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Introduction 
In September, 2003, a study was undertaken to ascertain the optimal location, needed capacity, 
and schematic design for a parking structure in Downtown Fargo.  After evaluating several 
locations, the site on Block 8 (referred to as the US Bank Block) was determined to be the 
location that would best meet future demand and optimal size was considered to be 
approximately 354 spaces. 
 
That study was updated in 2007 to determine if the size recommended by the 2003 Study was 
still appropriate for that location.  Based on actual and anticipated development, the 2007 update 
recommended a 507-space facility.  Again, since the completion of the 2007 update, there have 
been several changes in Downtown Fargo.  The Parking Commission recently recommended to 
the City Commission that the City proceed with construction of a parking ramp either on the US 
Bank block or on the block located east of Roberts Street and north of 2nd Avenue. See Appendix 
1 for background information. 
 
The City Commission gave the Parking Commission permission to: 

• Proceed with a parking demand study; and 
• Contact property owners of the Roberts Street site to determine the possibility of 

acquiring property to construct a parking structure. 
 
This Study represents an update to the original 2003 Parking Study and the 2007 Update.  The 
overall Study Area for this 2011 Update was expanded considerably from the past efforts.  
However, when analyzing the specific areas for future parking demand, only blocks that were 
contiguous or touching on the corners were included.  The comprehensive data can be used to 
expand a capture area or to analyze specific scenarios. 
 
The argument could be made that blocks located further away could be included – and that is 
true; however in the interest of comparability with previous studies, the aforementioned method 
was used.  Should further analysis be warranted, or should there be compelling reasons for 
including other blocks, they can easily be added from the comprehensive data tables. 
 
It has been suggested to the Metropolitan Council of Governments (Metro COG) that they collect 
parking supply and demand data as part of the annual surveillance and monitoring effort.  Every 
other year would be sufficient for this type of data.  This routine parking data collection would 
assist in ongoing analysis of parking issues, but is also becoming more and more important in 
corridor studies. 
 
The approximate boundaries for this Study Area were 10th Street; 1st Ave South; 5th Street North; 
and 2nd Street.  The Study Area is shown in Figure 1.  Much of the Study Area is outside of the 
primary capture area for a proposed ramp; however the parking demand and supply in the 
outlying areas affects neighboring blocks; and knowledge of the overall system helps gain an 
understanding of specific areas within the Downtown. 
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Current Parking Inventory 
There were a total of 3,766 public parking spaces in the Study Area: 1,622 (21%) on-street, and 
2,144 (79%) off-street.  The on-street parking and some of the off-street parking was open for 
public parking, but the private parking not available to the public was the largest category (3,904 
spaces).  The entire on- and off-street parking inventory is presented in Table 1. 
 

Block # On-Street Off-Street Total
1 16 70 86
2 30 50 80
3 58 200 258
4 51 168 219
5 99 257 356
6 57 40 97
7 56 137 193
8 59 108 167
9 43 274 317

10 82 95 177
11 56 60 116
12 54 0 54
13 66 190 256
14 59 55 114
15 45 225 270
16 44 435 479
17 38 106 144
18 58 70 128
19 25 54 79
20 34 211 245
21 21 94 115
22 67 192 259
23 18 59 77
24 46 135 181
25 38 125 163
26 60 171 231
27 55 153 208
28 72 30 102
29 36 478 514
30 32 106 138
31 17 50 67
32 40 654 694
33 36 95 131
34 11 97 108
35 0 145 145
36 43 659 702

Total 1622 6048 7670
% 21% 79%

Table 1
Current Inventory By Block
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Public Off-Street Parking Facilities 
Public off-street parking that provides hourly and monthly parking opportunities is located at 13 
locations in the Study Area.  2 of the facilities are privately owned and operated, 11 are owned 
and operated by the City of Fargo.  There are several other privately owned parking lots in the 
study area; however they are not available for the public for rental.  The locations, capacities, 
and ownership status are presented in Table 2. 
 
 

Block # Name Spaces Ownership
5 2nd Ave N Lot 100 Public
8 3rd Ave Lot 40 Public
9 Radisson Ramp 250 Public

10 2nd Ave S Lot 65 Public
14 State Bank 45 Private
16 NP Ave Lot 146 Public
22 First Presbyterian Lot 75 Private
29 Civic Center Lot 450 Public
32 GTC Garage 200 Public
32 4th Street Lot 174 Public
32 Main Avenue Lot 77 Public
35 3rd Street Lot 145 Public
36 Island Park Ramp 377 Public

Total 2144

Table 2
Public Off-Street Parking

 
 
 
On-Street Parking Occupancy Counts 
On-street occupancy counts for blocks 1-36 were conducted between 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. on 
Wednesday, August 31, 2011 and again on Thursday, September 1, 2011.  The weather was very 
mild and the only factor of note that affected demand atypically was the “Cruising Broadway” 
event.  Even though the cars are not supposed to park until after 4:30 p.m., some of the 
participants come early to get a good spot.  Although a factor, it was a somewhat normal 
occurrence for Downtown and was not considered to have altered the results appreciably.  
Counts on blocks 26-36 were conducted during the second and third weeks in November and 
actual counts were done during the peak hours of 11:00 a.m., 12:00 p.m., and 1:00 p.m.  Counts 
for the other hours were extrapolated from average occupancy data from all of the blocks during 
those times. 
 
As shown in Table 3, of the 1,622 on-street spaces surveyed, 874 (54%) were occupied at the 
peak hour of 12:00 p.m.  This was the overall peak hour for on-street parking during the survey. 
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Detailed on-street parking count data are included as Appendix 2.  These data present occupancy 
by block face, and can therefore be used to identify specific high-occupancy locations.  For 
example, the parking around Barry and Klai Halls (Blocks 19, 20, 21, and 22) is heavily used.  In 
the core of the Downtown, on-street parking on and near Broadway is also heavily used. 
 

Block # Capacity 9 a.m. 10 a.m. 11 a.m. 12 p.m. 1 p.m. 2 p.m. 3 p.m. 4 p.m.
1 16 6 7 6 9 5 6 9 4
2 30 2 3 6 8 12 8 8 7
3 58 27 30 30 31 33 30 28 25
4 51 14 21 14 14 13 7 18 17
5 99 35 47 42 61 46 42 39 44
6 57 16 17 24 33 30 28 34 29
7 56 32 24 25 20 25 23 19 30
8 59 20 17 33 45 38 25 28 29
9 43 14 12 18 23 21 14 18 10
10 82 35 30 45 57 51 41 45 52
11 56 23 27 37 49 39 36 31 35
12 54 11 16 22 28 26 24 21 22
13 66 27 18 29 49 38 33 32 39
14 59 20 19 33 29 35 21 23 25
15 45 15 17 11 12 18 25 19 24
16 44 8 11 17 37 24 27 31 25
17 38 15 20 30 17 15 17 15 18
18 58 13 17 20 28 20 21 19 17
19 25 23 25 24 21 22 25 16 13
20 34 30 25 31 24 27 30 28 29
21 21 17 19 21 18 16 15 16 14
22 67 36 33 29 28 37 46 25 23
23 18 14 15 19 13 13 16 12 11
24 46 24 26 27 30 27 32 26 27
25 38 18 17 19 22 22 26 23 21
26 60 24 24 31 25 30 28 26 16
27 55 18 23 25 29 23 22 19 24
28 72 13 23 21 32 32 25 25 26
29 36 4 5 4 11 15 9 8 7
30 32 10 11 13 14 15 11 12 10
31 17 4 4 6 8 8 6 6 5
32 40 7 11 9 11 19 16 16 12
33 36 8 10 13 13 10 14 12 10
34 11 7 6 9 9 5 7 5 4
35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
36 43 8 13 6 16 12 13 11 13
Total 1622 598 643 749 874 822 769 723 717
% 100% 37% 40% 46% 54% 51% 47% 45% 44%

Table 3
On-Street Parking Occupancy, Wednesday, August 31, 2011
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Off-Street Parking Occupancy Counts 
As shown in Table 4 below, the peak hour for off-street parking on Wednesday, August 31 was 
11:00 a.m. when 3513 (58%) of the 6,048 spaces were occupied. 
 

Block # Capacity 9 a.m. 10 a.m. 11 a.m. 12 p.m. 1 p.m. 2 p.m. 3 p.m. 4 p.m.
1 70 20 24 26 25 27 27 20 15
2 50 23 25 30 29 27 25 32 30
3 200 102 116 130 125 118 116 115 113
4 168 117 135 151 145 137 135 86 84
5 257 122 133 162 151 146 148 137 133
6 40 10 10 13 13 12 10 10 8
7 137 48 54 62 59 56 54 63 61
8 108 60 68 74 66 65 68 63 60
9 274 189 223 223 205 202 205 205 177
10 95 43 48 52 53 51 47 55 49
11 60 26 28 33 32 30 28 30 28
12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13 190 73 83 94 90 85 83 79 77
14 55 37 37 41 49 38 40 36 31
15 225 117 134 150 144 136 134 133 131
16 435 174 174 279 234 259 200 170 157
17 106 42 42 66 53 50 49 41 38
18 70 28 28 54 30 33 32 27 25
19 54 40 44 46 32 35 34 32 27
20 211 101 114 119 120 133 121 104 98
21 94 40 47 48 50 53 57 61 55
22 192 94 95 153 101 118 92 120 83
23 59 32 35 39 39 41 40 43 40
24 135 48 50 58 58 59 54 45 40
25 125 71 70 75 71 73 71 67 60
26 171 68 68 93 70 114 79 67 62
27 153 61 61 101 98 98 83 60 55
28 30 12 12 20 16 16 17 11.7 10.8
29 478 220 230 236 235 235 234 236 225
30 106 42 42 44 48 50 33 41 38
31 50 20 22 28 29 24 27 28 25
32 654 288 290 303 303 335 340 297 260
33 95 38 40 43 42 43 47 45 39
34 97 39 39 97 95 92 95 86 74
35 145 58 80 91 68 89 75 75 75
36 659 264 265 279 267 287 286 275 270
Total 6048 2768 2967 3513 3245 3367 3186 2996 2754
% 100% 46% 49% 58% 54% 56% 53% 50% 46%

Table 4
Off-Street Parking Occupancy, Wednesday, August 31, 2011
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Off-Street Public Parking Occupancy Counts 
Of the 2,138 off-street spaces that were open for public parking, 56% were occupied during the 
peak hour of 11:00 a.m. on Wednesday, August 31.  These data are presented in Table 5.   
 
According to the November 2011 operator’s report, 1,314 (79%) of the 1,669 city-owned public 
parking spaces were rented (See Appendix 3).  This figure is a bit misleading as the number of 
spaces available in the Civic Center Lot is listed as “100”.  There are actually 475 spaces in that 
lot, but many of them are used by City employees and revenue is not collected for these spaces.  
100 is the number that was agreed upon as the limit for contract rentals so there would be 
adequate space for employees and occasional events at the Civic Center complex. 
 

Block # Capacity 9 a.m. 10 a.m. 11 a.m. 12 p.m. 1 p.m. 2 p.m. 3 p.m. 4 p.m. Average
100 57 63 79 71 71 75 68 66 69%

100% 57% 63% 79% 71% 71% 75% 68% 66% 69%
40 23 27 27 20 22 27 28 27 63%

100% 58% 68% 68% 50% 55% 68% 70% 68% 63%
250 166 198 193 176 175 180 169 143 70%

100% 66% 79% 77% 70% 70% 72% 68% 57% 70%
65 27 31 31 33 32 30 31 27 47%

100% 42% 48% 48% 51% 49% 46% 48% 42% 47%
34 28 29 30 28 28 32 27 24 83%

100% 82% 85% 88% 82% 82% 94% 79% 71% 83%
146 75 98 110 80 105 100 85 85 63%

100% 51% 67% 75% 55% 72% 68% 58% 58% 63%
80 51 47 49 55 43 45 42 43 59%

100% 64% 59% 61% 69% 54% 56% 53% 54% 59%
450 225 225 236 235 230 230 230 230 51%

100% 50% 50% 52% 52% 51% 51% 51% 51% 51%
200 109 119 129 123 128 127 125 120 61%

100% 55% 60% 65% 62% 64% 64% 63% 60% 61%
174 50 60 64 73 81 80 75 74 40%

100% 29% 34% 37% 42% 47% 46% 43% 43% 40%
77 20 22 29 28 26 25 24 23 32%

100% 26% 29% 38% 36% 34% 32% 31% 30% 32%
145 68 74 91 86 68 65 64 60 50%

100% 47% 51% 63% 59% 47% 45% 44% 41% 50%
377 119 128 139 123 135 134 127 122 34%

100% 32% 34% 37% 33% 36% 36% 34% 32% 34%
Total 2138 1018 1121 1207 1131 1144 1150 1095 1044 52%

100% 48% 52% 56% 53% 54% 54% 51% 49% 52%

8-3rd Ave

9-Radisson

14-State Bank

32-GTC 
Garage

Table 5
Off-Street Public Parking Occupancy, Wednesday, August 31, 2011

5-2nd Ave N 
Lot

35-3rd St Lot

36-IP Ramp

10-2nd Ave S 
Lot

16-NP Ave
22-
Presbyterian
29-Civic 
Center

32-4th St Lot
32-Main Ave 
Lot
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On- and Off-Street Parking Occupancy Counts 
The peak hour for on- and off-street parking occupancy occurred at 11:00 a.m. on Wednesday, 
August 31 when 56% of the on-street spaces were occupied (see Table 6).   
 
Table 7 presents a summary of the peak hour for on- and off-street occupancy for Wednesday, 
August 31.  As can be seen, of the total 7,670 parking spaces in the Study Area, 4262 were 
occupied at 11:00 a.m. on August 31.  This represented peak occupancy of 57%. 
 
Off-street occupancy was strong in most areas of the Downtown with concentrations of demand 
along Broadway and the federal buildings.  During the peak hour of 11:00 .m. on Wednesday, 
August 31, 58% of the off-street spaces were occupied. 
 
The combined on- and off-street demand reflected the same trends that were apparent in the on- 
and off-street locations.  There was high usage along the Broadway corridor (Blocks 4, 8, 9, and 
11) and again near NDSU facilities (Blocks 19 and 22).  Block 34 also showed very high usage.  
High usage in Block 34 was in great part due to Ameripride’s high number of employees and the 
efficient use of the space surrounding this location. 
 
