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Walker Parking Consultants (Walker) was retained by the Town of Freeport to analyze and make 
recommendations regarding inadequate supply of parking at several locations during specific times 
of the year.  According to Town officials, during peak season (summers and fall weekends) there is 
inadequate parking at the village and the harbor.  In the village, the largest problem is employee 
parking taking approximately one-fifth of the parking spaces.  At the harbor, fisherman, boaters, and 
others are all trying to park in a limited number of spaces. The following memorandum details our 
review of conditions and recommendations for remedy. 
 
REPORT ORGANIZATION 
 
Per the client’s request, the draft report has been revised into two distinct components: Village Employee 
Parking and Waterfront Parking. 
 
VILLAGE EMPLOYEE PARKING BACKGROUND 
 
Most New Englanders are familiar with the section of Freeport known commonly as “the village”. The 
area, bounded roughly by West Street (to the south), East Street (to the north), Interstate 95 (to the west) 
and Park Street (to the east) contains the LL Bean retail stores, as well as a large number of retail outlet 
shops. This area has been subject to a number of parking studies and traffic analyses, the most recent 
being the Freeport Traffic and Parking Master Plan completed by Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. in 
January 1996. 
 
The 1996 study projected parking supply shortfalls of 300 to 600 spaces on up to fifty-three key dates 
during the course of the year. The study asserted that up to twenty-five percent (25%) of the village’s 
annual visitors come to Freeport on one of these fifty-three key dates and experience unsatisfactory 
parking conditions. The study also indicated that traffic back-ups were tied to the projected parking 
supply deficit and could only be addressed by eliminating shortfalls. 

Walker Parking Consultants 
20 Park Plaza, Suite 1111 
Boston, MA  02116 
 
Voice:  617.350.5040 
Fax:     617.350.5048 
www.walkerparking.com 
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The 1996 study recommended a series of strategies to address parking shortfalls. These included 
increasing the parking supply in the village, relocating employees to outlying lots, designating a facility 
to accommodate buses and other large vehicles, developing a Transportation Management Association 
(TMA) to promote alternate transportation, upgrading signage to improve wayfinding and trailblazing, 
and developing satellite parking facilities with shuttle service to connect them to the village. 
 
THE VILLAGE 
 
The Freeport Traffic and Master Plan reported a total supply inventory of 2,290 spaces1. This inventory 
was taken within a 1,500’ radius of the core of the Central Business District (CBD), located at the 
intersection of Main and Bow Street.  This parking supply was allocated between three classifications 
based on proximity to the core: primary parking facilities (those under 500’ from the core), secondary 
parking facilities (501’ to 1,000’ from the core) and perimeter parking facilities (1,000’ to 1,500’ from 
the core). Roughly 24% of the parking inventory was designated primary, 51% was labeled secondary, 
and 25% was deemed perimeter parking. 
 
A parking inventory2 provided by the Town of Freeport indicates that parking supply increased by 
roughly 550 spaces between issue of the Master Plan (January 1996) and the updated inventory (May 
2003). This newer inventory, totaling 2,849 spaces3 includes nine facilities not shown in the Master Plan 
inventory that account for a gross gain of 668 spaces in capacity4. Based on this updated inventory, 
Walker estimates distribution between parking facility classifications has changed substantially. Whereas 
facilities deemed primary (500’ or less) accounted for 24% of the total inventory in 1996, they now 
account for just 17% of the total inventory. Secondary facilities (501’ – 1,000’ from the core) account for 
50% of the updated inventory, down from 51% in 1996. Perimeter facilities (1,000+’ from the core now 
represent 33% of the updated inventory, up from 25% in 1996. 
 
This shift in the location of parking among these three designations is significant for downtown Freeport. 
Proximity is crucial in a retail environment and level of service (as it relates to parking) is predicated on 
how close a user can park to popular destinations. The proposed Village Center project could somewhat 
reverse this trend. Conceptual sketches show a proposed three-story parking structure with retail on the 
top level. Estimated capacity for the project is roughly 570 spaces, of which roughly 380 would be new 
parking spaces. The project is proposed for any area currently used for surface parking between Main 
and Depot Streets, thereby elevating the parking supply within the primary market area. 
 
There are some general rules of thumb regarding acceptable walking distances between parking and 
destination. These are outlined in detail in the article titled “How Far Should Parkers Have to Walk?” 
included as Exhibit A. This article, authored by two of Walker Parking Consultants senior principals, has 
been published in several trade publications including Urban Land and Parking. The article presents the 
                                            
1 Source: Table 1: Freeport Traffic and Master Plan. 
2 Inventory dated May 2003 and accompanied with modified graphic illustrating lot locations. 
3 Inventory print actually shows 2,795 spaces, but handwritten comments indicate introduction of another lot (LL Bean – Frissell Lot) containing an 
additional 54 spaces. (Note: Walker assumed handicapped spaces – summed separately – were included in the total capacity for each lot.) 
4 Walker assumed that some reduction from the prior inventory resulted in the net gain of only 550 spaces versus a gross gain of 668 spaces for 
the nine new lots. 
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concept that acceptable walking distance between parking and a destination is based on several factors, 
including the walking environment, the type of user, desired level of service and market standards for 
acceptable walking distance.  
 
