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Foreword 
This study of the parking meter has been made possible by the contribu­

tions of thousands of busy local and municipal officials. In every state of 
the nation and in Alaska, their willingness to devote valuable time to this 
project has been demonstrated. 

The contribution of the municipal leagues in 42 states and Alaska has 
been a major one. Their assistance and cooperation in this common ef­
f o r t in the public interest, throi^h their national organization, the Amer i ­
can Municipal Association, is gratefully acknowledged. 

Acknowledgement is made of assistance in the assembly and analysis 
of questionnaire data, especially by Conya L . Hardy, transportation 
economist; and also by Anna M. Hutsell, clerk, Oliver F. Redmond, clerk-
stenographer, and Jamie R. Tramontana, formerly clerk, a l l of the Land 
Studies Section; and Helen J. Greenhalgh, Statistical Clerk, Taxation and 
Economic Studies Section, Financial and Administrative Research Branch, 
Bureau of Public Roads. 

This is a factual survey of existing practices relating to the number, 
revenue, and use of parking meters in municipalities. The data indicate 
only what is being done and should not be interpreted as suggesting or 
implying that such practices are necessarily the best. 

Grateful acknowledgement is also made to the f o l l o w i i ^ fo r the use of 
the illustrative material indicated: Figure 4, f r o m the study, TRAFFIC 
SURVEY OF BOISE METROPOLITAN AREA, by Idaho Bureau of High­
ways, the city of Boise, and Public Roads Administration (Bureau of 
Public Roads), 1948; Figure 10, THE AMERICAN CITY, September 1953; 
Figure 13, cartoon by Ferme, THE AMERICAN CITY, October 1950; 
F ^ r e 21, based upon "A P a r k i i ^ Meter Revenue 'Contour' Map"by 
Benedict G. Barkan, TRAFFIC ENGINEERING, March 1952; Figure 22, 
f r o m the study, RENO PARKING SURVEY, by Nevada Department of 
H^hways, the city of Reno, and the Bureau of Public Roads, 1950; Figure 
24, The League of Kansas Municipalities, Topeka, Kansas; Figure 54, 
f r o m the study, SO YOU WANT TO PARK! prepared by the Kansas State 
Highway Commission and the Bureau of Public Roads, 1952. 
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Figure 1. " H i t c h i n g P o s t s . " A study i n c o n t r a s t s . 



Summary and Conclusions 

From the data obtained in this investigation, i t is possible to isolate 
some important findings and major trends in the development of the park­
ing meter: 

1. In general, i t may well be concluded that the parking meter is no 
longer an ins^nificant gadget which can painlessly extract pennies and 
nickels f r o m parker-motorists. It has become an American institution 
of great moment to municipalities. 

2. Both the number of parking meters and the revenues derived f r o m 
their use have reached astonishing proportions and are likely to continue 
to increase. I t is estimated that there were approximately 1,113,000 
parking meters in the United States, as of January 1952, in over 2,800 
localities, with a total estimated gross revenue of about $76 mill ion. 
There were proposals fo r installation of more than 90,000 additional 
meters. If you are skeptical as to the future of the parking meter, just 
bear in mind that only 16.4 percent of the urbanized areas of the country 
now have meters. 

3. Once installed, meters do not necessarily become permanent f i x ­
tures. Survey data reveal that over 13,000 meters had been removed 
in 22 states. Such removals have resulted not f r o m any basic quarrel 
with the parking meter but f r o m a desire to appropriately adjust meter 
locations with the need fo r loading zones, bus stops, driveways, and s im­
i lar requirements. But in one state, meters have been prohibited entirely, 
by a close margin in a referendum. This does not take into considera­
tion those few places in other states where meters have been completely 
abolished. 

4. The use of the parking meter is no longer confined to the curb; 
the number used in off-street-parking facil i t ies is constantly increasing. 
In 124 of the incorporated localities surveyed in the United States, i t is 
reported that over 18,000 meters are in use in off-street areas, and 
that an even greater total is planned fo r use in the near future. 

5. Parking meters are of two types, manual and automatic. Of the 
total number of meters surveyed, 55 percent were automatic and 38 per­
cent were manual; the remainder were not classified. In general, the 
larger the municipality, the greater is the percentage of automatic meters 
utilized. 

6. The great bulk of curb parking meters is placed in the commercial 
distr ict — the use district with the highest intensity of use of curb space and 
containing the lai^est generators of parking demand. 

7. In the past, one of the most diff icul t of obstacles that needed to be 
surmounted in a particular community was the attitude of the community 
in general toward the installation of parking meters. In terms of the 
number of places involved, there was almost an equal division, before 



installation of meters, between attitudes substantially opposed to the 
meters, those neither preponderantly fo r nor against, and those gen­
erally favorable. Farmer opposition and public support is less prevalent 
than imagined; this survey indicates that approximately 1 percent of the 
places have preinstallation attitudes of this kind. 

8. Community attitudes toward meters before their installation in ­
volve uncertainty and perhaps fear of the unknown. Such attitudes may 
change substantially, once meters have been installed and their precise 
effects have been tested. Survey data bear this out, indicating an over­
whelming 95. 6 percent approval of the parking meter after installation. 

9. A diversity exists among the kinds of executive agencies responsible 
fo r the administration of the parking-meter program. This variety is in 
evidence in connection with functions involving selection of parking meter 
locations, repair and maintenance of meters, and collection of revenues; 
and to a lesser extent, enforcement of meter regulations. 

Because the parking meter program in many cities is an e3q)anding 
enterprise; because i t is part of an over-all parking program; and be­
cause i t can be exceedingly complex, i f viewed in the light of its economic 
implications — for a l l these reasons the functions involved in its ad­
ministration should be l o ^ e d in those city departments where i t can be 
performed most e3q)ertly on the basis of merit or need, rather than be­
cause of political expediency or partisan pressures. 

10. At least 58 different general parking-meter-purchase arrange­
ments exist in the 1,107 municipalities furnishing data. In over 40 per­
cent of the agreements, the company retained ownership of the meters 
imti l paid fo r ; in at least 10 percent, the city acquired t i t le immediately. 

11. The estimated average annual revenue per meter was $70.48 fo r 
1951. Per-meter revenue varied s ^ i f i c a n t l y with population: The low­
est figure was $42. 28 per meter fo r places having under 2,500 persons; 
the highest was $89. 67 per meter fo r localities of a quarter to a half 
mil l ion persons. In general, the larger the place, the greater was its 
average annual revenue per meter in 1951. 

12. A vigorous tendency is discernible toward lowering fines fo r v io­
lation of parking meter regulations, and toward making i t easier fo r 
motorists to pay whatever penalties are involved. Frequently, no sac­
r i f ice in the total revenue f r o m fines results f r o m such practices. 

13. I t is estimated that in excess of $16 mil l ion was collected during 
1951 as fines fo r the violation of meter regulations. This was the equiv­
alent of approximately 21 percent of the gross revenue collected f r o m 
the meters themselves. The average curb parking-meter fine was $12. 33 
per meter fo r 1951. The lowest average fine per meter, fo r the smallest 
places, was $2. 61; the highest, f o r the larger municipalities, was $58. 57 
per meter. The lion's share of these fines was assigned to the general fund. 

14. The need fo r parking accommodations looms so large that any 
diversion of revenues to nonparking purposes is beginning to be looked 
upon as undesirable in the public interest, as well as possibly contraven-

v i 



ing the legal justification fo r the p a r k i i ^ meter. In 1951, approximately 
35 percent of gross parking-meter revenues was spent for curb and off -
street p a r k i i ^ accommodations and their necessary administration and 
upkeep. The bulk of the balance was diverted to nonparking purposes. 
In general, the larger places are the greater diverters of such funds. 

15. Costs of administration of the parking-meter program, excluding 
amortization of the meters, absorbed 15. 6 percent of the gross parking-
meter revenues in 1951. Though administrative costs in the aggregate 
do not seem to vary with size of municipality, generally speaking, the 
extent of the repair and maintenance item, standing alone, is closely 
correlated with size of place. The smaller the municipality, the smaller 
is this item likely to be. This is also true of the collection expense. 

16. Since the end of World War I I , the average price of the parking 
meter has actually come down, f r o m approximately $69 in 1945 to $61 
in 1951, the survey year. This, during a period when the price of just 
about everything else has gone up. 

17. Though much remains to be done, an increasing tendency is ap­
parent, to integrate curb- and off-street-parking facil i t ies into a s i i^ le 
legal, functional, and financial whole. At least 212 places in 30 states 
are making effective use of this so-called system concept. 

An impressive quantity of off-street-parking accommodations has 
already been provided f r o m parking-meter funds: At least 20,315 spaces 
and 165 lots were reported to have been so provided by 1951, in 167 
places in 26 states. Some of the largest cities are among these. 

It is in this role that the parking meter can perhaps make its greatest 
contribution toward the economic and social well-being of the urbanized 
areas of the United States. 

18. Despite its doubtful legality and the questionable wisdom of the 
public policy i t engenders, the movement to place commercial advertis­
ing on parking meters seems to be gaining momentum. At least 49 l o ­
calities in 23 states reported that they already had or had contracted fo r 
such advertising on their meters in 1951. In addition, 18 other localities 
in 10 states were considering proposals in that direction. 

In addition to these, one of the largest cities in the nation has awarded 
a franchise to authorize meter advertising. But many difficulties have de­
veloped in connection with thatprogram, not the least of which is a decision 
which holds that the advertising constitutes a nonstreet, additional servitude 
which may not lawfully be imposed without making compensation to the 
owners of abutting property. 

19. I t is quite apparent f r o m the survey data that without regard to 
any other advantages the parking meter may possess, i t does effectively 
and substantially reduce overtime parking at the curb. 

20. In addition to assisting in the enforcement of p a r k i i ^ restrictions, 
the parking meter increases parking turnover at the curb. This constitutes 
its second principal regulatory objective. The findings of this investigation 
reveal that municipalities in overwhelming numbers have found that turn­
over is alimented greatly by use of the parking meter. 

v i i 



21. While the bulk of the curb meters in use s t i l l are tagged with the 
5-cents-an-hour rate or its equivalent, there seems to be an increasing 
willingness on the part of municipalities to experiment with higher rates 
in order to accomplish desirable objectives. If the funds so derived, 
above the costs of the meter program itself, are dedicated to alleviating 
parking difficult ies, there is much to commend such efforts and to 
bolster the legality of the use of the meter. 

22. The opinion is prevalent in some quarters that metered off-street 
p a r k i i ^ facil i t ies generally have h^her price tags and that they cater, by 
and large, to the long-time rather than the short-time parker. The evi­
dence assembled in this survey indicates that both of these presumptions 
are incorrect, in terms of relative numbers of meters involved. More 
than three-quarters of the total metered off-street parking spaces had 
relatively low rates and served the short-time parker. 

23. There seems to be a developing tendency among municipalities 
to graduate their parking-meter-fee schedules so that higher rates or 
shorter permissible time, or both, are placed on metered spaces that 
are closer to the major generators of parking demand than on those f a r ­
ther away. This is but good sense, since the more valuable space should 
command the h^her price, a l l other things being equal. 

24. The hours of operation of curb meters constitute another area 
of potential surprise to the casual student of the parking problem. The 
survey data indicate there are at least 50 possible combinations of ef­
fective hours and days of the week fo r operation of meters. The most 
prevalent one extends f r o m 8 a. m. to 6 p. m. on week days. 

25. Though f r o m some points of view the 18 years of existence of 
the parking meter is a rather l imited period of time, i t is sufficient per­
haps to have enabled some municipalities to make reasonable estimates 
of the service l i fe of their meters. Without regard to type, the bulk of 
the meters fo r which service l i fe was estimated reported a service l i fe 
of between 6 and 15 years. 

26. Do not scoff any longer at the lowly p a r k i i ^ meter. It may yet 
provide, through the golden flow of the pennies and nickels and dimes 
i t facilitates, the "open sesame" fo r solution of the parking difficulties 
confronting cities in the United States. 

Vlll 
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PARKING METERS 
A Study of Their Number, Revenue and Use 

DAVID R. LEVm, Chief, 
Lands Studies Section, Financial and Administrative Research Branch 
Bureau of Public Roads 

# AN amusing incident concemingparking 
meters was recently reported by a bell 
hop in one of the principal hotels in Grand 
Forks, North Dakota. Parking meters were 
outlawed for the second time in that state 
by'referendum not so long ago, and the city 
fathers in Grand Forks removed the heads 
of the meters, leaving the posts standing, 
pending their furtlier disposition. A woman 
motorist approached one such curb space, 
parked her car, and then curiously ex­
amined the post. After pondering on the 
matter for some time, she finally took the 
nickel she had in her hand and dropped it 
into the empty meter post, where the coin 
came to rest with a resounding noise. She 
then proceeded on her errand. 

Though this incident may seem frivolous, 
it is evidence of the wide-spread acceptance 
of the parking meter and the regulation it 
facilitates. The parking meter has now 
fully matured as sm American institution. 

A comprehensive, factual survey of 
parking meters and their usage in the 
urbanized areas of the United States had 
never been made prior to this survey. In 
order to fulfill an obvious need, the Ameri­
can Municipal Association, the Committee 
on Highway Taxsition and Finance of the 
Highway Research Board, and the Bureau 
of Public Roads undertook a joint study to 
assemble the essentialfactsconcerning the 
numbersand types of parking meters, their 
financing, revenues, legal and administra­
tive aspects, and related matters. 

SCOPE OF INVESTIGATION 

There were 17,118 Incorporated places 
in the United States in 1950, distributed 
according to the various population groups 
in the manner indicated in Table 1. The 
heaviest concentrations of such places are 
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Figure 2. Percentage of a l l incorporated 
places in each population group having 

curb parking meters, January 1, 1952. 



TABLE 1 
Total number of incorporated places In the United States, number having parking meters at the curb, and 

number included In study, by population groups (January 1, 1952) 

Places that have curb Places with curb parking meters 
parking meters' that returned questionnaires' 

Percentage Percentage Percentage of total 
Total number of total of total number of places 

Population group of places number number having meters 
(1950 census) Number of places Number of places 

Under 2 ,5000 13,235 385 2.9 86 0.6 22.3 
2,500 - 5,000 1,557 616 39.6 217 13.9 35.2 
5,000 - 10,000 1,093 707 64.7 300 27.4 42.4 

10,000 - 25,000 752 639 85.0 311 41.4 48.7 
25,000 - 50,000 249 236 94.8 128 51.4 54.2 
50,000 - 100,000 126 120 95.2 61 48.4 50.8 

100,000 - 250,000 65 61 93.8 37 56.9 60.7 
250,000 - 500,000 23 22 95.7 13 56.5 59.1 
500,000 - 1,000,000 13 12 92.3 8 61. 5 66.7 

1,000,000 or more S 5 100.0 4 80.0 80.0 
Total 17,118 2,803 16.4 '1,165 6.8 41.6 

' Figures are approximate, based on data assembled from companies marketing parking meters and state 
municipal leagues. 

' Los Angeles County, California, no population group, and Juneau Alaska, 5,000-10,000 pc>pulation group, 
also returned questionnaires but are not included m above tabulation since they do not form a part of the 
total number of incorporated places reported by the Bureau of the Census from which percentages were 
derived. 

in the small population groups, of course, 
with 92. 8 percent of them having a popula­
tion of less than 10,000. 

Of the aggregate of such incorporated 
places, 16.4 percent (or 2,803 localities) 
are known to have curb parking meters. 
As a student of the parking problem might 
expect, more of the larger places, rela­
tively speaking, have parking meters than 
have the smaller ones. For example, 
only 2.9 percent of places with less than 
2,500 population are known to have parking 
meters at the curb, 85 percent of the 
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Figure 3. Estimated total number of 
curb parking meters m a l l places having 
meters, by population groups, January 1, 

1952. 

10, OOO-to-25,000 group have meters, while 
all of the five cities having a population of 
a million or more have installed parking 
meters. Of the cities of over half a mil­
lion population, only Baltimore has failed 
to be intrigued by the tinkling of nickels and 
dimes in parking meters. 

Completed questionnaires were returned 
by 1,165 incorporated places in the United 
States. This constitutes a 41. 6-percent 
sample of the places known to have parking 
meters, and 6. 8percent of all incorporated 
places in the United States. Additionally, 
Los Angeles County reported the installa­
tion of meters on county roads, and Juneau, 

TABLE 2 
Total number of curb and off-street parking meters m operation 
as of January 1, 1952, m places reportmg, by population groups 

Population group 
Total number of meters 

Population group Curb Off -street Population group 
Number Percentage 

of total 
Number Percentage 

of total 
Under 2,500 10,730 2 0 177 0 9 
2,500-5,000 40,219 7 3 87 0 5 
5,000-10,000 83,531 15 2 643 3 5 
10,000-25,000 125,931 23 0 3,713 19 9 
25,000-50,000 78,494 14 3 7,301 39 2 
50,000-100,000 
100,000-250,000 

62,849 11 4 3,801 20 4 50,000-100,000 
100,000-250,000 53,271 9 7 1,559 8 4 
250,000-500,000 37,230 6 8 947 5 1 
500,000-1,000,000 
1,000,000 or more 

39,823 7 3 352 1 9 500,000-1,000,000 
1,000,000 or more 13,571 2 5 -
Los Angeles County, 

California" 
no population group 2,462 0 5 46 0 2 

Total 547,911 100 0 18,626 100 0 



a TM 
POST OFFICE 

2 5 
STATE 

C E N T R A L 
SCHOOL 

6 TM 

10 TM «T 

L E S E N O 

STREET-METERED PARKINS 
I HOUR • 
t HOURS. a 
ItWRUTES . 

STATE OF IDAHO 
TRANSPORTATION STUDY-BOISE METROPOUTAN AREA 

PARKING SURVCY 

OFF STREET PARKING 

PUSLIC W T l J S 
PRIVATI LOIS 
CUSTOMER LOTS • 

PUSLIC ftARAGES B 

no o 100 aoo M O 

SCALEINFEET 
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fac i l i t i e s in Boise, Idaho, Note particularly the distribution 
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from 12 minutes to two hours. 



Alaska, returned a questionnaire, making 
a grand total of 1,167 places reporting. 
This relatively large sample of parking-
metered localities is deemed to be rep­
resentative, in all essential respects, of 
the universe from which i t is taken. 

afloo loiioo nfloa aepeo 104000 fsoLOOo Boixooo loô ooo 

Figure 5. Percentage distribution of 
off-street parking meters, by population 

groups, January 1, 1952. 

It is noteworthy that, relatively speak­
ing, more of the larger places submitted 
returns than smaller ones. For example, 
22.3 percent of the places having meters in 
the under-2, SOOpopulation group furnished 
data, while 80 percent in the million-or-
more class completed the questionnaires. 

NUMBER OF PARKING METERS 

The number of parking meters in use 
in the urbanized areas of the United States 
have increased fantastically since their 
original installation in Oklahoma City in 
1935. Though Carl Magee was optimis­
tic about the potentialities of his invention, 
he probably never dreamed of the wide­
spread acceptance his little gadget finally 
attained. 

This Investigation revelas that there 
are at least 547,911 parking meters at the 
curb in the 1,167 places that completed 
returns for this study. Additionally, 124 
localities, most of which also reported 
curb parking meters, reported having 
18,626 parking meters in off-street park­
ing facilities. These data are summarized 
by population groups in Table 2. 

I t is significant to note the population 
groups wherein the bulk of the meters are 
concentrated. The tabulation indicates 
that 15.2 percent of the total number of 
curb meters reported are in the 5,000-to-

10,000 population class, 23.0 percent in 
the 10,000-to-25,000 category, and 14.3 
percent in the 25,000-to-50,000 group. 
A somewhat similar pattern is displayed 
in the distribution of off-street parking 
meters, although the modal class Interval 
in the latter case is the population grovp 
from 25,000 to 50,000. 

The study revealed that most of these 
meters are to be found in the larger and 
more-urbanized states, as one might 
expect. Of more than half a million curb 
meters in the places reporting, the f o l ­
lowing numbers are found in a few selected 
states: 

California 66,984 
Florida 14,520 
Illinois 22,522 
Iowa 15,421 
Massachusetts 20,925 
Michigan 23,833 
Minnesota 14,256 
New Jersey 16,551 

New York 
Ohio 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Washington 
Wisconsin 

29,801 
22,645 
19,687 
37,293 
18,418 
28,932 
16,206 
18,165 
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Figure 6. Percentage distribution of 
curb and of f - s treet parking meters in 
places reporting, by population groups, 

January 1, 1952. 

This same state pattern is not entirely 
followed with respect to off-street meters, 
where the bulk are concentrated in Cali­
fornia, Florida, Illinois, Iowa, Massachu­
setts, Michigan, New Jersey, New York, 
North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, 
and Wisconsin. 