 



Page 13 of 56 
 

Block # Capacity 9 a.m. 10 a.m. 11 a.m. 12 p.m. 1 p.m. 2 p.m. 3 p.m. 4 p.m.
1 86 26 31 32 34 32 33 29 19
2 80 25 28 36 37 39 33 40 37
3 258 129 146 160 156 151 146 143 138
4 219 131 156 165 159 150 142 104 101
5 356 157 180 204 212 192 190 176 177
6 97 26 27 37 46 42 38 44 37
7 193 80 78 87 79 81 77 82 91
8 167 80 85 107 111 103 93 91 89
9 317 203 235 241 228 223 219 223 187

10 177 78 78 97 110 102 88 100 101
11 116 49 55 70 81 69 64 61 63
12 54 11 16 22 28 26 24 21 22
13 256 100 101 123 139 123 116 111 116
14 114 57 56 74 78 73 61 59 56
15 270 132 151 161 156 154 159 152 155
16 479 182 185 296 271 283 227 201 182
17 144 57 62 96 70 65 66 56 56
18 128 41 45 74 58 53 53 46 42
19 79 63 69 70 53 57 59 48 40
20 245 131 139 150 144 160 151 132 127
21 115 57 66 69 68 69 72 77 69
22 259 130 128 182 129 155 138 145 106
23 77 46 50 58 52 54 56 55 51
24 181 72 76 85 88 86 86 71 67
25 163 89 87 94 93 95 97 90 81
26 231 92 92 124 95 144 107 93 78
27 208 79 84 126 127 121 105 79 79
28 102 25 35 41 48 48 42 37 37
29 514 224 235 240 246 250 243 244 232
30 138 52 53 57 62 65 44 53 48
31 67 24 26 34 37 32 33 34 30
32 694 295 301 312 314 354 356 313 272
33 131 46 50 56 55 53 61 57 49
34 108 46 45 106 104 97 102 91 78
35 145 58 80 91 68 89 75 75 75
36 702 272 278 285 283 299 299 286 283

Total 7670 3366 3610.2 4262 4119 4189 3955 3719 3471
% 100% 44% 47% 56% 54% 55% 52% 48% 45%

Table 6
On- and Off-Street Parking Occupancy, Wednesday, August 31, 2011
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Block # Capacity Occupied % Occupied Capacity Occupied % Occupied Capacity Occupied % Occupied
1 16 9 56% 70 26 37% 86 35 41%
2 30 8 27% 50 30 60% 80 38 48%
3 58 31 53% 200 130 65% 258 161 62%
4 51 14 27% 168 151 90% 219 165 75%
5 99 61 62% 257 162 63% 356 223 63%
6 57 33 58% 40 13 33% 97 46 47%
7 56 20 36% 137 62 45% 193 82 42%
8 59 45 76% 108 74 69% 167 119 71%
9 43 23 53% 274 223 81% 317 246 78%

10 82 57 70% 95 52 55% 177 109 62%
11 56 49 88% 60 33 55% 116 82 71%
12 54 28 52% 0 0 0% 54 28 52%
13 66 49 74% 190 94 49% 256 143 56%
14 59 29 49% 55 41 75% 114 70 61%
15 45 12 27% 225 150 67% 270 162 60%
16 44 37 84% 435 279 64% 479 316 66%
17 38 17 45% 106 66 62% 144 83 58%
18 58 28 48% 70 54 77% 128 82 64%
19 25 21 84% 54 46 85% 79 67 85%
20 34 24 71% 211 119 56% 245 143 58%
21 21 18 86% 94 48 51% 115 66 57%
22 67 28 42% 192 153 80% 259 181 70%
23 18 13 72% 59 39 66% 77 52 68%
24 46 30 65% 135 58 43% 181 88 49%
25 38 22 58% 125 75 60% 163 97 60%
26 60 25 42% 171 93 54% 231 118 51%
27 55 29 53% 153 101 66% 208 130 63%
28 72 32 44% 30 20 67% 102 52 51%
29 36 11 31% 478 236 49% 514 247 48%
30 32 14 44% 106 44 42% 138 58 42%
31 17 8 47% 50 28 56% 67 36 54%
32 40 11 28% 654 303 46% 694 314 45%
33 36 13 36% 95 43 45% 131 56 43%
34 11 9 82% 97 97 100% 108 106 98%
35 0 0 0% 145 91 63% 145 91 63%
36 43 16 37% 659 279 42% 702 295 42%

Total 1,622     874 54% 6,048     3,513        58% 7,670     4,387        57%

On-Street Parking Off-Street Parking Total Parking

Table 7
Summary Peak-Hour Occupancy (11:00 a.m. Wednesday, August 31, 2011)
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Broadway Corridor Parking Occupancy 
On-street parking was analyzed on the block faces on Broadway between NP Ave. and 5th Ave N 
on Wednesday, August 31 and again on Thursday, September 1, 2011.   Table 8 shows that 76% 
of the on-street spaces were occupied at noon on Wednesday, August 31.  Occupancy was very 
high, oftentimes exceeding the 85% target occupancy that seems to provide readily available and 
convenient parking.  Also of note was that occupancy peaked at noon, dipped slightly, and then 
was on the upturn again in the late afternoon.  This would seem to indicate an increase in 
activity, hence parking demand, in the late afternoons and early evenings. 
 

Block # Capacity 9 a.m. 10 a.m. 11 a.m. Noon 1 p.m. 2 p.m. 3 p.m. 4 p.m. Peak Hr
2E 22 1 1 2 6 10 3 4 3 27%
3W 13 0 1 2 5 4 4 3 4 38%
5E 35 16 15 17 34 30 25 18 24 97%
6W 17 2 5 11 13 9 9 9 12 76%
8W 15 5 7 10 15 14 11 7 11 100%
10E 18 15 13 13 17 15 10 9 8 94%
11W 18 13 15 17 18 14 15 17 18 100%
13E 23 8 3 8 17 12 11 7 13 74%
14W 20 9 7 15 13 12 14 11 13 65%
Total 181 69 67 95 138 120 102 85 106 76%
% 100% 38% 37% 52% 76% 66% 56% 47% 59%

Table 8
On-Street Parking Occupancy on Broadway, Wednesday August 31, 5th Ave - NP Ave  

 
 
 
Table 9 presents the Broadway (5th Ave – NP Ave) on-street parking occupancy on Thursday, 
September 1.  Peak occupancy on the Broadway corridor (82%) occurred at noon.  Overall 
occupancy was very high along the entire corridor.  The occupancy rate of 105% on Block 14 
can be accounted for by illegal parking (fire hydrant, alley, etc.) which occurs more frequently 
when spaces are not available. 
 

Block # Capacity 9 a.m. 10 a.m. 11 a.m. Noon 1 p.m. 2 p.m. 3 p.m. 4 p.m. Peak Hr
2E 22 0 1 4 9 2 6 5 6 41%
3W 13 1 0 2 4 3 2 4 5 31%
5E 35 7 15 12 33 25 19 21 18 94%
6W 17 1 5 7 16 13 15 16 4 94%
8W 15 6 5 12 13 11 12 7 10 87%
10E 18 7 11 16 15 11 14 13 10 83%
11W 18 10 14 17 17 19 16 17 12 94%
13E 23 7 5 4 20 18 10 5 7 87%
14W 20 14 12 15 21 17 14 18 10 105%
Total 181 53 68 89 148 119 108 106 82 82%
% 100% 29% 38% 49% 82% 66% 60% 59% 45%

Table 9
On-Street Parking Occupancy on Broadway, Thursday, September 1, 5th Ave - NP Ave  
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Land Use Analysis 
The land use information from the previous studies was updated, and is presented in Table 10.  
There was approximately 3.9 million square feet of space within the Study Area.  The two largest 
land use categories were Office/Bank (28.8%) and Residential (22.9%).  Hotel/Motel accounted 
for 4.9%; Retail Service 10.5%; Government accounted for 17.4%; Industrial/Warehouse for 
6.1%; and Eating/Drinking for 3.4%.  Automotive, Social/Religious, and Other accounted for the 
remaining 5.8%. 
 
The emergence of Residential as a primary land use was apparent in the 2003 Study, and an 
increase was noted in the 2007 update.  The percentage decrease reflected in this Study is a bit 
misleading; overall residential use increased, but due to the larger study area, a percentage 
decrease is shown. 
 

1 5,840         29,256       35,096       
2 -               -   20,160    9,400      -   47,647       -   -   -                 -   77,207       
3 1,811                   -   21,733    -   9,420    14,612       -   -   -   5,000             52,576       
4 -   162,654      -   -   -   50,510       31,119    -   -   -   244,283     
5 58,039                 -   44,686    35,351    -   57,212       -             -   8,757             204,045     
6 43,790                  -   13,807    19,130    -   59,855       -   -                 136,582     
7 82,885       20,320        3,250      -   -                    -   -   -   -                 -   106,455     
8 27,126                 -   -   -   -                    -   -   -   -                 -   27,126       
9 111,183     19,323        14,586  115,609  260,701     
10 89,256       53,649    6,625      82,302       -             20,070           251,902     
11 78,370       25,585    4,500      27,350       21,000    156,805     
12 74,192       25,076       99,268       
13 19,468       13,467        52,454    16,116    167,242     -             -                 268,747     
14 12,956       4,536      3,584      3,584         24,660       
15 24,300    30,800       55,100       
16 12,156       77,758        8,800      12,156    37,065       47,965       195,900     
17 24,485       28,335    10,256       63,076       
18 12,180       17,245    7,612      64,338       2,660      104,035     
19 9,764         23,146       8,035      40,945       
20 155,800      155,800     
21 27,628       16,659       44,287       
22 30,530       58,186        15,375    26,162    130,253     
23 12,841       2,490    18,569       33,900       
24 18,453       13,104    79,923       46,153    157,633     
25 4,800         23,100    92,700       115,800     
26 29,140       5,126      5,550      63,116       102,932     
27 21,660    60,733    82,393       
28 114,128      114,128     
29 -             
30 4,000         48,806        7,000      15,560 8,680         84,046       
31 15,375    19,929 19,600       54,904       
32 107,117     20,000        127,117     
33 31,500       41,102    24,787       97,389       
34 32,346       51,651       83,997       
35 -             
36 186,377     186,377     

Total 1,148,233  690,442      418,221  134,975  61,985  911,513     141,339  242,388     197,342  33,827           3,975,465  
% 28.88% 17.37% 10.52% 3.40% 1.56% 22.93% 3.56% 6.10% 4.96% 0.85% 100.12%

Table 10
Land Use By Block

Block #
Office/  
Bank

Eating/  
Drinking

Retail/ 
ServiceGovernment Auto.

Industrial/W
arehouse

Social/ 
ReligiousResidential Total

Other/Usable 
Basement

Hotel/  
Motel
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Table 11 presents information regarding occupancy within the Study Area.  Of the 3.9 million 
square feet of space available, approximately 3.7 (95%) million square feet were occupied.  The 
rates of occupancy may be a bit low as most of the figures were based on staff knowledge of 
current conditions.  When there was insufficient knowledge to make estimates, a 15% vacancy 
figure was used for office, government and retail space.  100% occupancy was assumed for other 
uses. 
 

1 5,840       0 0 0 0 0 0 29,256 0 0 35,096
2 -          0 20,160 9,400 0 47,647 0 0 0 0 77,207
3 1,811      0 21,733 0 9,420 14,612 0 0 0 5000 52,576
4 -          162,654  -                  -        -        50,510       31,119    0 0 0 244,283
5 40,039    0 38,686 35,351 0 42,212 0 0 0 8,757 165,045
6 43,790    0 10,407 14,630 0 48,375 0 0 0 0 117,202
7 82,885    20,320 3,250 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 106,455
8 27,126    0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27,126
9 111,183  19,323 0 0 14,586 0 0 0 115,609 0 260,701
10 85,256    0 46,149 6,625 0 82,302 0 0 0 20,070 240,402
11 78,370    0 25,585 4,500 0 27,350 0 0 21,000 0 156,805
12 74,192    0 0 0 0 25,076 0 0 0 99,268
13 13,468    13,467    23,454            16,116  0 167,242 0 0 0 0 233,747
14 12,956     0 4536 3584 0 3584 0 0 0 0 24,660
15 -           0 15900 0 0 0 0 30,800 0 0 46,700
16 10,333     77,758    7,480               12,156  -         37,065       -          47,965       -         -            192,757
17 20,812     -          24,085             -        -         10,256       -          -             -         -            55,153
18 10,353     -          14,658             7,612    -         64,338       2,660      -             -         -            99,621
19 8,299       -          -                   -        -         23,146       8,035      -             -         -            39,480
20 -           155,800 -                   -        -         -             -          -             -         -            155,800
21 23,484     -          -                   -        -         16,659       -          -             -         -            40,143
22 25,951     58,186    -                   15,375  -         -             26,162    -             -         -            125,674
23 10,915     -          -                   -        2,490    18,569       -          -             -         -            31,974
24 15,685     -          11,138             -        -         79,923       46,153    -             -         -            152,899
25 4,080       -          19,635             -        -         92,700       -          -             -         -            116,415
26 24,769     -          -                   5,126    -         -             5,550      63,116       -         -            98,561
27 -           -          -                   -        -         -             21,660    -             60,733  -            82,393
28 -           114,128 -                   -        -         -             -          -             -         -            114,128
29 -           -          -                   -        -         -             -          -             -         -            0
30 3,400       48,806    5,950               -        15,560  8,680         -          -             -         -            82,396
31 -           -          13,069             -        19,929  -             -          19,600       -         -            52,598
32 91,049     20,000    -                   -        -         -             -          -             -         -            111,049
33 26,775     -          34,937             -        -         24,787       -          -             -         -            86,499
34 27,494     -          -                   -        -         -             -          51,651       -         -            79,145
35 -           -          -                   -        -         -             -          -             -         -            0
36 158,420  -          -                   -        -         -             -          -             -         -            158,420

Total 1,038,735 690,442 340,812 130,475 61,985 885,033 141,339 242,388 197,342 33,827 3,762,378
% Occupied 27.61% 18.35% 9.06% 3.47% 1.65% 23.52% 3.76% 6.44% 5.25% 0.90% 100%

% Vacant 2.75% 0.00% 1.95% 0.11% 0.00% 0.67% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 5.36%

Eating/ 
Drinking Auto. Residential

Table 11

Industrial/W
arehouse

Hotel/  
Motel

Other/ 
Basement

Social/ 
Religious

Occupied Space By Land Use Category And Block

Block #
Office/  
Bank

Govern-
ment Retail/ Service Total
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Parking Demand Calculations  
Table 12 lists the average parking demand ratios by land use category.  These were included in 
the 2003 and 2007 Studies.  Specific land use categories are presented in column 1.  Average 
suburban ratios are presented in column 2.  A range of demand ratios from several Downtown 
parking studies is shown in column 3; and the Downtown average in column 4.  The ratios used 
in the 2003 parking study are contained in column 5.  These ratios were derived by calculating 
the Downtown Fargo demand ratios and then increasing them by 25% due to what was perceived 
as an unrealistically low demand generated by using the standard methodology. 
 
The uncharacteristically low demand was explained by the inexact science of estimating 
occupied space; customers, employees, and visitors parking outside of the Study Area; and the 
large amount of residential space.  For consistency, the demand ratio calculated by Carl Walker 
for the 2003 Study was also used in the completion of subsequent Studies. 
 

Office/Bank 3.6 1.0-3.5 2.2 1.5 1.88
Government 4 1.5-4.0 2.6 1.7 2.13
Retail/Service 3.3 0.5-4.0 1.8 1.2 1.50
Eating/Drinking 20 0.5-20.0 5.7 2.2 2.75
Automotive 2.5 1.0-2.0 1.8 1.2 1.50
Residential 1.5 0.4-1.5 0.8 0.5 0.63
Social/Religious Varies 0.1-0.8 0.5 0.4 0.50
Industrial/Warehouse 1.5 0.5-1.0 0.8 0.7 0.88
Hotel/Motel 1.7 0.4-1.7 0.9 0.6 0.75
Other Varies 0.8-2.0 1.3 0.8 1.00

Parking Demand Ratios

Land Use Category

Ave. Parking 
Demand Ratio 
(Per 1,000 Ft2)

Down-
town 
Range

Down-
town 

Average

Fargo 
Parking De-
mand Ratio

Fargo 
Ratio 
+25%

Table 12

 
 
The demand ratios were low when compared to the demand ratios that were used in the Fargo 
Land Development Code, as well as ratios recommended by other national sources such as 
Urban Land Institute.  The lower demand ratios are explained by factors such as transit, 
pedestrian activity, bicycle use, lower levels of auto ownership, and other urban activities that 
are significantly different from less dense, suburban development. 
 