Walking environment can dramatically increase or decrease how far a person is willing to walk. If the 
weather is fair, the neighborhood is safe and picturesque and the walking path is easy to pass over, 
acceptable walking distance can be maximized. Inversely, if the weather is poor, the surrounding area 
appears unsafe or unwelcoming, and the path of travel is subject to severe grade changes or multiple 
obstacles, acceptable walking distances could be greatly reduced. 
 
The type of user being considered also informs acceptable walking distance. There are three general 
types of users: discretionary, mandated and resident.  
 
Discretionary users are usually customers, visitors or guests. Discretionary users are usually unfamiliar 
with an area or site and are normally coming to an institution or business by their own choice. 
Discretionary users typically require parking within line of sight of an intended destination to successfully 
foot travel between parking and destination. Because discretionary users can be easily dissuaded from 
returning to an institution or business if their first experience is negative, they are normally accorded the 
closest spaces to common or popular destinations.  
 
Mandated users are people who must park at a location as part of other, non-discretionary business. 
These users are typically employees, who drive to and from a location to work. Mandated users may be 
very familiar with the area, and thus do not require line of sight connections between parking and 
destination. However, mandated users do typically require some level of proximity and ease of access 
between parking and destination to assure smooth transitions between home and work, or to ensure 
quick retrieval of their vehicles if they must go out for meetings or other business. 
 
Resident users are typically captive within a site or institution. These people do not need a vehicle to 
access the site each day, but may require access to their vehicle from time to time to do business away 
from the site or institution. These movements tend to be infrequent and planned; as a result, resident users 
do not require parking within close proximity of their destination to maximize speed of retrieval. In 
addition, resident users tend to be very familiar with the area and can be placed some distance from 
their destination without losing their way. 
 
Level of service (LOS) relates closely to user type and walking distance between parking and destination. 
Level of service is normally recognized as walking distance between parking and destination relative to 
predominating environmental conditions. Level of service for user groups is generally defined as follows: 
 

• Discretionary users want and need parking proximate to their destination and are normally 
accorded the highest level of service (LOS “A”).  

 
• Mandated users do not need to be within line of sight of a destination, but need to be able to get 

from their destination to their parked vehicle, or the inverse, in relatively short order (LOS “B” or 
“C”).   
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• Resident users who need parking, but know the area well and normally do not need quick access 
to their vehicles, are typically allocated the most distance facilities from popular destinations (LOS 
“D). 

 
Table 1: General Standards for Level of Service 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
It should be noted that these distances are based on general standards and do not incorporate market 
standards. Market standards are variables specific to a location that may increase or decrease 
acceptable walking distance. For example, in a central business district in a small community with limited 
competition for available parking spaces and free parking, acceptable walking distances may be half the 
standards shown in the preceding table. In a major urban center with many users competing for a limited 
number of spaces and parking priced at a premium, acceptable walking distances may be double the 
standard shown.  
 
Acceptable walking distances can also be influenced by temporary conditions, such as inclement 
weather. The distance a user is willing to walk on a warm, sunny day versus a cold, rainy day can vary 
significantly. In locations where climatic conditions vary substantially, acceptable walking distance is 
often gauged by direct observation of user behaviors during bad conditions. 
 
For this analysis, Walker has adopted the standard set forth in 1996 study, indicated that primary 
parking facilities are considered Level of Service (LOS) A and should allocated for the exclusive use of 
customers and visitors. Secondary facilities (LOS B) should be allocated to visitor use first, and employee 
use as capacity permits. Perimeter facilities (LOS C) should never be allocated to visitor use unless no 
other alternatives exists and should be primarily designated as employee parking. 
 
From a quantitative perspective, the changed parking supply is a benefit. The 1996 Master Plan 
projected that downtown Freeport met and/or exceeded its parking inventory capacity 53 days per year 
and would require another 300 to 600 spaces to correct existing deficits5. The net gain of 550 spaces 
between 1996 and 2003 should have largely eliminated these issues.  The Master Plan also projected 
that 700 to 900 spaces6 would be needed to support future development between 1996 and 2006. 

                                            
5 Source: Executive Summary, pg. 1: Freeport Traffic and Parking Master Plan. 
6 Source: Executive Summary, pg. 1: Freeport Traffic and Parking Master Plan. The plan actually calls for 1,000-1,500 new spaces by 2006, 
but that includes the existing deficits. 

