponl,

(6) In the case of an emplover who offers free parking to its
employees, offering a cash equivalent to employees who da not
require parking including a parking cash ot program, as defined by
subdivision (1) of Section 650881 of the Government Code.

(7) Providing free or prelerential parking to carpools, vanpools,
or any other vehicle used in a ridesharing arrangement.

(8) Making lacility improvements to encourage employees, for
the purpose of commuting from their homes, to participate in
ridesharing arrangements, to use bicycles, or to walk. These facility
improvements may include, but are not limited to, any of the
following: the construction of bus shelters; the installation of bicycle
racks and other-bicycle-related facilities, such as showers and locker
rooms; and parking lot maodifications to provide carpools, vanpools,
or buspools with preferential treatment. The cost of these facility
improvements shall be allowed as a depreciation deduction.
Nolwilhsl:m(ling subdivision (c¢), the depreciation deduction shall be
allowable over a 36-month period. :

(9) Providing company commuter van or bus service to its
employees and to others for commuting from their homes, but not
for transportation required as part of the employer's business
activitics, except as otherwise provided in this section. The capital
costs of providing this service shall not be an eligible deduction
under this section.

(10) Providing to employees transportation services which are
required as part of the employer’s business activities to the extent
that the transportation would be provided by employees without
reimbursement in the absence of an employer-sponsored ridesharing
incentive program. The capital costs of providing this service shall
not be an cligible deduction under this section.

(h) For purposes of this section: .

(1) “Employer” means cither of the following:

(A) A taxpayer for whom services are performed by employces,
except entities which are not subject to tax under this part.

(B) A taxpayer which is a private or public educational institution
which enrolls students at higher than the secondary level.

(2) “Employee” means cither of the following:

(A) Anindividual who performs service for an employer for more
than cight hours per week for remuneration.

(B) Any commuting student, as defined in paragraph (3).

(3) “Commuting student’” ineans a registered full-time student at

a college, university, or other postsecondary educational institution,
who lives apart fromn the property which is designated as the
“employment site” for the purpose of this section, and who travels
between his or her residence and the designated employment site on
a regular, though not necessarily daily, basis.

(4) “"Fmployer-sponsored ridesharing incentive program™ means
a progv=m undertaken by an employer either alone or in cooperation
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with other emplayers to encourage or provide, or both, fiscal other
incentives to employees to make the home-to-work commute trip by
any made other than the single-occupant motor vehicle.

(5) “Company commuter bus or van™ means a highway vehicle
which meets all of the following criteria:

(A) 1asat least seven or more persons commuting on a daily basis
to and from work.

(B) Atleast 50 percent of the mileage of which can be reasonably
expected 1o be used for the purpose of transporting employees to and
from work.

(CC) Is acquired by the taxpaver on or after the date of enactment
of this legislation.

(6) “Vanpool” means seven or more persons commuting on a
daily basis to and from work by means of a vehicle with a seating
arrangement designed to carry 7 to 15 adult persons.

(7) “Monthly transit pass” means any bulk purchase of transit
rides that entitles the purchaser to 40 or more rides per month,
whether at a discount rate or the base fare rate.

(8) “Transit™ means transportation service for use by the general
public that utilizes buses, railcars, or ferries with a seating capacity
of 16 or more persons.

(9) “Subscription taxipool” means a type of service in which
employers or groups of employces contract with a public or private
taxi operator to provide daily commuter service for a group of
preassembled subscribers on a prepaid or daily-fare basis, following
arelatively fixed route and schedule tailored (o ineet the needs of the
subscribers.

(10) “Ridesharing arrangement”™ neans the transportation of
persons in a motor vehicle where that transportation is incidental to
another purpose of the driver. The term includes ridesharing
arrangements known as carponls, vanpools, and buspools.

(H) “Carpool”™ means two or imore persons commuting on a daily
basis to and from waork by means of a vehicle with a seating
arrangement designed Lo carry less than seven adults, including the
driver. :

(12) “Buspool™ means 16 or more persons coninuting on a daily
basis to and from work by means of a vehicle with a seating
arrangement designed 1o carry more than 15 adult passengers.