Table 13 integrates the parking demand ratio information from Table 12 with the space 
occupancy information from Table 10 to provide an estimate of parking demand by block.  Block 
4 (US Post Office) generated the highest quantity of demand based on available space and 
predominant use.  Block 9 (Radisson Hotel) generated the second highest demand largely due to 
the concentration of office uses on the block.  Blocks 5 (Fargo Theater) 6 (Sammy’s Pizza) and 
12 (Forum) also generated high demand due to office uses and the growing concentration of 
retail.  Block 10 (Black Building, Graver Inn, Dakota Pioneer Building, etc) also generated a 
very high demand. 
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Overall, the land use and demand ratios indicated that there was demand for 4,913 parking 
spaces in the Study Area, and there are a total of 7,670 spaces available.  This does not consider 
where the demand is located relative to the supply.  In other words, if all of the supply was 
accessible and convenient to all of the demand, we would be in good shape.  Unfortunately, that 
is not the case. 
 

1 9             -          -          -          -          -          -          20              -          -          29           
2 -          -          24           21           -          24           -          -             -          -          69           
3 3             -          26           -          11           7             -          -             -          4             51           
4 -          277         -          -          -          25           12           -             -          -          314         
5 60           -          46           78           -          21           -          -             -          7             212         
6 66           -          12           32           -          24           -          -             -          -          135         
7 124         35           4             -          -          -          -          -             -          -          163         
8 41           -          -          -          -          -          -          -             -          -          41           
9 167         33           -          -          18           -          -          -             69           -          286         

10 128         -          55           15           -          41           -          -             -          16           255         
11 118         -          31           10           -          14           -          -             13           -          184         
12 111         -          -          -          -          13           -          -             -          -          124         
13 20           23           28           35           -          84           -          -             -          -          190         
14 19           -          5             8             -          2             -          -             -          -          35           
15 -          -          19           -          -          -          -          22              -          -          41           
16 15           117         11           18           -          56           -          72              -          -          289         
17 31           -          36           -          -          15           -          -             -          -          83           
18 16           -          22           11           -          97           4             -             -          -          149         
19 12           -          -          -          -          35           12           -             -          -          59           
20 -          234         -          -          -          -          -          -             -          -          234         
21 35           -          -          -          -          25           -          -             -          -          60           
22 39           87           -          23           -          -          39           -             -          -          189         
23 16           -          -          -          4             28           -          -             -          -          48           
24 24           -          17           -          -          120         69           -             -          -          229         
25 6             -          29           -          -          139         -          -             -          -          175         
26 37           -          -          8             -          -          8             95              -          -          148         
27 -          -          -          -          -          -          32           -             91           -          124         
28 -          171         -          -          -          -          -          -             -          -          171         
29 -          -          -          -          -          -          -          -             -          -          -          
30 5             73           9             -          23           13           -          -             -          -          124         
31 -          -          20           -          30           -          -          29              -          -          79           
32 137         30           -          -          -          -          -          -             -          -          167         
33 40           -          52           -          -          37           -          -             -          -          130         
34 41           -          -          -          -          -          -          77              -          -          119         
35 -          -          -          -          -          -          -          -             -          -          -          
36 238         -          -          -          -          -          -          -             -          -          238         

Total 1,549 1,079 448 259 86 819 178 295 173 27 4,913
% Of Total 31.54% 21.96% 9.12% 5.27% 1.75% 16.66% 3.62% 6.01% 3.52% 0.55% 100.00%

Table 13
Parking Demand By Land Use Category And Block

Block #
Office/  
Bank

Govern-
ment

Industrial/W
arehouse

Hotel/  
Motel

Other/ 
Basement Total

Retail/ 
Service

Eating/ 
Drinking Auto.

Resid-
ential

Social/ 
Religious
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Current Parking Adequacy 
Table 14 below provides a review of current parking adequacy by block.  This is based on land 
uses rather than parking occupancy.  In other words, this table indicates where the demand is 
generated, rather than where the parking supply is located.  Demand is then compared to 
effective parking supply, and surpluses and deficits are identified for each block.  Effective 
supply is defined as the level at which the parking system operates at peak efficiency.  This is 
when occupancy is 85% which allows for, and promotes, availability and turnover of parking 
spaces.  Therefore the effective supply is calculated by multiplying the parking supply by 0.85.  
It can be seen that the current supply approximately meets overall demand in the Study Area.   
 
It is important to note from this table where the surpluses and deficits are located.  Blocks 4, 6, 9, 
10, 11, and 12 show deficits with little off-setting supply in the immediate area.  In the southern 
end of the Downtown, there is a surplus shown, which is greatly influenced by the proliferation 
of parking in the BNSF railroad corridor.  There is also a deficit shown in Block 28 which is the 
site of City Hall.  This deficit is more than off-set by the location of a large parking surplus in 
neighboring Block 29. 
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Block # Parking Demand Parking Supply Effective Supply Surplus/Deficit
1 29                           86 73 44
2 69                           80 68 -1
3 51                           258 219 168
4 314                         219 186 -128
5 212                         356 303 90
6 135                         97 82 -52
7 163                         193 164 1
8 41                           167 142 101
9 286                         317 269 -17
10 255                         177 150 -105
11 184                         116 99 -86
12 124                         54 46 -78
13 190                         256 218 27
14 35                           114 97 62
15 41                           270 230 189
16 289                         479 407 118
17 83                           144 122 40
18 149                         128 109 -41
19 59                           79 67 8
20 234                         245 208 -25
21 60                           115 98 38
22 189                         259 220 32
23 48                           77 65 17
24 229                         181 154 -75
25 175                         163 139 -36
26 148                         231 196 49
27 124                         208 177 53
28 171                         102 87 -84
29 -                         514 437 437
30 124                         138 117 -6
31 79                           67 57 -22
32 167                         694 590 423
33 130                         131 111 -18
34 119                         86 73 -46
35 -                         145 123 123
36 238                         702 597 359

Total 4913 7562 6428 1515

Table 14
Current Parking Adequacy
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Table 15 provides an estimate of current parking adequacy by type of parking (short-term v. 
long-term).  On-street parking appears to be adequate.  The long-term demand was determined 
by subtracting short-term occupancy from total parking demand.  It can be seen that there is a 
long-term parking surplus of 1,015 spaces. 
 

Block # Demand Supply Effective Supply Surplus/Deficit Demand Supply Effective Supply Surplus/Deficit
1 9 16 14 5 20 70 60 39
2 8 30 26 18 61 50 43 -18
3 31 58 49 18 20 200 170 150
4 14 51 43 29 300 168 143 -157
5 61 99 84 23 151 257 218 67
6 33 57 48 15 102 40 34 -68
7 20 56 48 28 143 137 116 -26
8 45 59 50 5 -4 108 92 96
9 23 43 37 14 263 274 233 -31
10 57 82 70 13 198 95 81 -117
11 49 56 48 -1 135 60 51 -84
12 28 54 46 18 96 0 0 -96
13 49 66 56 7 141 190 162 20
14 29 59 50 21 6 55 47 41
15 12 45 38 26 29 225 191 163
16 37 44 37 0 252 435 370 118
17 17 38 32 15 66 106 90 24
18 28 58 49 21 121 70 60 -62
19 21 25 21 0 38 54 46 8
20 24 34 29 5 210 211 179 -30
21 18 21 18 0 42 94 80 38
22 28 67 57 29 161 192 163 3
23 13 18 15 2 35 59 50 15
24 30 46 39 9 199 135 115 -85
25 22 38 32 10 153 125 106 -46
26 25 60 51 26 123 171 145 23
27 29 55 47 18 95 153 130 35
28 32 72 61 29 139 30 26 -114
29 11 36 31 20 -11 478 406 417
30 14 32 27 13 110 106 90 -19
31 8 17 14 6 71 50 43 -28
32 11 40 34 23 156 654 556 400
33 13 36 31 18 117 95 81 -36
34 9 11 9 0 110 75 64 -46
35 0 0 0 0 0 145 123 123
36 16 43 37 21 222 659 560 339

Total 865 1606 1365 500 4048 5956 5063 1015

Long-Term ParkingShort-Term Parking

Table 15
Current Parking Adequacy By Type of Parking
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Potential Development Projects 
Table 16 summarizes potential development projects and provides estimates of parking demand 
for each project based on the proposed land use and demand ratios.  The listed projects were 
estimated to generate the demand for 488 additional parking spaces.  Approximately 80% (390) 
was expected to be long-term demand, and 20% (98) short-term demand. 
 
Completion of this table requires the formulation of a variety of scenarios that effect parking 
supply and demand.  Some of those factors can be new construction, rehabilitation that increases 
or decreases parking supply and/or demand, loss of parking supply due to development, new 
parking built as part of a development project, or unanticipated hirings or lay-offs, or one-way 
conversions.  It is somewhat of a crap shoot, but can be very useful when projecting supply and 
demand needs for the purpose of determining the potential size of a parking structure.  The 
development scenarios can be modified to accommodate any scenario. 
 

Block # Description Parking Demand Ratio Short-Term Long-Term Total Lost Provided Gain/Loss
1 Forum Warehouse/Old Flame 0 0
2 No known development plans 0 0
3 No known development plans 0 0
4 GSA; no plans; possible partner for construction 0 0
5 2nd Ave N Lot: 20,000 sq ft retail 1.5 spaces per 1000 sq ft 6 24 30 200 -200

2nd Ave N Lot: 15,000 sq ft residential (20 units) .63 spaces per unit 3 10 13 0
Loretta Block; 9,500 sp ft retail 1.5 spaces per 1000 sq ft 3 11 14 0
Loretta Block; 18,000 sq ft Office 1.88 per 1000 sq ft 7 27 34 0
4th floor: 3,955 sq ft 1.88 per 1000 sq ft 2 6 8

6 Moose; 2156 sq ft retail 1.5 spaces per 1000 sq ft 1 3 4 0 0
Moose; 3391 sq ft Office 1.88 per 1000 sq ft 1 5 6 0
Dixon, 3407 sq ft retail 1.5 spaces per 1000 sq ft 1 4 5 0
Dixon; 3896 Residential (5 units) .63 spaces per unit 0.8 3.2 4 0

7 No known plans 0 0 0 0
8 US Bank Plaza; 22,500 sq ft retail 1.5 spaces per 1000 sq ft 7 27 34 94 -94

US Bank Plaza; 67,500 sq ft office 1.88 spaces per 1000 sq ft 25 102 127 0
US Bank Plaza; 40,000 sq ft residential (45 units) .63 spaces per unit 6 23 29 0

9 No known plans 0 0 0 0
10 2nd Ave, S-Lot; 12,264 sq ft office  1.88 spaces per 1000 sq ft 5 18 23 50 -50
11 No known plans 0 0 0 0
12 No known plans 0 0 0 0
13 29,000 sq ft Office at Cityscapes (currently vacant) 1.5 spaces per 1000 sq ft 9 35 44 0 0
14 No known plans 0 0 0 0
15 Dirty Book Store Block; 10,000 sq ft Office 1.88 per 1000 sq ft 4 15 19 40 -40
16 OB/Ren Hall, 5000 square feet retail 1.5 spaces per 1000 sq ft 2 6 8 18 -18
17 KLJ/Mirror Building, 11,841 Square feet 1.88 spaces per 1000 sq ft 4 18 22 0
18 Wimmer's/DeLendrecies 0 0 0 0
19 Elim/Gleye/Ron Ramsey, Multiple Family, 24 units .63 spaces per unit 3 12 15 12 12
20 NDSU; transit is priority; very high on-street demand 0 0 0 0
21 Good block for development if one-ways converted 0 0 0 0
22 Sons of Raul/Federal Bldg 0 0 0 0
23 Park Co/Alsop Apt 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0
24 44-unit apartment building (Westwind) .63 spaces per unit 6 22 28 25 26 1
25 Potential; 33-unit apartment building/Serkland/Gardner .63 spaces per unit 4 17 21 33 -33
26 BNSF/Fabricators Unlimited 0 0 0 0
27 HoJo/Pontopidan 0 0 0 0
28 City Hall 0 0 0 0
29 Civic Parking lot 0 0 0 0
30 United Auto/Full Circle/Familly Health 0 0 0 0
31 Muffler/MidStates/ 0 0 0 0
32 GTC/Alerus/LARC 0 0 0 0
33 TTC/300 NP 0 0 0 0
34 Vogel/Ameripride 0 0 0 0
35 3rd St Lot 0 0 0 0
36 Bank o'de  West/Wells Fargo 0 0 0 0

Other 0 0 0 0
Total 98 390 488 460 38 -422

Table 16
Future Downtown Development

Estimated Parking Demand Parking Supply
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Future Parking Adequacy 
Table 17 presents future parking adequacy.  The estimated future parking demand is compared to 
the effective parking supply and surpluses and deficiencies are calculated by block.  There is an 
overall parking surplus of 403 spaces.  Again, the parking deficits were most apparent in the 
commercial area of north Broadway.  The largest deficits were noted in Block 5 (-179), Block 10 
(-170), Block 8 (-168), Block 4 (-128), Block 28 (-103).  The largest surpluses were found on 
Block 29 (418 spaces) which contains the Civic Center Parking Lot and Block 32 (404 spaces) 
where the Island Park Ramp is located. 
 

Block # Demand Supply Effective Supply Surplus/Deficit
1 29 86 73 44
2 69 80 68 -1
3 51 258 219 168
4 314 219 186 -128
5 311 156 133 -179
6 152 97 82 -69
7 163 193 164 1
8 230 73 62 -168
9 286 317 269 -17
10 278 127 108 -170
11 184 116 99 -86
12 124 54 46 -78
13 234 256 218 -17
14 35 114 97 62
15 60 230 156 96
16 308 479 407 99
17 102 144 122 21
18 168 128 109 -60
19 78 79 67 -11
20 253 245 208 -44
21 79 115 98 19
22 208 259 220 13
23 67 77 65 -2
24 248 181 154 -94
25 194 163 139 -55
26 167 231 196 30
27 143 208 177 34
28 190 102 87 -103
29 19 514 437 418
30 143 138 117 -25
31 98 67 57 -41
32 186 694 590 404
33 149 131 111 -37
34 138 86 73 -65
35 19 145 123 104
36 257 702 597 340

Total 5732 7264 6134 403

Table 17
Future Parking Adequacy
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Table 18 provides estimates of future parking adequacy by type of parking (short-term v. long-
term).  There is an estimated short-term parking surplus of 519.  In the 2003 Study there was a 
short-term surplus of 236 spaces.  In 2003 there was a long-term parking deficit of 275 spaces.  
The 2007 Study revealed a 462 space deficit; and this 2011 Study shows a 502 space surplus.  
The surplus is due to the expansion of the Study Area.  In order to get a better idea of surplus and 
deficit situations, it is necessary to zero in on some specific sites. 
 