ENVIRONMENTAL LOS: A B C D

CONDITION

Climate Controlled 1,000' 2,400' 3,800' 5,200'

Outdoor/Covered 500' 1,000' 1,500' 2,000'

Outdoor/Uncovered 400' 800' 1,200' 1,600'

Through a Surface Lot 350' 700' 1,050' 1,400'

Inside a Parking Facility 300' 600' 900' 1,200'

Source:  Walker Parking Consultants

[ACCEPTABLE WALKING DISTANCE]
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These needs have been somewhat mitigated by the addition of new supply and should be checked 
against actual utilization and current market conditions for accuracy. 
 
The greater current challenge may be trying to maintain appropriate LOS for all users, given the current 
supply trend of reducing the primary and secondary supply and increasing perimeter supply. This trend is 
likely to continue into the future, as more proximate parking lots are redeveloped into retail and 
commercial land uses and replaced by outlying facilities. 
 
The most effective and efficient way to modify parking behaviors is through economic measures. 
Introducing a cost to parking in “free” parking environments, or manipulating pricing in “paid” parking 
markets typically affords the quickest and broadest adjustment of use patterns. For example, if the Town 
wanted to ensure employees parked in outlying lots and customers got access to primary lots they could 
assign rates to both facilities, with the cost of parking in primary lots being roughly double of that to park 
in perimeter lots. This would be very effective, even if the rates were quite low, because employees would 
still have to bear the cost each workday, so that the change would have a cumulative effect on behavior.  
 
There are a number of liabilities to instituting these kinds of policies in Freeport. They include: 
 

1. All parking in Freeport is currently “free”. Converting to “paid” parking would have significant 
political impacts. 

 
2. Converting to “paid” parking would require equipping curbside parking with meters and lots with 

gates, booths and other equipment in order to support the conversion. This represents a 
substantial capital expense. 

 
3. Converting to “paid” parking would require an escalation of enforcement efforts to ensure users 

didn’t migrate to “free” parking in surrounding residential neighborhoods. This would be a major 
drain on Town resources. 

 
4. The Town of Freeport does not own all of the lots in the Central Business District. In order to 

successfully implement this conversion, the Town would have to negotiate compliance and 
cooperation with each private owner to ensure uniformity in the market. Otherwise, users will 
migrate to those facilities which are free or priced lower than the surrounding market. 

 
For these reasons, Walker does not advocate for implementing this type of conversion. An alternative 
economic measure would involve paying for users to park in certain lots. Employees have been identified 
in past studies of the Village as accounting for up to 20% (one-fifth) of all parking demand. (This is 
consistent with the typical parking demand ratios observed and applied to mixed-use districts where retail 
stores and restaurants are the dominant land uses.) Employees could be coaxed into parking in perimeter 
lots through initiatives such “Parking Cash Out” and investigating shuttling options. 
 
Parking Cash Out is an employee transportation benefit that offers workers the option of giving up their 
employer-provided parking space in exchange for its equivalent monetary value.  For example, if an 
employer currently pays $40 per month to lease a parking space, under a Parking Cash Out program 
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the employer could also offer the choice of a cash payment to employees who choose to give up their 
parking space.  Because offering such a choice removes a strong monetary incentive to drive, Parking 
Cash Out can result in substantial reductions in parking demand.  It also improves equity among workers 
by offering equal benefits to parkers and non-parkers. 
 
In 1992, the State of California enacted legislation requiring many employers who subsidize their 
employee parking to offer a Parking Cash Out program.  The law defines a Parking Cash Out program 
as "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."  
 
Donald C. Shoup, a professor with the School of Public Policy and Social Research at UCLA, studied 
eight municipalities that implemented Parking Cash Out and its impact on commuter behaviors7. Shoup 
found that parking Cash Out alone created a 13% shift in modal choice as illustrated in Figure 1. 
 

Figure 1: Parking Cash Out Impacts 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                            
7 Source: ("Evaluating the Effects of California's Parking Cash-out Law: Eight Case Studies," Transport Policy, Vol. 4, No. 4, 1997, pp. 201-
216.) 
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The key element is choice.  Parking Cash Out gives employees the choice to forgo their parking space, 
pocket some or all of their now unhidden parking subsidy, and commute using alternate modes.  By 
being given an explicit choice whether or not to spend money on parking, drivers are made aware of the 
real value of their parking place.  This simple act of uncovering parking subsidies and offering a choice 
can significantly reduce the number of employees driving to work alone and corresponding parking 
demand. 
 