(13) “Private commuter bus” means a highway vehicle which
mcets all of the following criteria:

(A) Has a scating capacity of at least seven adults, including the
driver. )

(1) Atleast 50 percent of the mileage of which can be reasonably
expected to be used for the purpose of transporting employees to and
from work.

(€2} 1s acquired by the taxpayer on or after the date of enactment
of this section.

(D) With respect to which the taxpayer makes an el -tion under
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this paragraph on its return for the income year in which the vehicle
is placed in service.

SEC. 9. Section 3.5 of this bill incorporates amendments to
Section 65089 of the Government Code proposed by both this bill and
AB 3093. It shall only become operative if (1) both bills are enacted
and become effective on or before January 1, 1993, (2) each bill
amends Section 63089 of the Government Code, and (3) this bill is
enacted after AB 3093, in which case Section 3 of this bill shall not
become operative.

SEC. 10. Section 4.5 of this bill incorporates amendments to
Section 65089.3 of the Government Code proposed by both this bill
and AB 3093. It shall only become operative if (1) both bills are
enacted and become effective on or before January 1, 1993, (2) each
bill amends Section 65089.3 of the Government Code, and (3) this bill
is enacted after AB 3093, in which case Section 4 of this bill shall not
become operative.

SEC. 11. Notwithstanding Section 17610 of the Government
Code, if the Commission on State Mandates determines that this act
contains costs mandated by the state, reimbursement to local
agencies and school districts for those costs shall be made pursuant
to Part 7 (commencing with Section 17500) of Division 4 of Title 2
of the Government Code. If the statewide cost of the claim for
reimbursement does not exceed one million dollars ($1,000,000),
reimbursement shall be made from the State Mandates Claims Fund.
Notwithstanding Section 17580 of the Government Code, unless
otherwise specified in this act, the provisions of this act shall become
operative on the same date that the act takes effec: pursuant to the
California Constitution. :

93 440
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STATE PARKING
CASH-OUT PROGRAM

As PER CHAPTER 554, 1992 CALIFORNIA State STATUTES (AbZle)

This bill odds section 43845 to the Health and Safety Code, reiafing fo employee parring.
It affects employers who:

P are located in an air quality area in non attainment,
such as the South Coast Air Basin ond most of Southern Cahfomnc

9‘_ have at least 50 employses .
» subsidize employee parking

ACCORDING TGO

AB 2109,

It does not apply to employers who own their parking or whose parking is subject o o
lease as of January 1, 1993, until the expiration ond renegotiction of that lease or uniass
the lease permin the omplcyor to reduce without penalty the number of parking soaces

it leases.

SOME CALIFORNIA

EMPLOYERS WILL
PARKING CAsH-OUT

— —NOW BE-REQUIRED —— Employsrs who moet the above criteria must implement & parking “cash-ou?” program
in which they offer cash 1o employees in lisu of parking. The cash amount must be
equal 1o the out-of-pocket cost the employer pays to provide the employee with work

TO OFFER PARKING site parking, minus any charges made o the employes for the use of that space.

-1 A part of the parking cash-out program, an emoioyer may require an employee fo
“CASH-OUT™ certify that he or she will comply with guidelines designed by the employer to avoid
spillover parking onfo neighborhood streets.

PROGRAMS IN WHICH Employens may cloim o business deduction for the cost
invoived with offering a cash-out program. For employees,
the cash-out must be included in gress income subject
THE EMPLOYER to all federal and state income and payroll foxes. Only
the amount used for ridesharing purposes is exempt,

and only from state income tax. < \

This section becomes effective on Jonuary 1, 1993,

OFFERS CASH

TO EMPLOYEES

OTHER SECTIONS OF THis Bril REQUIRE:

B congestion manogement agencies (CMAs) to consider parking cosh-out when
developing and updating the frip reduction and trovel demand elemenn of their
congestion management plans.