Block # Demand Supply Effective Supply Surplus/Deficit Demand Supply Effective Supply Surplus/Deficit
1 9 16 14 5 20 70 60 39
2 8 30 26 18 61 50 43 -18
3 31 58 49 18 20 200 170 150
4 14 51 43 29 300 168 143 -157
5 42 99 84 42 250 257 218 -32
6 33 57 48 15 117 40 34 -83
7 20 56 48 28 143 137 116 -26
8 45 59 50 5 148 14 12 -136
9 23 43 37 14 263 274 233 -31
10 57 82 70 13 216 45 38 -178
11 49 56 48 -1 135 60 51 -84
12 28 54 46 18 96 0 0 -96
13 49 66 56 7 176 190 162 -15
14 29 59 50 21 6 55 47 41
15 12 45 38 26 44 185 157 114
16 37 44 37 0 260 435 370 110
17 17 38 32 15 66 106 90 24
18 28 58 49 21 121 70 60 -62
19 21 25 21 0 53 54 46 -7
20 24 34 29 5 210 211 179 -30
21 18 21 18 0 42 94 80 38
22 28 67 57 29 161 192 163 3
23 13 18 15 2 35 59 50 15
24 30 46 39 9 199 135 115 -85
25 22 38 32 10 153 125 106 -46
26 25 60 51 26 123 171 145 23
27 29 55 47 18 95 153 130 35
28 32 72 61 29 139 30 26 -114
29 11 36 31 20 -11 478 406 417
30 14 32 27 13 110 106 90 -19
31 8 17 14 6 71 50 43 -28
32 11 40 34 23 156 654 556 400
33 13 36 31 18 117 95 81 -36
34 9 11 9 0 110 75 64 -46
35 0 0 0 0 0 145 123 123
36 16 43 37 21 222 659 560 339

Total 846 1606 1365 519 4405 5772 4906 502

Table 18
Summary Of Current Parking Adequacy By Type of Parking

Short-Term Parking Long-Term Parking
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Parking Surplus/Deficits 
Table 19 below is a derivative of Table 18 and provides an overview of parking surplus and 
deficit in the blocks that are contiguous and continuous (the capture area) to the proposed 
parking facilities (Blocks 5 and 8).  It can be seen that there is a 549 space deficit in this area.  
This is based on existing supply and demand that was based on existing conditions as well as 
demand that would be generated from development that could feasibly occur in this area. 
 

Block # Demand Supply Effective Supply Surplus/Deficit Demand Supply Effective Supply Surplus/Deficit
1 9 16 14 5 20 70 60 39
2 8 30 26 18 61 50 43 -18
3 31 58 49 18 20 200 170 150
4 14 51 43 29 300 168 143 -157
5 80 99 84 4 250 257 218 -32
6 37 57 48 11 117 40 34 -83
7 20 56 48 28 143 137 116 -26
8 83 59 50 -33 148 14 12 -136
9 23 43 37 14 263 274 233 -31
10 62 82 70 8 216 45 38 -178
11 49 56 48 -1 135 60 51 -84
12 28 54 46 18 96 0 0 -96
13 58 66 56 -2 176 190 162 -15
14 29 59 50 21 6 55 47 41
15 16 45 38 22 44 185 157 114
22 28 67 57 29 161 192 163 2

Total 566 882 750 184 2136 1867 1587 -549

Table 19
Future Parking Adequacy By Type of Parking

Short-Term Parking Long-Term Parking

 
 
Table 20 presents a similar scenario, but is focused on a parking structure on Block 8 (US Bank).  
You can see that there is a 534 space deficit at this site.  Since construction of a parking structure 
at this site would likely be contingent upon a larger development, the deficit in Block 8 is due to 
the loss of existing parking capacity.  If only known ancillary developments and the Block 8 
development are factored in, the deficit would be 469. 
 

Block # Demand Supply Effective Supply Surplus/Deficit Demand Supply Effective Supply Surplus/Deficit
2 8 30 26 18 61 50 43 -18
3 31 58 49 18 20 200 170 150
5 80 99 84 4 250 257 218 -32
6 37 57 48 11 117 40 34 -83
7 20 56 48 28 143 137 116 -26
8 83 59 50 -33 148 14 12 -136
9 23 43 37 14 263 274 233 -31
10 62 82 70 8 216 45 38 -178
11 49 56 48 -1 135 60 51 -84
12 28 54 46 18 96 0 0 -96

Total 421 594 505 84 1449 1077 915 -534

Short-Term Parking

Table 20

Long-Term Parking
Future Parking Adequacy By Type of Parking (Block 8 Location)
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Table 21 presents another scenario; this time specific to Block 5.  You can see that there is a 704 
space deficit at this site.  The increase for parking at this location can be attributed to two 
primary causes: there is great demand attributed to the neighboring Post Office and Federal 
Court Building and very limited supply.  The other factor is again the assumption of 
development in the future. 
 
If only known ancillary developments and a Block 5 development is assumed, the deficit would 
be 452.  Another factor that needs to be considered is that all of the demand that is attributed to 
the Post Office and Court House is currently being met in a variety of locations – including the 
existing surface lots at this location.  Table 20 is assuming a 100% capture rate which is not 
reasonable.  If all of the ancillary demand from the Post Office and 2nd Ave S were eliminated, 
the deficit would be approximately 350 spaces.  This would be the number of spaces that would 
likely be occupied within a few weeks after being made available. 
 

Block # Demand Supply Effective Supply Surplus/Deficit Demand Supply Effective Supply Surplus/Deficit
1 9 16 14 5 20 70 60 39
2 8 30 26 18 61 50 43 -18
4 14 51 43 29 300 168 143 -157
5 99 99 84 -15 250 257 218 -32
6 37 57 48 11 117 40 34 -83
7 20 56 48 28 143 137 116 -26
8 83 59 50 -33 148 14 12 -136
9 23 43 37 14 263 274 233 -31
10 62 82 70 8 216 45 38 -178
11 49 56 48 -1 135 60 51 -84
22 28 67 57 29 161 192 163 2

Total 432 616 524 92 1814 1307 1111 -704

Future Parking Adequacy By Type of Parking (Block 5 Location)
Short-Term Parking Long-Term Parking

Table 21
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Summary 
There are plenty of parking spaces in Downtown Fargo to meet the needs of all of the demand.  
The complicating factor is that much of the supply is either not available or not conveniently 
located; therefore there are parking deficits in certain areas.  As can be seen in Figure 2, there is 
an ample supply of parking spaces in the Study Area.  However, much of the off-street parking is 
not available for public use (shaded pink areas) and the public off-street parking (shaded blue) is 
concentrated mostly on the south end of the area.  On-street parking is managed fairly well, if not 
to everyone’s satisfaction, in that there is good turnover in the primary retail area, but 
enforcement is difficult and, at times, contentious; and there is great demand on this limited (but 
free) resource. 
 
The parking demand study verified the findings that there was ample supply.  There were a total 
of 7,670 parking spaces in the Study Area and the peak demand was 4,262.  Only in rare 
locations was parking supply lower than the demand.  Again, it was all about location.  The 
unmet demand was localized primarily in the north end of the Downtown and, to a lesser degree, 
around Barry and Klai Halls. 
 

Figure 2 
Downtown Parking Inventory 
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One of the primary purposes of this Study was to gauge the potential occupancy for a parking 
structure to be built in one of two Downtown locations: Block 5 or Block 8.  Both of these sites 
have been previously evaluated for this purpose in the past: Block 5 in 2003; and Block 8 in 
2003 and again in 2007.  Table 22 below summarizes the surplus/deficit that was identified in 
2003, 2007, and again in 2011. 
 
Column 2, the “Adjacent Blocks Served” column represents the immediate capture area of a 
parking facility in each of the locations.  Please note that the capture areas the 2003 studies are 
slightly smaller than the corresponding studies in 2007 and 2011.  In the 2007 and the 2011 
studies, all of the blocks that were contiguous and continuous (touching at the corners) were 
included in the capture area.  The 2003 study only included contiguous blocks. 
 

Block # Adjacent Blocks Served Surplus/Deficit

5 4, 5, 6, 8, 10, 11 -487
8 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 -354

8 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10,11, 12 -507

5 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 22 -704
8 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10,11, 12 -534

Parking Adequacy by Primay Capture Area
Table 22

2011 Study

2007 Study

2003 Study

 
 
 
Given the historical data and the current data that was collected for this Study, it is safe to say 
that the need for more parking in Downtown Fargo has been growing over the past 8-9 years, and 
with current developments, will continue to grow.  Even though it appears on the surface that 
parking supply is adequate to meet demand, there is also strong evidence to support the need for 
more public parking in or near the north end of Downtown Fargo, specifically north of 1st Ave N.  
Most of this demand is generated in Blocks 2-12. 
 
The Surplus/Deficit numbers in Column 3 were derived by measuring the existing 
supply/demand, and then by projecting potential demand into the future.  Future demand 
information was presented in Table 16.  It is difficult to know where to project new demand due 
to the nature of development.  Development activity is very sensitive to changing economic 
conditions and consumer needs.  Property and business owners read these signs and conditions, 
assess risk, and take action.  If conditions are right – investment/development occurs.  If the 
conditions are not right, one of two things will happen: a) development does not occur; or b) 
development will occur at some other place where the conditions are right.  We need to create 
conditions that are conducive to healthy growth and development, and public support for parking 
is a critical piece of that equation. 
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Block 5 Analysis 
Given a reasonably optimistic projection of development activity, the projected parking deficit 
for Block 5 was -704.  This number may be slightly high due to the very large demand projected 
from the adjacent blocks, especially the Post Office and Federal Court House.  The demand was 
calculated by using parking spaces per square foot of space.  Employees at these locations have a 
history of using on-street parking or parking farther away and walking to their place of 
employment.  Certainly some of the employees at these locations would be customers at a Block 
5 parking facility, but it is difficult to believe that many of them would change their current 
habits.  Hence, a new facility would not capture all of the potential customers from this pool.  
Assuming only a development on the 2nd Avenue North Parking Lot site in Block 5 that would 
include parking and some commercial and residential space and no other ancillary development, 
the immediate demand would be approximately 452. 
 
 

Figure 3 
Block 5 Capture Area 

 

 
 
 
 



Page 32 of 56 
 

Block 8 Analysis 
A parking facility on Block 8 would capture a demand for approximately 534 parking spaces if 
moderate to optimistic development were to occur.  Should no ancillary development occur, the 
demand was for 350 parking spaces. 
 

 
Figure 4 

Block 8 Capture Area 
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Recommendations 
A stand-alone parking structure could be built on Block 5, but it would severely limit further 
development activity that could reasonably occur on the 2nd Ave corridor.  Essentially, it would 
create a dead spot in an area that has great potential as an NDSU/Downtown connection.  There 
is also a problem of property acquisition at the Block 5 location.  There are two property owners 
involved in addition to the City of Fargo.  One of the owners is willing to sell or trade; the other 
has not expressed a willingness to sell.  In order to complete a project at that location that would 
meet the long term needs of the City and Downtown business and property owners, all of the 
property is needed.  The City is continuing to make efforts to acquire this property. 
 
The Block 8 property is under an option to buy that will expire within about a year.  The 
disposition of that location will become much clearer at that time.  This location was the 
“location of choice” in the 2003 Study that was completed by Carl Walker Parking.  It remains a 
highly desirable location.  It also has the benefit of a development organization that is actively 
pursuing partners and tenants who could participate in a larger development at this location.  In 
other words, this one has a bit of momentum and should be encouraged. 
 
Either location would serve the existing needs of Downtown business and property owners.  The 
critical factor seems to be which location is ready for an accompanying development that would 
then include parking. 
 
In the meantime, work needs to continue to find solutions that will ease parking demand and to 
satisfy visitors, property owners, business owners, students, residents, and employees.  In the 
absence of a new parking structure, operational improvements seem to be the next best strategy.  
All in all, the parking system does not take advantage of technology that could greatly improve 
operating efficiency.  Strategies such as automatic license plate recognition (ALPR), pay and 
display, credit card payment, and pay by phone are examples of solutions that could streamline 
the system.  It would be to the City’s benefit to have an operations assessment completed to 
identify operational improvements that could be made to more efficiently use the resources that 
we already have.  This could be done in-house, but I would recommend a consultant or peer 
review to be conducted by a qualified agency. 
 
Finally, the Parking Commission has been analyzing the overall organizational structure of the 
Parking Division and will be forthcoming with recommendations to streamline the operations 
and management from an organizational perspective. 
 
Recommendation 1: Work to acquire property at the Block 5 site that would accommodate 
a parking structure, or in the short term, an improved surface lot; 
 
Recommendation 2: Work with Kilbourne Design Group to identify strategies that would 
allow the City to cooperate in construction of a parking structure; and 
 
Recommendation 3:  Develop a comprehensive management, operating, and parking 
control strategy that would maximize occupancy, technology, and revenues. 
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Parking Commission Memo 
City Commission Memo 
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Block # Capacity 9 a.m. 10 a.m. 11 a.m. 12 p.m. 1 p.m. 2 p.m. 3 p.m. 4 p.m.
1 16 6 7 6 9 5 6 9 4 41%
North 0
South 0
East 8 1 2 2 6 1 2 6 0 31%
West 8 5 5 4 3 4 4 3 4 50%
2 30 2 3 6 8 12 8 8 7 23%
North 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East 22 1 1 2 6 10 3 4 3 17%
West 8 1 2 4 2 2 5 4 4 38%
3 58 27 30 30 31 33 30 28 25 50%
North 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South 21 4 5 5 5 8 7 7 6 28%
East 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 2 1 75%
West 13 0 1 2 5 4 4 3 4 22%
5th St-E 4 3 4 3 2 2 3 2 2 66%
5th St-W 16 16 16 16 16 16 13 14 12 93%
4 51 14 21 14 14 13 7 18 17 29%
North 5 1 4 0 1 1 1 1 0 23%
South 12 4 6 6 4 6 3 7 5 43%
East 21 8 8 7 7 5 2 5 5 28%
West 13 1 3 1 2 1 1 5 7 20%
5 99 35 47 42 61 46 42 39 44 45%
North 5 3 2 1 1 2 3 2 1 38%
South 15 2 6 10 8 6 6 5 4 39%
East 35 16 15 17 34 30 25 18 24 64%
West 44 14 24 14 18 8 8 14 15 33%
6 57 16 17 24 33 30 28 34 29 46%
North 11 4 4 3 2 4 6 5 4 36%
South 17 6 3 4 10 14 9 11 8 48%
East 12 4 5 6 8 3 4 9 5 46%
West 17 2 5 11 13 9 9 9 12 51%
7 56 32 24 25 20 25 23 19 30 44%
North 11 7 7 6 5 5 6 4 4 50%
South 11 6 6 6 6 6 7 4 7 55%
East 13 5 5 5 3 5 4 6 6 38%
West 21 14 6 8 6 9 6 5 13 40%