Parking Cash Out allows employers to offer its employees the option of receiving non-taxable benefit (up 
to $285 in value) in lieu of an on-site parking space if they elect to participate in a qualifying rideshare 
or transit pass program. If the employee elects to not participate in one of the programs or drive alone to 
work, employers may offer their employees the cash value of a rented parking space as taxable 
additional income. In essence, the employee “cashes out” their transportation benefits to increase their 
net income.   
 
Parking Cash Out also allows employees to refuse the cash and keep the parking space or accept tax-
free transit or vanpooling benefits (up to $100 worth) in its place. If an employee does accept the cash 
option, the cash is subject to income taxes like any other type of direct compensation. However, both 
parties ultimately benefit from implementing parking cash-out:  employees' income rises while employers' 
business expenses decrease from not having to subsidize as much parking. 
 
In the case of Freeport Village, parking cash out could be structured as an incentive to employees 
agreeing to park in perimeter lots. First, the value of parking provided would have to be determined 
collaboratively between the Town, private employers and lot owners8. This value would be expressed as 
a monthly “benefit” to employees. In the truest definition of Parking Cash Out, employees would have to 
agree to give up driving to work each day and find alternate means (i.e. bicycle, walking, carpool, etc.) 
of travel to access their parking ‘benefit’ as a pre-tax cash dividend. Theoretically, this is break-even 
proposition for the employer, as they have converted what they would normally pay to park the employee 
into a direct benefit to the employee. 
 
An alternate or middle ground to this could be if an employee agrees to register their vehicle and park 
only in perimeter lots. The employer could still offer the benefit, although not pre-tax under this instance, 
to the employee for compliance with this arrangement. The benefit would be conferred on a monthly 
basis on assurance of continued compliance by field observations, and could be pro-rated if the 
employee was noncompliant with the terms of the arrangement during the preceding month. 
 
Of course, the Town and private employers could band together and require all employees to register 
their vehicles with a central authority and park only in perimeter lots. However, this policy would be very 
costly to administer and enforce, as personnel would be required to patrol the parking lots several times a 
day, each day, to verify employees were parking only in designated areas. Fines for failing to register a 
vehicle or parking in the wrong lots would have a negative effect on employee morale.  
 

                                            
8 This is typically achieved by auditing financial records and identifying the outlay associated with the maintenance and operation of parking 
facilities, including taxes. This figure is then pro-rated on a per space basis to determine base value of service. 
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Rewarding employees to park in perimeter lots is likely to be less expensive and more effective. First, 
employees will willingly register their vehicles and place an identifying decal or tag on them to assure 
they are credited (and rewarded for compliance). Second, patrolling can be limited only to perimeter 
lots, as the goal is to identify those vehicles qualifying for credit, not evading policy, making it less 
expensive and time consuming. Finally, increasing employee compensation can only improve morale and 
general goodwill. 
 
The biggest obstacle to increasing utilization in perimeter lots is the distance between parking and 
destination. This obstacle can be lessened by introducing a shuttle service to bridge the distance between 
parking and destination. To determine potential routing for a shuttle connecting perimeter lots, Walker 
reviewed conditions around downtown Freeport on a targeted survey date (August 3, 2006). This date 
was selected to capture occupancy rate data on a typically busy weekday during the tourist season when 
demand was anticipated to be exceptionally high9. To ease in data collection, the area was divided into 
five general segments, as shown in Figure 2. 
 
Figure 2: Segmentation of Study Area 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                            
9 The forecast for the survey day was overcast with a significant (70%) of precipitation. It was Walker’s understanding that bad weather typically 
results in higher levels of patronage during the summer season, as tourists flock to Freeport as an alternative to other outdoor activities. In point of 
fact, it did rain on the survey day, from roughly 1 PM to 3:30 PM. 
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Walker performed occupancy counts every two hours on all the lots contained with the recognized CBD 
between 8 AM and 4 PM. Overall, parking occupancy was below the area’s supply capacity, as shown 
in Table 2. 
 
Table 2: 8/3/06 Occupancy and Utilization 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Those facilities determined to be primary lots reached capacity by 12 PM and facilities designated 
secondary approached 85% of capacity around the same time. However, the perimeter lots 
demonstrated ample capacity to accommodate more vehicles throughout the day. Walker’s observations 
for eight10 perimeter facilities on the survey day are shown in Table 3. 
 
Table 3: Perimeter Lot Occupancy: 8/3/06 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                            
10 The Morse Street School, Freeport High School and Hilton Inn Lots were not included in the 1996 Master Plan and thus not designated as 
‘perimeter’ in that study. However, the distance from the downtown core to these facilities is consistent with a ‘perimeter’ designation. 
 

SEGMENT CAPACITY* 8:00 AM 10:00 AM 12:00 PM 2:00 PM 4:00 PM

1 1,004 145 303 623 751 606

2 477 85 177 274 300 281

3 416 88 100 117 127 103

4 230 94 106 122 124 118

5 926 187 444 782 716 698

TOTAL 3,053 599 1,130 1,918 2,018 1,806

UTILITIZATION 20% 37% 63% 66% 59%

* Capacity figures based largely on May 2003 Parking Lot Inventory, with field checks for facilities outside the boundaries of the prior survey.

