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SUMMARY 

The Downtown Parking Management Group ("DPMG") has overseen the 
implementation of the initial recommendations for testing varied time limits and rates 
within designated test areas of downtown. City staff implemented these 
recommendations in accordance with San Diego City Ordinance 0-19336, adopted 
11/29/04 and Council Resolution R-299867, adopted 11/15/04. The initial trial of new 
hours and rates has resulted in increases of up to 300% in utilization in selected areas. 
The DPMG and City staff have identified several areas to install meters where curb cuts 
were eliminated, new buildings have been completed, bus stops too long, etc. These 
efforts have resulted in the installation of 699 additional meters. City parking meter 
revenues within the Centre City for the quarter ending in March, 2005, were 
$986,468.16 and in the quarter ended March, 2007 were $1,174,918: a 21% increase. 
The meters associated with the test area as of the quarter ending in March, 2005, 
collected $67,322.25, and as of the quarter ending in March, 2007, collected 
$127,537.60 in parking meter revenue; this represents an 89% Increase in revenue. 
Based on this information! one can conclude that the DPMG efforts are adding to the 
total utilization of meters and not simply shifting users from one area to another. In 
addition to implementation of varied time limits and rates, GALE was selected as 
vendor for the New P(ilrking Meter Technology; installation of 50 meters and evaluation 
of the Pilot Program are complete. A detailed evaluation is Included in this report and in 
a separate report by City staff is included as Enclosure (1 ). 

The DPMG has demonstrated parking behaviors can be changed, that parking space 
utilization can be improved, that the new parking meter technology enables more 
flexibility in managing parking; all without an excessive burden on users or a negative 
impact on overall revenue. 

BACKGROUND 

The City Manager's Parking Task Force identified that the current "one size fits all" 
parking program for the City was a less than optimal solution to parking impacts within 
different areas of the City. The recommendations of the Parking Task Force resulted in 
changes to the ordinances and resolutions regarding parking. City Council District 2 
formed the Downtown Parking Management Group to begin implementation of some of 
the ideas from the Parking Task Force within the Centre City area/Downtown 
Community Parking District. The Centre City Development Corporation's Board of 
Directors acts as the Community Parking Advisory Board for the Downtown Communrty 
Parking District. In addition, the City initiated a Public Outreach Program to inform the 
public of the new parking meters. 

The DPMG proceeded to initially examine the use of new parking meter technology in a 
pilot program for the Centre City. During the data review for the New Parking Meter 
Technology Pilot Program ("Pilot Program"), it was discovered that 54% of all of 
downtown's parking meters were used less than 40% of the time. 

In the DPMG's Report #1, recommendations to increase utilization were suggested. 
These recommendations included test areas for a Pilot Program and test areas for 
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varying time limits and rates. The City Council passed San Diego City Ordinance 0~ 


19343, adopted 12/07/04 and Council Resolution R-299867, adopted 11/29/04, 

granting the City Manager authority to vary time limits and rates in four specific test 

areas as mapped in Report #1 (see attached Maps for test areas in the East Village, 

Marina, Cortez, and Little Italy Districts). The DPMG Reports #2 and #3 described 

incremental changes, identification of areas where previously installed meters had been 

removed and then replaced, and the status of the Pilot Program's report dates. 


DISCUSSION 


The DPMG created the test areas where there is low metered space utilization to 

determine ways and means to more effectively manage the supply and demand of 

parking in very heavy and very low usage areas within the public right-of-way. Within 

the four varied time/rate test areas, the DPMG completed a block-by-block analysis of 

the existing land uses and how ·they relate to parking patterns. The analysis also 

considered land usage surrounding the test areas for their parking needs, as well as the 

parking needs of employees, visitors, business owners and residents within and 

adjacent to the test areas. As an example: ensuring proper locations for short duration 

visitor parking for retail, medium duration for office visitors, and long duration for 

employees. 


In the Pilot Program test areas the DPMG, in conjunction wrth City staff, determined 

which existing meters would be replaced with new meters. Some block faces were left 

unmarked by parking ~Ts" to determine the validity of the vendor's contention that more 

cars could be parked on a given block face without ''Ts". This Report and the enclosed 

report prepared by City staff, notes that City staff has worked with CALE to install, 

maintain, monitor. change, relocate, audit, and otherwise collect and collate. The 

DPMG has been collecting and analyzing the necessary data on what variables are 

most effective in increasing parking space utilization. Minor changes to rates and times 

have been made following data analysis to improve utilization and this process will 

continue through out the testing period. The Public Outreach Program on the use of 

the New Parking Meter Technology is considered very successful as evidenced by the 

very limited number of complaints and contested citations. Outreach to those affected 

businesses and residents, and to the general public is ongoing. 


The OPMG's goal is to significantly increase parking space utilization; therefore, 

monitoring remains frequent. The DPMG will make changes to specific test areas as 

soon as the DPMG notices trends that warrant revision. In case of significant revisions, 

the DPMG will propose subsequent outreach to the affected community members to 

minimize any confusion. Furthermore, the Ordinance and Resolution for this test 

program provides flexibility to reverse declining utilization, if any occurs, limiting any 

potential revenue reduction. 
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CHANGES WlTHIN THE TEST AREAS S1NCE LAST REPORT, APRIL 2006 (REPORT 3) ARE NOTED 

BELOW: 

Area/Block Se ments 
Marina I & II 
G Street All new 
changed from 4 hours M to 4 

9 hours on (This tested the ability 
Technology to allow d times rates at 
and of users to understand si 

E 

E Street from Railroad to Kettner Boulevard 
(Not 

F Street from Railroad to Kettner tevard 
south on! 

East Village 
Old meters on F new meters then 9 
moved due to under utilization. From 15th Street to 4 
1 I & II 

4 Hours 
Mon-Fri 

9 
Sat 

9 

9 Hours 

NEW TECHNOLOGY METERS PROGRAM: 

6 old replaced an 

in the areas 1nFifty new meters were (4). 

EVALUATION OF VARIED RATES AND TIMES: 

The DMPG has been successful in 
rates while """""~"'""'~"• 
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EVALUATION OF NEW TECHNOLOGY METERS: 

A. 	 Public Perception 

As evidenced by the results of User and Neighborhood Survey Results reported in 
enclosure (1) by City Staff, it appears that the public has few problems. This can be
confirmed by the low number of tickets contested (thirty-four In nine months of which 
only two were dismissed). The 0.03% overall dismissal rate for new meters 
compared with the average 1.9% dismissal rate for old meters is signfficantly lower. 

B. 	 New Meter Flexibility 

City parking card, credit card, and coin acceptance combined with ability to 
purchase amount oftime required resulted in a 22.1% decline in parking citations for 
over limit and expired meter citations. Despite the loss of revenue from these 
meter associated citations, a decline in these types of citations is a GOOD thing for 
the public. Testing in the Ball Park, Marina I and Marina II revealed that the New 
Meter Technology, which refuses to grant time beyond the further limited time on 
special events days, or can grant different rates and different time periods. greatly 
increases flexibility for administrators and did not cause significant problems with the 
using public even with the minimum signage used. Users learned to read the meter 
display which has multiple language capabilities. 