On-Street Parking Occupancy, Wednesday, August 31, 2011
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8 59 20 17 33 45 38 25 28 29 50%
North 16 4 2 6 9 10 7 8 8 42%
South 20 9 6 14 14 9 7 12 10 51%
East 8 2 2 3 7 5 0 1 0 31%
West 15 5 7 10 15 14 11 7 11 67%
9 43 14 12 18 23 21 14 18 10 38%
North 10 4 4 3 4 5 3 1 2 33%
South 10 3 2 1 4 4 1 5 0 25%
East 10 1 1 2 4 5 5 3 2 29%
West 13 6 5 12 11 7 5 9 6 59%
10 82 35 30 45 57 51 41 45 52 54%
North 21 6 5 14 21 19 18 16 18 70%
South 17 3 3 12 9 7 8 16 18 56%
East 18 15 13 13 17 15 10 9 8 69%
West 26 11 9 6 10 10 5 4 8 30%
11 56 23 27 37 49 39 36 31 35 62%
North 17 4 6 8 16 12 12 6 10 54%
South 9 2 3 8 6 5 3 3 1 43%
East 12 4 3 4 9 8 6 5 6 47%
West 18 13 15 17 18 14 15 17 18 88%
12 54 11 16 22 28 26 24 21 22 39%
North 12 7 9 8 9 10 7 5 8 66%
South 12 1 3 1 4 4 6 5 3 28%
East 14 0 1 5 6 7 7 6 5 33%
West 16 3 3 8 9 5 4 5 6 34%
13 66 27 18 29 49 38 33 32 39 50%
North 19 6 4 8 14 11 10 9 10 47%
South 19 8 7 9 13 10 7 11 11 50%
East 23 8 3 8 17 12 11 7 13 43%
West 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 95%
14 59 20 19 33 29 35 21 23 25 43%
North 23 7 8 7 7 9 3 8 7 30%
South 11 1 2 5 5 3 3 1 3 26%
East 5 3 2 6 4 11 1 3 2 80%
West 20 9 7 15 13 12 14 11 13 59%
15 45 15 17 11 12 18 25 19 24 39%
North 14 10 9 3 3 5 10 6 11 51%
South 8 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 3%
East 9 1 2 2 0 1 4 3 1 19%
West 14 4 6 6 9 11 10 10 12 61%
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16 44 8 11 17 37 24 27 31 25 51%
North 15 3 4 7 15 14 14 15 14 72%
South 4 1 0 0 0 1 2 2 0 19%
East 19 4 7 10 21 8 10 12 11 55%
West 6 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 10%
17 38 15 20 30 17 15 17 15 18 48%
North 8 0 2 5 4 5 4 2 2 38%
South 10 6 8 5 2 3 3 4 4 44%
East 10 4 5 11 5 3 5 5 6 55%
West 10 5 5 9 6 4 5 4 6 55%
18 58 13 17 20 28 20 21 19 17 33%
North 14 2 4 6 10 6 6 5 6 40%
South 6 1 3 3 2 0 2 3 2 33%
East 18 5 6 5 4 7 7 6 5 31%
West 20 5 4 6 12 7 6 5 4 31%
19 25 23 25 24 21 22 25 16 13 85%
North 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
South 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
East 9 8 9 8 7 7 10 5 0 75%
West 8 7 8 8 6 8 7 5 7 88%
Elim-W 8 8 8 8 8 7 8 6 6 92%
20 34 30 25 31 24 27 30 28 29 82%
North 24 23 18 24 19 22 23 20 21 89%
South 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
East 10 7 7 7 5 5 7 8 8 68%
West 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
21 21 17 19 21 18 16 15 16 14 81%
North 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
South 7 4 4 5 6 2 1 3 1 46%
East 14 13 15 16 12 14 14 13 13 98%
West 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
22 67 36 33 29 28 37 46 25 23 48%
North 26 14 15 11 15 19 18 14 12 57%
South 20 6 7 9 4 6 13 2 3 31%
East 8 6 4 3 3 6 5 2 2 48%
West 13 10 7 6 6 6 10 7 6 56%
23 18 14 15 19 13 13 16 12 11 78%
North 8 2 4 6 3 2 4 1 1 36%
South 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
East 10 12 11 13 10 11 12 11 10 113%
West 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
24 46 24 26 27 30 27 32 26 27 60%
North 12 1 4 3 8 5 6 4 3 35%
South 12 6 7 7 4 7 7 5 6 51%
East 10 5 3 4 5 4 8 6 6 51%
West 12 12 12 13 13 11 11 11 12 99%
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25 38 18 17 19 22 22 26 23 21 55%
North 7 0 1 2 4 4 5 3 4 41%
South 4 2 1 0 0 1 2 3 2 34%
East 12 2 2 5 4 4 5 4 3 30%
West 15 14 13 12 14 13 14 13 12 88%
26 60 24 24 31 25 30 28 26 16 43%
North 27 20 22 27 23 26 25 22 14
South 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
East 12 4 2 4 2 4 3 4 2 26%
West 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
27 55 18 23 25 29 23 22 19 24 42%
North 21 12 14 15 16 17 19 12 14 71%
South 20 2 4 6 8 4 2 4 8 24%
East 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
West 14 4 5 4 5 2 1 3 2 23%
28 72 13 23 21 32 32 25 25 26 34%
North 8 1 0 2 2 2 2 0 1 16%
South 13 2 9 5 9 8 10 9 8 58%
East 25 5 8 9 10 8 7 6 5 29%
West 26 5 6 5 11 14 6 10 12 33%
29 36 4 5 4 11 15 9 8 7 22%
North 8 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 5%
South 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
East 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
West 28 4 4 4 10 15 9 8 6 27%
30 32 10 11 13 14 15 11 12 10 38%
North 10 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 41%
South 7 2 3 2 3 0 4 3 2 34%
East 5 2 2 4 3 6 2 2 3 60%
West 10 2 2 3 4 5 1 2 1 25%
31 17 4 4 6 8 8 6 6 5 35%
North 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South 6 2 2 1 3 4 4 3 4 48%
East 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
West 11 2 2 5 5 4 2 3 1
32 40 7 11 9 11 19 16 16 12 32%
North 25 5 6 4 4 12 10 8 4 27%
South 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
East 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
West 10 2 5 5 7 7 6 8 8 60%
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33 36 8 10 13 13 10 14 12 10 31%
North 12 2 2 3 4 2 5 4 3 26%
South 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
East 20 5 5 8 7 6 8 6 6 32%
West 4 1 3 2 2 2 1 2 1 44%
34 11 7 6 9 9 5 7 5 4 59%
North 8 4 3 7 6 2 4 3 2 48%
South 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
East 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
West 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 2 2 88%
35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
North 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
South 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
East 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
West 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
36 43 8 13 6 16 12 13 11 13 27%
North 5 0 2 0 1 3 1 2 0 23%
South 13 4 6 3 6 6 4 4 8 39%
East 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
West 25 4 5 3 9 3 8 5 5 21%
Total 1622 598 643 749 874 822 769 723 717 45%

100% 37% 40% 46% 54% 51% 47% 45% 44%
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Occupancy Data 
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2011 Monthly Occupancy Rates for City-Owned Parking Facilities 

LOTS   1/11 2/11 3/11 4/11 5/11 6/11 7/11 8/11 9/11 10/11 11/11 
GTC 

GARAGE RENTERS 168 169 171 167 168 173 174 176 179 182 190 
  POP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 CAP 200 HR 
PARKING $89  $46  $146  $45  $79  $68  $241  $47  $88  $80  $52  

Monthly 
Rate-$58 Occupancy% 84% 85% 86% 84% 84% 87% 87% 88% 90% 91% 95% 

RADISSON RENTERS 229 229 229 229 229 229 229 226 227 227 224 
 RAMP POP 345 287 316 294 299 445 444 461 398 392 382 

CAP 250 
HR 

PARKING $4,224  $3,558  $3,560  $6,961  $2,043  $9,990  $4,802  $4,409  $5,870  $5,001  $5,235  
Monthly 

Rate-$65 Occupancy% 92% 92% 92% 92% 92% 92% 92% 90% 91% 91% 90% 
3rd AVE & RENTERS 43 43 43 42 42 46 46 46 46 46 46 

5th ST. POP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CAP 40 
HR 

PARKING $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  
Monthly 

Rate-$65 Occupancy% 108% 108% 108% 105% 105% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 
NP AVE 

LOT  RENTERS 75 76 80 77 75 76 76 75 74 75 73 
  POP 41 48 49 83 7 34 30 48 57 47 81 

CAP 141 
HR 

PARKING $2,274  $2,345  $2,401  $2,494  $2,351  $1,862  $3,529  $2,370  $2,985  $2,865  $3,210  
Monthly 

Rate-$52 Occupancy% 53% 54% 57% 55% 53% 54% 54% 53% 52% 53% 52% 
2ND AVE 

LOT RENTERS 125 125 110 100 102 114 116 117 125 125 126 
NORTH POP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CAP 100 
HR 

PARKING $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  
Monthly 

Rate-$52 Occupancy% 125% 125% 110% 100% 102% 114% 116% 117% 125% 125% 126% 
2ND AVE 

LOT RENTERS 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 
SOUTH POP 835 717 804 780 788 975 862 715 705 630 745 

CAP 65 
HR 

PARKING $2,080  $2,113  $2,240  $1,642  $1,522  $1,271  $1,968  $2,210  $1,684  $1,351  $2,250  
Monthly 

Rate-$65 Occupancy% 31% 31% 31% 31% 31% 31% 31% 31% 31% 31% 31% 
CIVIC 

CENTER RENTERS 41 41 42 42 43 44 44 45 46 46 43 
LOT POP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CAP 100 
HR 

PARKING $3,966  $4,271  $2,764  $2,212  $285  $511  $3,144  $1,746  $1,079  $3,502  $5,664  
Monthly 

Rate-$50 Occupancy% 41% 41% 42% 42% 43% 44% 44% 45% 46% 46% 43% 
ISLAND 
PARK RENTERS 267 260 259 247 233 228 227 222 267 247 251 
RAMP POP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CAP 377 
HR 

PARKING $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $2,933  $0  $0  $0  $0  
Monthly 

Rate-$50 Occupancy% 71% 69% 69% 66% 62% 61% 60% 59% 71% 66% 66% 
4TH ST 

LOT RENTERS 175 175 175 175 175 175 184 184 184 184 184 
  POP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CAP 174 
HR 

PARKING $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Monthly 

Rate-$50 Occupancy% 101% 101% 101% 101% 101% 101% 106% 106% 106% 106% 106% 
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MAIN 
AVENUE RENTERS 76 76 76 76 76 76 42 42 42 42 42 

  POP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CAP 77 
HR 

PARKING $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,670 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Monthly 

Rate-$50 Occupancy% 99% 99% 99% 99% 99% 99% 55% 55% 55% 55% 55% 
3RD ST 

LOT RENTERS 96 96 97 95 101 101 101 116 116 115 115 
  POP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CAP 145 
HR 

PARKING $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Monthly 

Rate-$50 Occupancy% 66% 66% 67% 66% 70% 70% 70% 80% 80% 79% 79% 
TOTAL RENTERS 1315 1310 1302 1270 1264 1282 1259 1269 1326 1309 1314 

CAP 1669 POP 1221 1052 1169 1157 1094 1454 1336 1224 1160 1069 1208 

  
HR 

PARKING $12,633  $12,333  $11,111  $13,354  $6,280  $13,702  $18,287  $10,782  $11,706  $12,799  $16,411  
  Occupancy% 79% 78% 78% 76% 76% 77% 77% 76% 79% 78% 79% 
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Vehicular Footprint Study of Downtown Fargo 
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I. Current System 

The current parking system’s organization is spread across several City departments, private 
contracts, and local partnerships. The center of management is located in the Planning 
Department; however many of the functions have very limited (if any) contact with the Planning 
Department.  Three private contracts are associated with the parking system.  Three are described 
in this section and one is included with the section on enforcement.   

A. System Planning and Operations 
1. Planning Department - Parking system planning and operations is 

headquartered in the Planning Department.  That said, no less than 6 other 
departments, 3 private contracts, and partnerships with NDSU, local high 
schools, and Sanford Health are involved.   

The primary function of the Planning Department as it relates to parking is the 
management of the City’s off-street parking system.  There are 11 City-owned 
facilities with over 2,000 spaces.  There are 8 surface lots and 3 parking 
structures.  The annual budget is approximately $1.1M.  Other duties of the 
Planning Department include: overseeing the procurement, evaluation, and 
performance of several contracts; responding to public inquiries; managing the 
Downtown Residential Parking Permit Program (DRP3) and the Service 
Vehicle Permit Program; conducting parking studies; coordinating special 
event parking; staffing the Parking Commission which is involved in both on-
street and off-street parking issues; and other duties as may be assigned or 
encountered.    

2. Parking Commission – The Planning Department staffs the Downtown Parking 
Commission, an appointed, five-member board, which is responsible for a 
variety of policy decisions, operational procedures, marketing, education, 
establishing parking rates, and other issues as they are identified.     

3. Parking Service – Parking Service is a private company that has a contract with 
the City for operation of the City’s off-street parking system which includes 2 
ramps, one underground garage, and 8 surface lots.  Parking Service provides 
the following services: staff at the tended facilities; first echelon maintenance 
for the access and revenue control equipment; billing and collections; parking 
facility striping, sweeping, light bulb replacement, wash downs, daily 
inspections, and garbage removal.  These and other miscellaneous 
responsibilities are detailed in the contract.  The contract with Parking Service is 
in the final year of three-year contract.  The value of the contract is $360,572.60 
which is paid in monthly installments of $30,047.71. This contract will be 
effective from February 1, 2012 – January 31, 2013.  Following expiration of 
the existing contract, it will again be competitively bid.  
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4. Sentry Security – The Parking Department has a contract with Sentry Security 
that involves security checks during the night and weekends at the Island Park 
Ramp and the GTC Garage.  In addition to private security, the Fargo Police 
Department responds to calls for service when they occur. 

5. Duncan Solutions – The City has contracts with Professional Accounts 
Management, LLC, a division of Duncan Solutions, Inc.  There are 2 separate 
contracts: an agreement for processing parking citations; and an agreement for 
collection services.   

a. The agreement for processing parking citations provides a hosted service.  
That means that Duncan Solutions provides all of the hardware and 
software that the City uses in support of the system.  Duncan Solutions 
recovers their costs by charging the City $1.39 per ticket.  Equipment 
furnished by Duncan that is required for operation of the system includes 
the following: 

i.  4 AutoCite handheld ticket writers; 

ii. 4 cover cases; 

iii.  USB charger unit; 

iv. Desktop PC; 

v. 2 laser printers; 

vi. 2 Cashiering work stations; and 

vii. Implementation, training, maintenance, software. 

Additional AutoCite handheld units, cover cases, charger units, PCs, and 
printers have been purchased since the contract was executed.  Equipment was 
purchased by the City rather than adding it to the agreement in order to preserve 
the agreed upon cost per ticket of $1.39.  The City has a separate agreement 
with NDSU that includes the services provided by the Duncan Solutions 
agreement. 

b. The City also has a standard agreement for collection of outstanding 
parking tickets.  The fee for collection is 29% of the outstanding amount 
collected. 
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B. Enforcement 

Parking enforcement is a complex system that has separate components (ticket issuance 
and citation management) and that is spread out among several City Departments and 
other community organizations. 

1. Ticket Issuance 

Tickets are issued by the following departments and organizations: Fargo Police 
Department; Inspections Department; Streets Department; Private security; NDSU; 
Fargo Public Schools, and Sanford Health.  Most tickets are issued by an AutoCite 
handheld ticketing device.  The license plate information is entered by the CSO and is 
automatically time-stamped.  The handheld devices, backroom support, and technical 
support are all furnished by Duncan Solutions according to the terms of an Agreement 
for Processing Parking Citations.   

There are still tickets that are hand-written.  Upon receipt of those tickets, the Auditor’s 
Office enters the information by hand into the Duncan System.  Below in Figure 1 is a 
summary of all tickets issued in 2011. 