IN LIEU OF

PARKING. 8 cities or counties to grant appropriate reductions in parking requirements
to new and existing commercial developments if they offer parking cash-out pians.

. . For more information call the government relations department or your account executive
Commuter Transportation Services, inc at Commuter Transportation Services, Inc.

8 In Llos Angeles 8 In Riverside and San Bermardino .
y @ _ (213) 380-7750 4 (714) 422-8088
Ortrorw : @ In Northern Los Angeles 8 In Ventura
(805) 273-2425 - {80S) 656-2477

© Capyight 1992, Comentr Trmooradkon Serics. e

T\undohnmmdbn@gﬁniw e Uninec Som Decorment o Tromaono fon. feoersi ~grreoy A . he ion oF e Seam of Caiviom=o Denormen: of Tromporoton PRTT S
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Less Taxing

The national energy bill and California’s
parking cash-out bill:
they re getting lots of talk
these days—but what will
they really mean for your
commute program? To
find out, CTS forwarded
some of your most commonly
asked questions to the

experts, including the Fran-
chise Tax Board, legislative offi-
cials and our own government
relations staff. Here, we
present a compilation of
their responses.

EErnersy
EBill

The new energy bill now in effect
includes a provision that increases
the tax-free mass transit allowance to

$60 per month (roughly the national average
of a monthly transit pass). This $60 tax-free

At my company, we purchase transit passes directly
from various transit providers. Can | still do this without

any tax penalty to my employees?

Yes, selling transit passes to your employees (minus
the employer’s discount) is one of the best ways to
provide transit benefits to your employees without
any tax liability. You may also provide transit vouch-
ers (TransitChek in Southern California). The tax-free
cap is now $60 per month.

(See “National Energy Bill”, page 2)

Commuter Transportation Services, Inc. 8 Los Angeles, CA (213) 380-7750

s Crossroads #

|
N
/
g
\/7"' Monthly News from Commuter Transportation Services, Inc.

Making the Commute

Natiomnaal . \ %

allowance also applies to vanpool benefits. AN

Parking
Cash-Ouf

¢ intent of the Legislature

" in ena™Nge this bill is ngle
impose additiolTOsTs on
employers, but rather to reduce the

number of parking spaces employers niain-

tain for the employees and instead provide employ-
ees with cash. That way, they can make more informed
decisions based on the true costs of commuting.

O Hﬁw should we document the use of parking
cash-out allowances so that the portion used for ridesharing

. s tax exempt?

You should separately state on the employee’s pay stub
the portion of the cash-out that is exempt from taxes.
One way to do this would be to have the employee veri-
fy the amount used for ridesharing with a receipt

or affidavit. (see “Parking Cash-Out”, page 2)

& January 1993




National Eneoexrssy
B:i.l.l (Continued)

O My company does not sponsor a vanpool program for
employees—they contract directly with a third-party provider.
We do, however, give each employee a $25 per month vanpool
subsidy. Is this taxable?

Until the regulations are issued, it is unclear whether or not
cash incentives for vanpooling are taxable to the employee.
In the meantime, the safest options are: provide your
employees with vouchers redeemable at some third-party
vanpool vendors or cut a check directly to the vanpool
provider. (Employees may still be eligible for the state van-
pool tax credit of 40 percent of their out-of-pocket costs, up
to $480 per year.) .

O We have a cash incentive program
whereby carpoolers earn a dollor for every day
they carpool. Are these benefits taxable?

Yes; the energy bill neglected to extend
the tax-free allowance to carpool
incentives. Thus, carpool benefits
remain fully taxable to the employee.

0 My company fully subsidizes
mass transit benefits. Some transit
fares exceed $60 per month. How does

the new kaw affect my program?

The first $60 of a monthly transit benefit
remains tax free even if the total subsidy
exceeds $60. Only the amount over $60

should be included in the employee’s gross
income subject to federal income and payroll
taxes.

O | sponsor @ vanpool program for my employees
that costs about $75 per employee per month. Do | tax

the entire amount?