ID # NAME OWNERSHIP CAPACITY 8:00 AM 10:00 AM 12:00 PM 2:00 PM 4:00 PM

1 Morse Street School Town 42 9 11 7 5 3

2 Freeport High School Town 76 9 14 11 6 3

3 Muni (Oak Street) Town 57 2 8 9 10 7

4 Greg's Lot George & Joyce Denney 25 4 6 11 18 15

5 Oak Street Lot Paul & Kevin Kelley 95 1 5 13 22 17

6 Aerotech Lot LL Bean 149 1 3 86 112 91

7 Depot Street Lot Freeport Village Square LP 75 18 30 64 60 54

8 Hilton Inn Lot Hilton Garden Inn 203 12 19 23 40 33

TOTAL 722 56 96 224 273 223

AVAILABLE 666 626 498 449 499
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As the table shows, these combined lots total 774 spaces, of which roughly 35% were occupied at the 
peak hour (2 PM), leaving over 500 spaces available for employee use at any given time. 
 
Walker developed the conceptual shuttle route around linking these facilities with the downtown core at 
strategic places along Main Street. The route, with stops and numbered lots, is shown in Figure 3. 
 
Figure 3: Conceptual Shuttle Route 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In Walker’s concept, the shuttle route would start and stop at the Morse Street School, allowing for use of 
the cul-de-sac for bus turnarounds and the parking for employee use when school was out. In Walker’s 
concept, the shuttle bus would exit the school, proceed east on Morse Street, north on Cross Street and 
east again on Justin’s Way, stopping at the intersection of Justin’s Way and Main Streets to discharge 
passengers working in businesses at the north end of Main Street. 
 
The shuttle would then turn north on Main Street, west on Elm Street to Snow Road, south on Snow Road 
and stop at Freeport High School to pick up passengers parking in the available capacity there. The bus 
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would continue south on Holbrook Street to stop at the intersection of Holbrook and Main Streets, 
discharging passengers working in businesses at the south end of Main Street. 
 
The shuttle would proceed south on Main Street, east on West Street and north on Depot Street, stopping 
to discharge or pick-up passengers at five lots along the way, before proceeding east on Bow Street. The 
shuttle would turn north on Park Street, stop to pick-up or drop-off passengers at the Hilton Garden Inn 
Lot, then proceed north up School Street. A final stop at School and Main Streets would be made as 
necessary before returning to the Morse Street School via Justin’s Way and Cross Streets. 
 
The entire route will require roughly fifteen minutes to complete a full circuit, mandating service by at least 
three vehicles per route during peak service hours (6 AM – 10 AM and 3 PM – 7 PM) to maintain five 
minute headways11.During non-peak periods during the day (10 AM – 3 PM and 7 PM – 10 PM) service 
could be reduced to one or two vehicles, depending on utilization of the perimeter lots and demand for 
shuttle service. This would reduce headways to 10 – 15 minutes.  
 
The cost of instituting shuttle service will be significant. Base purchase price for a 25-passenger shuttle 
bus is roughly $60,000 per vehicle and fuel efficiency averages roughly 4.5 miles per gallon. Walker 
developed an estimate of annual operating expense assuming purchase of three buses, with all three 
operating during the peak hours each day and two buses operating during off-peak hours. Based on 
these assumptions, Walker projected the annual cost to institute shuttle service to be roughly $127,000 
per year, as shown in Table 4, including training and licensing costs for drivers to acquire a Commercial 
Driver’s License to operate the buses12. 
 
Table 4: Projected Shuttle Costs 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                            
11 Headway is defined as the longest term a typical user can expect to stand at a given stop waiting for pick-up. 
12 Walker’s projections assume only a fifteen week operating season, as service will not be needed during ‘off-peak’ months in Freeport. 
 

EXPENSE ANNUAL COST

Vehicles 7,994$        / year  1 3 buses 24,000$                

Insurance 3,014$        / year  2 3 buses 9,100$                 

Maintenance 800$           / year 3 3 buses 2,400$                 

Fuel 2.50$          / gallon 4 7,875 gal/year 19,700$                

Wages (Driver) 13.09$        / hour 5 4,200 hours/year 55,000$                

Payroll Taxes & Benefits 3.28$          / hour 6 4,200 hours/year 13,800$                

Training & Licensing 0.66$          / hour 6 4,200 hours/year 2,800$                 

TOTAL 126,800$           

Notes:

1. Based on a year's amortized purchase cost for a $60,000 bus, financed over 10 years at 6.0% APR.

2. Based an quoted premium of $251/month per vehicle.

3. Estimated as 10% of annual debt service per vehicle.

4. Gas prices based on reported figures as of September 2006. 

5. Based on Bureau of Labor Statistics wage and compensation data for  the Portland MSA.

6. Based on Bureau of Labor Statistics wage and compensation data for Portland MSA. 

COST / UNIT NUMBER OF UNITS
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The Town of Freeport could elect to sub-contract operation of the shuttle to a commercial vendor. Table 5 
provides a range of cost estimates, based on quoted annual operating hours and vehicle sizes as 
submitted to five national providers.  
 