                                                           Figure 1 

        

 

a. Fargo Police Department – Community Service Officers (CSO) are 
headquartered at the Fargo Police Department and issue tickets for parking 
violations in and around the downtown, NDSU, and other nearby areas.  In 
addition to parking enforcement the CSOs are cross-trained and do some 
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animal control, pick up mail, and do errands for the Police Department.  
When they are called away for other duties, parking enforcement is 
affected.   

b. Fargo Street Department – The Street Department issues tickets that are 
primarily associated with night parking restrictions.  Street sweeping and 
snow removal operations are commonly conducted from 2:00 a.m. until 
7:00 a.m.  Alternate street/avenue parking is mandated during those hours.  
The Street Department tickets and tows cars that impede their operations.  

c. Area High Schools – Schools in the Fargo Public School District are 
authorized to issue tickets in their proximity. Fine revenue is returned to 
each school.  These tickets are hand-written and need to be entered by hand 
in the citation management system.   

d. Sanford Health – Personnel from Sanford Health issue hand-written tickets 
on Sanford Health property.  These tickets are hand-written and need to be 
entered by hand in the citation management system. 

e. NDSU Police and Parking Enforcement – NDSU writes tickets on campus.  
These tickets are processed by the City of Fargo through the Auditor’s 
Office and Duncan Solutions.  Ticket appeals are made on campus.  If 
further appeals are made, they are handled by Municipal Court.  NDSU 
pays the City per a contractual agreement.  NDSU’s parking revenue and 
reimbursement is presented in Appendix A; it is summarized in Figure 2 
below: 

                                     Figure 2 
NDSU Revenue and Reimbursement Summary ‐ 2011 

   1st Quarter  2nd Quarter  3rd Quarter  4th Quarter  Total 
All Tickets Issued           13,471                7,084               9,181             17,425         47,161  
NDSU Tickets              6,054               2,923               3,321               5,576         17,874  
Non‐NDSU Tickets              7,417               4,161               5,860             11,849         29,287  
NDSU Revenue 
Collected   $      98,030    $        87,123   $       36,050    $       94,228   $  315,431  
Retained For 
Reimbursement of Costs   $      28,763    $        21,904   $       12,412    $       27,781   $    90,860  
Net NDSU Parking Ticket 
Revenue   $      69,267    $        65,219   $       23,638    $       66,447   $  224,571  

 

f. Airport Authority/Fargodome Authority – Both the Airport and Fargodome 
Authorities operate and enforce parking on their premises.  These are 
considered part of their operations and revenues and expenses from both 
are included in their annual budgets. 
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g. Inspections Department – The Inspections Department also writes parking 
tickets.  These tickets are primarily associated with abandoned vehicles or 
Land Development Code violations. 

h. Private Enforcement – The Fargo Police Department has a contract with 
GSSE, a private security company, for enforcement of on-street parking in 
the neighborhoods near NDSU and in selected downtown and near-
downtown areas. 

2.  Towing 

a. Border Cities Towing – The Public Works Department has a contract with 
Border Cities Towing that was last updated in June, 2011.  The contract is 
attached in the Appendix. 

C. Current Citation Process 

1. Issuance 

The current citation process begins with the issuance of tickets by the entities 
described in the previous section.  These tickets are either hand-written or 
issued automatically by the Auto-Cite handheld devices.  The Community 
Service Officers (CSO) manually enter license plate information into the 
devices, return after expiration of the time zone, and issue tickets as indicated.  
Auto-Cite issued tickets are directly downloaded to the computer terminals and 
forwarded to Duncan Solutions for further processing.   

Most of the tickets that are issued by the Police Department, Streets 
Department, and NDSU are issued by the Auto-Cite devices.  Most of the other 
tickets are hand-written.  Hand-written tickets need to be manually entered into 
the Duncan Solutions computers.  This task is done by personnel in the 
Auditor’s Office.  The Auto-Cite devices also have the capacity to take and 
store photos that are attached to the tickets.   

2. Appeals 

When an individual receives a ticket and feels that they should not have, 
they can make an appeal.  Appeals are made directly to the issuing entity.  
All persons receiving a citation have a right to appeal within five days of 
receiving the ticket.  The person reviewing appeals at the Police Department 
must open both AutoIssue and AutoProcess (Duncan Software programs) in 
order to review all relevant information and also to view photos.  The 
administrative review involves no court appearance. The appeal is reviewed 
within five days.  If the administrative review is denied, the individual is 
obligated to pay the fine noted on the ticket within five days of notice of 
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denial. They are notified if the appeal is denied and, in that case, the $5 
penalty still becomes effective 15 days after the date the ticket was issued.   

3. Adjudication 

If this appeal is denied, the owner or person in possession of the vehicle may 
request a hearing in the Fargo Municipal Court. This is done by posting a bond 
with the Clerk of Court in the amount equal to the amount of the parking ticket. 
The Clerk of Court will provide notice of the time and place of the hearing.  
Municipal typically hears 1 or 2 parking ticket appeals per month. 

4.  Payment/Collection 

Tickets can be paid at the Auditor's Office collections window on the second 
floor of City Hall at 200 3rd Street North. The tickets may also be paid at 
the online payment center.  After hours payments may be deposited in the 
drop box outside City Hall at the southeast corner of the building.   

Parking fees must be received and processed in the Auditor’s Office within 
15 days or a $5 penalty is added to the amount due and the vehicle is subject 
to impound. Fees may be paid by cash, check, money order or credit card. 
Parking ticket appeal forms may be obtained at the Fargo Police 
Department.  Parking tickets may be paid online through the Duncan 
Solutions contract, but there is a service charge of nearly $3.00 per ticket. 

Unpaid parking tickets are sent to a collection agency for further collection 
efforts.  The City has a contract for collection services with Professional 
Account Management, a Division of Duncan Solutions.   

 The entire citation process is illustrated in Figure 3. 
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                                Figure 3 
Parking Ticket Process 
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D. Revenues 

The sources of revenue for the parking system can be summarized into two categories: 
system revenue and parking fine revenue: 

1. System Revenue 

System revenue is being defined in this report as revenue that is generated by 
the parking system, and is deposited into the Parking Fund.  Most of this 
revenue is generated by parking fees for off-street parking.  There is a small 
amount that is generated by the DRP3 and Service Vehicle Permit programs, 
and there are General Fund transfers that are made to compensate for employee 
parking and to compensate for debt service for bond payments.  A summary of 
2011 Revenues and Expenses is included as Figure 4.   
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Figure 4 

2011 Summary of Parking System Revenues and Expenses   

LOTS  TOTALS  BALANCE 
2101 Gen Parking Auth  Revenue:   $        73,449 

Expenses:   $     225,656   $ (152,207)
2102 Civic Center Lot (450 spaces)  Revenue:   $        75,903 

Expenses:   $        91,387   $   (15,485)
2103 US Bank Ramp(153 spaces)  Revenue:   $        31,612 

Expenses:   $        16,245   $      15,367 
2104 Radisson Ramp(250 spaces)  Revenue:   $     310,289 

Expenses:   $     145,833   $   164,456 
2105 GTC Garage(200 spaces)  Revenue:   $     122,146 

Expenses:   $        76,178   $      45,968 
2106 Island Park Ramp(377 spaces)  Revenue:   $     149,711 

Expenses:   $     248,945   $   (99,235)
2107 2nd Avenue‐North Lot(100 spaces)  Revenue:   $        77,773 

Expenses:   $        33,596   $      44,177 
2108 2nd Avenue‐South Lot(65 spaces)  Revenue:   $        38,002 

Expenses:   $        34,805   $        3,196 
2109 Main Avenue Lot(77 spaces)  Revenue:   $        35,435 

Expenses:   $        22,728   $      12,707 
2110 NP Avenue Lot(166 spaces)  Revenue:   $        78,671 

Expenses:   $        72,059   $        6,612 
2111 4th Street Lot(174 spaces)  Revenue:   $     109,903 

Expenses:   $        32,945   $      76,958 
2112 3rd Street Lot(145 spaces)  Revenue:   $        60,876 

Expenses:   $        61,485   $         (609)
Net Operating Balance     $   101,905 
Total Revenues and Expenses  Revenue:   $  1,163,768 

Expenses:   $  1,061,861   $   101,906 
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A summary of the Downtown Residential Parking Permit Program is presented 
in Figure 5 and the Service Vehicle Permit Program in Figure 6.   

Figure 5 

Year CT Total
2008 54 $1,229.50
2009 170 $4,015.00
2010 188 $4,628.50
2011 145 $7,212.50
2012 108 $2,225.00

DRP3 Summary

 

Figure 6 

Service Vehicle Permits 
Year Total 

Permits 
Total 

Revenue 

2005 65 $4,800.00 

2006 87 $6,900.00 

2007 90 $6,125.00 

2008 96 $6,245.00 

2009 151 $8,035.00 

2010 132 $7,025.00 

2011 158 $8,775.00 
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2. Parking Fine Revenue 

After deduction of obligations to Duncan Solutions, NDSU, and Fargo Public 
Schools, parking fine revenue is transferred into the General Fund.  All city 
employee time dedicated to enforcement, collections, ticket processing, and 
management is paid from department budgets.  Figure 7 presents a summary of 
estimated 2011 parking ticket revenue. 

 

Figure 7 

Revenues, Late Fees, and Collections $700,000 

Deducts:
Duncan Solutions 97,000 Provides:  software, 

$1.39 per ticket hardware, 
29% of all collections maintenance, 
$0.375 postage for each notice collections

NDSU $205,000 Provides:  enforcement on campus
$1.39 per ticket appeals for NDSU tickets
$0.10 per non‐NDSU ticket
20% admin fee

Fargo Public Schools $7,500 Provides: enforcement
City of Fargo Net Revenues $390,000 Provides: enforcement

appeals
adjudication
receipt of payment/accounting

Parking Ticket Revenue and Deducts

 

3. Analysis 

a. FTE Equivalents 

While collecting information regarding individual duties relating to the 
parking system, staff attempted to determine the total amount of time spent 
in management, operation, and support of the parking system.  Figure 8 
presents the estimate of city staff and contract time associated with Fargo 
Parking in terms of full time equivalent (FTE) positions: 
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Figure 8 
Current Parking Structure 

 

Department  Duties  FTE   Rate  Contract/Dollars 

Annual 
Budget 
Impact 

Comments (Time in FTE 
and approx. pay grade) 

Planning     1.2  $68,503     $68,503 

Bob  ‐ 0.5 (18), Kristi ‐ 
0.25(13), Hali ‐0.2(9), Kim ‐ 
0.25(12) 

  
Parking 
Service  Off street operations  6.5     $325,000    

John ‐ 1, Roy ‐ 0.5, 
Attendants ‐ 5 

  
Sentry 
Security  Private security  in IPR & GTC  0.2     $20,000       

Auditors  Fine payment  0.5  $29,328     $14,664  Payment Center ‐ 0.5 (6) 

Finance     Phone calls  0.3  $39,897     $11,969  AP/AR ‐ 0.3(10) 

Duncan  Citation Processing  1.1    

$100,000    

  

      Collections  1.34       

Police  Enforcement  2.5  $34,195     $85,488 
CSOs ‐ 2 scooters and 0.5 
van (8) 

      Appeals  0.3  $58,614     $17,584  Sergeant ‐ 0.3(15) 

      GSSE ‐ Enforcement  1.0     $40,000     Fringe/NDSU 

      Towing ‐ Border Cities 
impact 
unknown          

Entire contract price 
$80,000 

Streets  Enforcement 
impact 
unknown          

40 hrs/wk ‐ night/seasonal 
parking 

      Snow Removal 
impact 
unknown             

      Sweeping/Washing 
impact 
unknown             

Central 
Garage     Vehicle Maintenance  no change             

Information 
Systems     Support 

new 
technology 
would 
impact staff          

$80,000 integrate Duncan 
w/dispatch 

Municipal 
Court     Adjudication  no change          

MC hears 1 or 2 parking 
ticket appeals/mo. 

Engineering     Signs/Regulations  no change             

    Totals 
14.94 

  $485,000  $198,208   
    $683,208         

b. Loss of Efficiency 

Given the horizontal nature of the current organizational structure, there are 
many inefficiencies and inconsistencies in the parking system.  See Figure 
9 for an illustration of the parking system organized by function.   
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Most of these inefficiencies and inconsistencies are (in some way) 
associated with poor communication.  And poor communication is (not 
surprisingly) symptomatic of organizations that are horizontally integrated.  
Figure 10 provides an illustration of the Fargo parking system organized by 
department.  As you can clearly see, the current organization is extremely 
horizontal in nature.  Vertically integrated organizations function more 
smoothly and are the preferred structure for efficient and consistent 
operations.   

Figure 9 
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Figure 10 
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E. Identification of Issues  

Following collection direction from the Parking Commission and analysis of the existing 
conditions, certain issues were identified that appeared to warrant further consideration 
and action.  Following is a summary of those issues: 

1. Improve customer service 

The Parking Commission identified improvement of customer service as a 
priority for the parking system.  The current location of various components of 
the parking system in several different locations is confusing and irritating to 
the public who needs to interact with the system.  Consolidation of services, 
information, and payment in a single location (or at least reasonable proximity) 
would go far in improving customer service.   

2. Offer credit card options for payment of fines, permits, and hourly parking 

a. On-Street Payment of parking fines with a credit card is cumbersome 
and there is an associated charge that is prohibitive.  On-street parking 
permits that are issued can currently be paid with a credit card, however 
it is not a one-stop-shop system as the permits are sold in Planning and 
credit cards are only accepted at the Auditor’s Office.   

b. Currently there is not an option to pay for monthly parking permits with 
a credit card or with an automatic funds transfer.  A credit card option 
is not available for anyone who parks in an off-street lot and wishes to 
pay for hourly parking.  Credit card payment and other modern 
methods should be offered for all parking services and fine payments.  
Pay station technology is currently available that can handle all of these 
functions and also provide a location to conveniently pay for monthly 
permits. 

3.  Make enforcement more consistent and efficient  

Consistency of enforcement was identified as a key component of an effective 
parking system.  If enforcement is not consistent the public is confused 
regarding expectations.  When they are confused they get tickets that they 
don’t understand; and when they get tickets that they don’t understand, they 
become irritated (or even angry), and then need to vent to someone.  All 
aspects of enforcement (daytime enforcement, night enforcement, and off-
street enforcement) must be understood and predictable if we are to achieve 
our goals of availability and turnover of on-street parking and efficient use of 
off-street facilities.  Consistency can best be achieved by a combination of 
technology and staffing changes as presented previously in Figure 11. 
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4. Take advantage of technological advances in parking control and management. 

There are many advances in technology that have the potential to dramatically 
improve the efficiency and level of service in the parking system: ALPR; off-
street payment options that take credit cards, cash, and coins; and pay by phone 
to mention a few.  

5. Continuity and reassignment of parking functions following anticipated staff 
changes and termination of contractual relationships. 

The Duncan contract is due to expire in October, 2012.  If that is not renewed, 
staff will have to be re-allocated to deal with the functions currently conducted 
by Duncan.  There will also be a need to invest in citation issuance and 
management equipment.   

The contract with Parking Services expires in February, 2013.  They have 
agreed to extend their contract for an additional year, but at the end of that 
contract there will likely be a need to fill those duties with another contractor, 
or to make arrangements to bring those functions in house.  The last time that 
contract was bid there were no other local contractors that submitted.   

If technology is upgraded, Planning, enforcement, Auditors, and the IT 
Department will need to become familiar with new equipment.   
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Figure 11 
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II. Recommendations 

A. System Changes 

During the course of collecting and analyzing the information above, several 
actions were identified that could positively impact efficiency in both 
management and operations of the parking system.  These changes would 
improve the level of service to the public and also increase staff efficiency. 