C. 	 Enforcement 

1. 	 Pay and Display technology required enforcement personnel to dismount and 
check each windshield which significantly increased the amount of time required 
for each route. More of these meters will require a larger number of enforcement 
personnel for the same level of service. Other jurisdictions using Pay and 
Display technology use foot or bicycle routes. This increase in time per route 
was not planned for and no additional personnel or routes were established. 
This resulted in personnel not being available to enforce other parking 
regulations which caused a decline in citations NOT associated with meters. 
This non-meter citation reduction is NOT a good thing. 

2. 	 Large vehicles caused a problem for enforcement personnel to read the 

displayed receipt. 


3. 	 City ordinance currently allows carrying displayed receipts from area to area and 
requires closer scrutiny by enforcement personnel. 

D. 	 Purchase/Maintenance of Equipment 

Although the original purchase cost of the equipment is higher, the continuing 

overall maintenance cost of the equipment is lower including such things as: 

• 	 Capital cost of acquiring the meters higher 
• 	 Installation/removal lower 
• 	 Maintenance easier (meter ucalls in" when maintenance needed) Supplies higher 
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• 	 Collections costs lower (accepts credit cards, ucalls in" when collection needed) 
(See enclosure (1) for specifics on cost. installation, maintenance. supplies and 
collections.) 

E. 	 New Meter Technology Summary 

Pros: 


Easy to use. (City Parking Card, Credit/Debit Card, Cash can be used) . 


Reduces "streef furniture>~ clutter by significant amounts. 

Collection lime significantly reduced. Reduces down time by notifying department 
when ma intenance required. 

Allows up to 19% more cars per block face without parking ''Ts". 

Cons: 


Does not return tir:ne back on City Parking Card. 


Increased enforcement time (pay and display). 


Down time affects more than one space. 


Exist ing City Ordinance makes rate/time variances more difficult to enforce. 


Allows large vehicles to occupy many spaces for one fee on block faces without 

parking "Ts". 


Spaces without parking "Ts" may "maroon" vehicles until adjacent parkers return to 

move cars if parked too closely. 


COMPREHENSIVE CONCLUSION 

Overall, the Varied Time/Rates Program and the New Technology Meter Program are 
evaluated as successful. Elements of these programs may be beneficial throughout the 
City for City Staff and other parking districts to better utilize the available curb space in 
parking impacted areas. 

PROCESSES/NEXT STEPS 

A. 	City Staff and Community Parking Districts Recommendations: 

1. 	 That New Meter Technology be approved for use within the City. 
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2. That Variable Time limns be considered when requested by Community Parking 
Districts. 

B. 	 Downtown Community Parking District Approve and Recommend that the Mayor 
and City Council take the following actions: 

1. 	 Extend the remit of the DPMG until April 30, 2009. 

2. 	 Direct the DPMG and City staff to draft ordinances allowing variable time limits 
up to 24 hours and 7 days a week in selected areas of the Centre City. 

3. 	 Direct the DPMG and City staff to draft ordinances allowing variable meter rates, 
in selected areas of the Centre City, of up to $3.00 per hour and as !ow as $0.25 
per hour. 

4. 	 Direct the DPMG and City staff to draft an ordinance bringing all block faces in 
Centre City, and within the Downtown Community Parking District, into 
Metered/Timed control as a parking impacted area. 

5. 	 Direct the DPM.G and City staff to draft ordinances, as required. to place or 
remove meters on selected block faces as determined by the DPMG and City 
Staff. 

6. 	 DPMG advise Downtown Community Parking District and City Staff on numbers 
of additional New Technology Meters to procure and whether to explore 
alternative uses for New Technology Meters, such as Pay-by-Space versus Pay 
and Display in selected areas. 

The DPMG Pilot Program was extended until October 2007 to enable complete 
evaluation of New Meter Technology and complete analysis of Varied Rates and Times. 

The DPMG has continued collection and analysis of data from the pilot program areas. 
The new technology pilot program has been implemented and the initial evaluation has 
been completed. Specific block faces were selected to provide a direct comparison of 
new and old parking meter technology. 

Upon termination of the Varied Rates and Times Program, a final report will be issued 
covering all strategies explored by the DPMG for the use of the Parking Advisory Board, 
Parking Districts, the City Council and Mayor in planning for the future. 

As the strategies are put in place and tested, the DPMG will continue to explore better 
utilization of all curb space in downtown and propose further initiatives as they are 
created. 
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THE C tl"Y OF SAN DIEGO 

Repor1 to tbe Downtowo Parking Management Group 

DATE ISSUED: April 4, 2007 

ATTENTJOK Downtown Parking Management Group 
Agenda of April 5, 2007 

SUBJECT: Final Report- Downtown Mul!i-space Parl<ing Pay Station Pilot Project 

SUMMARY 
'll·DS fS AN fNFORMATJONAL ITEM ONLY . NO ACTION IS REQUJRED ON THE PART 
OF 11i£ COMWTTE£. 

BACKGROUND 

A nine-month pilot project was undenaken by the City and Downtown Community Parking 
District to cvalusu multi -space parking meter technology in a production environment and 
determine its suitability for broader use within the City. This technology h3s the potential to 
increase occupancy and turnover of parking spaces, provide more complete and timely 
information and slatisrics, increase parking meter revenue, and provide greater flexibility and 
control ofparking meter rates. The rec.hnology aJso provides a broader range of payment options 
including credit cards and on~ of mat1y important components necessary to maximize overall 
parlcing utilization. 

Through a competitive procurement process, Cale was selected as the multi-space parking meter 
vendor for this pilot project. The Ciry has the option to extend the Cale contract to purchase 
additional multi-spnce parking meters for up to fou r (4) years following the pilot project period. 

Before implementation, Ciry staff and key stakeholders identified and selected various criteria to 
evaluate the success or failure ofthis pilot project (Attachment 1). Basel ine data fo r existing 
parking meters at these. locations was compiled in preparation for later comparison with data 
gathered during the pilot proj~cr period. 

On June 5. 2006, 50 Cale Multi-sp4ce Pay Stat ions were put into service at various Downtown 
loc.ation~ within me predetermined pilot project area. The Cele pny starions replaced 309 POM 
single-head parking meters previously installed at these locat ions. This milestone marked the 
completion ofthe. implementation phase of the projec.t and beginning ofthe evaluation phase. 

All mull i-space pay sU!tions were insU!IIe.d in a Pay & Display mode. In th is configuration, 
customers are provided a. printed receipt that must then be displayed on the dash of their car 
showing proof of payment of the posted parking rate. 

Revenue Collections Division • City Treasurer's Department 
tllll'l Sec£1\dA~II. SiJ;It\F'loot, Wtsl fowet • Sal\~•··o.. CA 9210t...tge.t 

Tal (&19} 7«·1180 F:a (619) !'~l .\~'-1¢ 
ENCLOS\JR.E 1 
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During the evaluation phase, interim reports detailing the progress of the project were issued by 
City staff to the DPMG as follows: 

Report Date Report Period Datt SubtniHtd to DPMG 
10/4/2006 06/0512006-09/05/2006 10/04/2006 
01/3112007 06/05/2006-01/0512007 02/0lf2007 

The purpose of this final report is to summarize data and provide recommendations related to 
lessons learned during the Multi-space Parking Pay Station Pilot Project. 

COST 

Installation, maintenance and collectioo costs for the new technology were tracked and compared 
with costs for conventional single-head meters. 