The total number of curb meters sur­
veyed in this investigation are tabulated 
by states and population groups in Table 3. 
The same type of tabulation for off-street 
meters is available in Table 4. 

This study constitutes a 41.6-percent 
sample of al l incorporated places in the 



Total number ot curb parking meters In operation in places reporting, by States and population groups, as of lanuaiT 1, »»5» 
(United States and Alaska) 

Under 
2,500 

2,500-
5,000 

5,000-
10,000 

10,000-
25,000 

Population group 
25,000- 50,000-
50,000 100,000 

100,000-
250,000 

250,000-
500,000 

500,000- 1,000,0001 
1,000,000 and over 

Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

230 200 2,637 1,842 723 555 2,422 
500 1,267 404 982 2,157 

1,005 4,770 3,368 1,680 
604 2,858 5,368 14,271 5,846 9,763 3,398 13,100 10,500 1,276 
232 510 1,414 2,764 1,323 1,015 

8,609 1.6 
5,310 1.0 

10,832 2 0 
66,964 12 2 
7,258 1 3 

Connecticut 
Delavare 
Florida 
Georgia 
Idaho 

297 287 709 1,350 
80 140 

245 465 1,850 2,497 4,695 725 2,094 1,949 
286 520 1,278 430 1,185 2,807 
281 583 1,763 768 

3,643 0.5 
220 

14,520 2 7 
6,506 1.2 
3,305 0.6 

Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 

701 1,278 5,742 5,637 4,000 5,166 
1,112 3,663 2,760 382 1,010 2,908 

516 2,185 3,045 1,414 2,406 3,255 1,700 
100 1,059 750 5,141 1,324 1,440 1,729 
325 331 796 290 975 772 

22,522 4.1 
11,835 2.1 
15,421 2.6 
11,543 2.1 
3,469 0.6 

Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 

200 581 665 600 
338 932 780 

427 374 889 761 
S3 354 2,400 2,987 4,141 3,380 8,200 

779 2,166 6,275 3,886 2,594 2,482 5,649 

2,046 O T " 
2,050 0.4 
2,491 0.4 

20,929 3.8 
33,ni 4 3 

Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 

877 3,289 3,698 1,765 2,227 2,400 
420 905 1,882 900 1,372 1,240 

1,010 1,273 2,305 1,391 1,127 960 
242 876 1,916 1,877 
191 1,250 1,705 

14,156 2 6 
6,719 1.1 
8,066 1.5 
4,911 0.9 
3,146 0.6 

Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 

760 
169 288 464 1,014 
520 1,025 1,140 4,733 3,311 3,216 2,606 

245 300 
117 1,938 1,315 8,068 4,894 1,793 5,110 2,208 3,912 1,446 

760 0 1 
1,999 0.4 

16,991 3.0 
949 0 1 

19, H I .9.4 

North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 

41 332 1,160 2,981 1,515 3,712 1,127 
190 633 70S 463 

179 1,231 1,036 2,454 4,486 1,266 2,027 1,500 8,466 
174 888 1,658 1,806 5,216 

874 2,867 4,647 4,158 2,623 4,718 

10,918 t.0 
1,M1 0.4 

11,M9 4.1 
9,741 1.6 

19,687 3.6 

Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 

1,366 4,750 7,444 9,960 2,812 3,111 2,650 5,200 
300 1,325 

653 1,121 1,396 447 2,930 
125 470 920 

1,577 3,001 4,504 3,806 1,183 2,129 2,218 

3 7 , » 9 6.8 
l , 6 n 0.3 
6,447 1.3 
1,914 a i 

18,419 3.4 
108 1,549 6,798 8,304 2,677 4,008 2,743 2,745 

452 460 850 1,470 2,839 
141 160 914 296 
560 910 119 1,547 915 2,035 1,901 
366 1,110 602 5,070 3,363 2,400 3,183 

18, « n 9̂ 3 
6,071 1.1 
1,511 0.3 
7,9(7 1.5 

i»,3M 3 0 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
District of Columbia 
Alaska 

113 354 169 485 653 
100 1,650 3,128 2,861 4,126 3,498 3,802 

194 444 
4,543 

160 

1,884 0.3 
18,169 3.3 

636 0.1 
4,543 0.8 

160 

Total 110,730 40,119 
Los Angeles Comity, CalHomla - no 

83,531 115,931 78,494 62,649 53,271 13,571|S45,449 
2,4(1 

' Figures incltate 8,802 puking meter vaces represented by 4,401 twin-head meters 



United States known to have parking meters. 
In order to obtain an estimate of the total 
number of parking meters and the dis-

PROPOSALS FOR ADDITIONAL METERS 

Having obtained an insight into the num-

Figure 7. An example of a large metered o f f - s t ree t parking area 
in Davenport, Iowa, August, 1951. Note the arrangement of the 

meters, and the ample i s l e and manuevering areas. 

tribution thereof, this more-than-adequate 
sample was expanded by population groups. ^ 
Table 5 reveals the result of this expan­
sion, for both the number of meters and 
the annual revenue, by population groups. 
An estimated total of 1,113,164 parking 
meters was found in the United States in 
January 1952. There are even more now.̂  
^ The percentage that the number of places reporting was of 
the total number of places having parking meters, in each 
population group, was ascertained. The number of meters 
in places reporting was then expanded on the basis of this 
percentage to 100 percent. 

' Not many years ago, it was estimated that there were def i ­
nite l imi ts to the growth of the parking meter industry and that 
a maximum of 800,000 to 1,000,000 parking spaces in urban 
areas could become sufficiently congested to justify meter 
installation. See "Curbstone Future," in BUSINESS WEEK, 
A p r i l 21, 1945, page 41. This survey reveals that such est i ­
mates f a l l f a r short of the potential. As a matter of fact, i t 
is d i f f icul t to place any kind of ceiling on the potential i n ­
herent in the use of the parking meter. 

ber of parking meters now in operation, it 
is appropriate to inquire into proposals for 
additional installations. In the aggregate, 
67, 023 meters are proposed for use at the 
curb in 39 jurisdictions, and 23, 734 meters 
in off-street facilities in 28 states and the 
District of Columbia, or a total of 90, 757 
meters. 

Table 6 indicates the distribution of these 
meters by population groups. More than 
half of the contemplated additions are being 
considered in the largest cities, of half a 
million and over. The most-substantial 
numbers are proposed for: Arkansas, 
California, Illinois, Indiana, Massachu­
setts, Michigan, Minnesota, New Jersey, 
New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Tenn­
essee, Texas, Virginia, Washington, 
Wisconsin, and the District of Columbia. 

Unlike the situation with respect to 



Population group ToU ll 

state Under 
2,500 

2,500-
5,000 

5,000-
10,000 

10,000-
25,000 

25,000-
50,000 

50,000-
100,000 

100,000-
250,000 

250,000-
600,000 

500,000-
1,000,000 

1,000,000 
or more 

Number 
of meters 

Percentage 
of total 

(Number of Meters) 

Arizona 
California 
Connecticut 
Florida 
Idaho 

177 27 

24 1,079 

237 
80 

617 
133 
440 

792 
43 

181 46 
43 

2,730 
133 
881 
80 

0 2 
14 7 
0 7 
4 7 
0 4 

Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Maine 

20 

332 
212 

12 

422 366 

756 
7 

1,120 
212 
776 

7 
12 

6.0 
1 1 
4.2 

0 1 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

30 
301 

166 

532 

100 

158 

1,222 
145 

578 
130 

96 
139 

260 

324 
704 

2,324 
405 
100 

1 8 
3 8 

12 5 
2 2 
0 5 

Montana 
New Jersey 
New YorlE 
North Carolina 
Ohio 

121 
199 

156 
623 

1,486 
295 
76 

250 
468 
127 

659 481 

156 
744 

3,075 
763 
203 

0.8 
4 0 

16 5 
4 1 
1.1 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 

30 
298 

119 
150 

40 
63 

410 125 
316 

299 285 

149 
983 
316 
40 

647 

0.8 
5 3 
1.7 
0.2 
3 5 

Texas 
Virginia 
Wisconsin 
District of Columbia 

ISl 
120 

414 
321 
383 

77 
132 35 

57 

414 
549 
670 
57 

2 2 
3 0 
3 6 
0 3 

Total 177 87 643 3,713 7,301 3,801 1,559 947 352 46 18,626 100.0 

Percentage of total 0 9 0 S 3 5 19 9 39 2 20 4 8 4 5 1 1 9 0 3 100 0 

TABLE 5 
Total estimated number of curb parking meters and their estimated annual revenues, by population groups,̂  

as of January 1, 1952 

Population group 

Percentage that number 
of places reportmg is 
of total number of 

places havmg parkmg 
meters 

(See Uble 1) 

Number of 
meters in 

places 
reporting 

(See table 2; 

Estimated total 
number of curb 

parkmg meters m 
all places havmg 

parking meters 

Estimated average 
annual revenue per 

meter m places 
reporting 

(See Uble 27) 

Estimated total 
annual revenue 
from all curb 
parking meters 

Under 2,500 
2,500-5,000 
5,000-10,000 
10,000-25,000 
25,000-50,000 
50,000-100,000 
100,000-250,000 
250,000-500,000 
500,000-1,000,000 
1,000,000 or more 

22.3 
35.2 
42.4 
48.7 
54.2 
50.8 
60.7 
59.1 
66.7 
80.0 

10,730 
40,219 
83,371 

125,931 
78,494 
62,649 
53,271 
37,230 
39,823 
13,571 

48,117 
114,259 
196,630 
258,585 
144,823 
123,325 
87,761 
62,995 
59,705 
16,964 

$42.28 
48.73 
55.62 
67.43 
74.80 
77.25 
82.92 
89.67 
82.34 
86.78 

S 2,034,387 
5,567,841 

10,936,561 
17,436,387 
10,832,760 
9,526,856 
7,277,142 
5,648,762 
4,916,110 
1,472,136 

Total or average 41.6 '545,289 1,113,164 S70.48 '$75,648,942 

'Figures do not mclude Juneau, Alaska, with 160 meters, and Los Angeles County, California, with 2,462 
meters, since they do not form a part of the total number of mcorporated places reported by the Bureau of 
the Census from which percentages were derived. 
'Total estimated amount of revenue shown is the sum of the separate items shown for each population group. 
The computed total, based on the estimated total number of curb parking meters for all population groups and 
the estimated average annual revenue per meter for all groups, is $78,455,799. 

additional curb meters, the bulk of new 
proposals for off-street meters is con­
centrated in the 10, OOO-to-250,000 groups, 
with the exception of one proposed for over 
5,000-inthe 72-to-l-mill ion group. Most 
of the off-street devices are contemplated 

in: California, Florida, Illinois, Mas­
sachusetts, Michigan, New Jersey, New 
York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and 
Wisconsin, and the District of Columbia. 
Significantly, a far-greater percentage in­
crease is proposed for off-street installa-
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tions than for installations at the curb. 
Perhaps i t would be helpful to indicate 

specific places where 200 or more meters 
are proposed, at the curb or off-street, as 
follows: 

ARIZONA 
Phoenix 
Tucson 

ARKANSAS 
Conway 
Hot Springs 
Malvern 
Searcy 

COLORADO 
Colorado Springs 

CALIFORNIA 
Alhambra 
CMco 
OaUand 
Palo Alto 
Redwood City 
San Diego 
San Francisco 
Whittier 

liONNESOTA 
Minneapolis 

NEW JERSEY 
Camden 
Kearny 
Plainfield 
Rahway 
Seaside Park 

NEW YORK 
Buffalo 
Corning 
Hempstead 
New York 
Rochester 
Syracuse 
Watertown 
Yonkers 

OHIO 
Cincinnati 
Cleveland 

DISTRICT OF COLUBmiA Elyria 
Washington 

FLOIUDA 
Clearwater 
Daytona Beach 
Miami 
Orlando 

ILLINOIS 
Elmhurst 
Galesburg 
Jollet 

INDIANA 
Lafayette 

IOWA 
Fort Madison 

KENTUCKY 
Paducah 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Boston 
Brookline 
Medford 
Quincy 
Somervllle 
Worcester 

BQCHIGAN 
Ann Harbor 
Benton Harbor 
Femdale 
Flint 
Detroit 
Grand Rapids 

Youngstown 

OKLAHOMA 
OkUhoma City 

OREGON 
The Dalles 

PENNSYLVANU 
Easton 
Lewiston 
Philadelphia 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Columbia 

TENNESSEE 
La FoUette 

TEXAS 
Alice 
Austin 
El Paso 
Lubbock 
Port Arthur 

VIRGiraA 
Alexandria 
Harrlsburg 
Norfolk 
Portsmouth 

WASHINGTON 
SeatUe 

WISCONSIN 
Madison 
Milwaukee 

TABLE 6 

Proposed additional curb and off-.street parking meters in places 
reporting, by popalatlon groups, as of January 1, 1952 

Nuinber of proposed additional parking meters 

Population group 

Under 2,500 
2,500-5,000 
5,000-10,000 
10,000-25,000 
25,000-50,000 
50,000-100,000 
100,000-250,000 
250,000-500,000 
500,000-1,000,000 
1,000,000 or more 

Number Percentage 
of total 

Total 

1,044 
1,745 
5,33T 
5,705 
7,5M 
2,700 
4,005 
2,500 

10,600 
25,(88 

1.6 
2.6 
8.0 
8.5 

11.5 
4.0 
6.0 
8.7 

15.8 
38.3 

67,023 100.0 23,734 100 0 

Percentage 
of total 

160 
242 
802 

3,480 
4,788 
3,054 
3,705 
1,128 
5,275 
1,000 

0 7 
1.0 
3.8 

14.7 
20.2 
12.8 
15.6 
4.7 

22.2 
4.2 

Details of the additional parking meters 
have been cross-classified by population 
groups and by states in Table 7 for proposed 
additional curb meters and in Table 8 for 
proposed additional off-street meters. 

A few of the cities contemplating sub­
stantial additions to their present meter 
installations include: New York, 12,000; 
Philadelphia, 10,687; Norfolk, 1,250; 
Minneapolis, 1,400; Detroit, 2,727; Wash­
ington, 5,000; Orlando (Florida), 1,000; 
and San Francisco, 2,000. 

PARKING-METER REMOVALS 

As we have seen, well over a million 
parking meters have already been installed, 
and thousands more are being proposed 
for mstallation. It should not be inferred, 
however, that meters become permanent 
fixtures once installed. This survey re­
veals that 13,409 meters had been removed, 
as of January 1, 1952, in at least 22 states. 

Figure 8. Percentage distribution of 
proposed additional curb and off-street 
parking meters in places reporting, by 

population groups, January 1, 1952. 



TABLE 7 
Proposed additional curb parking meters in places reporting, by states and population groups, as of January 1, 1»52 

• Population group 

State Dnder 2,500- 5,000- 10,000-
2,SflO 5,000 10,000 25,000 

25,000-
50,000 

50,000- 100,000-
100,000 1250,000 

250,000-
500,000 

500,000- l,0O0,0O0| 
1,000,000 I or more 

Number Percentage 
lof meters of total 

Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

50 

15 
223 
161 1,266 
72 195 

100 

156 

200 
350 
297 
375 

301 
50 

300 

125 1,700 2,000 274 

115 
723 

1,777 
5,510 

581 

0.2 
1.1 
2.6 
8.2 
0 9 

Connecticut 
Florida 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Induuut 

50 
56 

135 

25 

258 
55 

25 
273 
155 
60 

307 

210 
250 

,265 
350 

212 

86 

235 
760 
205 

1,725 
847 

0.3 
1.1 
0.3 
2.6 
1.3 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 

17 128 
322 

26 
SO 

50 
180 

320 

264 

90 

419 

150 

400 

177 
524 
410 
56 

400 

0.3 
0.8 
0.6 
0.1 
2.5 

Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 

19 
214 

25 

44 
175 
19 
30 

230 

180 
279 
18 
SO 

110 

1,135 

75 
71 

60 2,727 
1,400 

4,815 
2,068 

112 
176 
340 

7.2 
3.1 
0 2 
0 3 
0 5 

Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New York 

290 29 
144 

279 
300 

10 
123 
160 
113 
537 

279 
212 

112 
150 400 12,000 

10 
133 
160 

1,102 
14,243 

0.2 
0 2 
1.6 

21.2 

North Carolina 
North DakoU 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 

33 

15 

97 

30 

435 

37 

25 
100 
25 

100 
600 
490 250 

500 
900 

254' 
600 

1,728 
600 
505 

0.4 
0.9 
2.6 
0 9 
0.7 

Pennsylvania 
South Caroluia 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Virginia 

120 125 
100 

232 110 

285 128 

584 
215 
405 

153 

673 
35 

280 
727 
76 

375 
59 

125 
65 

SO 
200 

400 
373 

io,«arr 
65 

800 
365 

12,614 
609 

1,217 
1,992 
1,380 

18.8 
0.9 
1 8 
3 0 
2 0 

Washmgton 
West Virgmia 
Wisccnsm 
District of Columbia 

75 

47 

148 
50 
71 400 

5,000 

1,023 
SO 

994 
5,000 

1.5 
0 1 
1.5 
7.5 

Total 1,044 1,745 5,337 5,705 l.i 2,700 4,005 2,500 10,600 25,688 67,023 100.0 

Percentage of total 1.6 2.6 8.0 8.5 4.0 6.0 3.7 15.8 38 3 

The reasons for such removals are sum­
marized in Table 9. 

Municipalities assigned more than 20 
different reasons for removal of parking 
meters. The most-important single reason. 

TO PtCIUTKTt T lwnG MOVEHCNT 

TO flM«TE UMMIW tOOCS 

TO CMANSf PROM ANOUUUI TO 

TOPOOWDC NOPMKIIWMEJa 

HUOBCIt OP PLAGES REPORTIM 

Figure 9. Most prevalent reasons for 
parking meter removals, in terms of num­
ber of places reporting and number of 
meters removed, as of January 1, 1952. 

from the stanc^oint of numbers of meters 
involved, was to provide loading zones, 
bus stops, driveways and taxi stands at the 
curb. Over 10 percent of the total meters 
removed were in this category, in 44 places 
in 18 states, plus anadditional 5.2 percent 
that could be separately identified as re­
movals for the purpose of creating loading 
zones only. In approximately 10 percent of 
the cases, meters were removed at the 
request of merchants, the school board, or 
private citizens of the municipality. An­
other important reason was to facilitate 
traffic movement, and slightly under 10 
percent of the total number of meters re­
moved were so involved, in 38 places in 
22 states. 

Sometimes, areas were foimd to be 
over-metered; almost 8 percent of the 
total removals were for causes so identi­
fied, in 20 places in 12 states. In over 5 
percent of the meters Involved, removals 
could be attributed to the fact that revenues 
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were too low, a reason closely related to 
the foregoing one. Approximately 5 per-

m 

Figure 10. Metal parking meter hoods 
used in San Diego, C a l i f o r n i a , to ac ­

commodate spec ia l conditions. 

cent of the meters were removed to change 
from angular to parallel parking, in 19 
places in 11 states. 

Among other significant reasons for 

Figure 11. This type of parking meter was 
used to regulate curb parking in Miami, 

F lor ida in May 1938. 

TABLE 8 
Proposed additional off-street parking meters in places reporting, by states and population groups, J of January 1, 1952 

Population group 

2,500- 5,000- 10,000-
5,000 10,000 25,000 

100,000- 250,000- 500,000-
250, 000 500,000 1,000,000 

Total 

Number Percentage 
of meters of total 

Arizona 
California 
Colorado 
Florida 
Illinois 

Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Maine 
Massachusetts 

64 272 378 
32 

80 42 600 
70 450 55 

500 
M 100 

100 

1,000 
324 

200 

150 
1,067 

32 
1,922 

899 

25 
140 

500 
296 
100 
25 

1,425 

0.6 
4.5 
0.1 
8.1 

2.1 
1.2 
0.4 
0.1 
6.0 

Michigan 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
Montana 

613 
100 125 

1,469 
225 

57 
50 

6.2 
1.0 
0.2 
0.2 

New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New York 
North Carolina 
Ohio 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 

Texas 
Virginia 
Washington 
Wisconsin 
District of Columbia 

150 35 

13 

160 
388 
164 

159 

520 
637 

500 
70 300 

180 
400 

28 

160 
1,591 
2,571 

273 
1,262 

50 
212 417 149 

m 
100 

70 
828 
125 
20 

320 

10 80 125 
250 

1,250 

135 377 150 
5,000 

250 
1,885 

500 
662 

5,000 

0.7 I 
6.7 i 

10.8 
1.2 
5.4 : 

0.3 
3.5 
0.5 
0.1 
1.3 

1.1 
7.9 
2 .1 

Total 160 242 892 3,490 4,788 3,054 3,705 1,128 5,275 1,000 23,734 

Percentage of total • 

100.0 
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removal were those to provide no-parking 
areas; to remove meters from residential 
sections; and to provide free parking space 
(see Table 9). 