1. Organizational changes 

The current organizational structure (as illustrated in Figure 10 on page 14) 
shows an organization that is horizontal in nature.  There are 8 departments 
that are involved in various aspects of the parking system, but there is limited 
organizational communication outside of each department.  This type of 
structure can work well in organizations with a relatively small number of 
persons and a high level of communication and shared responsibilities – such 
as in individual city department.  Large, multi-faceted organizations that have a 
need for coordination and communication to achieve specific goals more 
effectively integrate vertically.  Vertical integration provides a structure where 
information and communication flow to and from a common point that has 
responsibility for achieving specific goals.  In the case of the parking system, 
this type of organization could improve customer service and overall system 
efficiency.  Figure 11 on Page 17 provides a conceptual organizational 
structure that illustrates a structure that could improve customer service and 
overall efficiency.   

It was suggested that a staff committee could be established that would meet on 
an ongoing basis to coordinate parking activities across City departments that 
are involved with the parking system.  This type of approach is used by Central 
Garage for vehicle replacement.  That group meets 2-3 time each year and goes 
over past purchases, future needs, and budget requests.  This approach would 
improve interdepartmental communications which would likely improve 
customer service in some areas; however it would not deal with the customer 
service issues involving the location of specific services and personnel 
efficiencies.   

2. Personnel Changes 

Consolidate City Ticket Process/Personnel in order to:  

a. Accept ticket payments at a convenient location; 

b. Hear appeals at a convenient location 
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c. Conduct parking pass sales at a convenient location; 

d. Accept complaint and comment calls; 

e. Oversee day-to-day enforcement operations; 

More fully develop the Parking Manager’s responsibilities to: 

a. Manage the overall parking system, both on-street and off-street; 

b. Maximize the availability of parking throughout the downtown; 

c. Ensure that a high standard of service is maintained; 

d. Manage the day-to-day execution of any contracts for parking 
management or enforcement; 

e. Ensure achievement of Parking Commission goals and objectives 
for service; 

f. Maximize income from off-street facilities; 

g. Execute maintenance plan for facilities  

h. Conduct studies and plan for capital projects; 

i. Provide staff support for the Parking Commission.    

Figure 12 on the following page provides an estimate of the staff and budget 
impacts of re-alignment described in the previous sections. 

3. Revenue Allocation Changes 

Currently the only source of revenue for the parking system is the monthly and 
daily fees for off-street parking.  This is adequate to maintain the off-street 
facilities, but not sufficient to pay for parking system upgrades.  Parking ticket 
revenue is placed into the General Fund.  The Parking Commission 
recommended that some of the parking ticket revenues should be diverted to 
the Parking Fund in order to upgrade the system, improve customer service, 
and improve system efficiency.  There is a need to invest in the parking system 
if it is to be maintained and improved.  
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Figure 12 

Impacts of Potential Parking Structure Changes 

             

Department  Duties  FTE   Rate  Contract/Dollars 

Annual 
Budget 
Impact  Comments (Pay Grade) 

Department        0.25  $73,840     $18,460 
Equivalent to Sr. 
Planner (18) 

Parking                

   Manager 

Parking Commission/Overall 
System Management/ Manage 
Contracts  1  $58,614     $58,614 

Equivalent to 
Planner/Manager (15) 

  
Enforcement 
Supervisor 

Fine 
Collection/Permits/Calls/Appeals  1.5  $36,941     $55,412 

Equivalent to Office 
Associate III (9) 

   Enforcement  Issuing Tickets/Towing/ALPR  2.5  $34,195     $85,488  Equivalent to CSO (8) 

  
Parking 
Service 

Off street 
operations/Maintenance  3.5     $200,000    

Removing 
permitting/billing/some 
attendants from 
contract 

   Duncan 
Citation Processing and 
Collections  1.44     $100,000       

Streets     Enforcement 
impact 
unknown          

Border Cities Towing ‐ 
contract price $80,000 

      Snow Removal 
impact 
unknown             

      Sweeping/Washing 
impact 
unknown             

Central 
Garage     Vehicle Maintenance  no change             

Information 
Systems     Support 

new 
technology 
would 
impact 
staff             

Municipal 
Court     Adjudication  no change             

Engineering     Signs/Regulations  no change             
    Total 

10.19 
  $300,000  $217,973   

    $517,973         

 

4. Contract Extensions 

a. Duncan 

The contacts include both citation management and collection services and 
expire in October, 2012.  In order to synchronize these contracts with the 
NDSU contract, Duncan was contacted and they agreed to extend until July 
1, 2013.  Approval of the extension needs to be formalized by the City 
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Commission or by senior staff approval.  Both contracts and the 
communication regarding extending are included as Appendix 1a.   

b. Parking Service 

The current contract with Parking Service expires in February, 2013.  
Parking Service has agreed to extend the contract for one year to 
accommodate organizational and operational changes.  The current contract 
is included as Appendix 1b. 

c. GSSE 

General Security Services Corporation (GSSC) provides assistance in 
enforcing on-street parking regulations.  This contract is included in 
Appendix 1c. 

d. Sentry Security 

Sentry Security conducts daily security inspections at the Island Park Ramp 
and the GTC Garage.  The current contract is on a month-to-month basis 
and is included in Appendix 1d. 

e. NDSU 

Under the terms of this contract, the City of Fargo provides citation 
management services to North Dakota State University.  The contract is 
due to expire on July 30, 2013.  As previously stated, the citation 
management contract with Duncan Solutions will be extended to coincide 
with this contract.   

The ND State Board of Higher Education has a relationship with another 
citation management/access control company (T2).  It is quite likely that 
NDSU will re-evaluate their situation and not renew the contract with the 
City of Fargo.  See Appendix 1e for the current NDSU contract.  

B. Operational Changes 

There are certain operational changes that are closely aligned with equipment 
changes and technology upgrades that could contribute to greater efficiency.  
Operating procedures at all facilities should be evaluated to identify 
efficiencies and customer service improvements.  Following are some of the 
key changes that need to be considered.  Figure 13 below presents a summary 
of system changes (operational, equipment, and technology) that could 
improve the parking system.   
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1. Island Park Ramp   

The IP Ramp is currently only 58% occupied.  All of the parking in that facility 
is monthly permit parking except for the metered spaces near the south entry.  
These spaces are utilized but we do not strictly enforce the metered spaces for 
payment, therefore we collect very little revenue.  It would make good sense to 
improve the enforcement and the availability of hourly parking in that facilty 
by opening up the gates and allowing hourly parking throughout the facility 
and accept credit cards, bill, and coins for payment.  An improvement in 
operation procedures could create an increase in use of these spaces.  An 
investment of approximately $50,000 to $75,000 would be sufficient to install 
control equipment that would allow hourly parking.  ALPR and an internet 
connection would be required to enforce this off-street system. 

2. 2nd Avenue North Lot 

The 2nd Avenue N Lot could also adapt easily to a similar type of control 
system.  The estimated cost of installing a pay-by-space or pay-by-plate meter 
would be about $25,000.  There may be additional costs for an internet 
connection. 

3. NP Avenue Lot 

 The NP Avenue Lot is complicated with the joint ownership by the City of 
Fargo and a private business.  All things considered, this arrangement has 
worked out well, but there are opportunities to increase revenue at this facility 
by using an alternative revenue control and enforcement system.  Pay by 
license plate meters could accommodate monthly customers, hourly parkers, 
and those who work at the private business that shares the lot.   

The use of this type of technology would decrease the ongoing need for attendants 
in the lots, and according to the experience at NDSU it could also increase 
revenues.  Revenue increases are, of course, dependent upon a number of factors 
including access and revenue control.  Other critical factors are location of the 
parking facility and demand.  
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Figure 13 

Lot Name Current Operations
Attendant 
(Y,N)

Proposed 
Operations

Proposed 
Attendant Need ALPR

Estimated 
*Costs/**Saving Comments

Civic Center 
Lot

Attendant/Monthly 
Permits/Library/ 
Events/Employees Y

In‐line pay station, 
attendant for special 
events Undecided N

$20,000/ 
$20,000/Year

Attendant would be 
needed for 
transition

3rd Ave Lot

Display Monthly 
Permits, No hourly, 
No gates N N/A N

Could use ALPR for 
permit enforcement $0/$0

Radisson 
Ramp

Card access for 
monthly/hourly 
parking in‐line tickets Y Undecided Undecided N $0/$0

Need to coordinate 
any changes with 
Radisson

GTC Garage

Card access for 
monthly, hourly 
parking available Y No change N Not immediately  $0/$0

If attendant is 
removed, no hourly 
parking

Island Park 
Ramp

Card access for 
monthly/Events N Pay by license plate N Y $20,000/$0

Potential for 
additional rev‐enue 
from YMCA

2nd Ave N 
Lot

Display Permits, No 
gates N Pay by license plate N Y $0/$0

2nd Ave S 
Lot

Monthly, hourly by 
time clock Y

Pay by license plate 
for hourly and 

monthly N Y
$10,000/ 

$18,000/Year
Save attendant 
costs

Main Ave 
Lot Display Permits N

Enforce permits by 
license plate N Not immediately  $0/$0

NP Ave Lot

Card access for 
monthly, hourly 
parking in‐line ticket Y

Pay by license plate 
for hourly and 

monthly N Y
$20,000/ 

$18,000/Year

Any changes need 
to be coordinated 
with OB lot owners

4th St Lot Display Permits N
Enforce permits by 

license plate N Not immediately  $0/$0

3rd St Lot
Access card for 
monthly  N No change N N $0/$0

* Costs are mostly capital equipment.  Costs of ALPR not included
** Savings are mostly annual avoided labor costs

Summary of Current Parking Operations and Potential Changes
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C. Technology and Equipment 

1. Acquire ALPR 

The single most important technology upgrade is acquisition of an Automatic 
License Plate Recognition (ALPR) system.  See Appendix 2 for additional 
ALPR information.  This technology allows enforcement personnel to improve 
efficiency and productivity by:  

a. Expanding the on-street enforcement territory that a single officer can 
enforce.  This would allow the City to decrease (and possibly eliminate) the 
use of private security for parking enforcement.  It is anticipated that 2 
officers with ALPR could very effectively patrol all of the existing areas 
that are currently patrolled by the CSO, all of the areas currently patrolled 
by GSSE, and also several of the off-street facilities.     

b. Collecting supporting photographic data that decrease the amount of staff 
time spent on appeals and adjudication; and  

c. Enforcing permits on-street and off-street.  The use of ALPR for 
enforcement of off-street parking would allow the City to decrease the cost 
of operating in lots that currently have attendants.  In order to make the off-
street ALPR enforcement possible, new control equipment would need to 
be purchased at the individual lots.  A two-vehicle ALPR system with 
backroom hardware would cost about $100,000 - $120,000.  This price 
would not include warranties.    

d. The City issues certain permits that allow downtown residents and service 
vehicles to park in violation of posted parking time limits.  These permits 
would be entered into the ALPR system and would make monitoring and 
enforcement of these permits much less cumbersome. 

2. Credit cards 

The ability to use credit cards for all parking transactions and the ability to use 
automatic fund transfer for monthly permit purchases would greatly improve 
customer service. 

 

A summary of the actions that need to be undertaken in the near future is presented on 
Figure 14.  The information presented in this table has not been vetted with other 
departments, so specific Department Leads and Departments Affected may be changed.  
However the primary intent was to demonstrate the need for certain actions, and the need 
for specific staff to be charged with those responsibilities. 
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Table 14 

Planning Auditors Police Public Works IS

10/31/2012 Planning
7/1/2013 Planning

If yes, develop contract for services Planning
7/1/2013 Finance

Extend Contract with Duncan Auditors
Develop RFP for services Planning
Organize "in‐house" strategy Finance

Develop credit card payment system Finance

2/1/2013 Planning
Finance

Develop RFP for similar services Planning
Piece out services and acquire quotes Finance

Technology upgrades Planning
Update Sentry Security Contract Planning

asap Planning
Off‐street enforcement strategy Planning

Determine NDSU role in citation mgmt

Determine citation mgmt strategy

Renew contract for management
Determine other management options

Issue Deadline
Department 
Lead

Departments Affected

Parking Management Timeline

Develop RFP for ALPR

Citation Management

Off‐Street 

Enforcement

Extend Duncan Contract (one year)

 

D. Other Issues and Actions 

It is estimated that if all suggested staff changes (as outlined in Figure 12) were 
implemented, there could be savings of more than $200,000 per year.  There would not 
be an immediate change, but over the course of the recommended changes savings would 
be realized.  If all capital and technology improvements were implemented, the costs to 
the parking system would be $75,000 - $100,000.  ALPR would represent another 
$120,000 for a two mount system.  Annual savings from capital and technology 
improvements could exceed $60,000 annually.  

The International Parking Institute issued 2012 Emerging Trends in Parking along with 
the July 2012 issue of The Parking Professional.  In addition to providing useful 
information, it was interesting to note the similarities in the issues that we face with other 
cities and parking systems.  The report is included as Appendix 3.   

The final recommendation of the Parking Commission was that the findings and 
recommendations of the 2012 Parking Demand Study Update and the findings and 
recommendations of the 2012 Parking Organizational Analysis be presented to the Fargo 
City Commission at a regular meeting or a special informational meeting.  As a matter of 
information, Chapter 40-61 of the North Dakota Century was included as Appendix 4. 

 



 



Appendix 1 – Contracts related to the Parking System 
 1a.  Duncan Solutions 
  













Appendix 1 – Contracts related to the Parking System 
 1b.  Parking Service 
  



 































Appendix 1 – Contracts related to the Parking System 
 1c.  GSSE - General Security Services Corporation 
  









Appendix 1 – Contracts related to the Parking System 
 1d.  Sentry Security 
  



 























Appendix 1 – Contracts related to the Parking System 
 1e.  NDSU 
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AutoVu 
for Municipal Parking Enforcement

AutoVu Applications for Parking Enforcement
Residential parking permit 
enforcement – At the 
beginning of the shift, 
permit lists are automatically 
downloaded to the AutoVu 
system. The operator then 
manually selects the permit 
zone which they intend to 
enforce via the touchscreen 

interface. While the vehicle is on patrol, AutoVu automatically 
alerts the operator of vehicles that do not possess a valid permit, 
showing images of both the vehicle and the license plate.

Time-limited enforcement – In parking areas where vehicles 
are allowed to park for a specific duration of time, AutoVu 
electronically chalks vehicles by collecting license plate 
numbers of parked vehicles. During subsequent passes, AutoVu 
electronically chalks new vehicles and automatically flags 
vehicles that have remained parked in excess of the allowable 
limit, displaying recorded times and images of the vehicle, the 
license plate and vehicle wheels (optional) from both passes. 
To facilitate enforcement, operators can prompt the system to 
show a map indicating all areas where time limit has expired.

AutoVu can be used to enforce time-limit parking based on 
various municipal regulations such as block face, same space, 
and parking in a district or area.  

Permit and time-limit enforcement – In cities where zones 
have both permit and time-limit enforcement regulations, 
AutoVu can monitor both applications simultaneously.

Wanted vehicle identification – More than flagging parking 
violators, AutoVu alerts operators of scofflaws, stolen or other 
wanted vehicles by comparing license plates to customer-
acquired hot lists. This makes AutoVu a multifunctional LPR 
solution that can be used to enforce parking regulations while 
enhancing residents’ safety.