I:'0""'' ......... 
Cos1 per:.:............. Space1 ($) 

Single Head Multi-space Difference 

New meter/pay .station $487 $1,260 $773 

lnstsllation $257 $28 -$229 

New meter/pay station with installation $744 $1,288 $544 
... $213 $8 -$205 
~ .. 

'J cost ofmeter maintenance $5 $152 $10 

ENFORCEMENT 

Injury reports, citation issuance and revenue, and enforcement officer time during the pilot 
project evaluation phase were tracked and compared to prior single head parking meter related 
data. 

No significant injuries were recorded during the project evaluation phase. One minor injury 
report was filed for a .strained calf resulting from jumping up to see a receipt in a taller vehicle. 
Parking Enforcement Officers (PEOs) also commented that reading pay station receipts on taller 
vehicle dashes could cause some neck strain. 

1 Uslng the pilot projed ratio of 6.20 metered parking spaces per multi-space pay station. 

~ lnc:tease in monthly maintenance costs is attributed to higher costs of supplies. materials and labor 

costs associated with two hour response time. Supplies and materials comprise 75.6% ($70.55) of the 

costs: labor accounts for 24.2% ($22.52.). 
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was a significant decline in 
related violalions in blocks where multi-space pay 

king Citations 

Number issued 

Revenue $97,206 

parking meter 

-22.1% 

-35.4% 

supports nor negates the tbeory, it is possible that the 
results from an in ft is reasonable to 

to pay by credit card, some customers with hmited cains 
risk a citation rather than the time to obtain sufficient 

by credit card, the same customers may use their credit card and 
pay the full amount rather than risking a customers paying by 
credit card are more likely to pay for the maximum allowed in case of any unexpected 
occurrence which could the rerum to their vehicle. 

The reduction in parking citation issuance may also be attributable to the additional lime 
effort necessary to in a Pay & Display environment 

of multi-space pay head meters 
Enforcement changes to 

extstmg en While doing sc may in a primarily multi-space 

m 

Display environment, it is likely that additional staff and resources will be 
to maintain optimum enforcement leveLs in Pay & Display configured zones. 

[[is that more enforcement staff time and resources are required to enforce meter 
violations io a & Display environment. metered zones, officers remain in 
their vehicle shielded from public contacts. In & Display zones, officers must 
leave their to each block face them more available to public which 
can frequently them away from their related duties. 

a Wf181i ""...~"c.'nnr~ that revenues generated from last 
citations will be'"""""''"'.. lhan c:onasponding the current year. Ma)(imum revenue COIIIeCIJOn 
rales are not unlit 18-24 mooths after !he citaUon is issued. 
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Parking Enforcement stafT surveyed several cities that currently use Cale multi-space Pay & 
Display pay stations (Attachment 2) . Many of the surveyed cities reported that they experienced 
similar enforcement issues: 

• Incorrectly displaying receipts (upside down, overturned) 
• Difficulty viewing receipts on oversized vehicles 
• Purchasing a second receipt for additional time immediately after purchasing initial time 

Enforcement officers in most ofthese cities currently walk or bicycle when enforcing multi
space Pay & Display beats. During the evaluation phase, City staff used pr ior single head meter 
enforcement methods which did not include dedicated walking or bicycle beats to enforce in the 
pilot project area. 

Q!her enforcement issues 

After consultation with the City Attorney's staff, staff discontinued using San Diego Municipal 
Code (SDMC) Section 86.\4, Expired Meter, to cite vehicles parked in Pay & Display zones 
without a receipt displayed. £twas determined that a driver is not in vio lation of this section, in 
its current form, when the receipt is not properly displayed. However, vehicles are subsequently 
being cited for violation of SDMC Section 86.09(e), Violation of Signs, as a result of the driver's 
fa ilure to obey the 11Display" requirement of the Pay & D;splay zone signage. 

The following additional project related issues contributed to the increased time and effort 
necess&ry to enforce in the pilot project area: 

• Using pay station receipts in single head metered locations 
• Using pay s1acion receipts purchased at one rate in block faces w)th a different rate 

However, these issues result primarily from inconsistencies between the new technology and the 
current municipal code. City staff has identified ten ( 1 0} sections in the Municipal Code for 
review and is currently drafting changes to those sections to resolve these issues. 

OPERATIONS 

Data on collection time, equipment rel iabil ity, parking meter revenue, parking space usage and 
turnover, and park ing supply was compiled for the multi-space pay stations and compared to 
similar data from single head parking meters. 
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Parking meter revenue and egyipment reliability 

The multi-space pay stations proved more reliable, required fewer collection resources, and 
produced more revenue than single head meters at the same locations. 

City staff mainUJined a· two (2) hour response time on all multi-space pay station repairs to 
minimize downtime at~d its negative impacts. The collection time reported for mul!i-space. pay 
stations includes the use oftwo-person teams required for safe collection ofmulti~spac.e pay 
station coin vaults. Single-person collection teams are used single head meter collections. 
During the project five (5) underutilized pay stations were relocated within the pilot project area. 

Programming and Reporting Capabilities 

Multi-space parking pay stations can be monitored, programmed, and controlled remotely by a 
central computer. Varying parking rates and time limits and other parking restrictions such as 
s~cial event parking prohibitions can be changed from the central computer eliminaLing the 
need to individually program meters on-sire and allowing staff to man itor and control services 
from a remote location. 

Multi-space parking pay stations also accept payment by credit card which encourages the use of 
public parking on street segments with longer time lim irs where a large amount of coins would 
be needed. ln addition, pay stations are C3pable of imposing ditrerent parking rates and time 
Iim its during different hours or days of the week providing greater flexibility in implementing 
parking regulations. This feature is currently being employed in the Core Cotwnbia and Marina 
neighborhoods of the Pilot Area, where parking rates and time limits on Saturdays are different 
from those on weekdays. 

The multi-space parking pay stations store each transaction executed allowing the central 
computer to create reports at~d graphical statistics showing revenue, maintenance activities, and 
alarms. The stored information can be exported in various formats for presentation or 
subsequent processing. It may also be possible to extract parking occupancy and duration 
information for street segments making this data available to planners and engineers when 
evaluating parking related changes and improvements. The pay stations also report malfunctions 

~ The period was selected to align multi-space periods with prior year single head meter aodils ensuring 
an accurate comparison of multi-space and single head meter data. 
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directly on rhe machine display as well as by rransmitting alert/alarm messages to the centraJ 
computer &nd maintenance staff ensuring quick repa ir and minimal downtime. 

Parking Occupancv. Duration and Turnover 

Initial and final srudies were conducted before and after the inst.al:ation of the multi-space 
parking pay stations. Summaries afthe 'before' and 'af\er' studies are shown in Attachments 3 
and 4. The studies were conducted individually for each block. where multi"space parking pay 
stations were installed. Depending on where they fall, the individual blocks are grouped under 
each neighborhood in th~.: Downtown Pilat Area. Attachments J and 4 show the parking 
occupaocy, duration and rtJmaver for ea.c.h individual block. Overall, the results reveal that the 
average occupancy for each neighborhood, except the Ball Park and Core Columbia, has 
increased af\er insrallation of the multi ·space parking pay stations as shown in Altachrnent S. 