No, the first $60 remain tax free. In the situation you
describe, the employee would only be taxed on $15
per month.

(A clarification of information presented in last month’s Crossroads:
to qualify as a vanpool, a vehicle must seat at least seven passengers
including the driver, as opposed to the seven to 15 stated.)

‘ 0 We don’t offer a transit subsidy, but we pick up the
entire tab of $200 o month for employee parking. Does the new
low affect us?

(See “National Energy Bill”, page 3)

Parking Cash-Ou} (onied)

Ideally, your lease agreement should specifically separate
the cost of the office space from that of parking. If it does
not, you should request the information from the leasing
agent or property owner. This can be in the form of a
third-party letter from either party or as an addendum to
the original lease agreement. In the rare event this would
not be possible, the Franchise Tax Board may consider
other reasonable third-party comparisons of average costs
in the immediate area.

How should we document parking cash-out expenses in
order to claim the business deductions?

A record keeping format should include a

ledger/journal showing expenses related

to the parking cash-out program,

receipts or billing statements from the’
parking facility or owner, canceled

checks that support payment of
expenses and separate listing of all
employees to whom cash
allowances are paid.

O What regulatory or enforce-
ment ogency is responsible for
implementing this new law?

Although the law does not specify
an enforcement agency, employers
that fail to comply would be violating
a state law.

O In oddition to owning the parking lot adjacent to our
building, we lease odditional spoces ocross the street. Are
only the leased parking spaces affected?

Yes; the bill specifically exempts parking owned by
employers. However, at the time you renegotiate the
contract for the parking you lease, you should take steps
to establish a parking cash-out program for that facility.

O We assign employees to various leased parking fadlities
based on a number of criteria (e.g., seniority, avaiability, grode
level). Each has a different monthly rate. How does this

program affect our company?

First, you are not affected until your parking leases are
renegotiated—unless your current lease allows you to
reduce the number of spaces covered by the lease. For

(see “Parking Cash-Out”, page 3)

.2
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(Continued)

Yes; employer-provided parking is taxed
for the first time, but only the amount
over $155 per month. Therefore, your
employees would be liable for the taxes
on $45 every month.

For more information on how the nation-
al energy bill affects rideshare tax law,
order CTS’s Tax Matrix, item #FS0014

on your CTS collateral order form, avail-
able from your account executive.

Parking Cash-0ut Continued

example, if one parking lease expires in June, 1993, it is at that time that you
should offer a parking cash-out program for the employees who park in that
facility. If another parking lease doesn’t expire until January, 1999, you won't
need to establish a parking cash-out program for it until then. You may, how-
ever, want to take this opportunity to review your parking policies with
respect to all employees—particularly if you are interested in creating a more
uniform policy. Second, an employee’s cash-out should be equal to the
parking subsidy he or she receives, which may possibly not be the same as
another employee’s.

We do not lease or own parking for employees but instead offer each
employee a monthly allowance to purchase parking or to finance rideshare
arrangements. How are we affected? '

You are not ffected at all because what you describe is a parking cash-out
program. :

Does this bill preempt Regulation XV or the city of Los Angeles
Employee Transit Subsidy Program? :

No.

O Our work site is surrounded by free street parking. What is to prevent
employees from cashing-out their parking and simply parking on the street?

The bill states that participating employees may be required to certify that
they will comply with guidelines designed to avoid “spillover” parking on
neighborhood streets. Employees could become ineligible for the cash-out
benefit if they do not comply with these guidelines.

O We provide parking only to middle and senior managers.
Is every employee eligible for a cash-out?

No, only those employees who receive a parking benefit are eligible
to cash-out that benefit. '

For more information, order the Parking Cash-Out Fact Sheet, #FS0330 on
your collateral order form, available from your CTS account executive.
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Letter from Assemblyman Katz to the California
Air Resources Board
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January 27, 1993

Ms. Jananne Sharpless, Chairvoman

Air Resources Board .