How Will Your Municipality Benefit    
from AutoVu?

Automate the enforcement of various types of permits •	
and time limit zones.

Improve the collection of unpaid vehicle infractions •	
through scofflaw hot list identification.

Become more efficient at covering vast enforcement •	
areas.

Use data as evidence against infractions and to •	
optimize route management.

Strengthen the safety and security of your city by •	
automatically detecting stolen vehicles, or those 
belonging to felons. 

The AutoVu Sharp is a License Plate 
Recognition (LPR) device which 
functions over an IP network and 
precisely deciphers license plate 
numbers of moving and parked 
vehicles.

As an advanced vehicle-mounted LPR solution, AutoVu facilitates municipal parking 
enforcement by automatically collecting license plates, comparing them against selected 
databases and alerting users of vehicles in violation. With built-in back-office software, 
municipalities are also able to collect data that can be used as evidence in case of ticket 
disputes, as well as better manage time-limit and permit zones. Developed with innovative 
features and state-of-the-art technology, AutoVu is a comprehensive and easy-to-use LPR 
solution that can be leveraged for an assortment of benefits, contributing to effective 
parking enforcement.

IP-Based License Plate Recognition (LPR)



2280 Alfred-Nobel Blvd., Suite 400, Montreal, Qc, Canada, H4S 2A4   |   Tel: 514 332-4000, Fax: 514 332-1692   |   www.genetec.com   |   sales@genetec.com

About Genetec 
Genetec is a pioneer in the physical security and public safety industry and a global provider of world-class IP video surveillance, access control 
and license plate recognition (LPR) solutions to markets such as transportation, education, retail, gaming, government and more. With sales offices 
and partnerships around the world, Genetec has established itself as the leader in innovative networked solutions by employing a high level of 
flexibility and forward-thinking principles into the development of its core technology and business solutions. Genetec’s corporate culture is an 
extension of these very same principles, encouraging a dynamic and innovative workforce that is dedicated to the development of cutting-edge 
solutions and to exceptional customer care.  For more information, www.genetec.com

AutoVu Features and Tools
High-Resolution Camera 
–AutoVu’s high-resolution LPR 
camera conducts processing 
on the edge for a compact 
solution and simplified 
installation that reads plates 
at 45 or 90 degrees on both 
sides of the vehicle as well as 
plates of vehicles parked in 
parallel. 

Image and Time Capture – 	
The system automatically 
records an image of the license plate, a color image of the 
vehicle as well as the date and time for complete evidence of 
the infraction.

Map Display – The system’s current position and the zones 
covered are indicated on the map as the vehicle moves, thereby 
allowing the system to be used effectively and for maximum 
coverage.

Show Due Prompt – Operators can prompt AutoVu to display 
the areas where the time limit has expired, indicating those that 
are due for verification.

Wireless Data Transmission – The AutoVu system is wirelessly 
enabled for download of hot lists and permit data and upload 
of enforcement data from/to the AutoVu Back-Office.

User-Friendly Touchscreen Interface – With large buttons and 
touch-enabled functions, training on the system is simplified 
and operators’ learning curve is reduced significantly.

Enhanced Positioning Technology – With built-in GPS 
functionality and odometry, AutoVu provides accurate location 
data needed to support infractions, even in dense urban areas 
where GPS signal is not always accurate. 

Wheel Imaging – As an optional feature, AutoVu provides 
wheel imaging capabilities where operators can gather 
pictures of vehicles’ wheels for comparison between initial and 
subsequent passes. These images serve as additional evidence 
against infractions for same position parking enforcement.

AutoVu Back-Office for Parking Enforcement
The AutoVu Back-Office gives management personnel the 
ability to access and review all data collected throughout the 
day for further analysis through the following functionalities: 

Evidence Review – For all violations, enforced or rejected, a 
supervisor can review all pertinent data including date, time, 
location, license plate and images, and print out a summary 
that can be used as evidence to substantiate an infraction. 

Route Management – Supervisors can replay the actual 
route that the patrol vehicle has taken during each shift. This 
information will help optimize usage of the system.

Reports – Supervisors can also generate performance reports 
which offer pertinent data such as the number of license plate 
reads on an hourly basis, the type and number of enforced 
parking violations, and the number of wanted vehicle matches.
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AutoVu 
for Municipal Parking Enforcement

AutoVu Patroller: 
Front-end software, 
wheel-imaging display

AutoVu Patroller: Front-end software, map display



 

 

City of Aspen, Colorado Installs Genetec’s AutoVu IP License Plate Recognition 
System to Monitor Parking 
The city of Aspen, Colorado, at an elevation just shy of 8000 feet, is a popular ski and snow destination resort. It draws a 
large tourist population every year, including a number of world-famous celebrities. Though the city, a four-hour drive 
from Denver, is home to a mere 5200 residents, it holds a bed base for 25,000 and imports around 13,000 workers per 
day. With all of this activity, parking in Aspen is at a premium, and there is little space left to build. 

The Business Challenge 

Tim Ware is a veteran of the city’s parking enforcement team, having served as the Director of the Department for the 
past 18 years. The Department oversees around 850 commercial on-street parking spaces in the city center, a 340-space 
public parking garage and around 3000 residential parking spaces. Most of the commercial on-street spaces in the 
downtown area are managed with a pay-and-display system, with the remainder located in small pockets of unpaid 
spaces with time limits between 30 and 60 minutes. The parking garage is gated, and therefore mostly self-regulating. 
The greatest challenge to Mr. Ware’s team, however, has been monitoring the residential parking spaces. 

The popularity of the town coupled with the scarcity of parking has, over time, caused visitors to spill into the city’s 
surrounding residential neighbourhoods in search of a place to leave their vehicles. In 1994, Mr. Ware implemented 
regulations on parking in residential zones that allowed visitors to park for a maximum of two hours. Tire chalking 
practices were employed to enforce this regulation.  

Unfortunately, Mr. Ware found that people simply moved their vehicles every two hours, defeating the purpose of the 
limit, which was put in place to regulate congestion in the area. A no-re-park ordinance has since been instated (allowing 
visitors to park for two hours total in any given eight hour period).  

Today, residential parking zones provide for three parking methods: free permits are provided to residents, and visitors can choose between paid day passes or free parking with a 
two hour limit. These new parking provisions rendered the practice of tire chalking obsolete. Chalk was too rudimentary a method for tracking vehicles, as the only information it 
could provide was whether a car had moved since originally parked. This method was not sophisticated enough to track vehicles for potential re-park infractions. The situation 
necessitated a system that encompassed a database, tracking cars throughout the day on a system-wide level, instead of just on a spot-by-spot basis. 

It was at this point that Mr. Ware set out to find an improved solution to aid his enforcement officers in effectively carrying out their jobs. 

End-User Needs   

It was estimated that between 400 and 800 cars were shuffling parking spots in the residential districts every day to beat the two-hour time limit, meaning that an average of 20% of 
the cars parked in the residential areas at any given time were in violation of the no-re-park ordinance. With a residential area approximately 12 blocks tall by 18 blocks wide, the 
three-person team allocated to Aspen’s residential parking enforcement was not physically able to patrol the entire area in a day. Mr. Ware was in search of a system that would 
provide his team with the efficiency needed to canvas all of the residential spaces every day. 

In order to evaluate his options, Mr. Ware issued an RFP (request for proposal) for solutions to help his department tighten their enforcement. He received a bid from Genetec with 
their AutoVu license plate recognition (LPR) system, as well as a bid from another company, but found his decision easy to make. He had already seen Genetec’s solution at trade 
shows, and he took a trip to a neighbouring city in Colorado, which had a well-established installation of Genetec’s LPR product, to see the platform in action. He was impressed with 
the platform’s wide feature set and flexibility for integrations with other systems. He brought the solution before the City Council as a consent item, and after discussing in detail the 
intrinsic value this type of platform would provide, the bid was approved. 

The Perfect Solution   

AutoVu is the license plate recognition (LPR) system of the Security Center, Genetec’s unified security platform. AutoVu allows parking enforcement officers to enforce time-limit 
regulations without leaving the enforcement vehicle. With specialized LPR cameras, AutoVu automatically reads surrounding vehicle plates, compares them to a database and alerts 
parking enforcement staff when they need to take action.  

On the first pass, the officer selects the zone he is about to enforce, which contains pre-configured information such as 
the time limit as well as other operational parameters including a grace period. Once selected, the officer simply drives 
through the zone at full cruising speed, with the cameras and computer storing the license plate information in an on-
board database. Later, on the second pass, the officers will be automatically alerted if a vehicle is in violation of the time-limit regulations.  

Mr. Ware had the IT department install the system’s support infrastructure, which is housed in a centrally located server. The installation of the AutoVu platform went smoothly, aided 
by the fact that the system replaced an entirely paper and chalk system so there was no data migration to address. Two Go-4 Interceptor parking enforcement vehicles were outfitted 
with fixed-mounted AutoVu Sharp cameras, and each vehicle was provided a touch-screen computer. 

In addition, the solution was integrated with Aspen’s Verrus system for pay-by-phone parking in downtown and residential areas to pull daily exemptions based on permit purchase 
into AutoVu. The system has also been integrated with T2 Systems, a fully-integrated Genetec technology partner, which provides software that allows the parking enforcement 
team to monitor and manage a database of long-term residential parking permits, as well as a database of all parking tickets. The enforcement team currently downloads all 
infraction ticketing information into the database at the end of the day from their handheld devices. They are transitioning shortly to new handhelds which will allow live 
communication between the handhelds and the database, transmitting live ticket and permit data throughout the day. “Genetec is very receptive to working with other companies, 
making integrations with other hardware or software exceedingly simple. This no-fuss integration capability was a primary concern when evaluating solutions – it is very important for 
a feature-rich platform to play nicely with our other systems, so we were pleased at how simple it was to implement these integrations,” said Mr. Ware. 
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Training Mr. Ware’s officers took a bit of time, since they were transitioning from a technology-free solution. But they 
picked up AutoVu’s intuitive interface fairly quickly. “Now they won’t let you take the system away from them,” laughed 
Mr. Ware. “It’s great in the dead of winter – they can stay cozy inside their vehicles and still get the job done.” 

Aspen’s AutoVu system is primarily used to patrol the residential parking zones, however the job is done so efficiently 
now that the enforcement team is able to also occasionally run through the downtown pay-and-display parking areas as a 
precaution for locating scofflaw (vehicles with outstanding tickets). It is also very useful for monitoring the pockets of one-
hour or 30-minute parking, with which the enforcement team previously had difficulty due to the logistics of orchestrating 
their patrols to accommodate staggered time limits. 

 The City of Aspen also has the national wanted vehicle database linked into their platform, ensuring that any rogue 
vehicles that show up in town will automatically sound an alarm. This allows the parking enforcement team to report the 
exact location to law enforcement. Though the parking garage is gated, the AutoVu system is also occasionally used to 
take inventory of the lot. Lastly, the system will automatically alarm on any vehicle that hasn’t moved from a space in 72 
hours, which puts it in violation of the abandoned vehicle ordinance, and allows the enforcement officers to generate a 
friendly reminder to the resident to move the vehicle to a new location. 

The Benefits 

Aspen’s Parking Enforcement Department had designated the 
five by five grid of downtown blocks ‘the red zone’, and 
identified four residential zones moving outward from that 
center. Before installing AutoVu, three officers were devoted 
to the red zone, sweeping it daily for expired display printouts 
(or lack of payment entirely). Approximately one and a half of 
the four residential zones could be properly patrolled in any 
given day, and throughout the week the officers would rotate, 
eventually getting to each residential parking spot once or 
twice per week. Since installing AutoVu, the residential 
parking enforcement team has dropped to two officers, and 
each space is patrolled 2-4 times per day. Where it used to 
take an hour to sweep one given area, it now takes five 
minutes. AutoVu has enabled a 900% increase in coverage, 
with less staff. 

In addition, the scofflaw list in Aspen has been reduced to 
nearly zero since implementing this technology, and the 
number of bootable cars halved. “We now have a photograph 
of any cited car, so there are no more ‘I wasn’t there’ excuses 
to throw around. Along with the GPS coordinates, we have detailed images down to the wheels and valve stems of the vehicle that can prove the vehicle has not moved – but you 
almost never even have to take it that far anymore. You just can’t argue with this system because the accuracy is dead on and undisputable,” said Mr. Ware. “This is one the best 
tools I have ever bought.” Since use of AutoVu began, Mr. Ware’s department has even helped to apprehend criminals when the system alerted them to a warranted vehicle and 
they were able to pass the location on to police. 

The single best thing that AutoVu has provided the Aspen team is a gross increase in efficiency. Each alarm issued by the system requires its operator to take action (generally to 
issue a citation) or list the reason for not doing so. At the end of each day, Mr. Ware can easily access a hit report, summarizing statistics on citations and vehicles in violation of 
various ordinances. Visitors who wish to purchase a day pass for parking in residential areas can pay by cell phone, automatically sending information to the AutoVu database to 
prevent it from alarming after the two-hour period expires. Mr. Ware can also track the efficiency of the routes his enforcement team uses by printing a route report. He can even 
view the location of his team’s vehicles remotely from his office, enforcing the rule that the vulnerable and expensive vehicles not be left unattended anywhere other than at their 
secured parking garage at the office. 

The data collected by the system has also proven invaluable after the fact. In addition to the obvious, such as pulling up evidence in infraction disputes and route management to 
ensure all areas are equally enforced, the data has proven useful in myriad unexpected ways. With all the information collected, it is easy for Aspen’s Parking Enforcement 
Department to build lists of data for nearly any purpose, and over time Mr. Ware has found the following uses: 

The police have at times requested that a record be generated indicating whether a certain car was parked in a neighbourhood during a certain time period.  
Reports are occasionally requested to count vehicles for development purposes, for example by calculating average parking density in a neighbourhood in which a new 
commercial development has been proposed.  
The system can be used to conclusively disprove any accusations made by residents that neighbourhoods are not patrolled, by producing reports of patrolling frequency in a 
given area.  
The stored vehicle location data can be used for finding “lost” cars for visitors who have forgotten where they parked. By plugging in a license plate number, AutoVu will 
locate the vehicle from patrol records. During the summer, this is required two to three times per week. 

These are but a few of the unanticipated uses Mr. Ware has discovered for the AutoVu backend database within the Security Center unified security platform. 

Moving forward, Mr. Ware is evaluating a T2 Systems module that would allow the software to load on the tablets used for AutoVu, eliminating the need for his officers to carry 
ticketing handhelds. In addition, Aspen currently issues around 3500 residential parking permits per year, and will soon be able to do away with issuing physical permits in favour of 
simply loading the permitted license plate data into AutoVu. Mr. Ware is also looking into installing an additional camera at a parking pass kiosk that issues day permits for 
carpooling vehicles, allowing them to park in residential areas and dedicated spaces downtown. The attendant at the kiosk currently issues paper slips, but by placing an LPR 
camera at the kiosk, AutoVu would be able to interpret license plates upon issuance of a day permit and then send the information directly to the database. 

“I couldn’t be happier with the results. This system does exactly what I set out to do. Every goal I had for the system, it fulfilled. I don’t know what else to say – I’ve been very, very 
pleased,” said Mr. Ware.  
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Appendix 3 – IPI’s 2012 Emerging Trends in Parking 
  



 















 
 
Appendix 4 – Chapter 40-61 of the North Dakota Century Code 
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