Anachmeot 6 shows the average occupancies for each neighborhood before and after the 
installation of rhe multi-space parking pay statioos. Cenain East Village blocks (highlighted in 
Attachment 6) had a remarkable increase in occupancy. However, the increase in lhese blocks 
can be attributed to the removal of paid parking in these blocks during the pilot and the 
implementation of a 4-hour tirne limir. Since the increase in occupancy at t.bese locations is 
amibutw to factors other than the installation of multi-space parking pay stations, their 
occupancy values were not considered in determining average oecupancies for rhose particular 
neighbnrhoods. 

Other lnc.ations in Ball Park, Marina I, and Core Columbia experienced a substantial decrease in 
parking nccupanc.y. This is attributable to the facr thai there were no time limits or parking 
meters prior to the installation of the muhi·space parking pay stations at these locations 
(highlighted in Anachment 6). Tnstalling parking meters and implementing a pa.rki.ng time limit 
at these locations could explain the large decrease io occupancy. Similarly, since the decrease of 
occupancy at these locations is attributed tn factors other <han the. installation of multi-space 
parking pay stations, their occupancy values were not considered in determining average 
occupaoc.i e.s for those parti cu)ar neighborhoods. 

Dcspile adjusrin.,; for other factors potentially affecting occupancy le.vds, Ball Park and Core 
Columbia still experienced a decrease io average occupancy while other neighborhoods saw an 
increase. This may be attribu-ted to seasonal variations, which typically afrec.t parking partems. 
The muhi-space parking pay station pilot period did not cover a11 enti re ye..ar. This precluded 
conduct ing srudies during the same time of the year before and after installarion of the multi
space machines. The ini tial study was conducted io June during warmer temperature and an on
going baseball season, as well as other summer events at the Convenrion Center and the 
surrounding area which is visited by tourists during this time of the year. The fmal study was 
conducred in January, which likely resulted in seasonal variations in the pnrkiog occupancy 
resu lts. 
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Report - Downtown 

A srudy was conducted to detennine !he on the parking supply resulting from 
markings (parking T's) to the new tcclulology multi-space parking pay 

City parking spaces are with a length af22-24 feet at single head 
meter locations in order lo accommodate most passenger vehicles. Oper.ationatly1 

delineated parking spaces are not required in &: Display multi-s-pace pay station zones. 

The study found that all, but block T's in place adjacent to the new 
technology parking pay stations. A field evaluation was conducted on these three block 

....,,,,.,.,,,1"1 below are the locations and the number of parking spaces with and without 

Boulevard- I 7 

on of these three blocks, the rem ova I of p~rking T 's would resu It in an 
in parking supply of approximately 19%. Implementing the Pay & Display pay stations 

scale without dellnealed spaces or ng will resuh in a significant increase in 
[n addition, marked parking T's frequent majntenance and their absence 

may reduce the associated maintenance burden lhe r:y currently bears. 

that removing parking "T''s will 
parking too close and prohibiting other 

the City's ability to impound 
exiting a parking space should 

State law requires a veh.icle [0 in this case. ac:.ross a stall 

tbe 

consjdered 
to remove it fer blocking another vehicle. 

head parking meters. 
and greatly reduces sidewalk pedestrian access and 

opportunities to 
street furniture by sidewalk. 

the overall look of the street. 

PUBLIC 


With stakeholders like the DPMG and information was collected to 
public acceptance of the new technology. information such as the number 

of meier and complaints, number ofcitation appeals, and anecdotal information 
from businesses and users of downtown parking was compared. [n ition, a customer survey 
was devel to public and customer input. 



Multi-space 

• 

• 
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• Oifficulrtouse 
• Hourly rate is coo high 

.. Credit did nol work 


Number of Complaints and Number of Positive Comments 

and one (I) comact which included both '"""'''""""and negative To date, just tvlo (2) 
comments have ..,....,., ..._....,to the new multi-space following 
comments ne:w technology were communicated: 

for residents because of high occupancy (700 block of 

.. New meters refund unused time on pre-paid 
• 	 meters are an aesthetic improvement and a cost effective option 

cDins 

Parking Enforcement reported receiving the following comments from citizens regarding 
the multi-space pay stations: 

.. not to pay 

.. Si are inadequate or not visible 

.. When single-head meter not seen, assume parking is free 

.. 	 not give tne maximum lime allowed when a credit card 

.. especially for 


.. accept all metnods 


Thirty-four pay stations have 
received to date. 

No. Requested No. Upheld No. Dumissed 

34 3l 3 

29 3 

0 0 	 0 


The 0.03 %rate of dismissal for the multi-space relaced citations is significantly 
lower than the l average parking citation rate calcu)ated for all citations 
during 
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OTHER ISSUES 

Other key is.sues impacting or resulting from this project which have been identified and either 
resolved or remain outstanding include the fo llowing: 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Cornpliaoce 

After the implementation of the project, it was detennined that rhe Cale multi-space pay Stations 
were not compliance wirh City, State, and or Federal ADA requirements. Cale agr~ed to lower 
the meters 1.5 inches at their expense to resolve the problem. ln addition, agreement was 
reached on the appropriate ADA standard to be used for any subsequent instal lation of the multi
space 1echnology. Cale and City staff completed the work on October I, 2006, and the issue is 
resolved . 

Credit.fard Reconcil iation 

Initially, there was difficu lty reconciling credit cMd deposits to multi-space pay s1arion source 
transactions. Cale worked diligently 9-•ith staff to resolve the issue. City st.affalso conferred with 
sla.tf from the City of Portland, Oregon who currently have 200 Cale meters installed. Portland 
was not experiencing the same reronciliation problems. Howev~r. they were using real-time 
authorization for their credit card transactions. ln Janu81)', Cale reconfigured the pay stations for 
real-time credit card authori2ation. There are still occasional discr~pancies . However, these 
minor discrepancies are not material and Cale continues to work diligently to satisfy our needs in 
this area. 

Pay & Display vs. Pay by Space 

Although the Downrown Community Parking District has made a commitment to the Pay & 
Display model, this con figuration does require greater enforcement resources than the alternative 
Pay by Space model. In addition., the Pay & Display model precludes the use ofsome new 
enforcement and customer service. related t~h.nologies that may become available in lhe near 
furure. As such, the option for Pay by Space configuration should not be excluded. Both 
configuratiuns have their own strengths and weaknesses and may perform beaer in a given 
application. A more comprehensive comparison of the relevant strengths and weaknesses should 
be compiled to assist in planning for subsequent implementat ions . 

CONCLUSION 

1l1e 1\ew multi-space parking pay sla.tions perfonned well over the duration uf t~e pilol period. 
While initi<l; procurement and monthly c.ommWlication and maintenance costS are higher than 
single head meters, these additional costs are offset over time by significantly lower coin 
collection and data gathering costs coupled wiili resulting parking meter revenue increases. The 
equipment is reliable and the vendor provided excellent service and suppon lhroughoul the pilot 
period. 
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The volume of parking citations and resulting revenues decreased. Some of the 
reduction is attributable to Municipal Code discrepancies, the short tenn impracticality of 

methods, and increased compJiance with parking 
due to the credit card payment option. However, enforcing parking meter related in a 
Pay & environment will likely require additional enforcement and (esources to 
maintain optimal enforcement for aH Multi -space pay station related 
parking citation dismissal rates were significantly lower the average rate calculated prior to 

project 

The multi-space parking pay stations clearly improved overall parking space 
and twnover. to accept by credit impose rates 

for different hours a.nd days are tools to m.aximize the impact and leverage the use of 
varied rates time restriction. The use of multi-space parking pay stati ens the 

of obstacles on the sidewalk and improved overall street aesthetics. It was also 
!hat, Pay & Display pay stations, parld.ng delineations could 

further increase the parking supply. It is reasonable to conclude that removing "T's on a 
wide seale wiU further parking meter revenue and reduce street maintenance costs. 