Table 5: Conceptual Costs to Contract Shuttle Service 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Should Freeport chose to pursue this option as an enhancement to their parking or transportation systems 
in the future, Walker recommends preparation and submission of a formal Request for Proposals, 
including specifications for hours of operations and routes, before contracting with a commercial vendor. 
This will enable better direct comparison between bids. 
 
Institution of these measures13 represents the base for developing a Transportation Management 
Association (TMA) as recommended in the 1996 Master Plan. Other initiatives could include: 
 

• A rideshare matching service wherein a database of commuting employees is established and 
employees seeking to carpool are matched with others seeking the same opportunity from their 
neighborhood or community. 

• Organized vanpools which operate on fixed routes to collect commuting employees. 
• A ‘free ride home’ program which offers employees biking or hiking to work vouchers for local 

taxi service in case an unexpected emergency or inclement weather arises. 
 
TMAs are typically organized and run by a consortium of businesses and funded by annual dues paid by 
the cooperating employers. 
 
WATERFRONT PARKING BACKGROUND 
 
The harbor area is actually part of South Freeport, a neighborhood founded around the deep water port 
south of downtown Freeport (i.e. “the village”). The area surrounding the waterfront is composed of 
single family homes and cottages set in a historical neighborhood. The waterfront itself has two active 

                                            
13 Parking cash out, incentives for employee parking in perimeter lots and shuttling. 

BASE RATE # of VEHICLES HOURS/WEEK 1 WEEKS/YEAR 2 ANNUAL COST

$50/hour 3 93 15 209,250$              

$55/hour 3 93 15 230,175$              

$60/hour 3 93 15 251,100$              

$65/hour 3 93 15 272,025$              

$70/hour 3 93 15 292,950$              

$75/hour 3 93 15 313,875$              

Notes:

1. Based on a composite 280 service hours/week, divided over a three bus fleet.

2. Based on assumed peak season.
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commercial marinas, a yacht club, a restaurant, a lobster wholesale operation and a town wharf. The 
Town Wharf is also the primary point of embarkation for Bustins Island residents taking the ferry to and 
from Freeport and commercial fisherman headed into the Atlantic to collect lobsters, clams and other 
catches. The Town Wharf is also used to access some of the many recreational moorings in the harbor, 
and for other commercial and recreational uses. 
 
Parking in South Freeport has been studied from multiple perspectives. T.Y. Lin International and Hunter-
Ballew Associates issued a Draft Short-Range/Intermediate Action Plan and Long-Range Alternatives 
Traffic and Parking Study in March 1990. The Freeport Coastal Planning Committee including parking at 
part of their Comprehensive Harbor & Waterfront Plan issued September 1991. Parking concerns 
featured prominently in Bustins Today and Tomorrow: A Foundation for Island Planning issued August 
2001 by the Bustins Island Comprehensive Plan Steering Committee. The South Freeport Neighborhood 
Association has also spent a considerable amount of time and energy collecting data on parking 
occupancy and traffic movements in the area and provided documentation of those efforts to Walker for 
review. 
 
Parking is at a premium in South Freeport for non-residents. (Most homes in South Freeport appear to be 
equipped with adequate off-street parking in the form of driveways and/or garages.) Review of the 
Comprehensive Harbor & Waterfront Plan parking inventory and local conditions indicates that there are 
roughly 418 spaces available within the waterfront area and surrounding neighborhood to support the 
needs of sailors, diners, visitors, islanders, tourists, fisherman, contractors and others. Walker’s estimate 
of current capacity is shown as Table 6. 
 