Number «rf psrUnK meters removw) ta places reporting, and 
reasons for removals, as of January 1, lBfi2 

(United States and Alaska) 
Hetera removed^ Fiacea re^rting 

Reuons for removal Number 
Percentage 

of total 
removed 

Number of 
placed 

Number of 
states 

representetf 
To provide loading zones, 
bus stops, drivewayfl, 
taxi stands* 1,36S 10 2 44 18 

Smnoved by request of 
merchant, school board 
or eltuena 1,318 9 8 13 9 

To facilitate traffic 
i.aiT 9 8 38 22 

Over-metered areas 1,018 7 8 W 12 

Revenues too low 727 8 4 IB 13 
To create loading sones 888 5 8 30 17 
To change from angular 
to parallel parking 840 4 8 IB 11 
To provide "no parklng"areai • 595 4 4 IS 10 
To remove meters from 
resldenttal section S8S 4 4 9 8 
To provide bus sones 4BS 3 8 15 12 
To open driveways 379 2 a 38 31 
To widen parking spaces 359 2 7 11 9 
Mot feasible 380 2 8 2 3 
To give free parking space 387 2 1 1 1 
Rsmoved as off-street park­
ing lots are provided 281 2 0 5 5 
Meters relocated 249 1 9 e 6 
On rl0it-of-«ay of lunited 
access hltfivay 200 1 8 1 1 
To provide unmetered space 
In front of coonty building, 
kourt house, post office, or 
doctor's ottlce* 183 1 3 12 10 
Bad location 135 1 0 6 8 
Meters broken, destroyed, 
or stolen 69 0 S 10 9 
To provide taxi stands 33 0 3 9 8 
To eliminate parking because 18 
of one-waystreet designation 

0 1 3 3 
eitates 

Miscellaneous* 2,1B4 18 1 53 25 and 
Alaska) 

Total 13,409* 100 0 ' • 

Information Incomplete* 81 30 
No meters removed* S07 40 
Places not reporting on removals* 209 

• r i v i n s do Dot liiclnde romontla lor the purpon ol loataUlm > dillenm tne 
of meter, ttoee that were removed temponirllr for conetnictloo work or per-
mg, or thoee that i r e removed temporertly during eertam aeuooA of the , « t r 
*Nan.edditlve Hetere were aometunee removed for more than one reuon hi 
the aame piece 
'Tha numlMrs of metere removed for each of the deeiviated rmeaoe were not 
aepaiately reported m the pUcea taidlcated 
•ineliidea removala lor combmatloea of the verloea reeaona ahown. the numbn-
for each Item not heln( aeparaleir Identified, and m addition for auch miecal-
laaeooa reneona aa the folhiwlng Cfaange In character of commercial area, 
curb cuta, fire hydranta, mall bona, flUlng ahitiona. craunery, hotela, apart­
ment bnlldlwa, police biriacka, thatera, banka, oHlce bulldmga, and i»-
movala for unatated leaaona 
'Elghty.one placea Indicated that removala had been made but failed to report 
die number of metera taivolvvd 
"rive hundred and aeven placea reported thai no metera had been removed, whUe 
209 placea failed to Indicate whether or not any removals had been made 

These data, can assist mimicipalities in 
eliminating most of the points of conflict in 
the parking-meter program, v^ere loca­
tion of parking meters is an Irritant in 
connection with the use of the property 
to which they are adjacent and other public 
needs. 

This discussion thus far has concerned 
itself only with the removal of parking 
meters to increase the efficiency of the 
program generally. Occasionally, parking 
meters are banned altogether in a par­

ticular place, because of substantial op­
position by the public. Such was the case 
in North Dakota, where parking meters 
were prohibited in 1948 by an initiative 
measure that had been duly submitted to 
the state electorate; at that time, meters 
were outlawed by the narrow margin of 
2,500 votes (94,000 to 91,500), despite 
the fact that over 150,000 tickets had been 
issued for violations in the several years 
prior to the election.' 

At the time of this contest, four ad­
vantages of the parking meter program 
were publicized: (1) Police protection 
against pilfering of vehicles was provided. 
It was asserted that the fact that a police 
officer makes regular rounds in metered 
areas, observing not only the meter, but 
the vehicle as well, is worth the meter 
charge. (2) Additional protection is pro­
vided against certain types of traffic acci­
dents and dented fenders due to improper 
parking. The parking meter assists in 
more careful parking and unparking, i t 
was asserted. (3) A more-equitable dis­
tribution of available curb space is made 
possible by the parking meter among an 
ever-increasing motorist demand for space. 
The all-day monopoly of curb space is 
rendered much more difficult. (4) Park­
ing-meter fees are eventually used to i m ­
prove parking accommodations generally. 
Such revenues were being used to provide 
free parking lots, remove snow from city 
streets, and improve highways generally. 

The 1948 campaign was further drama­
tized by a declaration of a state-wide 
moratorium of a week on the payment of 
parking meter fees (by means of cloth hoods 
on the meters). The consequences of this 
week's tr ial of the non-use of the parking 
meter are significant. It was reported 
that: "Traffic on the streets was snarled, 
parking places were filled from morning 
until night by parking hogs, motorists fought 
for a place to park . . . those not in favor of 
the meters, as well as those favoring, had 
to park out from the central shopping areaa" 

Nine North Dakota cities would be af­
fected particularly: Fargo with an invest­
ment in parking meters of more than 
$76,000; Bismarck $31,000; Devils Lake 
$18,000; Dickinson $29,000; Grafton 
$13,000; Grand Forks $30,000; Jamestown 
'This discussion of the North Dakota experience Is based 
upon "The People Banned Parking Meters in North Dakota," 
by J. Adln Mann, TRAFFIC QUARTERLY, April 1950, pages 
189-197. 
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$26,000; Wahpeton $9,000; and Minot 
$43,000. 

Despite all this, meters were outlawed 
but not for long. The 1951 legislature re-

Arizona.' In 1953, these meters were 
removed. It is asserted that they wil l 
probably be restored next year. This 
strange behavior results from the fact 

TABLE 10 
Number of automatic and manual curb parking meters in places reporting, by papulation groups, 

as of January 1, 1952 
Population 

group Automatic Manual 
Type not 
indicated Total 

Population 
group 

Number Percentage Number | Percentage Number Percentage 

Total 

Under 2,500 
2,500 - 5,000 
5,000 - 10,000 
10,000 - 25,000 
25,000 - 50,000 
50,000 - 100,000 
100,000 - 250,000 
250,000 - 500,000 
500,000 - 1,000,000 
1,000,000 or more 
Los Angeles County, 
California — no 
population group 

3,353 31.2 
21,547 53.6 
47,494 56.8 
64,235 51.0 
41,353 52.7 
32,110 51.3 
23,446 44.0 
22,319 60.0 
31,623 79.4 
13,571 100.0 

1,063 43.2 

5,639 52. 6 
15,526 38.6 
32,376 38.8 
56,670 45.0 
32,396 41.3 
26,971 43.1 
21,952 41.2 
9,610 25.8 
8,200 20.6 

1,399 56.8 

1,738 16.2 
3,146 7.8 
3,661 4.4 
5,026 4.0 
4,745 6.0 
3,568 5.6 
7,873 14. 8 
5,301 14.2 

10,730 
40,219 
83,531 

125,931 
78,494 
62,649 
53,271 
37,230 
39,823 
13,571 

2,462 
Total 302,114 55.1 210,739 38. 5 35,058 6.4 547,911 

legalized parking meters by the required 
two-thirds majority vote. But opponents 
of the program again forced a referendum 
of the issue, and in June 1952, meters were 
again outlawed (effective July 1952) in 
North Dakota, by a narrow margin (approxi­
mately 82,000 to 80,000 votes). 

Some municipalities-th6se in North 
Dakota aside — have removed their parking 
meters after installation, some of these 
later reinstalling them. According to the 
International City Managers' Association, 
17 cities of over 5,000 population had re­
moved parking meters as of 1949 and had 
not reinstalled them. * However, 21 places 
are reported as having removed them 
but later reinstated them. A good illustra­
tion of the latter is Providence, Rhode 
Island, where the original attitude was so 
hostile to parking meters over 10 years 
ago that a court order removed them; by 
1946 the attitude had changed completely 
and another court order at that time author­
ized reinstallation of the meters. 

Sometimes, the removal and reinstal­
lation of parking meters have strange back­
grounds. It is reported that in 1952, park­
ing meters were installed on Buchanan 
Street at the Union Station in Phoenix, 
*1950MUNICO>AL YEAR BOOK, International City Managers' 
Association, pages 452-453. 

that both the Union Station and Buchanan 
Street are private property, jointly owned 

lOMO CSOOO VtlOV) 100000 tHLOflO S0<|000 IjDOOLOOO 
TO TO TO TO TO TO 00 I N K 

IBOOO 90000 100000 190000 900000 1000000 
POPULATION OROUPa 

• MJTOMHK ^̂ MMUU. I l lTPf NOT 

•CTCR ^ ^ M C T C N i_^mmjnB 

Figure 12. Percentage distribution of 
curb parking meters according to types in 
places reporting, by population groups, 

January 1, 1952. 
by the Santa Fe and the Southern Pacific 
Railroads. Control of the area shifts each 
year from the one railroad to the other, 
and a difference of opinion exists as to 
whether meters are desirable or not. 
'Adaptedfrom "Movable Meters," in BUSINESS WEEK, July 
25, 1953, page 114. 
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TABLE 11 
Number of automatic and manual curb parking meters in places reporting, by states, as of 

January 1, 1952 

State Automatic Manual Type not indicated Total State 
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Total 

Alabama 5,723 66.5 2,886 33.5 8,609 
Arizona 3,139 59.0 2,171 41.0 5,310 
Arkansas 7,607 70.2 2,274 20.9 951 8.9 10,832 
California 29,841 43.0 33,383 48.1 6,222 8.9 69,446 
Colorado 5,605 77.2 1,065 14.7 588 8.1 7,258 
Connecticut 138 5.2 2,505 94.8 2,643 
Delaware 80 36.4 140 63.6 220 
Florida 6,166 42.5 7,740 53.3 614 4.2 14,520 
Georgia 3,351 51.5 3,155 48.5 6,506 
Idaho 1,211 35.7 995 29.3 1,189 35.0 3,395 
Illinois 11,096 49.3 8,718 38.7 2,708 12.0 22,522 
Indiana 6,561 55.4 3,255 27.5 2,019 17.1 11,835 
Iowa 7,998 51.9 4,904 31.8 2,519 16.3 15,421 
Kansas 5,563 48.2 5,544 48.0 436 3.8 11,543 
Kentucky 2,628 75.3 861 24.7 3,489 
Louisiana 290 14.2 1,756 85.8 2,046 
Maine 1,577 76.9 473 23.1 2,050 
Maryland 360 14.7 1,510 61.6 581 23.7 2,451 
Massachusetts 7,711 36.9 12,459 59.5 755 3.6 20,925 
Michigan 20,273 85.0 3,360 14.1 200 0.9 23,833 
Minnesota 10,416 73.0 3,840 27.0 14,256 
Mississippi 4,701 70.0 1,598 23.8 420 6.2 6,719 
Missouri 3,615 44.8 3,706 46.0 745 9.2 8,066 
Montana 624 12.7 4,287 87.3 4,911 
Nebraska 1,835 58.3 1,311 41.7 3,146 
Nevada 760 100.0 760 
New Hampshire 1,491 76.3 464 23.7 1,955 
New Jersey 5,471 33.0 9,844 59.5 1,236 7.5 16,551 
New Mexico 245 45.0 300 55.0 545 
New York 17,812 59.8 11,727 39.4 262 0.8 29,801 
North Carolina 3,975 36.6 5,721 52.6 1,172 10.8 10,868 
North Dakota 1,991 100.0 1,991 
Ohio 16,983 75.0 4,555 20.1 1,107 4.9 22,645 
Oklahoma 6,890 70.7 2,852 29.3 9,742 
Oregon 12,464 63.3 7,023 35.7 200 1.0 19,687 
Pennsylvania 18,036 48.4 18,237 48.9 1,020 2.7 37,293 
Rhode Island 1,625 100.0 1,625 
South Carolina 3,200 49.6 3,247 50.4 6,447 
South Dakota 1,274 83.6 250 16.4 1,524 
Tennessee 9,628 52.3 8,060 43.8 730 3.9 18,418 
Texas 22,774 78.7 1,898 6.6 4,260 14.7 28,932 
Utah 6,071 100.0 6,071 
Vermont 1,352 89.5 159 10.5 1,511 
Virginia 5,203 65.0 2,541 31.8 253 3.2 7,997 
Washington 5,483 33.8 9,814 60.6 909 5.6 16,206 
West Virginia 809 42.9 970 51.5 105 5.6 1,884 
Wisconsin 13,987 77,0 3,667 20.2 511 2.8 18,165 
Wyoming 444 69.6 194 30.4 638 
District of Columbia 4,543 100.0 4,543 
Alaska 160 100.0 160 

Total 302,114 55.1 210,739 38.5 35,058 6.4 547,911 
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TABLE 12 
Locatiim of curb parking meters with respect to use districts of city in places reporting, by popuUtion groups, as of lanuair 1, UI2 

(United States and Alaska) 

Population 
Group 

Under 2,500 
2,500 -5,000 
5,000 - 10,000 
10,000 - 25,000 
25,000 - 50,000 
50,000 - 100,000 
100,000 - 250,000 
250,000 - 500,000 
500,000 - 1,000,000 
1,000,000 or more 
Los Angeles County, 
California - no 
populaUon group 

District in whicli located 

Number of 
meters j Percentage 
9,425 

37,642 
74,961 

110,336 
65,163 
46,861 
40,127 
17,905 
30,911 
2,722 

87 0 
93 6 
89 7 
87 5 
83 1 
74 8 
75 3 
48.4 
77 6 
20 1 

Number of 
meters Percentage 

86 
192 
934 
26 
23 

514 
57 

0 6 
0 5 
1 1 
0 2 
0 8 
0 1 

Number of 
meters | Percentage 

196 
242 
163 
928 
173 
46 

218 

1 8 
0 6 
0 3 
0 7 
0 2 
0 1 
0 5 

Number of 
meters | Percentage] 

580 

500 

0 9 

1 3 

District not 
indicated 

Number of 
meters [Percentage 

1,021 
2,093 
7,473 

14,641 
13,115 
14,648 
12,869 
18,735 
8,512 

10,849 

9 5 
5 2 
8 9 

11 6 
16 7 
23 4 
24 1 
50 3 
21 4 
79 9 

Total number 
meters 
10,730 
40,219 
83,531 

125,931 
78,494 
62,649 
53,271 
37,230 
39,823 
13,571 

It is interesting to note some of the 
reasons advanced for the wholesale re­
moval of meters after installation: Highly 
emotional reaction agamst meters as an 
encroachment on the liberty of the citizen; 
parking-meter fees regarded as another 
tax; installed before they were authorized 
by state enabling legislation and therefore 
regarded as unconstitutional; and installa­
tion in places where there was no curb park­
ing problem, resulting in insufficient in­
come to pay for the meters and for their 
maintenance and operation. 

It is apparent, of course, that in terms 
of relative numbers of meters, wholesale 
removals are relatively insignificant. But 
removals in specific locations, due to 
special reasons, can become quite impor­
tant, in that they facilitate the elimination 
of sources of irritation to the program. 

TYPES OF PARKING METERS 

With respect to their operation, parking 
meters are of two types, manual and auto­
matic. The insertion of a coin and the 
operation of a lever or handle starts the 
meter timing on the manual type. The coin 
insertion alone suffices for this purpose on 
the automatic variety.' 

Data concerning the types of parking 
meters were submitted in connection with 
512,853 meters, out of a total of 547,911 
reported upon in this investigation. As 
Table 10 indicates, approximately 55 per­
cent of the total were automatic and 38 
percent were manual. 

Apparently, a significant relationship 
exists between the type of parking meter 
used and size of the municipality involved. 
'see TRAFFIC ENGINEERING HANDBOOK, 2d Edition, 1950, 
Institute of Tiaffic Engineers. 

As the data in the table reveal, meters of 
the automatic variety account for 31.2 
percent of the total number of meters sur­
veyed for the smallest places and 100 per­
cent in the largest cities. In general, 
though not invariably, the larger the mu­
nicipality, the greater is the percentage of 
automatic parking meters. 

Data for a relatively small number of 
meters were not available by types, amount­
ing to 6.4 percent of the total number of 
meters surveyed. Whatever the nature of 
this group of meters may be, with respect 
to types, its influence on the findings indi­
cated above can be disregarded for all 
practical purposes. 

The number of automatic and manual 
meters, by states, is summarized in Table 
11. Some interesting groupings can be 
made from this tabulation. For example, 
all the curb meters in three jurisdictions 
(Nevada, Rhode Island, and the District of 
Columbia) are of the automatic variety. In 
three others (North Dakota^, Utah, and 
Alaska) al l the meters are manual. At 
least three quarters of the meters are 
automatic in 10 other states: Colorado, 
Kentucky, Maine, Michigan, New Hamp­
shire, Ohio, South Dakota, Texas, Vermont, 
and Wisconsin. More than three fourths of 
those in Connecticut, Louisiana, and Mon­
tana are manual. 

LOCATION OF METERS IN 
USE DISTRICTS 

Questions have frequently arisen con­
cerning the locations of curb meters with 
reference to the several use districts of a 
' This survey refers throughout, of course, to 1951. Since 
that time, parking meters Jn North Dakota have been out­
lawed, t>y referendum. 
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city. An analysis of the data submitted for 
almost half a million meters is quite re­
vealing in this respect. 

As one might logically expect, the great 
bulk of curb parking meters are placed in 
the district with the highest intensity of use 
of curb space and containing the largest 
generators of parking demand, viz . , the 
commercial district. Table 12 indicates 
the location of curb meters with respect to 
the use districts of a city, by population 
groups. It reveals that the greatest bulk of 
meters, by far, are found in the commer­
cial districts--over 80 percent in the ag­

gregate. And when one considers that the 
use district was not specified for approxi­
mately 19 percent of the meters for which 
questionnaires were returned, i t becomes 
apparent that the ntmibers of meters in the 
industrial, residential, or other districts 
are insignificant—approximately 1 percent 
for all of them combined. 

There are slight variations of these per­
centages in the various population groups 
comprising the aggregate, but none are 
particularly significant. Of all curb meters 
surveyed in urban areas under 2,500 popula­
tion, 1.8 percent were found to be located 

TABLE 13 
LoGaUflo of curb narkliK meters with reaiiect to use districts c( city. In places raportlng, by states, as of January 1, 

(United States and Alaska) 
1952 

Di! trict in which locati !d 
District not 

State Commercial Industrial Residential Other indicated 

Number of 
meters 

Per­
cent­
age 

Number of 
meters 

Per­
cent­
age 

Number of 
meters 

Per­
cent­
age 

Number of 
meters 

Per­
cent­
age 

Number of 
meters 

Per­
cent­
age 

Total number 
of meters 

Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

8,256 
5,253 
9,408 

50,644 
5,653 

95.9 
98.9 
86.9 
72.9 
77.9 

57 

514 

1.1 

0.8 
104 
160 

0 9 
0.2 580 0.8 

353 

1,320 
17,548 
1,605 

4.1 

12.2 
25.3 
22.1 

8,609 
5,310 

10,832 
69,446 
7,258 

Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Uaho 

846 
220 

11,846 
5,731 
3,393 

32 0 
100.0 
82.0 
88.0 
99.9 2 0.1 

1,797 

2,674 
775 

68.0 

18.0 
12.0 

2,643 
220 

14,520 
6,506 
3,395 

Illinois 20,172 
9,199 

89.6 
77 7 

405 
444 

1 7 
3.7 

66 
10 

0.2 
0 1 

1,879 
2,182 

8.4 
18.4 

22,522 
11,835 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 

15,421 
11,108 
2,717 

100.0 
98.2 
77.9 

435 
772 

3.8 
22.1 

15,421 
11,543 
3,489 

Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 

2,046 
2,050 
1,169 

17,016 
13,301 

100.0 
100.0 
47.7 
81.3 
SS.8 

137 
558 
40 

5.6 
2 7 
0.2 

1,145 
3,351 

10,492 

46.7 
16.0 
44.0 

2,046 
2,050 
2,451 

20,925 
23,833 

Minnesola 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
NebiBska 

13,651 
6,209 
7,355 
4,911 
3,146 

95.8 
92.4 
91.2 

100.0 
100.0 

605 
510 
711 

4.2 
7.6 
8.8 

14,256 
6,719 
8,066 
4,911 
3,146 

Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 

760 
1,596 
9,293 

545 
19,264 

100.0 
81.6 
56.1 

100.0 
64.6 

311 

106 

2.0 

0.4 

359 
6,947 

10,431 

18.4 
41.9 

35.0 

760 
1,955 

16,551 
545 

29,801 

North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 

7,910 
1,991 

16,217 
8,509 

18,101 

72.8 
100.0 
71.6 
87.3 
91.9 

106 
17 

0.5 
0.2 

500 2.2 

2,958 

5,822 
1,216 
1,586 

27 2 

25.7 
12.5 
8.1 

10,868 
1,991 

22,645 
9,742 

19,687 

Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 

23,777 
300 

6,050 
762 

16,965 

63.7 
18.5 
93.8 
50.0 
92.1 

267 

61 

0.8 

0.3 

687 

12 

1.8 

0.1 SO 0.3 

12,562 
1,325 

397 
762 

1,330 

33.7 
81.5 
6.2 

50.0 
7.2 

37,293 
1,825 
6,447 
1,524 

18,418 

Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
VlrgtaJa 
Washington 

26,063 
6,071 
1,511 
6,292 

13,023 

90.1 
100.0 
100.0 
78.7 
80.4 

SO 0.2 2,819 

1,705 
3,183 

9.7 

21.3 
19.6 

28,932 
6,071 
1,511 
7,997 

16,206 

West Virginia 1,063 
Wisconsin 16,500 
Wyoming 638 
District of Columbia 4,643 
Alaska 160 

56.4 
90.9 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

36 0.1 50 0.3 
821 

1,579 
43.6 
8.7 

1,884 
18,165 

638 
4,543 

160 

Total 438,725 80.1 1,834 0.3 2,366 0.4 1,130 0.2 103,856 19.0 M7,911 
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COWkVtAIHTS 

Figure 13. I t i s amazing how quickly community attitudes toward 
the parking meter change after a fair t r i a l . 

in residential areas. In the 5,000 to 10,000 
population group, 1.1 percent of the meters 
were in industrial areas. 