P.0. Box 2815 .
Sacramento, California 95812

Dear Ms. Sharpless:

Last year the Legislature passed and the Governor signed AB 2109, a bill
requiring certain employers who subsidize employee parking to offer a "parking
cash-out” option to those employees who find that option more attractive than a
subsidized parking space. The purpose of AB 2109 is to improve air quality and
reduce traffic congestion by facilitating a more "level playing field" between
the single-occupant auto and other ways of getting to work, including transit,
car-pooling, bicycling, etc. ' '

~ AB 2109 became operative on January 1, 1993. The Air Resources Board has
been authorized by the Legislature to administer and enforce Part 5 of the
Health and Safety Code, which now includes the new parking cash-out requirement
in Section 43860 of that code. There are existing procedures and applicable
penalties for non-compliance, including those specified in Sections 43016 and
43017 of the code.

Vhile the provisions of AB 2109 are not burdensome, a number of employers
have sought clarification. While my office has fielded these calls to date, it
now appears that it will be necessary for the ARB to adopt clarifying
guidelines as well to assist in AB 2109's implementation as part of ARB's
involvement in market-based incentives.

I would appreciate hearing from you on what steps ARB intends to take to

implement this legislation and where we go from here. Please also let me know
how this office can assist you in administering AB 2109.

Y, Chairman

RK:ela

Printed on ecycled Paper
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ENFORCEMENT OF AB 2109 PARKING CASH-OUT PROVISIONS

o The administering agency is the Air Resources Board, which
is responsible for enforcing Part-5 of the Health and Safety Code.
The new parking cash-out requirement is in Section 43860 of the
Health and Safety Code (Article 5, Chapter 4 "Miscellaneous").

o There are two enforcement provisions applicable to AB 2109:

o Section 43016 provides that "any person who violates any
provision of this part [Part 5]...shall be subject to a civil
penalty of not to exceed $500 per vehicle". This is relevant to
Section 43860 since each parking space that an employer is.
required to cash out corresponds to a vehicle, because a parking
space is designed to accomodate one vehicle.

o Section 43017 allows the State Air Resources Board to
. "enjoin any violation of this part [Part 5]...in a civil action
brought in the name of the people of the State of California...".

Printed on ecycled Paper
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TRANSPORTATI HER
1. Name: _
2. Social Security Number: ____
3. Work Phone Number: EXT.
4. Department:
5. Address of Office:

CASH-OUT OPTION:

Parking space

____ Full Cash ______ Transit Pass + Cash Balance
How will you get Subway: (Circle One)
to work? Zone 1 Zone 2 Combo

_____ Bus: (Circle One)
Zone 1 Zone 2- Combo

Parking space value ____
Current employee payment ,
Employee's monthly subsidy (your cash-out value)

I understand that I will no longer be provided with a parkmg
space, and I will receive instead the cash value of the parking
subsidy previously provided to me, with all federal and state

taxes' applicable (transit passes are state-tax exempt). I further
understand that this option will apply for ___ months between
_____ and

Signature

Please return to
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APPENDIX 6: A Preliminary Plan for Changing Waltham's Parking
Requirements "



A Preliminary Plan for Changing Waltham's Parking Requirements

"Minimum parking requirements are an addiction masquerading as a cure."
‘ Richard Willson

Sam Reid
Land Use Planning

Tufts University
April 21, 1993



The City of Waltham has a zoning problem that needs to be fixed.
There are minimum requirements for parking space ‘quantities when
designing buildings. For office buildings in Waltham that minimum is one
space per three hundred sq. ft. of office. In fact, most of the cities and
towns in this country have parking minimums and Waltham's is a typical
ratio. One would assume that there is some similarity and logic behind the
minimums required. However, the variety of requirements is different
town by town and land use by land use. Even in Waltham there are a
variety of minimums required for different land uses with no recognizable
pattern or reason (see exhibit 1).