Table 6: Estimated Town Landing Area Parking Inventory 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LOCATION SOURCE CAPACITY

Town Landing Table II.2, Comprehensive Harbor & Waterfront Plan , Pg. 35 25

Lower Main Street Table II.2, Comprehensive Harbor & Waterfront Plan , Pg. 35 7

Small lot by Strout's Point Wharf Co. Table II.2, Comprehensive Harbor & Waterfront Plan , Pg. 35 4

Strout's Point Wharf Co. Table II.2, Comprehensive Harbor & Waterfront Plan , Pg. 35 90

South Freeport Marine Table II.2, Comprehensive Harbor & Waterfront Plan , Pg. 35 165

Harrasekket Lunch & Lobster Restaurant Table II.2, Comprehensive Harbor & Waterfront Plan , Pg. 35 31

Upper Main Street Table II.2, Comprehensive Harbor & Waterfront Plan , Pg. 35 30

Soule School Albert Presgraves Memorandum dated 10/18/06. (1) 34

South Freeport Road Albert Presgraves Memorandum dated 10/18/06. (2) 0

Park Street Walker Parking Consutlants estimate. (3) 32

TOTAL 418

Notes:

1. Town Engineers indicated approved overnight capacity had been reduced to 34 spaces, versus 42 space capacity listed in prior study.

2. 30 spaces along South Freeport Road have been eliminated since the 1991 study was completed.

3. Estimated based on four areas totaling 709 linear feet along Park Street that could accommodate curbside parking without infringing on traffic flow. 

    All areas are adjacent to undeveloped areas and outside of the view of abutting neighbors within their homes.
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Against this supply is exerted the demand generated by local demand generators. Sources of non-
resident demand include: 
 

• Customers and employees of Harraseeket Lunch & Lobster restaurant and wholesale lobster 
dealer; 

• Customers and employees of Atlantic Seal cruises and other water-dependent businesses; 
• Sailors and their guests with vessels stored in one of over 200 boat slips in the area14; 
• Sailors and their guests with vessels stored in one of 350 moorings in the area15; 
• Vehicles driven by one of the 50 ‘clammers’ licensed to harvest in the Harraseeket River16; 
• Vehicles driven by one of the 27 lobstermen licensed to fish in the Harraseeket River17; 
• Residents and guests visiting one of the 115 cottages located on Bustins Island18; 
• Other contactors, services providers, and miscellaneous users in the Town Wharf; 
• Tourists and sightseers. 

 
This demand must be balanced against limited supply and local resident’s desire to maintain the quality 
and character of the South Freeport neighborhood.  
 
THE WATERFRONT 
 
As noted earlier, parking is at premium along the South Freeport waterfront. During the summer months, 
the number of competing interests seeking access to the area could well exceed the available number of 
spaces contained along the waterfront or within the adjacent neighborhood. Since the last formal parking 
analysis19, several areas along public streets that featured curbside parking have been eliminated and the 
number of vehicles that could be stored at the Soule School has been reduced. This has further 
exacerbated tensions surrounding parking within the community among the different constituents. 
 
Walker personnel visited the area several times in July and August 2006, to gather a sense of parking 
behaviors and conditions during a typical weekday, weekday evening, Saturday and Saturday evening. 
Special attention was given to the weekend during which the Bustins Island Annual Meeting was 
scheduled. During these observations, Walker noted the following trends: 
 

1. On-street parking in the waterfront area was perpetually full, despite frequent turnover. 

2. Parking in the private lots attached to the two commercial marinas (Brewer’s and Strout’s Point) 
operated at 80% or greater capacity on weekdays and at or near capacity on weekends. 

3. The lot leased by the Town from Brewer’s Marine was at or near capacity at all times. 

                                            
14 Source: Memo from Albert Presgraves, dated 10/18/06. 
15 Source: Section I, pg. 22: Comprehensive Harbor & Waterfront Plan. 
16 Source: Table 1.1, pg.4: Comprehensive Harbor & Waterfront Plan. 
17 Source: Memo from Albert Presgraves, dated 10/18/06. 
18 Source: Pg. 27:  Bustins Today and Tomorrow: A Foundation for Island Planning. 
19 TY Lin/Hunter Associates, March 1990 
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4. The private lot adjacent to Harraseeket Lunch & Lobster was at or near capacity at all times. 

5. Parking at the Soule School was near or at capacity at all times. 
 
The parking at the Soule School appears to be one of the largest areas of contention in the 
neighborhood. Ample data were provided by the South Freeport Village Association (SFVA) and the 
Bustins Island Village Council (BIVC) regarding parking at the Soule School and other locations in the 
area. This issue was further inflamed by several unfortunate incidents of vandalism occurring over the 
Fourth of July holiday. Walker acknowledges the legitimacy of all concerns expressed, both in writing 
and verbally. As stated in the 1990 study, no long-term solutions will be possible without compromise on 
both sides of the issue.  
 
Based on our field observations and review of all data and documentation provided, Walker offers the 
following short-term recommendations for consideration: 
 

1. Short-term access to the Town Wharf is critical to multiple users. Commercial fisherman must load 
and retrieve equipment, boaters need to drop or pick-up gear and islanders have to deposit 
groceries and other materials near the ferry landing. Currently, turnover in the public spaces 
along Main Street is not sufficient to guarantee available parking for these exchanges. Walker 
recommends the Town consider designating 4 – 6 spaces near the end of Main Street as 15-
minute zones for loading and unloading only.  