The location of curb parking meters 
with respect to use districts of the city, 
by states, is summarized in Table 13. 
Obviously, the same conclusions are sup­
ported by these data: The vast bulk of the 
curb meters are concentrated in commer­
cial districts. 

Perhaps several small variations as 
between states can be mentioned. Most of 
the states have reported that parking meters 
are not placed at the curb in industrial 
districts. But 3.7 percent of all meters 
surveyed in Indiana were located in indus­
tr ia l districts; 1.7 percent of al l meters 
surveyed in Illinois; 1.1 percent in A r i ­
zona; and 0. 8 percent in California and in 
Pennsylvania. Perhaps in the Midwest and 
Far West the industrial use districts are 
relatively close to the commercial districts. 

The situation in residential uses is not 
much different. Approximately 5.6 percent 
of all meters surveyed in Maryland were 
located in residential areas; 2.7 percent 
in Massachusetts; 2.0percent in New Jer­

sey; and 1.8 percent in Pennsylvania. In 
the Eastern and older cities, residential 
areas are situated closer to the commer­
cial districts than to other sections. 

COMMUNITY ATTITUDES TOWARD 
METERS BEFORE INSTALLATION 

One of the most-difficult obstacles that 
need to be surmounted is the community 
attitude toward the installation of parking 
meters. Appropriate questions were in­
cluded in the questionnaire in order to elicit 
empirically the magnitude and character of 
these attitudes. Perhaps the findmgs are 
not different from what might be expected, 
but the detail is significant as well as the 
variations from state to state and as be­
tween the several population groups. 

The story is told' of how two men, Carl 
Magee (lawyer and newspaperman) and 
G. A. Hale (engineeringprofessor at Okla­
homa A. & M.) finally convinced officials 
of Oklahoma City to try their new invention 
'Aitaptedfrom "Gold Mines at the Curbstone," by Norman 
Carlisle, In CORONET, October 1952, page 115 et seq. 



Reported attltudee of commitnUles toward parking meters before Installation In places reporting, by population groups, 
as ol January 1, 19BS 

VeWI ker of plaeae with indieatad atl titode la eaeh populatiai g m »P t a l 
Attitude Oidor 2,500 2.500-5.000 5.000.10.000 10,000-25,000 25,000.50,000 50,000-100,000 100,00(̂ .250,000 250,000-500,000 500.000-1.000,000 1,000,000 or aore plaoee 

repertiac 

PeroKtage 
of to ta l 

reportiac Mia-hm. Peraentage ltaM«e> Rafwentage UH^ Fereentage 
plaoee 

repertiac 

PeroKtage 
of to ta l 

reportiac Peraentage Rafwentage Fereentage Pel ueavage 
plaoee 

repertiac 

PeroKtage 
of to ta l 

reportiac 

Deeided oppoeitloB 3 15 6.5 la 6.3 22 7.5 U 3.5 b 7.1 2 5.U 1 9.1 - - - - 67 6.2 

Ceatroversial - - - - e 0.7 - - 1 0.9 3 5.1> 6 0.6 

OeBerally nuferoruble 19 58 19.0 5U 1 8 . 8 6 1 20.9 30 2 6 . 1 8 11M3 8 21.6 li 56.3 - - - - 222 ao 5 

amll ^ « T l ^ oppeeed 5 6.7 16 8.0 JO 10.5 17 5.8 b 5.5 5 8.9 - - 1 9.1 - - - - 78 7.2 

Strsog ainorl tr opposed 1 0.1 

Kibllo opposed, liusl-
aees aea end taployeM 
fttvond 1 1.5 1 0.5 1 o.b 6 2.1 1 1.8 1 2.7 11 1.0 

IquBlIy divided fer uid 
aC*^ t 6 a.o 19 9.5 30 10.5 2 9 9.9 11 9.5 b 7.1 It 10.8 . 1 20.0 - - loU 9.6 

XadtrfWmt 1 1.3 3 1.5 2 0.7 3 1.0 1 0.9 . . - - - - - - - 10 0.9 

Jneertata, • i l l l o f to 
try aetera 10 13-3 12.0 3» 13 .2 25 8 .6 19 16.5 5 8.9 9 SUA 1 9.1 1 20.0 1 25.0 133 12.3 

Busines • W B sad 
OBployeee opposedj 
paltlle M t t l j 
fkvered 6 8.0 12 6.0 17 5.9 1 5 5.1 7 6.1 1 1.8 3 6.1 1 9.1 1 20.0 _ 63 5.8 

luelnesMi& opposed, 
feners and public 
favMed 3 1|.0 6 J.o 3 1.0 It 1.1> 1 0.9 1 1.8 2 5.U I 20.0 21 1.9 

Pnblie favored, 
fknere eppesed 2 2.7 k 2.0 5 1.0 3 1.0 _ _ . . _ _ _ - . _ 12 1.1 

Seas OppeeltieB, perklai 
eoBtrol eeaeidered 
Bseeesaiy 1 1-3 U e.o 2 0.7 2 1.7 9 D.8 

Oenerallr l a fkvor, 
SOM oppeeitlea 9 1S.0 33 >«.5 Ii3 15.0 18 .5 1 7 1U.B 13 23.2 3 8.1 2 18.2 1 20 J) 1 25.0 176 16.5 

Slight MLjorll^ 
f imraUa - 6 5.0 8 2.8 h 1.U 1 0.9 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 19 1.6 

FkToraUe i f preeeeds 
w i l l to used f»r o f f -
street paifelas _ _ 1 0.5 3 1.0 1 1.8 5 0.5 

TfevoraUe 9 12.0 20 10.0 31 10.8 U> 15.7 15 13.0 10 17 .9 b 10.8 1 9.1 - - 2 50 0 132 12.2 

PuUlo atUtude u t a w H i - - 1 0.5 6 2.1 3 1.0 2 1.7 - - 1 2.7 - - - - - - 13 1.2 

Hotel 75 100.0 200 100.0 2»r 100.0 292 100.0 115 100.0 56 100.0 37 100.0 11 100.0 5 100.0 ii 100.0 1.062 100.0 
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on two city blocks. The f i rs t day was a 
discouraging one for Hale and Magee, for 
the metered parking places remained con­
spicuously empty; worried and enraged 
shopkeepers set up a storm of protest at 
city hall. But i t took only several more 
days to convince everybody concerned that 
meters helped shippers, and merchants 
began clamoring for more meters. The 
community attitudes which characterized 

MTJUrTML 
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1 1 1 1 I I I mmwM 
I I I I I I I I • I 
I I I I I I 1 1 • I 

MIS • . « " "looo 100,000 m m vawoo •svs 

Figure 14. Percentage distribution of 
community attitudes toward parking me­
ters before instal lat ion in places re­
porting, by population groups, January 

1, 1952. 

as decided opposition, controversial, gen­
erally unfavorable, small majority opposed, 
strong minority opposed, public opposed 
but business men and employees favored. 
The second class included attitudes that 
were equally divided for and against, in ­
different, uncertain but willing to try 
meters, businessmen and employees op­
posed but public mostly favored, business­
men opposed but farmers and public fa­
vored, and public favored but farmers 
opposed. The third class involved atti­
tudes where there was some opposition but 
parking control was considered necessary, 
those generally in favor with some opposi­
tion, slight majority favored, favorable if 
proceeds of the parking meters would be 
used for off-street parking facilities, and 
favorable. Wide variation obviously exists. 

In terms of the number of places in­
volved, there was almost an equal division 
between attitudes (before installation of 
meters) substantially opposed to the park­
ing meter, those neither preponderantly 
for or against, and those generally favor­
able. More precise percentages are the 
following: (1) substantial opposition, 35.6 
percent; (2) some for, some against, 31. 
percent; (3) generally favorable, 31. 
percent; and (4) attitude unknown, 1. 
percent. 

.6 

.6 

.2 

SuflBBift̂ ^̂  d community t̂ ttttudBi 
T A B U 15 

IS toward parking meters prior to installation In places reporting, by populatiOD groups, 
as cf January 1, 1952 

Percentage at places with Indicated atUtude 
Attttndes con­
solidated 

Under 
2,500 

2,500-
5,000 

5,000-
10,000 

10,000-
25,000 

25,000-
50,000 

50,000-
100,000 

100,000-
250,000 

250,000-
500,000 

500,000-
1,000,000 

1,000,000 
or more 

Total 

Substantial 
qppoBitlon 37.4 34.0 36.7 36.7 34.0 37.5 29.7 54.5 _ _ 35.6 
Some for, some 
•gainst 37.3 34.0 32.3 27.0 33.9 19.6 48.7 18.2 80.0 25.0 31.6 
Ctaeraify favor-
•Ue 25.3 31.5 28.9 35.3 30.4 42.9 18.9 27.3 20.0 75.0 31.6 
AttHmle unlmawi - 0.5 2.1 1.0 1.7 - 2.7 - - - 1.2 

T o U 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

this f i rs t experiment with the parking meter 
were typical of those that followed meter 
installations in cities all over the United 
States. 

In Table 14, attitudes have been sum­
marized under 18 different headings. These 
have been indicated substantially as sug­
gested in the questionnaire returns. The 
categories of attitudes listed may be 
grouped roughly into three larger classes: 
(1) substantial opposition; (2) some for, 
some against; and (3) generally favorable. 
The f i rs t class included attitudes identified 

The data tend to debunk several hypoth­
eses with respect to commimity attitudes 
that have sometimes been put forth: (1) 
Strong minority opposition rarely was found 
to exist; only one place out of more than a 
thousand reported such a prelnstallation 
attitude. (2) Attitudes involving uncer­
tainty as to the desirability of parking 
meters, but a willingness to try them pre­
vailed in over 12 percent of the places 
reporting. (3) Difficulties arising from 
opposition of businessmen and employees 
and support of public were not particularly 
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widespread, constituting less than 6 percent 
of the 1,082 places for which attitude data 
were available. (4) Farmer opposition and 
public support is far less prevalent than 
imagined;this survey indicates that approxi­
mately 1 percent of the places have pre-
installation attitudes of this kind." 

for and against, and 25 percent were gen­
erally favorable, of the largest places there 
were more with substantial opposition, 25 
percent reported some for and some 
against, and 75 percent were generally 
favorable. But the variations in between 
these two population extremes were sub-

TABLB IT 
RiporMalUbidHitfcoiiiiiniiUtlMtawudpaiUagniMsn liter liutaUa bjr pQpnlmUon r « tt JuwiT 1, 19B) 

Cantrawnlal 

XqiaUy dlTldrd for ud icalnst 

ii8«l for sH-Btreet ptrkliv 
Fkvonbla 
Ymrr MlobctoiT. ta muv eu 

Bum BMtan war* rMnntad 
Pdblte amtydi wtoowB 

34 4S S 

SB B 39 3 

17 4 

3S 1 

15 4 

10.000 - 3». OOP 

I * 

87 4 

20 4 

2S.000-M.000 

45 5 

33 3 

M.OOQ. 100,000 100.000 - 350.000 

35 1 

37 a 

250.000 -BOO. 000 

33 3 

44 5 

500.000 .1.000.000 

43 3 

4B 7 

IM lOO 0 

A summary of community attitudes 
toward parking meters prior to their in­
stallation, is indicated in Table 15 in the 
form of percentages applicable to the three 
general categories of such attitudes. An 
analysis of these data fails to reveal any 
significant relationship between the char­
acter of the community attitude and popu­
lation group. Whereas of the smallest 
places, approximately 37 percent had 
community attitudes unfavorable to the 
parking meter, 37 percent were divided 
'TheatUtudes of the ru ra l fo lks toward the parking meter 
has often been misrepresented and misconstrued. The f Ind-
higs of this taivestlgatlon In this area are supported by sur­
veys In 1949 in n i lnois by three independent groups: 

1. n i inois chambers of commerce. This survey sought 
personal experiences and opinions concerning the effects of 
parking meters upon r u r a l trade in the respective cities 
polled. Twenty percent of the local chambers of commerce 
reported that the installaUon of parking meters had had no 
effect upon sales, 70 percent mdlcated that the installation 
of meters had favorably affected sales. The remauuig 10 
percent replied that fa rmers had voiced considerable ob­
jection to the meters in their respective cit ies. 

2. I l l inois county f a r m bureaus This po l l sought opm-
lons concerning the fa rmers ' atutudes toward the parking 
meter. Forty percent Indicated that fa rmers In their areas 
favored the parking meter as a device to obtain some better­
ment in the parking muddle; SO percent reported that fa rmers 
hi their counties tolerated the meters, bemg neither strongly 
f o r them nor strongly against them. The remaining 10 per­
cent replied that fa rmers in their vicinity were violently op-
pof ed to meters. 

3. Individual I l l inois f a rmers . This survey involved the 
Interviewing of fa rmers in their homes. Sixty-three percent 
of the fa rmers asked, approved of parking meters. The 
remahitaig 37 percent disapproved of meters. Of those who 
disapproved, 24 percent (of the whole) disapproved wi th r e -
s tnunt ; the other 13 percent (of the whole) were so vehe­
mently apposed to maters that they sought meterless munic­
ipalities u which to shop. 

Based iqxm "The Farmer vs. The Parking Meters , " by 
Charles M . Tros t , m PLANNING, 1949 PROCEEDINGS OF 
THE ANNUAL NATIONAL PLANNING CONFERENCE, 
American Society of Planning Officials . 

stantial. 
An analysis by states completes the 

pattern of community attitudes toward the 
parking meter before its mstallation (see 
Table 16). 

COMMUNITY ATTITUDES TOWARD 
METERS AFTER INSTALLATION 

Community attitudes toward meters 
before their installation involve imcertain-
ty and fear of the unknown, but this in­
vestigation reveals that such attitudes may 
change substantially once meters have 
been installed and their precise effects 
have been tested and measured. 

In Table 17, different attitudes are 
tabulated by population groups. The three 
principal categories involved in the fore­
going section show: 
sition, 2.1 percent; 
against, 2.0 percent 
able, 95.6 percent; 
known, 0.3 percent, 
endorsement of the 

(1) substantial oppo-
(2) some for, some 
(3) generally favor-
and (4) attitude un-
This overwhelming 

parking meter, once 
its advantages have been demonstrated, 
is quite in contrast to the attitudes that 
prevailed before their installation in a par­
ticular place. 

The summary by population groups of 
how substantially these community atti­
tudes change after parking meters have 
been installed is contained in Table 18. 
The following may be concluded: (1) In 
places of over 100,000 population, the 
opposition to parking meters after their 
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TABLE 18 

Summary of community attitudes toward parkmg meters af ter mstallation in places 
reporting, by population groapB, as of January 1, 1952 

Percentag e of places with indicated attitude 

Attitudes consolidated Under 2,500- 5,000- 10,000- 25,000- 50,000- 100,000- 25o;ooo- 500,000- 1,000,000 
2,500- 5,000 10,000 25,000 50,000 100,000 250,000 500,000 1,000,000 or more 

Substantial opposition 1 3 2.0 3 1 1.2 2 7 5.1 - - - -
Some tor , some agamst 6.4 2.5 1 0 2 8 - - - - - -
Generally favorable 92 3 95.0 95.5 98.2 96.4 94.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Attitude unknm.n - 0.5 0.4 - 0.9 - - - - -
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

installation seems to fade away entirely. 
(2) Substantial opposition in the smaller 
places rarely exists in even 5 percent of 
the places for which information was avail­
able. (3) Once installed, parking meters 
are overwhelmingly approved. These data 
by states are tabulated m Table 19. 

ADMINISTRATION OF PARKING-METER 
PROGRAM 

This survey of parking meters m the 
United States reveals an amazing diversity 
of executive agencies responsible for the 
administration of the parking-meter pro­
gram. Many students of the problem ques -
tion whether such diversity is warranted. 

Administration involving the parking 
meter logically can be divided into five 
major functions: (1) selection of parking 
meter locations; (2) enforcement; (3) re­
pair and maintenance; (4) collection of 
revenues; and (5) miscellaneousfimctions. 

S T " - r " r ° •'"T."»'ffsse 
•0,000 28 000 B0,000 100,000 tBO,000 900 00O 1,000̂ 000 

POPULATION OROUPS 

F i g u r e 15. P e r c e n t a g e d i s t r i b u t i o n o f 
community a t t i t u d e s toward p a r k i n g me­
t e r s a f t e r i n s t a l l a t i o n i n p l a c e s r e ­
p o r t i n g , by popu l a t i o n groups,* J a n u a r y 

1, 1952. 

Selection of Parking-Meter Locations 

First, let us consider the matter of 
selection of meter locations. As sum­
marized in Table 20, at least 16 important 
classes of local administrative bodies re­
sponsible for this function were reported 
by the 1,116 places furnishing information. 

In approximately 48 percent of the cases, 
the local legislative body itself determined 
location; it was probably felt in these 
places that this function should be respon­
sive directly to the will of the people. In 
over 18 percent of the places, the police 
department performs this important fimc-

.tion. The chief executive officer of the 
locality is assigned this function in over 
12 percent of the places furnishing data. 
In only slightly more than 6 percent of the 
instances was the function assigned to a 
traffic or transportation department, where 
many might assert such function most 
logically belongs. Allied administrative 
bodies, such as local street or highway 

PMORAILE 
COMMUNITY ATTITUDES 

F i g u r e 16. A c o m p a r i s o n o f community 
a t t i t u d e s toward p a r k i n g meters b e f o r e 
and a f t e r i n s t a l l a t i o n , e x p r e s s e d as a 
percentage of p l a c e s r e p o r t i n g , J anuary 

1. 1952. 
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AgencleB responsible for selecting parking meter locations In places reporting, 
as ol January 1, 1952 

Agency 

T Legislative Body isometlmes In coopexatlon with ebler executive officer, police departmenti 
division of public safety, engineering or traffic department, marshaU, parking authority, parking 
meter company, or State traffic board) 
2. Police department (sometimes in cooperation vith local business firms or parking meter company) 
3. Chief eaecutive officer (sometimes in cooperation vlth police department, street commission or 
department, or safety division) 
4 Traffic and transportation departments, bureaus, or commissions, bureau of traffic Inspection 
(sometimes In cocpeiatlon with police department, township committee, or engineering or electricaldlvUio 
5 Street commission or department, streets and traffic commission, streets and alley commissioa, or 
highway department (sometimes in cooperation with police) 
6. Department or board of public affairs, public works, public works and safety, or public works and 
grounds (sometimes in cooperation with mayor or superintendent of meters) 
T Department or board of public safety or public health and safety (sometimes tn cooperation with poUce) 
8 Engineering department (sometimes in cooperation with police, director of service, chief executive 
officer, public works, allay and street committee, or sealer) 
9 Planning department or commission (sometimes in cooperation with police department, traffic 
commission, or city manager) 
10 Parking meter department or committee (sometimes hi cooperation with traffic department or 
police department) 
11 Parking commission, parking authority, or parking and traffic commission 
12. Public service commission or parking meter division of electric Ihies and light department 
13 Judiciary committee or marahaU la cooperation with police 
14 City clerk 
15 Finance commissioner 
16 Merchants 

Places 

Number I 

reporting, 

Percentage 

534 47 8 
206 18.5 

13T 12 3 

) 71 6 4 

44 3.9 

37 3.3 
34 3.0 

30 2.7 

6 0 5 

6 0 5 
4 0 4 
2 0.2 
2 0 2 
1 0 1 
1 0.1 
1 0.1 

1,116 100 0 

departments, are given this responsibility 
in approximately 4 percent of the cases. 
In approximately 1 percent of the places 
this function was lodged with the parking-
meter department, a parking commission, 
parking authority, or similar body. In 
all the remaining instances (10.2 percent) 
a host of other agencies were involved, 
including the department of public affairs, 
board of public safety, engineering depart­
ment, plannmgcommission, public service 
commission, the judiciary committee, city 
clerk, finance commissioner, or even 
merchants themselves. While it is recog­
nized that e3q>erience plays a substantial 
role in the assignment of responsibility in 
this field, it may be difficult logically to 
understand the functional connection be­
tween the selection of parking meter loca­
tions and some of the agencies included in 
this motley array. 