The logic behind these requirements is that in order to prevent
spillover onto local streets there must be parking provided to satisfy the
demand at each site. When establishing demand, however, there is also a
need to look at supply. But if supply is fixed, how can demand be known?
What is more. is that the demand being supposed is for free parking. If an
employer is required to build enough parking to satisfy all supposed
demand at no charge, what chance is there for mass transit? How can
sprawl and its accompanying waste of energy and land, pollution of air, .
and traffic congestion possibly be contained when low density is
mandated? Also, the federal tax code has a strong bias favoring parking.
The value of parking provided to employees is tax exempt at a rate more
than twice that of transit subsidies ($60 per month for transit versus $155
for parking). This all adds up to a unfair advantage for the automobile and
the single occupancy driver.

The Clean Air Act Reauthorization of 1990 has begun to remedy
some of these inequities. Massachusetts is writing its plan for the
implementation of the Act and there is a proposal within that plan
involving Ridesharing. Ridesharing is defined as any form of transportation
with more than one person. Massachusetts is planning for greater mass
transit to encourage ridesharing, and this is in conjunction with the idea of
"cashing out" employee parking spaces. This means that employers would
be required to offer their employees the option of cash instead of
‘subsidized parking. It is called a transportation voucher program and it



presupposes that a value can be placed on the parking required by
Waltham's zoning. However, the problem is that with the zoning the way it
is, there is no simple way to know the value of the parking.

But the zoning of Waltham with its required parking minimums is
flawed even without the fact that there are proposals being discussed in
the State House. If there is concern for spillover parking why not address
that issue directly with, for example, resident parking stickers? What
happens now is a Catch-22 that goes around and around proving nothing.
Since there is no price for parking (by requiring minimums) there is no
market for it. Without a market there is no way transit can compete so
dependency on the automobile continues. With dependency on automobiles
there are more cars and a required minimum for parking.

The argument may be offered that people will want to drive wether
there are minimums or not, but studies have shown that providing free
parking is what is encouraging many drivers(Shoup 1990). Without a price
element in the parking equation there can be no market forces. There is no
way to tell what people will choose to do if the opportunity cost of parking
is hidden by minimums. Therefore, there is a need to establish values for
the parking spaces in Waltham. With a method for finding values, more
informed decisions can be made for the future growth of cities and towns.

I picked a site along Route 128, Hewlett Packard at 175 Wyman
Street, to illustrate the sorts of issues at stake with required parking
minimums. I picked this particular site because it was one of the few that
had complete records at the City Hall's assessor's office. This seems to be
due to understaffing from recent budget cutbacks as well as a lack of.
priority for 'parking issues.

Also, in my survey of the existing information of this site I learned
that the Metropolitan Area Planning Council had completed a remarkably
.comprehensive study called the Cambridge Reservoir Watershed Protection
Plan in December of 1989. The Hewlett Packard site is well within the
watershed of the nearby Elm Brook Reservoir. Maps were completed
Showing slope, surficial and bedrock geology, surface and groundwater



resources, soil limitations for septic éystems, soil erosion potential,
wetlands, land use, potential sources of contamination, zoning, protected
open space and floodplains. Also, model regulations and bylaws were
drafted for wetland protection, site plan review, hazardous materials,
watershed and wetlands replacement. One of the most interesting facts I
found in this report was that Hewlett Packard has been a confirmed
hazardous waste site since a 1987 underground storage tank leak of
number 4 fuel oil. The site was promptly remediated.

Inventory and Goals

The inventory of ‘total area, building size and area of other land uses
is listed in exhibit 1. My primary goal was to create a plan to estimate a
value for each parking space at 175 Wyman Street on a per day basis.
Even though no employees are charged to park there, I assumed that there
is a cost. This preliminary plan for valuation was a specific example of the
more general goal of determining demand in order to keep supply tight.
The overall goal was to increase transit and ridesharing viability. |

I did not take the next step and determine actualized costs. An
actualization is determined by the number of cars that use the lot, not just '_
by the number of spaces. This was impossible for me since the companies
were not cooperative in supplying occupancy information and perhaps
unimportant in that visual inspections showed the lots to be near capacity
already. If the Ridesharing regulation proposed by the state is included in
the State's Implementation Plan for the Clean Air Act there may be a need
for employers to establish this sort of actualized or per car valuation.