 
2. In addition, the configuration of the street end is such that drivers are required to back down the 

street some distance once leaving a space before turning around. With the amount of pedestrian 
traffic in the area, this may eventually lead to an accident. Walker recommends the Town 
investigate expanding the road terminus to allow for a cul-de-sac.  

 
3. Until such time as additional parking can be created and designated to replace it within a 

comparable distance from the waterfront, retain the use of the Soule School lot as currently 
programmed.  

 
4. Consider allowing ‘shared use’ agreements between long-term parkers and local residents. These 

agreements stipulate that the resident allows limited parking on their property in exchange for 
similar rights of use and access at a comparable property or other mutually agreed upon 
compensation. Shared use is most commonly used in development deals when abutting 
landowners want to negotiate easement or lot rights issues, but has been used in parking disputes 
to ‘credit’ parking surpluses held by one owner against parking shortages suffered by another20. 
Shared use could be permitted within South Freeport with only minor revisions to current Zoning 
Ordinances. 

 

                                            
20 For example, in this application a lobsterman may exchange the right to park his truck in a resident’s drive from 6 AM to 2 PM each day for a 
portion of the catch (a commodity). 
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5. Offer incentives to private commercial landowners to increase the efficiency/capacity of their lots. 
In the documentation reviewed, there did not appear to be any objection to the marinas or yacht 
club selling parking to the general public for use. These lots are largely unmarked and subject to 
certain inefficiencies as a result. Assistance from the Town in developing striping plans or laying 
down field (chalk) lines to mark stalls and improve efficiency of use could result in expanding the 
capacity in these lots.  

 
6. Consider allowing limited curbside parking, by permit only. During field observations, Walker 

noted several locations along Park Avenue and Church Road where the shoulder was of adequate 
depth to allow for vehicles to park without obstructing traffic flow21 and vehicles are currently 
parking. These areas could be designated as ‘permit parking’ only. Permits would be limited to 
Freeport residents only, with proof of residency in the form of current tax assessment or other 
official documentation. It is common practice in historical areas, where the density of building and 
pre-automobile roadways limit parking22, to deed on-street parking over to exclusive use by 
residents. 

 
7. Consider widening the existing roadways in South Freeport to allow for metered parking along 

the length of Main Street, Middle Street and Park Street. The cost for this would be substantial and 
is unlikely to net more than 50 new spaces in total, but would mitigate some of the current issues 
in the area. 

 
8. Consider the proposal for expanding the capacity of the Soule School Lot that has been 

advanced. This expansion is fairly modest, increasing the lot’s capacity modestly by converting 
some woodland to the east of the facility.  

 
Building a parking structure near the waterfront would be the most effective long-term solution. However, 
Walker was unable to identify an adequately sized parcel of vacant land within the district to 
accommodate this solution. The surface lots serving South Freeport Marine and Strout’s Point may possess 
adequate footprints to support an efficient parking structure, but the tradition floor-to-ceiling clearances 
would negate the owner’s ability to store all but the smallest boats in the facility during the off-season. 
(Currently, the surface lots at both these locations double as boat storage areas.) Building a parking 
structure with adequate floor-to-ceiling clearance to accommodate boat storage would be cost prohibitive. 
In summary, unless the Town can identify a parcel of 120’ x 210’ (or greater) outside of these two 
locations, the feasibility of introducing structured parking in South Freeport is nominal.  
 
As an alternative, the Town should continue to investigate potential locations for satellite parking 
facilities. These options would require creation of a reliable shuttle service to connect the parking facility 
to the waterfront, but may be more feasible than creating structured parking. Two sites, the Water 
Treatment Plant of South Freeport Road (suggested by the Town) and the Park and Ride lot off Route 1 
(suggested by the SFVA), have both been recommended as alternate locations. 
 

                                            
21 Vehicles were actually parked at these locations at the time of observation. 
22 Such as Beacon Hill, the North End, South Boston, etc. 
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The Water Treatment Plant is located just north of Cushing Briggs Road and could accommodate up to 
50 vehicles if parked on the grassy areas within the fenced perimeter. The site is approximately 1.25 
miles from the Town Wharf, as shown in Figure 4.  
 
Figure 4: Water Treatment Site 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Total travel time between points is estimated to be five minutes or less. In developing a base cost 
estimate, Walker assumed the following: 
 

1. Shuttle service would be required once per hour between the hours of 6 AM and 9 AM, Monday 
through Sunday. 

 
2. Shuttle service would be required three times per hour between the hours of 9 AM and 11 AM, 

Monday through Sunday. 
 

3. Shuttle service would be required twice per hour between the hours of 11 AM and 3 PM, 
Monday through Sunday. 
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