Overall from users multi-space pMk.i.ng pay stations was 
Feedback from Downtown stakeholders was less upbeat bu1 stiU important, 
survey respondeots overwhelmingly the new pay stations over single head 

merers. adapted wi-th 

The parking pay are both a a.nd cost effective alternative 
parking zones. The technology provides a variety of significant benefits over head 
parking meter with minimal and is suited to support both current and 
future effective of tl!e resources. 

Respectfully Submitted. 

http:pMk.i.ng
http:parld.ng


This is the data we will he as the baseline before we wi1.h the new Multi-space meters on JUTie. 
. We wi !I be coLlecting r.he same. after the new meters are installed as evaluation crrteria for success. 

There are four diffcren t ti mr:: frames methods. They should be coli ected using the s.a.me meth ad after go -live for 
These are: 


a) One lime cost/revenue 

b) 9month data per block face 

c) One time 9 month period per beat (before and after pilot) 

d) 9 month perlod/Biwe.ekly data per block (bath sldcs- not 


COST: (Parking Management will collect baseline): ins1a.!la!ion iUld and collection. We will 
compare tbe cost of installing and rnaintainin&, aiJd the new devices versus the c:ost of installing and 
maintaining conventional hea.d meters. 

Cast per space meter One time cast present meter and Multi after (JOSE) 

Cost of installation One time cost present meter and Multi after (JOSE) 

Monthly Cost mainte11ance 9month periadl Biweekly data per block face (JOSE) 


ENFORCEMENT: Managt.ment will collect baseline.): [ssues ctla£ed to the time that it takes to 

enforce the new devices versus the time that it takes to enforce conventional single h~d meters. 

Factors Method 

Injury reports One rime 9 month period per beat and after pilot) 


(ALJNA) 
Number of citations issued and revenue 9 month period/Biweekly da.te per block (both sides-not 

(DAN 
Time per block to enforce meters: Twa wee!<: collection/per before and after pi Iot 

(ALJNA) 

OPERATIONS: (Pi3rking Management a.nd Traff'1c. Engineering will collect): We will evalullite the 
occupBncy il'lcrease or decrease when compared to what we have now. Revenues from the different 
payment method separated (coins, bills, credit etc.) We w-ill also evaluate the increase 
supply. 

9 month period/Biweekly data per block face 
9 month data per block face 


Pilot tlrt-a mettr revenue One time 9mon(h revenue before and after pilot (.lOSE) 

Usage per meter/space. ?art of Duration (TRAFFlC ENG.) 


Tum Over/space (parking supply) Part of Du11:1tlon stUdy ENG.) 

PUBLIC ACCEPTANCE: We could track the nw-nber of meter service requests/complaints. T.hls is the are.a 
where we need CCDC and the DPMG to assiS1 us. We will need anecdotal information from businesses and 
users of on street parking and if there are funds potentially a survey a. public. 
educabon 
Factors Method 
Number ofComplainlS Collwed by Traffic from different sol.lrces(TRAFFIC ENG.) 
Review factors ta be included in a survey Collected by Traffic from different 
Number of Positive Comments Collected by Traffic from different 
Public Acceptance PIO will send Outreach documenration (PlO) 
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SURVEY OF CITIES WITH CALE PAY AND DlSPLA Y METERS BY 

After speaking with Parki.ng Enforcement Supervisors at other Parking Enforcement 
agencies that use theCate Multi-Space Pay and Display meters. I have found they have 
experienced many of the same enforcement problems and difficulties that we have. 

Enforcement di fficu Ities: 

• 	 malfunctioning meters 

• 	 not accepting every type of payment (bins, coins, credit cards) 

• 	 vandalized (glued slots, broken into for money) 

• 	 receipts wrongfully displayed (none, upside down, covered, folded, wrong 
location) 

• 	 inability to see receipts in oversized vehicles (tractor-trailers, raised vehicles) 

• large vehicles using two or more spaces 

Cities and Parking Enforcement Supervisors 

Boston MA 
Irene Rizzo (617) 635-3125 

Portland OR 
Mark Freedman (503) 832-1209 

Berkley CA 
Marla Clark (510) 981-5890 

Baltimore NID 
Gail Desch (443) 573-2800 


Pittsburgh PA 

Nancy Coleman ( 412) 255-2800 


These cities have been using lhe Cale Pay and Display meters for minimum of at least 
two years. As stated, they all have experienced the same difficulties and problems we 
have. 

Following are some detai Is of their enforcement: 

http:Parki.ng


.; 
• 	 All use the displayed on the dash receipt. The txceprion is Portland, who uses a 

receipt that sticks to the passenger side window. 

• 	 All enforce the Cale metered area by wai!Ung their beat. except Portland's officers 
who walk or ride bikes. 

.. 	 All have the same city-wide parking rate. The public is able to park in any 
metered area, even at single space meters. Receipts must be propuly displayed, 
and time zones are enforced. 

• 	 If someone decides to purchase another receipt shortly after the first receipt, the 
officer must calculate and add !be time. Times zones are enforced. 

• 	 Vehicles are cited for receipts not being properly displayed, as per the instruction 
on the receipts and meter. 

• 	 The cities judicial systems are upholding the c)tations. Officers must note how 
the receipr was displayed and include the receipt seria l number or as and as 
much of the information as possib\e. 

• 	 When no receipt is displayed, the vehicle (s cited. Pittsburgh has the photo 
capabi lity on their hand he.ld computers. 

• 	 Portland was 1he only city with stall makings, and they are going to be removed. 
The belief is more room for parking. Only one receipt is needed for any size 
vehicle, including a trailer. For !all vehicles, the officer must see if it is displayed. 
Portland does not have that problem we do, because the receipts are affixed to the 
passenger side window. 