There are three parts to ‘my valuation estimate found in exhibit 2;
the land value per Space, the construction cost per space and the annual
maintenance .per space. The first two figures are capital costs that must be
amoritized over a period of years. I used 20 years with an 8.00% interest
rate. The formula used is included in exhibit one. These numbers represent
estimates in themselves since rates and the length of mortgages will vary.
The last figure is. recurring annual operating expense. The . three added
together serve as the estimated annual cost of a parking space..



Finding the land value per space meant pulling the value of the
paved area away from the other parts of the property. This too is an
estimation since there is more paved area than simply parking spaces. This
was divided by the number of spaces on the site. (Note that for Hewlett
Packard this number is less than required since the minimum regulation
went into effect after the facility was built in 1951.) Also, the actual size of
a parking space varies from compact to full sized cars. An average size
figure was used. '

To check this result, I ran similar estimations on the two neighboring
developments at 225 Wyman Street, Middlesex Mutual, and 275 Wyman
Street, Ark Wright. These figures are also found in exhibit 2. (Note that
Atk Wright is also in non-compliance with the required minimums.) What
was encouraging about this method was that the per space estimation for
all three parcels were very similar even though the three properties have
differences in quantities of parking and total land value. Also interesting
was that the City of Waltham reassessed its commercial property in 1992.
This new assessment is significantly lower than the values reflected in the
1990 figures shown on - the tax rolls (exhibit ‘3). Hewlett Packard was
appraised in 1990 at $23 million and in 1992 at $17 million.

The largest obstacle to a more accurate estimation came from the
companies themselves. None of the three were willing to discuss estimates
for the value of their parking. I resorted to using construction and
maintenance estimates from Wilbur Smith's article What's New In Parking
found in The Best of Planning from 1983 and Richard Willson's 1992
report, Suburban Parking Economics and Policy. | S

The number of inaccuracies and estimations may have caused errors,
but these values were computed to find approximations. The values for a
parking space averaged around $3.08 per day. This figure represents a
break-even level. There is no profit included. This is not a "market" price
but rather a replacement price. However, it is interesting to compare this
number with the figure of $3.00 per day proposed by the Ridesharing
Committee drafting state plans for compliance with the Clean Air Act. Their
proposed $3.00 figure evolved from two factors. The first was that there



~ seemed to be no easy and objective solution to establish each property's
parking value (what I am trying to address here). The second was that
$3.00 per day equals $60.00 per month (20 workdays per month) which is
the maximum allowed by Internal Revenue Code for tax exempt transit
subsidies. ’

The question remains as to what would happen if this sort of
valuation method were to be used in establishing parking policy. How
many commuters would be interested in giving up their free parking
spaces in exchange for the value of that parking? Studies have shown that
large percentages of employees were willing to switch to transit if given an
option for less money than is appropriate here (Willson 1992). Also, if
knowing this value helped planners in Waltham reevaluate their current
parking demand, what zoning changes should there be?

Action Plan .

As outlined, the Clean Air Act will soon force employers in
Massachusetts, a "serious" non-attainment area, to take action. This means
that a variety of mandatory elements will be imposed apon the state by
the EPA. Included in this list of “mandatory elements is the requirement
that all employers with 100 employees or more must establish a plan to '
increase the number of employees per car traveling to work. The curre‘nt'
average vehicle occupancy (AVO) will be determined by the state for each
employer using census data. Then AVO goals will be sent to employers
giving them notice as to how near or far they are from their goal. The
parking minimums that are in Waltham's zoning are in contradiction to the
Clean Air Act's attempt to increase AVOs. It seems unfair to require an
“employer to build a certain amount of parking and later require that same
employer to plan to reduce the amount of cars using that lot. However, this
is what is gbing to happen. The opportunity for compromise seems at hand.