No categorical assertions can be made 
as to precisely where the function of select­
ing meter locations should be lodged. 
Variations are justifiable, based on such 
factors as size of city, nature of the local 
governmental organization, the place of the 
.parking meter in the overall program of 
fostering the provision of parking facilities. 

But this much is now apparent The park­
ing-meter program in many cities is an ex­

panding enterprise; is part of an overall 
parking program; and can be exceedingly 
complex, if viewed in the light of its econom­
ic implications. Accordingly, the function 
should be lodged in that city department 
where it can be performed most expertly on 
its merits, rather than because of political 
expediency or partisan pressures. 

Enforcement 

Substantially less variation apparently 
exists concerning the enforcement of park­
ing-meter regulations than with respect to 
the determination of meter locations (see 
Table 21). Eleven classes of agencies are 
here concerned, but most of them are 
relatively insignificant in terms of num­
bers of places involved. Over 75 percent 
of the 1,127 places for which information 
was submitted assign the enforcement 
function to the police department, where 
it logically belongs. 

In approximately 12 percent of the 
places, this responsibility is lodged with 
the legislative body; but even in some of 
these places, the legislative body cooper­
ates with the police department on the 
matter. All the other agencies grouped 
together constitute but 12.9 percent of the 
total number of localities involved; these 
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include the mayor or manager, the depart­
ment of public safety, the traffic depart­
ment, the parking-meter department, the 
city attorney, the public-service com­
mission, and others. 

A municipality is responsible for many 
different public functions and facilities, 
concerning which regulations in the public 
interest are necessary to promote the 
safety, health, and general welfare of its 
citizens. Such regulations should be im­
partially enforced by the police department, 
where the enforcement function is best 
lodged. The parking - meter program 
should be no exception. 

22 are based upon accurate questionnaire 
returns, there is reason to believe that 
some ot it needs to be used with caution 
and restraint. In general, the averages 
appear to be entirely reasonable. 

Based upon a fairly adequate sample of 
municipalities, the average number of 
meters served per full-time policeman 
Is 277. This average seems to vary some 
between population groups, ranging from 
88 for the smallest places, steadily in­
creasing as population increases, to 314for 
the 50,000-to-100,000 group; the aver­
age seems to be irregular thereafter. 

The comparable average number of 
TABLE 21 

Agencies responsible f o r enforcement of parking meter programs in places reporting, as of January 1, 1952 

Agency 
Places reporting 

Number|Percentage 
1. Police department - patrolmen, commissioners, meter division, t r a f f i c division, finance department, 
s h e r i f f s off ice , or police committee 

2. Legislative body (sometimes in cooperation with chief executive of f icer , police department, or department 
of public safety) 

3. Mayor or manager (sometimes m cooperation with police department, engineer, department of public works, 
or street commission) 

4. Department of public safety or public health and safety (sometimes in cooperation wi th police department or 
t r a f f i c bureau) 

5. T r a f f i c department, bureau, o r commission (sometimes i n cooperation wi th police department) 
6. Parking meter department — of f icers , inspectors, or patrolmen 

T. Department, board, or commission of public a f f a i r s , public works, or public buildings and grounds 
(sometimes in cooperation wi th police department) 

8 City court or attorney, judiciary committee, judge, or marshall (sometimes in cooperation with police) 
ft. Street or highway department (sometimes in cooperation wi th police) 
10. Parking commission 

11. Public service commission 

849 

133 

41 

17 

13 

10 

8 

3 

1 

1 

75.3 

11.8 

4.5 

3.6 

1.5 

1.2 

0.9 

0.7 

0.3 

0 .1 

0 1 
Total 1,127 100.0 

The matter of enforcement sometimes 
has some interesting, and legally com­
plex, ramifications. In Philadelphia re­
cently, a young attorney proved that he 
could park two vehicles for the price of 
one, at a parking meter. He and his 
friend both placed their small foreign-
made cars in a single space.' This prac­
tice was continued for a week, until one 
day a policeman ticketed one of the two 
vehicles as illegally parked. The budding 
lawyer argued that the meter ordinance, 
as written, did not prohibit two cars from 
occupying a single space and paying a 
single fee therefor. The magistrate be­
fore whom the case was heard dismissed 
the suit." 

Information was also tabulated con­
cerning the number of policemen engaged 
with enforcement of parkmg-meter reg­
ulations. While much of the data in Table 
" A S reported in THE WASHINGTON POST, October 14, 1953. 

meters sensed per part-time policeman 
for 245 places reporting was 122. The 
data do not indicate the number of hours 
the various municipalities consider to be 
part time. If it is presumed that part time 
would mean half a day on the average, then 
this average appears to be of about the 
same magnitude as the average for full-
time policemen. 

Additionally, other places reported that 
both full-time and part-time policemen 
were used in connection with the parking-
meter enforcement program. These data 
are also summarized by population groups 
in Table 22. The averages of all places 
reporting for this group were 317 meters 
served per full-time policeman and 216 
meters served per part-time policeman; 
the meters involved in these averages are 
taken from a common aggregate. These 
averages appear to be somewhat higher 
than those for places where either full-
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TABLE 22 
Number of policemen leqolred to enforce cnril pnrking meter reguletlonn In plices reporting, by populntlon groups, SB of Isnusry 1. 1»52 

Populstion group 

Item Under 
2,500 

2,500 
to 

5,000 

5,000 
to 

10,000 

10,000 
to 

25,000 

25,000 
to 

50,000 

50,000 
to 

100,000 

100,000 
to 

250,000 

250,000 
to 

500,000 

500,000 
to 

1,000,000 

1,000,000 
or more Total 

Policemen used f u l l time 
Number of Pisces reporting 
Number of meters served 
Number of policemen required 
Aversge numtier of meters serred per 

policeman 

2 
177 

2 
88 

22 
5,106 

27 
169 

36 
11,178 

39 
287 

48 
19,190 

65 
205 

17 
10,793 

35 
308 

14 
14,142 

45 
314 

2 
1,583 

7 
226 

3 
21,612 

68 
318 

2 
10,849 

54 
201 

144 
94,630 

342 
277* 

Policemen used part time 
Number ctf places reporting 
Numlwr cf meters served 
Numlier of poiicemeo required 
Avenge numtier at meters served 

per policeman 

36 
4,496 

49 
94 

71 
11,717 

127 
92 

80 
15,341 

130 
118 

54 
19,222 

149 
129 

14 
8,470 

43 
150 

4 
2,551 

37 
60 

2 
2,967 

24 
124 

2 
8,281 

21 
198 

2 
6,488 

59 
154 -

245 
77,491 

634 
122' 

Both f u l l time and part time policemen 
used. 
Number of places reporting 
Number of meters served 
Number of policemen required — 

FuilUme 
Part time 

Average number of meters served 
per policeman — 
FuUtlme 
Part time 

6 
722 

7 
8 

109 
90 

14 
4,073 

17 
26 

240 
157 

23 
7,123 

28 
36 

254 
187 

40 
16,530 

43 
72 

384 
230 

16 
11,846 

27 
31 

439 
382 

6 
7,897 

22 
32 

359 
247 

2 
2,804 

15 
27 

174 
96 

3 
7,310 

27 
44 

271 
168 

-
1 

2,482 

5 
3 

492 
621 

i l l 
60,567 

191 
281 

317" 
218* 

Fulltime and part time policemen not 
distinguishwfc 
Number of places reporting 
Number of meters served 
Number of policemen required 
Average number of meters served 

per policeman 

34 
4,263 

38 
112 

76 
15,022 

101 
140 

140 
39,833 

198 
203 

108 
47,292 

202 
23* 

38 
22,403 

102 
220 

10 
10,530 

48 
210 

17 
25,845 

130 
197 

3 
10,050 

38 
284 

- 3 
7,265 

35 
208 

427 
182,303 

800 
205* 

*The average was computed f rom the total number al parking meters in a l l population groqia and the total number of policemen required for Uie time period indicated. 

time or part-time policemen, but not both, 
are involved. 

Finally, some places, while reporting 
data on enforcement, did not distinguish 
between ful l - or part-time policemen in 
connection with their parking-meter ac­
tivities. Because of the incompleteness 
of these data, they should be used with 
caution. 

The use of women on the police force 
is becoming more common, particularly 
in connection with enforcement of meter 
regulations. Both Greensboro and Char­
lotte, North Carolina, are making exten­
sive use of policewomen. The latter place 
has set up a 12-member policewoman 
patrol to check parking meter violations in 
the downtown shopping district These 
policewomen have no police power other 
than to issue citations. 

Another noteworthy development con­
cerns the use of civilians in the enforce­
ment of meter regulations. The corpora­
tion counsel for the District of Columbia 
has found no leg^ reason why civilians 
could not enforce parking meter laws In 
the distr ict" This apparently cleared 
the way for formation of a "flying squad" 
cf traffic bureau employees to check on 
all-day parkers in metered zones — an 
Illegal practice in the Nation's capital. 

June 1951, "Parkmg Meter " T R A F F I C E N G I N E E R I N G . 
Checkers." 

" T H E E V E N I N G S T A R , June 21, 
'Watchdog' Plan Gets Green L i g h t . " 

1953, "Parking Meter 

Repair and Maintenance 

Roughly speaking, about the same ex­
tent of variation exists with respect to the 
repair and maintenance function in connec­
tion with parking meters as is found with 
respect to the designation of parking-meter 
locations. Nineteen different types of 
agencies are involved, as designated in 
Table 23. In terms of numbers of munici­
palities involved, the most-important 
single agency concerned with the repair 
and maintenance of meters is the police 
department; of 1,112 places reporting the 
information, over 53 percent have desig­
nated the police department In over 8 
percent cf the places reporting, the park­
ing-meter department is assigned the re­
pair and maintenance function, a logical 
designation where such a division of local 
government exists. In 5 percent cf the 
cases, the legislative body retains this 
function unto itself. The remaining 33 
percent of the places designate a variety 
of other agencies, each of no particular 
significance in terms of the number of 
munic^alities involved. 

Collection of Revenues 

Apparently a greater variety of local 
governmental agencies are concerned with 
the collection of meter revenues than ob­
tains with respect to any other of the func­
tions associated with the meter program. 
Thirty-one different agencies were desig-
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nated by the 1,108 mtmicipalitles replying 
to this Inquiry. 

Inapproximately 59 percent of the places 
reporting, the police department is the 
collector of meter revenues. Sometimes, 
such function is performed by the police 
department in cooperation with other de­
partments, such as the traffic bureau, the 
treasurer, the department of public 
works — even with the water department, 
in some instances. Six percent of the 
municipalities designated the treasurer's 
office. About 6 percent indicated that the 
parking meter department makes the col­
lections. Other and smaller percentages 
involve the legislative body, the finance 
department, the clerk, the chief execu­
tive officer, the traffic department, the 
department of public health, and a host of 
others (See Table 24). 

and many other variables. Questions of 
economy perh!4>s dictate that policemen 
be usted for this purpose in many of the 
smaller places where the function can be 
performed by the officer on the beat. But 
it would seem that, all other things being 
equal, a department should be designated 
that has some functional relationship with 
the meter program rather than one totally 
unrelated to i t For example, agencies 
that would qualify, if this standard is used, 
might include the police department, the 
parking-meter department, the treasurer's 
office and the traffic department. 

Miscellaneous Functions 

In addition to the foregoing, there are a 
number of other functions that are essential 

, to the parking-meter program. One group 
TABLE 23 

Agencies responsible fo r repair and maintenance o l parking meters in 

Agency Places reporting 
Number Percentage 

1 Police department - patrolman, ordinance of f ice r , communications division, or meter reader (some­
t imes i n cooperation wi th parkmg meter department, repairmen, building mspector, o r departments o l 
public safety, public works, or streets) 595 

2 Parkmg meter department - collector, patrolman, inspector, attendants, maintenance man, tech­
nician, meter shop (sometimes in cooperation with t r a f f i c control department) 95 

3. Miscellaneous city employees - c lerk, assistant c lerk, sealer, auditor, collector, comptroller , 
custodian of equipment, borough foreman, recorder, maintenance department, or mechanic (sometimes 
in cooperation with police) 69 

4 Legislative body or committees or employees of council (sometimes in cooperation with police, mayor 
or light department) 

5 Tra f f i c bureau, commission, or department, t r a f f i c and lightmg, t r a f f i c mamtenance, t r a f f i c and 
transportation, or motor division (sometimes in cooperation with police department, public safety, or 
electr ical services) 

6 Highway or street department, or department of streets and t ra f f i c 

7 Department of public a f fa i r s , public works, public buildings or properties (sometimes m cooperation 
with parking meter or u t i l i ty department) 

8 Electr ical a f fa i r s or division, public service, light department, parkmg meter division of electric 
l ight and Imes department, electrician, water meter shop 

9 Chief executive off icer (sometimes m cooperation with police department or city engmeer) 

10. Department of public health or department of public health and safety 

11 F i re department (sometimes m cooperation with police department) 

12. Finance department (sometimes m cooperation with parkmg meter department) 

13. Treasurer 's off ice - c le rk , treasurer 

14 Water department, water meter department, water and sewer department, or l ight and street department 14 

15. Department of engmeering (sometimes with police, street, or t r a f f i c departments) 13 

16 Nongovernmental technicians - watch repairer, jeweler, mechanic (sometimes m cooperation withpolice) 8 

17 Judiciary committee or marshall (sometimes m cooperation with police) 3 

18. Weights and measures 2 

19 Parking meter company 1 

53.5 

8.5 

6.2 

5 0 

4.4 

4 2 

3 6 

2 .1 

2 .1 

2.0 

1.8 

1.5 

1 3 

1.3 

1.2 

0.7 

0.3 

0.2 

0 1 

Total 1,112 100.0 

It is difficult to point to any single 
agency which should be designated for the 
collection of meter revenues in all places. 
The type of agency will vary with size of 
municipality, administrative organization, 

of such miscellaneous functions includes 
the counting, sorting, and depositing of 
revenues, keeping of records, and mail­
ing delinquent notices. The agencies 
responsible for one or more of these func-
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TABLE 24 

Agencies responsible fo r collection of parking meter revenues in places reporting, as of January 1, 1952 

Agency 
Places reportmg 

Number [Percentage 

1 Police department (sometimes in cooperation with t r a f f i c bureau, water department, public safety, 
treasurer, secretary, street department, or department of public works) 

2 Treasurer 's off ice (sometimes m cooperation with chief of t r a f f i c division or police) 

3 Parkmg meter department - supermtendent of meters, collector, repairman, mspector, supervisor 
(sometimes in cooperation with ci ty treasurer or recorder) 

4 Finance department (sometimes in cooperation with police, meter, or t r a f f i c department) 

5 legis la t ive body (sometimes in cooperation with police, light department, secretary, or committees 
of council) 

6 Clerk (sometimes in cooperation with police, treasurer, or meterman) 

7 Chief executive off icer (sometimes in cooperation with police, recorder, or treasurer) 

8 T r a f f i c department or engineer (sometimes in cooperation with parkmg meter department or 
collector of taxes) 
9 Department of public health and safety (sometimes m cooperation with auditor) 

10 Department of public a f fa i r s , public service, or public works (sometimes m cooperation with 
treasurer or finance department) 

11 Maintenance man or department (sometimes in cooperation with police and ci ty treasurer) 

Collector (sometimes in cooperation with police) 

Tax collector or revenue office (sometimes m cooperation with police, city c lerk, or comptroller) 

Comptroller (sometimes m cooperation with police) 

Nongovernmental employee (sometimes m cooperation with police department) 

Auditor (sometimes in cooperation with police department, ci ty c lerk, or service department) 

Street department (sometimes m cooperation with treasurer) 

Recorder (sometimes in cooperation with police department) 

Electr ical or light department (sometimes m cooperation with police) 

Engmeering department (sometimes m cooperation with street department, treasury, or municipal court) 

Secretary (sometimes in cooperation with maintenance man) 

Marshall or judiciary committee (sometimes m cooperation with police) 

Water department 

Department of custodian 

F i r e department 

Parking meter company and police 

Janitor (m cooperation with bank or police) 

Department of buildings and grounds 

Uti l i t ies collection, commercial division 

Sealers and helpers 

Weights and measures 

649 58 6 

68 6 1 

65 5.9 

44 4 0 

43 3.9 

42 3.8 

23 2 .1 

23 2 1 

20 1.8 

19 1.7 

15 1.3 

13 1 2 

13 1 2 

8 0.7 

8 0.7 

7 0.6 

7 0 6 

7 0 6 

5 0.4 

5 0.4 

5 0 4 

4 0 4 

3 0.3 

2 0.2 

2 0.2 

2 0.2 

2 0 2 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 

1 0 .1 

1 0 .1 

1,108 100.0 Total 

tions are given in Table 25. As a group, 
the agency most-frequently mentioned Is 
the mimiclpal clerk's office, which per­
forms these miscellaneous functions in 28 
percent of the 121 places reporting. The 
city treasurer Is responsible for these 
duties in approximately 26 percent of the 
places. Of lesser importance, in terms of 
their frequency, are the chief executive of­
ficer, the finance department, the police 
department, banks, the city controller, and 
others. 

Aside from these functions, the follow­
ing additional duties are performed by the 
agencies Indicated: (1) Overall super­
vision and answering of complaints, by 

motor-vehicle-parking agency in one place 
and by tragic-engineering division in one 
place. (2) Studies relating to parking 
meters and development of an off-street-
parking program, by planning department 
in one place, police department in one 
place, and service department in one 
place. (3) Rental of parking-meter hoods, 
by city treasurer in one place. (4) Pur­
chasing, by purchasing department in one 
place, by parking-meter department and 
police in one place, and by department of 
public works in one place. 

As is true of some of the previous func­
tions mentioned, it seems but natural that 
each of these miscellaneous functions 
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should be performed by an agency having 
a fimctional connection with the parking-
meter program or with the particular func­
tion to be performed. Only in that way can 
efficient and satisfactory performance of 
that function be obtained. 

TABLE 25 

Agencies responsible f o r counting, sorting, and depositing 
revenues, keeping records, and mailing delinquent notices 

in places reporting, as of January 1, 1952 

Agency Places reporting 

Number [Percentage 

City (or village) c lerk 's office (sometimes 
in cooperation with treasurer) 34 28.1 

City treasurer (sometimes In cooperation 
wi th mamtenance man, accompanied by 
patrolman) 31 25.6 

Chief executive off icer 10 8.3 

Finance department 9 7.4 

Police department 6 5.0 

Bank 6 5 0 
City controller 5 4 .1 

City (or borough) secretary 4 3.3 
City recorder 4 3.3 
Auditor 3 2.5 
Tax collector (sometimes in cooperation 

wi th custodian of parking meters) 3 2.5 
Water department 2 1.7 

Uti l i t ies department 1 0.8 
F i re department 1 0.8 
Parking meter technician 1 0.8 

Supermtendent 1 0.8 

Total 121 100.0 

PARKING-METER PURCHASE 
ARRANGEMENTS 

Since the parking meter has been util­
ized for over 18 years already, one might 
suppose that purchase arrangements in 
connection with their acquisition by mu­
nicipalities would have become standard­
ized. Such has not been the case, however. 
As indicated in Table 26, at least 58 dif­
ferent plans were reported in use as of 
1951, in the 1,107 places furnishing data. 

Many places pay cash for the meters, 
sometimes with short trial periods pre-
ceeding the purchase. Discounts for 
cash are frequently given. Sometimes, 
though the city pays cash, the company 
agrees to maintain the meters for a year. 
In other municipalities, the title to the 
meters vested in the city immediately, 
but 25 percent of the revenue is paid to 
the company involved; in other places 
this percentage is 50 percent, or 70 
or 75 percent. In some places the meters 

may be purchased from revenue collected 
from the meters, or from the fines ac­
cruing from violations of the meter reg­
ulations. Under some arrangements, the 
company retains ownership of the meters 
until paid for. 

The greatestvarietyof acquisition plans 
exists in ten states: California, Iowa, 
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, 
New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, 
and Texas. Many of the most-urbanized 
states are among these, it will be noted. 
Information for these 10 states is given in 
Table 26. 