2 




PARKING DURATION STUDY ATTACHMENT 3 
(Based on 60~inute check intervals, 6/112000) 

Loc:al)oo (%) (Hrs) (Vehlspace) 
Stf'Ht BIOGk Oc~!U!!nc:i Quratlon Tumo\ler 
E.4S T VJLLAGE 
'F' Street sis f5lh to 16th 0.02 1.00 0.17 
'F' Street s/s 14th to 15th 0. 16 2. ~ 0.75 
'F' svaet sis 13th to 14\h 0.89 5.64 1.57 
'F' Street 5.1! Pari< to 131h 0.37 1.86 2.00 
'F' St~et s/s 11th toP~ 0.12 1.00 1.20 
'F' Street sis 101h \0 11th 0. 17 1.25 1.33 
'F' Street s/s 9th to totn 0.62 2.67 2.33 
\Jih Slreet w/s F toG 0.48 1.84 2.59 
'F' Street n/s I<Uh to 15th 0.01 1.00 0.05 
·p Street fils 13th lO 1410'1 0.50 2.12 2.13 
'F' Street fils Pan< to 13th 0.1f 1.00 1.00 
'F' Slreet o/s 11th to Parl< 0.42 3.80 1.00 
'F' Streel tl/s \Oih to 11ih 0.22 3.20 0 .63 
'F' Street nl& 9th ID Hllh 0.75 1.69 4.00 

BALL PARX 
'J' Str~t nls 10\h to 11\h 0.78 4.11 1.88 
080'1 Ave els J lo Island 0 . .58 '.32 4.40 
'J'Slr-eet sJs 0611'1 to 071h 0.89 2.11 4.22 
'J' Street rVS 0&\h \0 0711\ 1.00 2.86 3.50 

MARINA 1 
02odAvanue w/s lslal'ld to V!arl<el 0.57 2.03 2.82 
02nd Avenue eJs lskwl to Moorlcet 0.43 1.38 3 .08 
02nd Avenue els island toJ 0.51 2.31 2.21 
02nd Allel\ue w/s Island IO J 0.92 3.44 2.67 

CQRE CQLUM.81A 
'F' SH&et nls OHtto Frorf 1.00 2.37 4.22 
'F" Sueet nls Fronlto Union 1.00 1.71 5.83 
'F' Stt~t nls Unl0t1 to State 1.00 2.94 3.40 
Slate Sireet e/s. F toE 0.92 2.52 3.67 
UniOf\ Street w/s F toG 0.80 2.00 .s.oo 
Union Stteet w/t G to Msrl<et 0.89 5.07 1.75 
Union Street ~3 ~ 1.0 Market 0.43 1.4.3 3 .00 
Market Street nls Union to State 1.00 4.00 2.50 
Stat.e S!J"eoe t eJs Market toG 0.92 4.56 2.00 
Stale Street e/S F toG 0.65 2.05 3 .17 
Mafl<et SUeat rJs Froot to Union 0.79 2..17 3.63 
Front Str~t w/s G to Mari<et 0.80 2.21 3.63 
'G'Sir~ sJr. Slate to Urion 0.96 4.10 2.33 
'G' Street s/s Union to Front 0.76 1.81 4.20 
'G' Street n/s Fr0t1t to 01st 0.84 1.83 4.60 
'G' Street nls Front to Union 0.62 2.23 3.67 
'G' Street rVS Union lo Stele 0.50 1.60 3.13 

MARINA 2 
Kettner Boulevard e/s G to F 0.91 6.41 1.42 
Kettner Boulevard w/s G to F 0.69 5.17 , .71 
Pacific Highway e/s Gtof 0.69 3.44 2.00 
'F' Street fils Kettner to Pacific Hwy 0.39 2.60 1.50 



--PARKING DURATION STUDY ATIACHMENT 4 
(Based on SO-minute c.Md< irteNal~. 1/ 17/2007) 

Location (%) (Hrs) (Veh/spaoe) 

~ Block Oc.cu~n£Y Ou~tlon Tumo'ller 

EA~T VILLA~£ 

'F' Str~e.t sJs 15th to 16th 0. ~5 2.45 1.83 

'F' SlrE~t~l s/s f-4th to 15th 0.85 4.25 2.00 
'F' Street s/:. 13th to Hth 0.83 5.80 1 43 

'F' Street s/s Partc to 13th 0.63 2.4.4 2.57 

•p Street s/& I 1 th to Pat!< 0.44 1.47 3.00 
'F' Street 4/S lOth to 1 Uh 0.73 2.44 3.00 
·p Strf:el sis 9th to 10th 0.63 3.17 '2.00 
tlth Street w/s F toG 0.69 3.29 2.09 
'F' Str~et n/s 14th to 1 Sttl 0.64 4.48 1.42 
'F' Street nJs. 13th to 14th 0.49 4.88 1.00 
'F' Str~l nJ& PaM<. to 13th 0.29 2.09 u.s 
'F' Street nls 11th to Pn 0.40 2.00 2.00 
·p Str~l n/s lOth to 1 Hh 0.26 2.33 1.13 
·p StrH:I nJS 9th to 10th 0.59 2.76 2.13 

B~LL PARK 
' J ' S~I nJs 10th to lith 0.56 2.29 2.43 
oath All~ e/s J to lsl&nd O.&i 1.61 4.13 
'J' SVe-et $/$ 06th to 07th 0.67 1.54 4.33 
'J' Street n/s 0611\ to 07\h 0.79 2.22 3.56 

MARINA 1 
02nd Avenue w/s Island to Marlcet 0.45 2.33 1.91 
02.nd Awnue e/s Island to MaiXel OSl 2.06 2.75 
0'2.ndAvenue e.Js island to J 0.52 2.50 2.11 
02ndAwnue wl& Island lo J 0.3f 2.07 1.50 

~QBE COLUMBIA 
'f' S1r6el n/s 01st to Fr<>A 0.96 2.65 3.64 
·p Slreat nJs Frontto UAon 0.94 2.06 4.57 

'f' Street nJs Union to Slate 0.75 1.82 4.13 

Stale Streel e/s F toE 0.66 2.12 J .09 
Union Street w/s F toG 0.7-4 l .76 4.20 
Union Street wls G to Mattei 0.42 1.75 2.40 
Union Street el:s G to Mari<et 0.52 1.53 3.40 
Mattei Sttee1 nJs Union to State 0.45 1.89 2.38 
State Street el:s Marl<et toG 0.27 1.59 1.70 
State Slrei!l e/s F toG 0.52 1.94 2.67 
Marf(et Street rJs Froot to Union 0.56 1.67 ~.38 

Front Street wls G to Maricef 0.58 1.88 3.09 
'G' Street sfa Stale lo Urlon 0. ~ l .S3 2.38 
'G' Street sis Union to Front 0.78 2.04 3.83 
'G' Str~ nls Fro~ to 01st 0.70 1.48 4.71 
'G' SVeet nls Front to Union 0.69 2. 18 J. f4 
'G' Street n/s Union to Sta1e 0..41 1.61 2.57 

MARINA 2 

Kettner BouleVard e/s GtoF 0.84 6 .31 l .l3 
Kettller Boulevard w /s GtoF 0.81 7.22 1. 13 
Pacific Highway e/s Gto F 0.73 4 . ~3 1.78 
'F' Street nJs ~Mer to Padllc Hv1 0.87 4.83 1.80 



Parkina Duration Qccupancy Comparison 
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i. ~ £. '-' '-" Centre oty 
L L L.. L ~ Oeve!o~nt 

L L't.. a.. L ~rporo~ol\ 

T11c. Crr'r' o~ SAN Dai!:'OO LL Lt.L 

PAY & DISPLAY PARKING USER SURVEY 
Location: o Merl11a o 8allpark o East VIUaga 

Bloclt.Name & Number (Optiol\.ill): -----------

How often do you usa th& Pay & Display meter6? 

0 0 0 0 

Oaily Monthly Rarely 

Do you prefer the Pay & Display meters to the single head meta~? 

0 0 

Yes No 

W&s IJ\e signage along the block adequate In number and loc31ed proper1y? 

0 0 
Yts No 

Were the ITI~s.sages displayed on the !lignage clear and easy to undtUstand1 

0 0 

Yes No 

was It easy to locate th~ Pay & Display meier at'ler you parked? 