An example of compromise would be to allow greater density. This
could be accomplished by relaxing or eliminating the requirements for
numbers of parking spaces. Hewlett Packard could well have a need for
more office space at their property which is currently not allowed due to
the parking minimums. There are no maximums for percentage of the lot
covered nor minimum lot sizes for industrially zoned areas in Waltham.



This increased density would need to be in compliance with all other laws
and regulations, but what seems to be the controling factor and is causing
the lower density in Waltham's development is parking minimums.

The argument could be made that greater density may lead. to more
traffic congestion and needs for more expensive services such as police,
fire and sewage treatment. This may hold some truth, but on a more
regional level, greater densities are to be encouraged and could be shown
to offer cost savings. Perhaps incentives from the State House would be
appropriate. Greater densities in Waltham would help to aleviate
development pressure elsewhere, would make transit even more viable
thus reducing automotive use and congestion, and would be a benefit to
the air. As we have seen, being beneficial to the air is no longer just a good
idea but is now mandated for planning in Massachusetts.

As for other sites where there are office parks and not an owner
occupied facility, the possibility for greater density 'could‘also' be
-welcomed. Even though the three sites along Wyman St all had parking
demand nearly equal to park'ing availability, all three also had more
potential for development. This is especially true of 225 Wyman Street
where the total lot size is 514,842 square feet with 91,741 s.f. of building
and 96,000 s.f. of paved area. Given the flexibility to change the parking
minimums without being peﬁalized by the Clean Air Act, a greater density
allowance could be a win/win situation.

In areas that have yet to be developed, allowing the value of the
spaces to be part of an estimation of the amount of parking required is’
crucial to dctermihing the actual demand. If demand for spaces becomes
too great to answer the AVO requirements, parking maximums or caps on
total supply (such as in Boston and Cambridge) may be necessary.
However, more study is needed relating parking supply to commuters
choices of transportation mode and its effect on economic development.
Waltham City Hall needs to give these issues higher priority, adequate
funding and staff. Finally, education about the effect of parking minimums
will be the key to changing Waltham's zoning problem. '



- Exhibit 1

Sampling of Waltham Parking Reguirements by Land Use.

Restraunts, cocktail lounges,
function rooms: 1 space per each 3 fixed seats and 1
space for each 36 s.f. of unseated public

floor space.

One family dwelling: 2 spaces per dwelling.

Rooming house: ‘ 1 space per rented bed.

Tennis courts: | 6 spaces per court

Swimming pools: 3 spaces for each 5 feet in pool width.

The Three Sites

Hewlett Packard Middlesex Mutual Ark Wright

175 Wyman Street 225 Wyman Street 275 Wyman St.
Total Area of Buildings in Sq. Ft.: '

314,666 91,741 : 96,253

Total Paved Area:

420,000 96,000 100,000

Total Area of Non-Building, Non Paved Land:

192,291 326,000 130,448

Total Area:

926,957 - 514,842 - 326,701

Formula used for amoritization:

A=C[r(+rn) /OQ+1) -1] where A = annualized cost
C = total capital costs
r = interest rate
n = lifetime of loan in years



Exhibit 2

Hewlett Packard Middlesex Mutual Ark Wright
175 Wyman Street 225 Wyman Street 275 Wyman St.
Land Value

not including value of buildings nor area of buildings
(1992 assessment) ‘

8,400,000 5,000,000 3,066,900
Sq Ft of Paving
420,000 o 96,000 100,000
Value of Paved Area '
5,600,000 1,250,000 1,300,000
Value of each Sq Ft of Paved Area
13.33 - 13.02 - 13.00
Value of land for 320 Sq ft Parking 'Space
4265 . 4166 4160
Parking Required
1048 305 320
Parking Available '
840 320 310
~Land Cost per Space
4265 4166 4160
Construction Cost per space (est.) :
1500 1500 1500

Total Capital- Costs
Amoritized over 20 Years at 8% ‘
588 578 577

Annual Maintenance (est.)
160 ' 160 ‘ 160

Total Costs per space per Year Divided by 240 working days
3.11/day - 3.07/day 3.07/day