In terms of the relative frequency of 
their use, four different plans appear to 
be the most important, accounting for 
69.4 percent of the 1,107 places report­
ing: (1) Company retains ownership un­
t i l meters are paid for, 21.3 percent of 
places, 43 states. (2) Company retains 
ownersh4> until meters are paid for, at 
the rate of 50 percent of revenue re­
ceived, 19.7 percent, 37 states. (3) 
Conqpany receives 50 percent of revenue 
received until meters are paid for, 18.9 
percent, 39 states. (4) Municipality pays 
cash, with no restrictions, 10. 0 percent, 
31 states. 

With respect to ownership, these data 
indicate that in over 40 percent of the 
places supplying information, the company 
retained ownership until the meters were 
paid for, and in at least 10 percent of the 
cases, the city acquired title immediately. 
Naturally, if these facts were known and 
had been reported (but they were not) con­
cerning the remaining 49. 5 percent, these 
ownersh^ percentages would be higher 
in both instances. 

Again based on the relative frequency 
cf their use, seven other plans rank next 
in importance, accounting for an additional 
15.3 percent in the aggregate, of the 
places reporting, as follows: (1) Title 
in city, sometimes with trial periods and 
other conditions, 2. 0 percent, 15 states. 
(2) Tiae in city, with 50 percent of rev­
enue paid to company, 2. 2 percent, 16 
states. (3) Company retains ownership 
until paid for out of revenue, 2. 6 percent, 
19 states. (4) Company retains owner­
ship until paid for at rate of 75 percent of 
revenue, 2.0 percent, 12 states. (5) 
Company retains ownership until paid for 
under lease-purchase contract, 2. 2 per­
cent, 11 states. (6) Company retains 
ownersh4> until paid for, with a combina-



TABLE 26 
Parking meter purchase arrangements in places reportmg, as of January 1, 1952 
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TABLE 28 
Parking meter purchase arrangements in places reporting, as of January 1, 1952 
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TABLE 26 
Parking meter purchase arrangements in places reporting, as of January 1, 1952 
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boo par seek oM of revenaae u n t i l peid f k r , ono plaae 

taianT rooeivod K per aetar par mmUt u n t i l paid fo r . lao ploaei K<50 
per aater per aaalh a a t l l paid f o r , eao plaoe 

Coqanp teoeivad pepaat ant of rovanaoa, f i r a t panhaaei autooquant 
pvahaaoe <• oaah t u i a 

0.1 

0.1 

1.7 

0.1 

0.: 

>•« 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

1.3 

2 

r ef plaaaa repertiag 
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Summary of curb puUng m>t«r rflremwB In places 
(Unltfld States -

raportlag, JanoaTy 1, 1S52 

Number of Kumber d meters tn Gross estimated average 
Population group places operation as of revemies 

for year 
annual revenue 

per metei^ reporting TamaiT 1, 1952' 
revemies 
for year 

annual revenue 
per metei^ 

revenue^ 
TamaiT 1, 1952' 

114 

309 

in 

Utaler 2,900 
9,500-5,000 
9,000- 10,000 
10,000 - 19,000 
» , 0 0 0 - 60,000 
50,000 - 100,000 
100,000 - 350,000 SO 
350,000 - 500,000 13 
500,000- 1,000,000 3 
1,000,000 or more t 
LosAngelee. Countir, Calif 

10,I6< 
39,981 
91,109 

139,153 
77,771 
91,597 
93,189 
37,230 
30,913 
13,971 

2,492 

9413,315 
1,794,503 
4,370,999 
9,145,196 
5,994,503 
4,709,019 
4,099,727 
3,338,319 
9,099,039 

919,125 

109,392 

942 19 
49 73 
95 81 
87 49 
74 90 
77 19 
92 91 
99 87 
92 34 
99 79 

42 81 

Total '1,192 '942,229 938,529,702 $70 49 
' Figuivs do not Include the followlnsmimbeitttf places and parking meters lor whieli no 
gross rerenns »as reported: Under 2,500 population, I place, 99 meters, 2,900-9,000 
population, 3 places, 598 meters. 9,000-10,000 gnaip, 6 places, 1,423 meters, 10,000-
25,000group, 2places, 773 motors. 25,000-50,000group, 1 place, 713 meters, 
50,000-100,000group, Iplaces, 1,091 mstsis. 100,000-290,000 group, 1 place, 1,109 
meters, total 19 places and 5,995 meters 

• Either calendar rear or fiscal jear Figures ispiosent sctual coUeetlons, Incltidlng 
rerenues from meters Installed for less than one rear and ttaoss operated eeaaonallr 

'ATSrsges were baaed on estlmatsd gross rvrenues for a 12-month parted from meters 
hi operstion as of Januair 1, 1952 Gross revenues «ere ofaUlned hr welgMIng the 
numheis of meters bgr the respective number of moilhs la op.ration, computhig the 
average monthlj revenue per meter, end eapandhig to an annual basis llstsrs that 
are operated ssasonally and thoae for which no gross levsnus was reported were not 
Inclnded In the cnmputatloas. 
Rspissonts meters Installed on cwnfy rads 

tion of three financing plans, 2.0 per-' 
cent, 17 states. (7) Company receives 
percentage of revenue, 2.3 percent, 13 
states. 

The balance of the places reporting, 
15. 3 percent of the total employed 47 other 

vm van woo loooo espoo Kfioo 100,000 194000 aooffoo ifloofloo 
woo 1 0 ^ asooo MOoo nopoo tsopoo toofioa ifloofioo 

POPULATIOM MOUM 

F i g u r e 17. E s t i m a t e d t o t a l 1951 c u r b 
p a r k i n g meter r e v e n u e s , by p o p u l a t i o n 

groups. 
kinds of purchasing arrangements, each 
particular one of which represented an 
insignificant portion of the whole. 

The two most-significant characteristics 
of all of the plans described in the question­
naire returns concern: (1) the ownership 
of the parking meters and when title vests 
in the city and (2) financing schemes. Some 
consolidation of the many permutations of 
these characteristics was possible. The 
municipality paid for parking meters in 
cash in 11. 5 percent of the places. Title 
to the meters vested in the governmental 
unit immediately upon purchase in 5. 6 per­
cent of the cases in addition to the above. 

The company was reported to have retained 
ownership in 53. 7 percent of the municipal­
ities reporting. All other data almost 
defied consolidation. 

Ten-State Analysis 

Of the 1,107 places reporting, 532 (48 
percent) were contained in the 10 states 
that had the greatest variety of arrange­
ments for the purchase of parking meters. 
The number cf places and the number of 
such plans in each state are: Pennsyl­
vania, 120 places and 20 plans; Calif­
ornia, 75 places and 20 plans; Tennessee, 
61 places and 20 plans; Texas, 53 places 
and 14 plans; New York, 48 places and 17 
plans; Mich^an, 43 places and 16 plans; 
Iowa, 39 places and 15 plans; Ohio, 33 
places and 11 plans; Minnesota, 31 places 
and 13plans; and Massachusetts, 29 places 
and 14 plans. The distribution of the pur­
chase plans for these 10 states is in the 
same proportion, approximately, as. the 
totals for all the states. 

Some Desirable Practices 

A number of the plans listed in Table 
26 suggest desirable practices with respect 
to purchase arrangements. For example, 
at least five places have indicated that the 
munic^alities involved pay cash and get 
a 5 or 6 percent discount Perhaps other 
municipalities have taken advantage of 
such discounts without specifically report­
ing them on the questionnaire returns. 
In one instance the city paid cash, but the 
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company maintained the meters for a 
year. 

Quite a few places have reported trial 
periods preceding the actual purchase, 
sometimes as high as a year. Where 
meters are new to a particular munici­
pality, such a trial period might have 
decided advantages, making it possible 
for a demonstration of the advantages of 
the meter prior to a definite commitment 
to purchase on the part of the municipality. 

ANNUAL REVENUES FROM METERS 

It has sometimes been alleged that the 
parking meter has converted the curb 
stones into gold mines. The revenue data 
of this study seem to support this asser­
tion. The 542,226 meters reported upon 
in this survey for which revenue figures 
were available yielded an aggregate gross 
revenue of $36,529,702 during 1951. The 
components of this total by population 
groups are indicated in Table 27. 

An array of the gross revenues by 
states (Table 28) reveals some interest­
ing overtones. California seems to be 
the best revenue producer in this field, 
with an annual take of over $4.5 mil­
lion. Pennsylvania is next with over $2.3 
million. Meters in seven states (Illinois, 
Michigan, New York, Ohio, Oregon, and 
Texas) produce between approximately 
$iya million and $2 million of gross rev­
enue. Six states (Iowa, Minnesota, New 
Jersey, Tennessee, Washington, and Wis­
consin) each collect approximately a mil­
lion dollars. These data represent only 
gross revenue for the places reporting. 

Perhaps a listing of selected munici­
palities with relatively high annual reve­
nues will further support and emphasize 
the large amounts of revenue collected 
from meters. As indicated in Table 29, 
the figures for Oakland (Maryland), Union 
Township (New Jersey), and Plymouth 
(New Hampshire) are substantial onesfor 
places under 2,500 population. The same 
observation applies to the largest cities. 
The largest annual gross revenue figure 
reported was $763,291 for San Francisco. 

This annual gross revenue for approx­
imately half the number of meters that are 
known to exist can be ej^anded to include 
the whole. 

The' resulting estimated total annual 
revenue for 1,113,164 parking meters is 

$75,648,942, as indicated in Table 5." 
This is an all-time high in parking-meter 

Summary of curb parking meter revenues in places reporting, by states, 
as dJanuary 1, 1092 (United SUtes and Alaska) 

Number at 
Number of meters in Gross Estimated 

State pUces operation revenues 
tor year* 

average annual 
reporting 
revenner 

as of 
Tsnuaxy 1, 

1952' 

revenues 
tor year* revenue per 

meter^ 

Alabaina IS 7,331 tS16,861 $71 34 
Ariaona 8 5,310 329,153 74 73 
Arkansas 26 10,463 574,472 90 ie 
California 76 69,179 4,655,757 68 92 
Colorado 11 7,258 506,971 70 13 
Connecticut 6 2,643 126,113 49 24 
Delaware : 220 13,669 82 13 
Florida 2S 14,323 852,988 61 97 
(jsoigia M 6,906 396,841 81 07 
Idalio 0 3,399 181,503 93 46 
nUnols 65 22,347 1,527,027 70 42 
llMli.Il. 30 11,134 779,911 70.28 
Ibva 41 19,421 987,000 69.69 

24 11,168 711,920 67.66 
Kentucky 12 3,489 268,041 78 97 
Louisiana 6 2,046 109,082 56 62 
Maine 10 2,090 133,490 64.63 
Blaryland 14 2,491 156,217 64 55 
Massachusetts 29 19,820 1,494,786 75.42 
lUcUgan 46 23,833 1,808,635 76.71 
Minnesota 32 14,256 1,165,484 84 10 
Mississippi 20 6,719 430,999 65 49 
hUssouri 23 8,066 516,095 68 18 
Montana S 4,911 285,890 58 21 
Nebraska 7 3,146 192,001 61 03 
Nevada 1 780 85,739 88 90 
New HampsJiize 6 1,955 127,046 70 37 
New Jersey 31 16,551 1,095,682 60 78 
New Mexico 2 M5 18,230 33.45 
New York 51 29,801 1,827,457 70 74 
Nortli Carolina 25 10,868 811,900 74.85 
North Oakote 6 1,901 70,411 97 42 
Ohio 35 22,148 1,559,035 76 90 
Oklahoma 11 9,742 698,130 86.74 
Oregon 41 19,687 1,597,221 81 90 
Pennsylvania 125 36,919 2,331,103 67 26 
Rhode Island 2 1,625 197,384 98 85 
South Carolina 16 6,447 467,884 74 92 
South Dakota 6 1,524 92,732 68 61 
Tennessee 62 18,418 1,037,373 57 94 
Texas 97 28,932 1,840,942 64.83 
Utah 6 6,071 360,611 64 49 
Vermont 7 1,511 94,436 62 90 
Virginia 29 7,931 642,800 82 44 
Washington 27 16,206 1,141,076 70.50 
West Virginia 10 1,884 148,339 79.40 
Wisconsin 39 17,865 1,213,349 72.51 
Wyoming 2 638 38,990 57.08 
District of Columbia 1 4,943 404,790 95.26 
Alaska 1 160 6,402 4 

Total '1,192 '942,228 $36,529,702 $70.48 
Figures do not Include the following numbers of places and parking 
meters for which no gross twvenus was reported: Alabama, 2places, 
1,278 meters, Arkansas, 1 place, 370 meters, California, 1 place, 
267 meters, Florida, 1 place, 197 meters, Illinois, 1 place, 175 
meters, Indiana, 2 places, 701 meters, Kansas, 1 place, 355 meters, 
Massachusetts, 1 place, 1,105 meters, Ohio, IpUce, 407 meters. 
Pennsylvania, 2 pUces, 374 meters, Vlrghila, 1 place, 66 meters, 
Wisconsin, 1 place, 300 meters, total, IS places and 5,689 meters 

'see footnote 2, TaUe 27. 
'Sss footnote 3, Tabte27 
'Some of the meters are operated ssasoully 

finance, and documents the fact that the 
regulation of parking space by means of 
the parking meter is now big business. 

Not everything deposited in a parking 
meter constitutes a coin, of course. In 
fact, some municipalities are flabbergasted 
" Having estimated the total number o l meters in a l l places 
having meters, i t is a relatively simple matter to obtam this 
aggregate f igure by multiplying the total number of meters, by 
population groups, by the estimated annual average gross 
revenue per meter, as mdicated m Table 5 
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TABLE 29 

Gross annual curb parking meter revenues fo r selected places, 
as of January 1, 1952 

Gross 
Population group Place revenue 

Under 2,500 

2,500 - 5,000 

5,000 - 10,000 

10,000 - 25,000 

25,000 - 50,000 

50,000 - 100,000 

100,000 - 250,000 

250,000 - 500,000 

500,000- 1,000,000 

1,000,000 or more 

Oakland, Maryland i 7,762 
Union (Township), New Jersey 11,383 
Plymouth, New Hampshire 11,554 
Auburn, Callfomla 20,310 
PhU4)8buig, Pennsylvania 15,213 
MarysvlUe, California 50,212 
Paris, minolB 33,512 

aelma, Alabama 49,515 
Eureka, California 61,588 
Modesto, California 66,869 
Las Vegas, Nevada 65,739 
Asbury Park, New Jersey 82,202 
Tucson, Arizona 78,193 
Palo Alto, California 84,450 
Colorado %>rlngs, Colorado 122,000 
Daytona Beach, Florida 81,622 
Salem, Oregon 111,756 
Santa Monica, California 108,378 
Stockton, California 191,810 
Macon, Georgia 108,000 
Rockford, niinols 194,445 
Topeka, Kansas 111,450 
Jackson, Mississippi 116,813 
Columbia, South Carolina 161,104 
Phoenix, Arizona 162,005 
Sacramento, California 213,320 
Grand Rapids, Michigan 128,717 
Syracuse, New Yorl j 174,779 
Tulsa, OUahoma 241,860 
El Paso, Texas 147,045 
Salt Lake City, Utah 213,625 
Spokane, Washington 193,042 
Birmingham, Alabama 258,800 
Oakland, California 436,609 
San Diego, Ca l i fomU 458,985 
SL Paul, Mtauiesota 197,960 
OBllas, Texas 267,838 
Seattle, Washington 282,056 
Skn Francisco, Callfomla 763,291 
District of Columbia 404,790 
Boston, Massachusetts 637,000 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 372,751 
Cincinnati, Ohio 301,819 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 213,511 
Los Angeles, California 94,682 
Detroit, Michigan 442,965 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 237,064 

s 

8 *o 

1900 sooo laaoo >̂ floo aooao nilooo ssoiMO Honao imoao wa 
•.aao nooo naoo nooo laoooo tKWOO aonooo imoaa aan 

KWLATIOM m U f S 

Figure 18. Estimated average revenue per 
meter in 1951 in places reporting, by 

population groups. 

at the lengths to which some motorist-
parkers will go to save a nickel. They 
report that slugs, streetcar tokens, paper 
clips, and even buttons have been used. 
It is reported that one woman, in despera­
tion, even dropped in her wedding ring; 
later, seeking to reclaim her prized pos­
session, sh& explained that she didn't have 
a nickel. Sometimes, such efforts to ob­
tain free parking time are substantial in 
amount. For example, it is said that 
22,794 slugs were collected at parking 
meters in Salt Lake City in a single year. *̂ 
In Evanston, Illinois, a much smaller 
place, 828 slugs were passed off as coins 
in parking meters in 1949. 

Sometimes, imusual sources account 
for a portion, at least, of the aggregate 
revenue derived from parking meters. 
To illustrate, a 1947 Greensboro, North 
Carolina, ordinance authorized the execu­
tion of an agreement with a local bus com­
pany under v b i c b . the company was to pay 
the city $500 annually for the use of a 
des^ated amount of parking-meter space 

Municipalities occasionally have used 
the parking meter for charitable purposes. 
It is reported that Elgin, Illinois, used its 
meters in 1948 for a new purpose: to col­
lect dimes for the March of Dimes drive. 
Motorists were urged to deposit a dime, 
in addition to the nickel required for park­
ing, to assist the fight on infantile par­
alysis. " 

AVERAGE ANNUAL REVENUE 
PER METER 

Aggregate revenue figures frequently 
obscure significant characteristics of 
their component elements. Accordingly, 
an analysis has been made of the average 
annual revenue per meter, both by popu­
lation groups and by states. The former 
is summarized in Table 27, while the 
latter may be found in Table 28. 

Based upon a study of the gross revenues 
for 542,226 meters in 1,152 places in the 
UnitedStates and Alaska, the estimated av­
erage annual revenue per meter was $70.48 
for 1951 (see Table 27). The estimated aver­
age annual revenue per meter varied sig-
"8ae "(Md Hlaas at Uw Curbstone," by Norman Carl is le , In 
CORONET, October 1952, beginning at page 115. 

" " U i m l c i p a l Developments In Review: Parking and T r a f f i c , " 
AMERICAN HOnCIPAL NEWS, October 1947, p . 14. 

""ISOO Cttiea U ie P a r U n g l l e t e n , " In WESTERN CTTT, May 
1948, page 31. 
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MONT 

69.69 

OKLA 

ALA. ANNUAL AVERAGE REVENUE 
J].iA\ PER METER - DOLLARS 

BO-90 

60-70 
NDER 60 

Figure 19. Estimated 1951 average annual revenue per meter for ' 
places reporting, by States. In some States re lat ive ly high reve­
nue-producing meters are concentrated in only a few urban areas. 

nlficantly with population. The lowest was $89.67 per meter for localities of /4 
figure was $42.28 per meter for places to/4 million persons. In general, the 
with a population under 2,500; the highest larger the place, the greater was its aver-

s 
i 

Figure 20. Parking meters are sometimes used for diagonal, center-street park­
ing, as well as at the curb, as i s here i l lus trated on Broad Street, Augusta, 
Georgia. This i s j u s t i f i a b l e where the center areas are not needed for t r a f f i c 

movement presumably a paramount use of street space. 



age annual revenue per meter in 1951. 
Perhaps this is not unexpected, in view 
of the more-intensive use made of meters-
in the larger places and the higher rates 
sometimes charged for the privilege of 
parking in metered areas. 

Bides ctf l i ieal inixisMl l o r Tlolatlon otparUiig nwter ngula t lo is in p iKes 
reportlDC, and ntunber of p l u M Imposing o u h r a t e , as of Tsnuair 1, 19(2 

(United Statsa I 

become, even imder the most difficult of 
operating conditions. Approximately 35 
meters were mstalled in Kodiak, Alaska, 

Batea of fines Placea leportlng Number of 
Percentage atates 

Number of total 
$0 OS 7 0.5 5 

0 10 IS 1 2 8 
0 i s 1 0 1 1 
0 15 a 3 3 13 
0:90 124 11 1 3S 
1 00 5(0 SO 8 43 
1 SO 1 0.1 1 
2.00 23 2 0 13 
3.00 4 0 3 4 
4.00 2 0 1 2 
Miiiiiiiiiiw niaalmuj D 2S^ to $50 53 4.7 20 
aniiimniw lOff) mazlmi m S(W to $1 54 4.1 19 
Minimum ISffi mazlmi m 11 1 0 1 1 
Ulnimum 25^, mazlmi m 50^ to 110 S3 4 7 21 
Miniiwiim SOjtf, maaimu m $1 to $50 80 7 1 25 
mniiwiiiH f i ^ maxlmu n ) 2 to tlOO log g 4 '32 
Hinlmnm $1 SO, max] mum $3 SO 1 0.1 1 
MiniiHtiiw } 2 , maalmu n $7 to $20 2 0.2 3 
Miiiiiiniiii maxlmu a $S 1 0 1 1 

Total 1,121 100 0 48 Stales 
* mclndea Alaska and 

The estimated average annual revenue 
per meter by states is of interest but is far 
less significant than the comparable figures 
by population groups. A low of $33.45 
per meter per year was reported for New 
Mexico, while a high of $96. 85 per meter 
was collected in Rhode Island, during 1951. 
The bulk of the states had averages rang­
ing from $60 to $90 per year per meter 
(see Table 28). 