0 0 
Yes No 

Was llle Pay t. Display meter located within a reasonable dls\ence to your vehicle? 

0 0 
Yu No 

Did you 1\nd the Pay and Display meter easy to usa? 

0 0 
Yes No 

Page 1 of 2 (over) 



Oo you th1nk lha of paying with a credlt card 19 boo eficlal? 

D 0 

Yas No 

Do you feel that multlple s1nme~-os1Jac~e meters with one Pay & Df.sp!a~1 meter 
lmpraves./detracts trom the overall look of street? 

0 0 0 

Improves Dalract!il f-.leulral 

Comm~n~:~--------------------------------------------------------------

Page 2 of 2 
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:~ [ /\ttrllaiVe Map 
:: ~~~ Profecn 
:: Rt.sldentl~ l 

:; commeroal 
: :Mi..ed Use 
::Public I 

Illfrc\.Sti\J C1 u,... 
:: Spedal Proot'llm.s 

.;RESOURCES 
:: eeoc &oard 
:: l l'lfo. Qr & Toors 
:: L..Mn9 Guide 
:: Ph1nnlng 
:: Newsla~~/Pubs 
:: Centre Oty 

Adlltse)(V Cammlnee 
: : 2006 Aslnuel Report 
(P~ 1.21'\8} 

::unlc:s 

~ ~ SU&SCAll!E TO 
D» 	t*WS ANO 

EVI:>IT8 FEEOS 

~ CUCX HERE TO 
$1<lN UP fOR 
£MAIL AUimt 

:.;'tJ1Jo€iiESTI:.\AiE:,.. 
POWtRQi.Jhh
WATEHrRuNf 

PAY&. DISPLAY PARKIN G SURVEY 

At part of CCDC's comprehensille publh: outrellc:h process, CCOC Is conducting a SUNey to 
gather lnl'omleOon 8 !>0\Jt the Pay II Dl.splay perl<lng meters. Pleese ~ke a few rnlou tes to 
answer ttl~ fallowing quesdons: 

1. l..oc;lltton: 

0 Marfna 0 8allpar1< 0 East VIllage 

2. Bloclc Name 8o. Number: 

3. How often do yCIIJ, your cu.stomers/guests/empl¢yees use tha Pay 8r. DlspiZiy met~? 

Ooelly Oweeldy 0Monthly OJUraly Ounknown 

4. Do you {Qel that the Pay 1k Display meters are convenlendy loc&ted1 

0ves 0No 

commanu: 

·.~ . 

S. Oo you ful that you, your customers/ouest.s/employees benent rrom bel11q able to 
use to credit 1:21n:! tot tha PZiy & Display mete~7 

Comments: 

http://www .cede .comli ndex. cfm/fusea ctionlprojects. p s.rking_ survey l/31/2007 

http://www.ccdc.com/index..cfmlfuseaction/projects
http:COmme.nt
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.· 


6. Do you, your custome:>/gue.sts/employees prefer the i'ay & Display 1:o the single· 
space meters? 

ov~s CNo 

Comments: 

7. Do you feel that replaclng rr.uhtplc single-spa~ meters with one Pay &. Display meter 
Improves/detracts rrom the uverarl look of the street? 

0 Improves Ooetracts 0Neutral 

Comments: 

a. Have you noticed any problems with the Pay & Display meters7 

Oves ()No 

Comments: 

9. What advantages havt you not1c.ed to the PayS.. Display meterS? 

tO . What dls!!dvant-ages have yoll 1otlced to the Pay & Display meters? 

LL Have you beneOted from t he InStallation oT the Fey Bt Olsplay meters? 

http ;//www.ccdc. com/index. c fm/fuseaction/projects. parking_ survey IIJln007 

http://www.ccdc.com/indexocfm/fuseaction/pl'ojects.parking_survey
http:not1c.ed
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Oves 0No 0Neutral 

Comments: 

12. overall, wl\at 16 your opinion or tl\e P<1y & Display meters? 

Sobmll Survey 

Cllpylfglll 4) 2003 · '200i unt~ otv Dtvt-lopmetlt C.OI'J)Orotlon 
~ rio'llu rt:UN~ 
lntemot pra'61)Cb mansged by Red O""r 11\ten~ctl"'l ~taQ.. ; J.S P.1.W.a1~ l!fl 

8.tlfw .. ~s.s ~-Ewl 

http://www.ccdc.com/indcx.cfm/fuseaclion/prcjc::cts.pnrking_survey 1/31/2007 

http://www.ccdc.com/index_cfm/fuseaction/projects.pnrki
http:P.1.W.a1


New Techno logy Parking Surve y 
User Res ponses 

-
Location : thiiDb~r: 0la Q(!Qtil Easv to Use: ~umber 0lQ Qf!Qtill
Marina 33 54% Yes 50 82% 

East VIllage 18 30% No 
 10 16% 

Ba ll~arl< 10 16% Neutral 
 1 2% 

61 100% 61 100% 

Eu~gl,lfi:: m;ll !;;!! U.:.~; Crei!it t:ard 6ectfi!:ia l~ 
Dally 15 25% Yes 52 BS% 

Weekly 6 10% No 
 6 10% 

Monthly s 8% Neutral 
 3 S% 
Ra rel'( 35 57% 61 tOO% 

61 100% 

QllS::t:ill ~112k Qf ~tr.c~t: 
l:!ce(~r: hl~w tg Qldi Improves 43 70% 
Yes 48 79% Detracts QO/o0 
No 12 20% Neutral 15 25% 
Neutral 1 2% }S}A 3 5% 

61 1.00% 61 100% 

~i9Di:l~ Adtgi.U!tt ; 
Yes 49 80% 
No 12 2 0% 
Neutral 0 QD,E, 

61 100% 

Slgoaae Clur iUllil t;iu1 tg IJ c der~liHidi 
Yes 56 92% 
No 5 B% 
Neutral 0 0% 

61 10 0% 

~il:nt tQ L~u;il ti M~t~:a; 
Ye!; 54 89% 
No 7 11% 
Neutral 0 0% 

61 100% 

B.~~QDii!bh: Q~t~!Ji&i 

Yes 53 87% 
No 6 10% 
Neutral 2 3% 

61 100% 



New Technology Parking Survey 
Online R~sponses 

' 

Location: Numb!i: r OJo of loti!I 
Marina 20 56% 
Easr Village 13 36% 
Balleark 3 8% 

36 100% 

Fregu~[!gt of Us e: 
Dally 10 28% 
Weekly 11 31% 
Monthly 1 3% 
Rarely 12 33% 
Unknown 2 6% 

36 100% 

con~~ciS:: !l~l~ L.2Sii~~~: 
Yes 23 64% 
No 11 3 1% 
NLA 2 6% 

36 100% 

Cc~d l t ~ard~ II'Dtfi~I~I i 
Yes 30 83°/6 
No 5 14% 
NLA 1 3% 

36 100% 

PL~f~[ t:j s: w 12 Qldi 
Yes 18 SO% 
No 16 4 4% 
NLA 2 6% 

36 100% 

~..IH:111 1 L !2Q~ Qf Slu~t:t i 
Improves 25 69% 
Detracts 3 8% 
Neutral 8 22 % 

36 100% 

tfgth;~d iiDlr: ergbJgm:ii 
Yes 12 33% 
No 23 64% 
NLA 1 3% 

36 100% 

Bene{j ted f rom ln~tllll~ tion : 

Yes 13 36% 
No 10 28% 
Neutral 10 28% 
NLA 3 8% 

36 100% 



.· 
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~ ~ 1.. L L- Centre City 
:_ L L. L L Development 
L.. L L L L Corporo~on 

:_ I _ I l . i 
T .... crrv o, s ....N 0•4!oo 

User Parkine Survey Comments: 

.. 	 l! should take dollar bills. doesn )t make sense to put $1 .00 or $2.00 on a credit 

card. 