Sometimes, individual meters earn 
what might appear to some to be fantastic 
amounts. For example, a meter in Toledo, 
Ohio, is reliably reported to have earned 
$256.65 in 1952. This particular meter, 
timed for a maximum of 15-mln. of park­
ing, is near the entrance of a public-
utility collection office. Apparently, 
motorists place nickels in the meter even 
if there is some time left on the meter 
from its previous user, to make sure that 
they have the full time allowed by the meter. 
This means that not infrequently, the meter 
will receive a nickel every 5 or 6 min. 
Others near banks or public-utility col­
lection offices are reported to be similar 
to this one in their annual take. 

It is sometimes amazing what good reve­
nue producers the parking meters have 
""ToladD Says ParUng Meter Did CoUect $256," in THE 
AMEIUCAN CTFT, June 19B3, page 7. The particular meter 
uiTOlved is No. 933 pasted In front of the Ohio Fuel Gas Com­
pany Building on Buron Street. 

r 

Limits of oreos of 
meter revenue, by 
$ 5 0 0 increments 

F i g u r e 21. A p a r k i n g meter revenue con­
tour map, such as t h i s one for Providence , 
Fthode I s l a n d , i s f r e q u e n t l y v e r y r e v e a l ­
i n g , and a h e l p f u l a i d i n the e f f e c t i v e 
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n o f a p a r k i n g meter program. 
The contours r e p r e s e n t p a r k i n g meter r e v e ­
nue p e r meter , f o r the f i r s t q u a r t e r o f 
1951, the range i s e q u i v a l e n t to an a n ­
nua l amount o f between S40 and $240 p e r 

m e t e r . 

(population 2,000) about a year ago, and 
the average annual gross revenue per 
meter is reported to have been $63.59 or 
about $7 less than the U. S. national 
average as reported in this study. This 
seems an excellent return per meter, 
considering the freezing temperatures, 
the high winds and the ocean salt spray 
which characterize that portion of the 
world. Apparently, the parking meter 
is destined to become a symbol of civili­
zation. " 

FINES FOR VIOLATION 

Localities derive revenue not only from 
""Parkuig Uetersin Kodiak, Alaska," Municipal Finance Of­
ficers Association Mews Letter, April 18, 1953, page 35. 
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LIMITS OF PARKING SURVEY AREA 

F i g u r e 22. Weekly average e a r n i n g s per meter , by b l o c k s , c e n t r a l 
b u s i n e s s d i s t r i c t o f Reno, Nerada, 1950. Diagrams such as t h i s , 
i n d i c a t i n g the i n t e n s i t y o f p a r k i n g turnover i n metered a r e a s , 
might be u s e f u l i n any proposed e x t e n s i o n or c o n t r a c t i o n o f the 

metered d i s t r i c t . 
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POPULATION moon 

F i g u r e 23. E s t i m a t e d annual curb p a r k i n g 
n e t e r f i n e s , by p o p u l a t i o n groups , J a n ­

u a r y 1, 1952. 

parking meters but also from fines levied 
for violation of parking-meter time re­
strictions and other regulations. 

Rates of Fines 

The rates of these fines were foimd to 
vary widely. For 1,121 places for which 
the information was available located in the 

F i g u r e 24. C i t y Manager (and P r e s i d e n t 
o f The League o f K a n s a s M u n i c i p a l i t i e s ) 
E l Dorado , K a n s a s , and C h i e f o f P o l i c e 
demons tra te the use o f a c o l l e c t i o n box 
and o v e r t i m e - p a r k i n g t i c k e t i n c o n n e c ­
t i o n with E l Dorado's p a r k i n g meters. T h i s 
new i d e a i s w e l l w o r t h i n v e s t i g a t i o n by 

m u n i c i p a l i t i e s . 

48 states and Alaska, the range was from 
5 cents (for seven places in five states) to 
a minimum of $3 and a maximum of $5 
(for one place in a single state). See Table 
30 for a summary of the rates of these 

taoo ^000 Ki.000 8*000 S40OO 104000 M4000 904000 ipm.ono 
• o TO TO TO TO TO TO OH MOKt 

14000 ZSyOOO B4000 IO4OOD £94000 904OOO 0̂04000 
POPULATIOM ftROUPS 

F i g u r e 25. Average annual f i n e s per meter 
i n p l a c e s r e p o r t i n g , by populat ion groups, 

January 1, 1952. 

'MISCELLANEOUS 
-SCHOOL FUND 
- O F F - S T R E E T PARKING FUND 
- P O L I C E PENSION FUND 

TRAFFIC SAFETY a CONTROL 
- P O L I C E DEPARTMENT 
- P O L I C E OR MUNICIPAL COURT 
^PARKING METER FUND 
- S T R E E T OR HIGHWAY FUND 

- G E N E R A L FUND 

F i g u r e 26. P e r c e n t a g e o f p a r k i n g meter 
f i n e s a l l o c a t e d f o r s t a t e d p u r p o s e s i n 

p l a c e s r e p o r t i n g , January 1, 1952. 

fines; 19 different rates or combinations 
thereof are being imposed. The most-
common fine was $1, levied in 569 lo­
calities in 42 states. Also prevalent was 
a 50-cent fine, found in 124 places in 25 
states. The next-most-common rate was 
a minimum of $1 and a maximum ranging 
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from $2 to $100, levied in 32 jurisdictions. 
Some Interesting practices in this sphere 

of activity have developed. In Cullman, 
Alabama, the fine for a parldng-meter 
violation is 25 cents if paid within 48 hours, 
$1 if paid within a week, and $5 thereafter. 

Frequently, the number of violations is 
taken into account in assessing the fine. 
For example, in McGehee, Arkansas, the 
fine is 10 cents for the first violation, and 
$1 for the second violation. The rates are 
higher in Coral Gables, Florida, though 

TABLE 31 
B d t ine, i n v o d for TlotaUon of | » r k i . « meter regulations in p l ace reporting iu>d nnmber of place. lmpo<Ung each rate, bjr etatee, a . c< I « . u a r , 1, U S ! 

(Onlted Statea and Alaska) 

Rate of line 

Flat rate fines* Fines varying with numbc r of offenses and time elapalng before payment is made Numlier 
State 

5|f 2U 91 f 1 50 93 *3 »4 
Min i ­
mum 6f!, 
maxi­
mum 25^ 
to $50 

M i n i ­
mum lOff, 

mum 50ff 
to $1 

Mini ­
mum 15^ 

mum $2 

M i n i ­
mum 25ff, 

mum 50^ 
to $10 

M i n i ­
mum 50|f, 

mum $1 
to $50 

M i n i ­
mum $1, 

mum $2 
to $100 

Min i ­
mum $1 50, 
maxi­
mum $3 50 

M i n i ­
mum $2, 

mum $7 
to $20 

M i n i ­
mum $3, 
mum $5 

of 
places 
report-

(Number of placee Imposing each rate) 
I I 
10 
18 
74 
U 
S 
3 

M 
l i 
S 

53 
30 
39 
13 
13 

10 
13 
37 
40 

31 
30 
33 

> 
6 

1 
t 

30 
3 

40 

31 
0 

30 
11 
40 

133 
3 

16 
4 

00 

50 
0 
7 

30 
30 

Arlaona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 

1 1 9 
- 4 4 
- 7 3 
. 12 40 
- - 12 

Mains 
Harrland 

2 13 
- t 
- 7 

10 13 
B 11 
1 10 
- 4 
3 0 
1 4 

10 -
- 8 

- 1 

Mlsalssippl 
Hlssonrl 

. 3 8 10 -
- 1 - 13 -
- 1 0 13 1 
. . . 7 -

Nebraska - 1 

Nevada - -
New Hampshire- -
New Jersey - -
New Mexico - 1 
New York - -
North Carolina- -
North Dakota - -
Ohio - 1 
Oklahoma - -
Oregon - -

South Carolina-
South Dakota -

- 33 
- 1 
- 38 
- 33 
- 3 
1 17 

4 
10 11 

Teaas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia ! 
Wkahhigton -
West Virginia -

3 20 28 
- 1 43 

Wyoming - -
DisL of Col - -

21 
18 

17 

3 

10 

1 
1 
4 
2 

2 

2 

2 
1 

17 

3 
27 
3 

17 

Total 1 ' 13 1 38 134 soo 1 33 4 3 S3 84 1 S3 00 100 1 3 1 1,121 

Perconte 

places r€ 
tag 

ge 
iberld 
por t -

jo 0 1.2 0 1 33 11 1 808 0 1 3 0 0.4 0.3 4 7 4.0 0.1 4.7 7 .1 0.4 0 1 0.3 0 1 100 0 

'Only a f la t rate was reported. 
•Minimum rates shown denote the least fine l iwosed by the placee tadicatsd if the ftae b paid withta a speciftad time or if Tiolatloo to the f i r s t offense, the 

maximum rates shown vsry fo r the reepecUn places bstween the low maximnm and the high maximum dependhig either on the length of time the offense to 
allowed te stand or on the number « t i m e s the law hssbaenTiolated. Most of the places repotting ta Messachusetta, and afew ta other Otates, tosne a 
warning fo r the f i r s t cffense 

The rates of fine are lower in Moulton, 
Alabama: 5 cents per hour, and f 1 if the 
citation has to be mailed. Another varia­
tion is found in Galena, Illinois, v^ere 10 
cents is assessed during the first 24 hours 
following the violation, 50 cents if paid 
within 5 days, and $1 plus the cost of the 
warrant issued after 5 days. 

the same principle is adhered to: 50 cents 
for the first violation, $3 for the second 
violation, and $5 for the third. 

The rates of fines imposed for violation 
of parking-meter regulations and the num­
ber of places imposing each rate, by 
states, are indicated in Table 31. Some 
interesting facts stand out in this tabula-
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tlon. For example, frequently wide varia­
tion exists even within the same state con­
cerning the rates of fines levied in different 
places. E leven different rates were report­
ed for the 53 places furnishing data in 
Illinois; five of these were flat-rate fines 
ranging from 10 cents to $1, and six were 
variable with the number of offenses and 
the time elapsing before payment of the 
fine is made. Indiana, a neighboring state, 
has 10 separate rates applicable to 30 lo­
calities. Nine different rates were re­
corded for Iowa. 

Fine Practices 

This survey of parking meters has dis­
closed some rather unusual methods of 
dealing with the matter of overtime park­
ing. £1 Dorado, Kansas, has recently 
initiated a new system under which the 
enforcement officer makes out a ticket 
for overtime parking on a small envel­
ope that contains blanks for the date, 
license number, make of car, time, and a 
note reading: 

Sorry, but yOu have overparked. The charge 
for this extra time, if paid within 24 hours is 
25 cents. U not paid within 24 hours, the charge 
is $1. You may pay this by placing 25 cents in 
this envelope and depositing it in one of the 
f e c i a l boxes, painted yellow, which you wil l 
find next to one of the meter posts in this block. 
If you prefer, you may pay this at the traffic 
desk at the city buildii^. An additional charge 
of 25 cents is made and an additional notice is 
issued for each hour a vehicle is overparked. 

Approximately, 3,000 envelope notices have 
been issued in the four months since the 
plan was started on April 10, 1951. At 
the rate of 25 cents each, $476.50 in 
penalties have been paid for overtime 
parking. Fines of $1 were paid by each of 
48 persons, and only 20 tickets on locally-
owned vehicles remain unpaid. Though 
more tickets are issued, the dollar take 
is approximately the same as it was prior 
to the initiation of this system. C i ^ of­
ficials indicate that complaints and pro­
tests against fines have diminished sub­
stantially, and that the new system seems 
to have helped police public relations 
considerably. A similar plan is now auth­
orized in Council Grove, Kansas." There 
is much in this practice to commend its 
wider application. 

An intriguing variation of this so-called 
"KANSAS GOVERNMENT JOURNAL, July 1953, page 404 

envelope system is the one currently in 
operation in Red Oak, Iowa. Under this 
scheme, each violator is asked to con­
tribute what his conscience dictates. 
Sometimes businessmen or chambers of 
commerce make pennies or nickels avail­
able for the use of motorists in paying 
fines. * 

Fine deposit boxes are also used in 
iSpirit Lake, Iowa. Local officials there 
indicate that the collection of fines for 
overtime parking was a problem in the 
city until this plan was devised; a similar 
experience is repeated in Harrison, Ark­
ansas, where penalty boxes are located 
on each corner of the city square. 

Overtime parkers who have received 
tickets are required to deposit an appro­
priate amount of money in an Indoor meter 
at the police station in Storm Lake (Iowa), 
Webster City (Iowa), and inEdenton (North 
Carolina). At the latter place, if a motor­
ist reports within an hour after his meter 
time expires, he pays only a nickel. The 
penalty is two nickels if he reports within 
2 hours; and he must deposit 24 nickels 
in the meter after 24 hours. Most motor­
ists comply readily. Presumably the pur­
pose of the indoor meter is to be sym­
bolic — to learn by doing. 

Pittsburg, Kansas, reported that over­
time parking collections doubled after 
reduction cf the rate of overparking fine 
from $1 to 50 cents, and the provision of 
a penalty box for each eight parking meters. 
The average increased from $6.12 to 
$14.42 daily." It also reported improved 
public relations. Lamed is another Kansas 
city that has adopted a simplified method 
for the payment of fines in conveniently 
located coin boxes. 

Winter Haven, Florida, providesfor the 
mailing of the fine to the police station. 

While most of the evidence thus far 
assembled seems to be overwhelmingly 
in favor of making it easier for the motor-
""The problem of out-of-townviolators of parking-meter regu­
lations IB a difficult one m most places It is reported that In 
KerrvUle, Texas, a popular courtesy device is used. If an 
out-of-town motorist is involved in a violation, a nickel is m-
serted for hun, with the foUowug courtesy card* "Through the 
courtesy of the Kernnlle Police Department, you have been 
saved a SI fme. If you would like to return this card and a 
nickel to be used agam, just mail them to the Chamber of 
Commerce." See "Gold Mmes at the Curbstones," by Norman 
Carlisle, in CORONET, October 1952, beginning at page 115. 

""Parkmg Penalty Payments Made Easy," MISSOURI MUNICT-
PAL REVIEW, April 1952. 
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T A B L E 32 

Amount anddlBposltlonoi l ines colleetedln 1951' l o r violation of curb andof f - i t r ee tpuk ingmete r r eguUt ionBmplaces report ing (United SUtea and Alaska) 

Purposes f o r which 
revenues f r o m fines 

were expended 

Curb parking meter fines Off -s t ree t parkmg 
meter fmes 

Curb and of f -s t ree t parking 
meter f ines not separately 

reported 
Total amount of parking 

meter fbies Purposes f o r which 
revenues f r o m fines 

were expended 

Amount 

Percentage 
of total amount 
of curb parkmg 

meter fines 
Amount 

Percentage of 
total amount 
of olf-Btreet 

^ r k i n g meter fbies 
Amount 

Percentage of total 
amount of combmed 
curb and of f -s t ree t 
parking meter fmes 

Amount 

Percentage of 
total amount 

of parking 
meter fines 

General fund 
Street or highway fund* 
Parking meter fund* 
Police o r municipal court 
Police department* 
Police pension fund 
T r a f f i c safety and control 
School fund 
Off -s t ree t parking fund 
Miscel laneous 

Total 

$3,659,829* 
206,700 
109,804 
87,180 
62,999 
16,074' 
59,480 
9,880 
4,450 

252,458* 

81 9 
4 6 
2 5 
2 0 
1 4 
0 4 
1 3 
0 2 
0 1 
5 6 

$11,177 

122 

929 

1,100 

23 
10 

83 7 

0 9 

6 9 

8 2 

0 2 
0 1 

$618,604* 
12,154 
5,438 

565 

2,850 

9,574 
13,894 

93 3 
1 8 
0 8 
0 1 

0 4 

1 5 
2 1 

$4,289,610 
218,854 
115,364 

87,745 
63,928 
18,924 
60,580 

9,880 
14,047 

266,362 

83 4 
4 2 
2 2 
1.7 
1 2 
0 4 
1 2 
0 2 
0.3 
5.2 

General fund 
Street or highway fund* 
Parking meter fund* 
Police o r municipal court 
Police department* 
Police pension fund 
T r a f f i c safety and control 
School fund 
Off -s t ree t parking fund 
Miscel laneous 

Total $ 4 , 4 0 8 , 8 5 4 ' ° 100 0 $13,381 100 0 $663,079* 100 0 $5,145,294 ' 100.0 

Percentage of total amount 
of parking meter f mes 88 6 - 0 3 - 12 9 - 100 0 -
'E i ther calendar year o r f i sca l year 
•$326,413 of amount shown represents tines collected fo r violation of both parkmg meter and other t r a f f i c regulations 
*$49,142 of amount shown represents f ines collected f o r violation of both parkmg meter and other t r a f f i c regulations, 
' h i d u d e s expenditures f o r street l ighting and cleanmg, street widenmg, street and highway mamtenance, and other street improvements. 
* Included m this category are those items which were to be combued with other parking meter revenues and expended fo r the same p u n m e a f b r 

which other revenues were to be expended 
* Includes such purposes as police enforcement fund, police salaries, and police un i forms , among other thmgs 
' $1,659 of amount shown represents f ines collected f o r violation of both parkmg meter and other t r a f f i c regulations 
* Includes such purposes as bond ret irement, l i b r a r y board, recreation fund, chari ty fund, and undesignated items 
* $42,002 of amount shown represents fbies collected fo r violation of both parking meter and other t r a f f i c regulations. 
** $370,074 of amount shown represents fbies collected f o r violation of both parkmg meter and other t r a f f i c regulations 
" A total of $419,216 of amount shown represents fines coUected fo r violation of both parkmg meter and other t r a f f i c regulations. 

TABLE 33 
Average annual amount of fines per meter for places reportmg and estimated total amount of fmes collected for 

curb parking meter violations, baaed on the estimated number of meters m operation, January 1, 1952, 
by population groups (United States) 

Population group 
Number of curb 

parkmg meters m 
places for which 

fmes were reported^ 

Amount of curb 
parking meter 

fmes' 

Average amount 
of fmes per 

meter 

Estimated number 
of meters In 

operation' 

Estimated total 
amount of fines 

for all curb 
parking meters 

Under 2,500 
2,500-5,000 
5,000-10,000 
10,000-25,000 
25,000-50,000 
50,000-100,000 
100,000-250,000 
250,000-500,000 
500,000-1,000,000 
1,000,000 or more 

8,194 
32,107 
65,884 
96,451 
45,112 
31,427 
21,598 
7,923 

13,366 
10,283 

$21,350 
96,213 

273,019 
666,979 
538,804 
493,672 
877,132 
464,031 
423,165 
242,848 

$2.61 
3.00 
4.14 
6.92 

11.94 
15.71 
40.61 
58.57 
31.66 
23.62 

48,117 
114,259 
196,630 
258,585 
144,823 
123,325 
87,761 
62,995 
59,705 
16,964 

$125,585 
342,777 
814,048 

1,789,408 
1,729,187 
1,937,436 
3,563,974 
3,689,617 
1,890,260 

400,690 

Total '332,345 '$4,097,213 $12.33 '1,113,164 '$16,282,982 

' The numbers of meters shown are only those m the places for which curb partang meter fines were reported separately. 
' Curb parkmg meter fmes were reported together with off-street parkmg fues or with other traffic fmes by a number of 

places. Such fmes, amountmg to $370,074, and curb fines for Juneau, Alaska, amountmg to $1,567, are not included 
m totals shown. 

' See table 5. 
* The total estimated amount of fmes shown is the sum of the separate items for each population group. The computed total 
baaed on the totals for all population groups is $13,725,312. 

ist to pay his fine, it is not exclusively so. 
Harrodsburg, Kentucky, decided to discon­
tinue using courtesy parking tickets because 
the public did not cooperate with the plan by 
returning the envelope-ticket with a nickel. 