• 	 rnstructions should be in Spanish as well. 
• 	 <~p•· on meter was thought to stand for ''Parking•'. it should spell oul "Pay Station•·. 
• 	 Proximity is key. 
• 	 Refund with prepaid parking card would be helpful. 
• 	 Make supply of parking cards more reliable. Should be refunds. 
• 	 Cost roo much. Don't like ~alking back to car to posr ticker, especially if it's 


raining. 

• 	 Doesn't like that refund is not allowable on the prt-paid debit cards. 
• 	 Pre-paid debir cards doa't refund unused amount. 
• 	 Would prefer to use single-head meters cause they're closer to work. 
• 	 The credit card feature did not work. 
• 	 Ooesn 't refund your pre-paid debit card amount. 
• 	 Marked par~ing spaces are needed to avoid confusio!'. 
• 	 Crr:dit card feature did not work tbe ftrst time. Prefers to pay smal l amounts with 


cash. 

• 	 Would llke the machi.ne to accept dollars. Prefer to park at a 4-hour meter i f she 


plans to park for 2 hours to avoid getting a ticket. 

• 	 Machine wasn't working while being interviewed. Customer had to move to a 


different parking meter. 

• 	 Would rather park. on the street, rather than pay $20+ at the Hyan . 
• 	 "EspanoP' burton also offers other languages. Those le.nguag~s offered should be 


listed. 

• 	 Credit card fearure doesn't work often. Doesn't like walk ing to and from machine 


to post ticket in car. 

• 	 Need more signs pointing to the location of the meter . 
• 	 New meter is very mislead ing because some people think you can park for free. 
• 	 Meter doesn't take change well, usually has to insert coins cwice. Meter doesn ' t 


like credit cards either. 

• 	 How much will it cost taxpayers to replace old meters with new? 
• 	 fnstead of a "P'' displayed on the meler, ir should read "Parking Mere('. 

http:machi.ne


PARKING DURATION OCCUPANCY COMPARISON A TTACHMENf 8 - -' 

(Based on 60-mlnute check intervals) 

'Before' 'After' 

~ Block Occu~anc~ Occu~anc.~ 

EAST VILLAGE 
'F' Sti&et . $./& 15th to 16th 0.02· 0..45" 
' F'~~( · sit. _14~ to.-1?1h · q-18~. o. ~s: 
'F' Street sis 13lh to 14th 0.89 0_83 
'P Street s.Js PaM< to 13th 0.37 0.63 
'F' Street !.Js 11th to PaM< 0.12 0.« 
'P Stteel sls 1oth to 11th 0_17 0.73 
'P Street s/s 9th to 1oth 0.62 0.63 
'F' Street w/s F lo G 0.48 0.69 
'F'stTeei 
'F' sliest 

n!~ ·· · 'i:CQ\ .t~·1S.~ 
n/s 13th to 14th 

~:Q·t 
0.50 

9-§4~ f~ 
0..49 

'F' Street nls Peri< lo 13lh 0.11 0.29 
'F' Street n/s 11th to Park. 0.42 0.40 
'F' Street n/5 101h to 11th 0.22 0 .26 
'F' Street nls 9th to 101h 0.75 0.59 

Average 0.42 0 .54 
BALLPARK 
J' Street ... : .. 
oalh Aveilu:e 

rJe 
eJs 

10th to 11th 
J to tsiand 

o)~ · 
0.58 

O.Slr 
0 .66 

J' Street 
J' 'stni&i : 

s/s 
-nls 

06th to 07th 
06thto 07th 

0.89 
1.!Xr . 

0 .67 
.0.79• ~ 

Average 0.74 0.67 
MARINA 1 
02nd Avenue w/s Island to Market 0.57 0.45 
02nd Avenue eJs Island lo Mar1<e1 0.43 0_57 
02nd Avenue els Island to J 0_51 0.52 
02ndA~nue Wl!i Island to J o.oar. . 0 .31• 

Average 0.50 0.61 
CORE l!DLUMBIA 
'F' Street n/s 01st to Front 1.00 0 .96 
'F' Street nls Front to Union 1.00 0 .94 
'F' Stteet n/5 Union to State 1.00 0.75 
S111te Street e/!J FloE 0.92 0 .66 
Union Street w/s FloG 0.80 0.14 
Union Street w/s G lo Market 0.89 0..42 
Union Street 
Markel Street 

e/s 
r)/$ 

G to Mari<.et 
Union to State 

0.43 
,:otr 

0 .52 
o:4s

Stl!h~ Slraet 
State Street 

eJa 
eJs 

Markel toG
FtoG -. 

0.9f" 
0.65 

0. ~.-r' 
0.52 

Mari<e! Slreat nJs Front to Union 0.79 0.56 
Front street wts G toMari<et 0.80 0.58 
'G'~ .. . s/a ~~~Union o.gs 9<~ -
'G' Street sis Union to f ronl 0.76 0.78 
'G' Street nls Front to 01sl 0.84 0.70 
'G' Stree1 n/s Front to Union 0.82 0.6a 
'G' Street n/s Union to State 0.50 0.41 

Average 0.80 o.es 
MARINA.? 
l<ettner Soulevard els GtoF 0.91 0.84 
Kettner Boulevard WI! GtoF 0.89 0.81 
Pacific Highway el$ GtoF 0.69 0. 73 
'F'' Street "'" Keltner to Pacific H~ 0.39 0.87 

Ave,ge 0.72 0.81 
• These oCOJpancles v.ere not induded In calculating the average lor each neighboomod s~oe the 'aflet char ge 

to OCCl.pancy levels i~ attributed to tadro~ otnet than the nstaPation of tl'le rnulti-space par1<if19 pay stations. 



DOWNTOWN PARKlN~ tv'IANAGEMENT GROUP 

NAM E: 

John Cunningham, Chair 

Paul Robinson, Vice Chair 

Frank Alessi 

Chuck Erickson 

Len Filomeo. Ex Officio 

Matthew Kennedy 

Bill Keller 

Sara Levine. Ex Officio 

Diane Moody 

Jimmy Parker, Ex Officio 

Gary Smith 

0RGANIZA TION: 

Centre City Advisory Committee 

Centre City Advisory Committee 

Centre City Development Corporation 

East Vi llage Business Owner 

Little Italy Association 

San Diego Padres 

Centre City Advisory Committee 

Downtown San Diego Partnership 

Cortez Resident 

Gaslamp Quarter Association/BID 

Downtown Residents Group 

AREA R EPRESENTED: 

Core/Columbia 

Marina 

CCDC/Parking District 1 

East Village 

Little Italy Associat ion/B ID 

East Village/Padres 

Gaslamp 

BlO 

Cortez 

Gaslamp Quarter Association/BID 

Downtown Residents Group 

'· 
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