Revenue from Fines 

The magnitude of the sums collected as 
fines for violation of meter regulations is 
perhaps of more than usual interest. For 
the 1,165 places for which information 
was available, fines collected during 1951 
amounted to $4,468,854, or the equivalent 

additionally of approximately 12.2 percent 
of the gross revenue collected from the 
curb meters, (see Table 32). Additionally, 
$13,361 in fines were collected in connec­
tion with off-street parking meters, while 
$663,079 constituted fines for both curb 
and off-street meters not separately re­
ported as between curb and off street. The 
total of all these fines items is $5,145,294. " 
" I t should be noted m connection with Table 32 and the other 
fmes tables that follow that an mdetermmate amount of fines 
collected for violation of other traffic regulations is included 
with some of the items shown. The total of such combined 
items amount to only 8.1 percent of the total fmes shown. 
See footnote 10 of Table 32. 
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Aggregate figures for fines are sig­
nificant. But even more meaningful are 
average amounts of fines per meter, par­
ticularly on a population-group basis. It 
will be noted from Table 33 that the aver­
age curb-parking-meter fine for 1951 was 
$12.33 for each of the 332,345 meters 

for which fines data were reported. The 
lowest average fine per meter for the 
year was $2.61 for places under 2,500 
population. The highest was $58. 57 for 
the 250,000-to-500,000-population group. 

Up to the 250,000-500,000 group, the 
magnitude of the average annual fine per 

T A B L E 34 

Amount and disposition of fines collected in 1951' for violation of curb parking meter regulations in places reporting, by population groups' 
. (United SUtes and Alaska) , . j ; 

Amount of fines and purposes for which expended Total 
General Street or Parking Police or Police Police Traffic School Off-street Miscel­ revenue 

Poinilation group fund highway meter municipal depart­ pension safety and fund parking laneous' from 
fund^ fund* court ment' fund control fund fines 

Under 2,500 $17,973 $1,253 $32 $356 . _ _ $1,736 $21,350 
2,500 - 5,000 67,001 7,261 $5,349 465 4,691 - $5,651 - - 5,795 96,213 
5,000 - 10,000 196,836 13,620 20,504 3,279 14,123 $497 2,546 $658 $751 21,772 274,586 
10,000 - 25,000 576,862" 4,566 21,697 3,434 32,580 759 25,785 9,222 3, 699 64,545 743,149 
25,000 - 50,000 492,091' _ 2,828 10,331 4,160 7,825' 25,498 - - 44,709' 587,442 
50,tl60 - 100,000 385,447 _ 19,426 39,639 7,089 6,993 - - - 35,078 493,672 
100,000 - 250,000 714,645" 180,000 40,000 30,000 - - - - - 78,823 1,043,468 
250,000 - 500,000 542,961" - - - - • - - - - - 542,961 
500,000 - 1,000,000 423,165 - - - - - - - - - 423, 165 
1,000,000 or more 242,848 - - - - - - - - - 242,848 

Total $3,659,829 $206,700 $109,804 $87,180 $e2,999 $16,074 $S9,480 $9,880 $4,450 $253,458 $4,468,854' 

Percentage of total 
amount of fines 81.9 4.6 2.5 2. 0 1.4 0.4 1.3 0.2 0.1 5. 6 100.0 

'Either calendar year or fiscal year. 
'Curb and off-street parking meter fines were not reported separately by a number of places. See Table 38 for disposition of such fines by population 

groups and Table 39 for disposition by sUtes. 
^Includes expenditures for street lighting and cleaning, street and highway maintenance, street widening, and other street improvements. 
* Included In this category are those items which were to be combined with other parking meter revenues and expended for the same purposes for which 

other revenues were to be expended. 
' includes such purposes as police enforcement fund, police salaries, and police uniforms, among other things. 
* Includes such purposes as bond retirement, library board, recreation fund, charity fund, and undesignated items. 
^Includes $1,567 reported by Juneau, Alaska. 
' Fines collected for violation of both parking meter and other traffic regulations in the following amounts are included in the expenditures for the pur­

poses noted in the specified peculation groups: $76,170, general fund, 10,000-25,000 group; $4,977, general fund, $1,659, police pension fund, and 
$42,002, miscellaneous expenditures, 25,000-50,000 group; $166,336, general fund, 100,000-250,000 group; $78,930, general fund, 250,000-500,000 
group; total $370,074, all purposes, all groups. 

F i g u r e 27- Metered, angle, c e n t e r - s t r e e t p a r k i n g i n Davenport, 
Iowa. Note the r e l a t i v e l y wide paved a r e a between meters f o r 

ped e s t r i a n s . , 
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meter increased constantly with increase 
in size of the municipality. The average 
fine for the two population groups there­
after dropped off to $23. 62 per meter for 
the largest places. 

Based upon these average annual fines 

estimated total revenue derived from curb 
meters. 

In order to test the validity of this meth­
od of estimating total fines, an entirely dif­
ferent approach was made (see Appendix B, 
Table A). Instead of usmg numbers of 

Amount and disposition of fines collected ta 1001'for viotation of curb parking meter regulations ta places reporttag, by states' 
(United States and Alaska) 

Amount of fines and purposes fo r whicli eiQiended 
Total 

General Street or Parking Police or Police Police Traff ic School Off-Street Miscel­ revenue 
- State fund higliway 

f u n d ' 
meter municipal depart­ pension safety and fund parking laneous f r o m higliway 

f u n d ' fund* court ment' fund contnfl fund Imes 

Alabama $20,000 _ _ $7,089 - - - - - $27,095 
Artaooa 32,088 - - - - - - - - 32,088 
Arkansas 8,088 $1,370 _ - 850 - - - - $318 8,128 
C^l fomta 753,885' 195,990 $47,644 - - - $25,816 - $3,699 27,359 1,054,393 
Colorado 48,881 1,040 128 - - - - - - 633 50,883 

Connecticut 1,344 - $8,500 - - - - - 304 10,148 
Detaware 800 - - - - - - - - - 880 
Florida 78,875' _ _ 4,558 - - - - 2.330 83,483 
Georgia 7,313 618 - 294 - - - - 633 8,858 
Idaho 14,513 - - - - - - - - - 14,513 

Illinois 
JwHana 

28,788 800 15.823 820 12,133 S549 - - - 7,028 83,919 Illinois 
JwHana 38,141 _ 8,582 - - - 897 - - 1,258 45,878 
Iowa 18,798 2,586 30.000 2,030 317 - - - 653 54,382 
Kansas 42,218 180 - - - - - 3,885 40,281 
Kentucky 32,898 1,033 - - - - - - - - 33,930 

Louisiana 900 1,350 - - 3,000 - - - 216 5,488 
Maine 3,884 - 905 - 997 - 281 - - - 5,937 
Maryland 33,904 - - - 215 - - - - 564 

2,601 
24,883 

Hassachusette 33,138 - 12,028 199 - - - - -
564 

2,601 37,983 
Mtahigan 228,403 - 2.221 1,400 8,506 - - - - 2,563 243,093 

Mmnesota 23,532 _ 3,770 S45 4,708 _ - - 9,005 
42,002' 

41,880 
Misstaaippi 20,938 398 2,177 - - - - - -

9,005 
42,002' 71,512 

Mtasouri 04,723' 1,840 - - 4.002 - - - - 100,374 
Montana 8,480 _ - - - 11,998 - - - 21,448 
Nebraska 
Nenda 
New Bampshire 

3,800 
13,275 
0,803 

-
473 497 

- - -
$2,245 

- -
5,845 

13,275 
7,833 

New Jersey 139,185 - - - - - - - - 200 139,391 
New Mexico 740 _ - - - - - - - - 740 
New York 137,401' - - 2,597 - - - - - 0,173 130,171 

North Caroltaa 81,301 _ _ _ _ _ 2,298 6,007 3,297 92,983 
North Dakota 338 _ _ - - - - 1,828 - 18 1,073 
Ohio 387,805' 3,461 1,831 - - 3,000 - - 20,281 310,138 
Oklahoma 130,031' - - - 108 - - - - - 131,030 
Oregon 373,443 1.853 - - 2,211 - 1,810 - - 12,251 300,387 

Pennsylvanta 301,098 1,S4S 15,873 2,190 - - - - 5,557 287,083 
Rhode Island - - - - - 2.000 - - - - 2,000 
South Carolina 27,704 - 280 - - - 100 - - 5,000 33,084 
South Dakota 7,258 - - - 186 - - - - - 7,442 
Tennessee 51,825' 293 849 - 2,401 - - - - 488 55,857 

T e n a 118,720 _ 514 794 - 0,723 128,780 
Utah 315,584 - - - - - 13,500 - - 2,334 331,400 
Vermont 3,844 - - - 479 - - - - - 3,333 
Viigmia 21,019 - - - - - - - - 331 31,050 
washtagton 88,933' 1,025 - - 13.000 - - - - 79,071 180,820 

West Vliglnta 5,144 4.172 - _ - - - - 0,310 
Wiscoosta 42,852' - 2,272 24,404 250 6.206* - - 751 3,787 80,822 
Wyoming 
Alaska 

388 
1,587 - - - : -

388 
1,587 

Total (3,059,839 $206,700 $100,804 $87,180 $62,999 $16,074 $SS,480 $9,880 $4,450 0252,458 14,488,884' 

Percentage of total 
0 2 amount of f mes 81 9 4.6 2.5 2.0 1 4 0 4 1 3 0 2 0 1 5 0 100 0 

' Either calendar year or fiscal year 
'Curb and off-street paikhig meter fmes were not reported separately by a number of ptaces See Table 38 for disposUioo of such fmes by poputatum 
groups and Table 39 for disposition by states 

'includes expenditures for sfareet ligliting nnd cleaning, street and highway mamtenance, street widening, and other street improvements 
* Included in thto category are those Items which were to be combined with other parktag meter revenues and expended fo r the same purposes fo r which 

other revenues were to be expended. 
'Includes such purposes as police enforeement fund, police salaries, and police uniforms, among other thtags 
'includes such purposes as bond retirement, l ibrary board, recreation fund, charity fund, and undesignated items. 
' Fmes collected fo r vlotatlon of both parking meter and other t raff ic regulations m the following amounta are uicluded m the expenditures for the purposes 

noted in the specif ted states $0,050, generalfund, Calltoreta, $80,813, general fund, Florida, $42,002, misceUaneous expendltares, Mtasissippi, 
$78,930, generalfund, Mtasouri, $3,504, generalfund. New York, $35,000, generalfund, Ohio, $107,338, generalfund, Oktahoma. $34,000, general 
fund, Tennessee, $4,007, generalfund, Washtagton, and $4,877, general fund and $1,859, police pension fund, Wisconata, total, $370,074, a l l pur­
poses, a l l states 

per meter and the estimated number of 
meters in operation in the respective pop­
ulation groups, an estimated total amount 
of fines for all curb meters was derived, 
amounting to $16, 282,982. This formid­
able sum is a significant addition to the 

meters and average fines per meter, 
numbers of places and the aggregate curb-
parking-meter fines were employed. The 
resulting estimated total amount of fines 
was $16,592,108, a total only 1.9 per­
cent greater than the total derived using 
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TABLE 36 
Amount and disposition of fmes collected in 1951' for violation of off-street parking 

meter regulations in places reporting, by population groins* 
(United States) 

Amount of fines and pu rposes for wliich eq>ended Total 
Population General fund Parking Police Tri ifflc safety Off-street Miscellaneous amount 

group meter fund department and control parking fund of fines 

Under 2,500 _ _ _ _ _ $10 $ 10 
2,500-5,000 - S 22 _ _ S23 _ 45 
10,000-25,000 12,223 - S929 SI,100 - _ 4,252 
25,000-50,000 6,044 100 - - - - 6,144 
50,000-100,000 2,910 - - - - - 2,910 

Total $11,177 S122 S929 11,100 $23 $10 $13,361 
Percentage of total 
amount of fines 83.7 0.9 6.9 8.2 0.2 0.1 100.0 

' Either calendar year or fiscal year. 
' Curb and off-street parking meter fines were not reported separately by a number of places. See table 

38 for disposition of such fines by pcqnilation groiqts and table 39 for disposition by states. 

TABLE 37 
Amount and d i q ) 0 8 i t i o n of fmes collected in 1951' for violation of off-street parking 

meter regulations in places reporting, by states' 

Amount of fines and purposes for which expended Total 
State Seneial fund Parking 

meter fund 
P olice 

department 
Traffic safety 
and control 

Off-street 
parking fund 

Miscellaneous amount 
of fines 

California 
Florida 
Illinois 
Maryland 
Michigan 

$ 1,200 
1,263 

2,200 
2,190 

$ 22 
100 $500 

429 

$1,100 
$23 $10 

$2,300 
1,318 

600 
2,629 
2,190 

New York 
North Carolina 
Ohio 
Oregon 
Virginia 

200 
1,720 

100 
760 

1,544 
- -

-
-

-
200 

1,720 
100 
760 

1,544 

Total $11,177 $122 $929 $1,100 $23 $10 $13,361 
Percentage of total 
amount of fines 83.7 0.9 6.9 8.2 0.2 0.1 100.0 

' Either calendar year or fiscal year. 
* Curb and off-street parking meter fines were not reported separately by a number of places. See 

table 38 for disposition of such fines by population groins and table 39 for disposition by states. 

numbers of meters. It is believed that 
the smaller amount, obtained by use of 
number of meters, is probably the better 
estimate. 

Disposition of Fines 

Thus, a reasonable insight has been 
provided concerning the amount of fines 
collected from violations of parking meter 
regulations, largely at the curb. Now what 
is done with the moneys so obtained? 

Reference to Table 32 reveals the an­

swers, in summary fashion. The lion's 
share of the more-than - $5-million ag­
gregate was assigned to the general fund. 
Approximately 4. 2 percent of the total was 
merged with street or highway fimds. Only 
relatively small amounts were assigned 
directly to the alleviation of parking diffi­
culties. 

The foregoing applies to all fines. But 
if the aggregate amounts are separated into 
their component parts (curb-parking-meter 
fines, off-street-parking - meter fines, 
curb- and off-street-parking-meter fines 
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not separately reported), it is found that 
approximately the same relative per­
centages obtain with respect to manner of 
disposition. 

Thus far, only summary figures have 
been cited. What about the details by pop-

New York 139,171 
Oklahoma 131,039 
Texas 128,760 
Missouri 100,374 

Table 36 presents the amoimt and dis­
position of fines collected for violation of 

TABLE 38 
Amount and disposition of unsegregated fmes collected in 1951' for violation of curb and off-street 

parkmg meter regulations in places reporting, by population groups* 
(United States) 

Amount of fmes and purposes for which expended 
Population 

group 
General fund Street or 

highway 
fund 

Parking 
meter 
fund 

Police or 
municipal 

court 

Police 
pension 

fund 

Off-street 
parkmg 
fund 

Miscellaneous' Total 
amount of 

fines 
2,500-5,000 $ 3,349 
5,000-10,000 2,750 
10,000-25,000 39,463 
25,000-50,000 40,301* 
50,000-100,000 178,021* 
100,000-250,000 82,934 
250,000-500,000 271,786* 

$12,154 
$5,438 

$565 $2,246 

604 

$3,875 

5,699 

$10,694 
3,200 

$ 3,349 
2,750 

56,843 
55,655* 

189,762* 
82,934 

271,788* 

Total $618,604^ $12,154 $5,438 $565 $2,850 $9,574 $13,894 $663,079* 
Percentage of total 
amount of fines 93.3 1.8 0.8 0.1 0.4 1.5 2.1 100.0 

' Either calendar year or fiscal year. 
* The amounts shown were collected for both curb and off-street parking meter violations and were not 

reported separately. 
' Disposition of items in amounts shown was not designated. 
* $14,363 of amount shown represents fines collected for violation of both parking meter and other traffic 

regulations. 
* $34,779 of amount shown represents fmes collected for violation of both parking meter and other traffic 

regulations. 
* Amount shown Includes both curb parking meter fines and parldng meter fines from Love Field, DaUas, 

Texas. 
* A total of $49,142 of amount shown r^resents fines collected for violation of both parking meter and 

other traffic regulations. 

Illation group and by s tate? In order to 
present these data properly, curb-parking-
meter fines, the off-street-meter fines, 
and the unsegregated fines have been treat­
ed separately. 

The amount and disposition of fines 
collected for violation of curb-meter 
regulations only, by population groups, 
are shown in Table 34. The same infor­
mation is furnished by states in Table 35. 
The following states reported the largest 
fines: 

California 
Oregon 
Utah 
Ohio 
Pennsylvania 
Michigan 
Washington 
New Jersey 

$1,054,393 
390,367 
331,408 
316,138 
287,063 
243,093 
180,629 
139,391 

off-street-parking-meter regulations by 
population groups. Because of the small 
amounts involved, and the paucity of the 
data, no extraordinary significance is to be 
attached thereto. The same information 
by states is given in Table 37. It is inter-
estii^ to note from the table which states 
with off-street meters are involved. 

Comparable information, by population 
groups and by states, for unsegregated 
fines are given in Tables 38 and 39, res­
pectively. The most substantial amounts 
are centered in the 50,000-100,000- and 
the 250,000-500,000-population groups. 
Texas, New York, Michigan, and Illinois 
are the states with the most-substantial 
incomes from this source. 

Practices Avoiding Fines 

The parking meter is an ingenious de-
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TABLE 39 
Amount and disposition of unsegregated fines collected in 1951' for violation of curb and off-street parking 

meter regulations in places reporting,by states 
Amount of fines and purposes for which expended 

State 
General 

fund 
Street 

Improvement 
Parking 
meter 
fund 

Police or 
municipal 

court 

Police 
pension 
fund 

Off-street 
parking 

fund 

Miscel­
laneouŝ  

Total 
amount of 

fmes 
California 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Iowa 
Kansas 

$15,212 
2,006 

52,178 
17,457 
26,526 

$12,154 

$5,438 
-

$1,034 

$5,699 
-

$ 33,065 
2,006 

58,650 
17,457 
26,526 

Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
New Jersey 

3,759 
66,647 
1,058 

-
-

$565 -

3,875 
$1,400 

3,875 
1,400 
3,759 

67,212 
1,058 

New York 
North Carolina 
Ohio 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 

88,514* 
17,213 
8,500 
3,349 

27,818 

-
-

- - -

12,494 

88, 514* 
17,213 
8,500 
3,349 

40,312 
Texas 
Virginia 
Wisconsin 

275,378* 
3,000 
9,989 

- -
1,816 

- -
275,378' 

3,000 
11,805 

Total 618,604* $12,154 $5,438 $565 $2,850 $9,574 $13,894 $663,079* 
Percentage ct 

total amount of 
fines 93.3 1.8 0.8 0.1 0.4 1.5 2.1 100.0 

' Either calendar year or fiscal year. 
*The amounts shown were collected for both curb and off-street parking meter violations and were not reported 
separately. 

'Disposition of items in amounts shown was not specified. 
* $49,142 of amount shown represents fines collected for violation of both parking meter and other traffic 
regulations. 

'Amount shown includes both curb parking meter fines and parking meter fines from Love Field, Dallas, Texas. 

vice, to say the least. But human ingenuity 
can never be exceeded by a mechanism. 
In some places, practices have developed 
that effectively avoid overtime parking and 
parking fines, as far as they go. 

In New Rochelle (New York) and Sagi­
naw (Michigan) for example, many motor­
ist-parkers were discovered to have in­
serted two coins, instead of one, in the 
manual-type meter, turning the handle 
that actuates the time only once; the as­
sumption was that the police officer would 
turn the handle a second time before writ­
ing a ticket for overtime parking, thinking 
that perhaps a coin had been inserted 
legitimately, but that the handle had not 
been properly turned. But the police quickly 
caught onto the practice, and officers were 
instructed not to turn the handle.*' 

It is reported that in Atlantic City, 
approximately 250 merchants, seeking to 
gain the favor of motorists, checked over-
**"Enforcing Parking Regulations Where Meters are Used," 
PUBLIC MANAGEMENT, November 1947, pages 329-332. 

time parkers in front of their establish­
ments, deposited nickels where necessary, 
and left a note on the windshield reading: 
"Your time was up—the flag showed red. 
It was our privilege to save you a parking 
fine by putting a nickel in the meter." In 
Minneapolis, some building tenants who 
wanted additional parking time, hired boys 
to deposit extra nickels every hour in the 
meters; thus, low-cost curb parking was 
obtained, sometimes for all day. In Akron, 
Ohio, two local competing commercial 
concerns had employees insert nickels when 
the time had expired for parkers, leaving 
a stamped post card asking the motorist to 
send in their names and addresses, to be 
added to the firms' mailing lists; the police 
quickly discouraged the practice. A simi­
lar experience took place in Passaic, New 
Jersey, involving a local garage. 

Even the police themselves sometimes 
assist a fine-avoidance scheme. In West 
Plains, Missouri, the enforcing officer, 
when he finds a car overparked, will insert 
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a nickel that is provided by local mer­
chants; he also leaves a small envelope 
requesting that the motorist-par ker put a 
nickel in the envelope and drop it into a 
courtesy box, several of which can be 
found attached to meters in the area. 

DISPOSITION OF PARKING METER 
REVENUES 

Increasing interest has been evinced, in 
recent years, in the disposition of meter 
revenues. For the need for parking ac­
commodations of all sorts looms so large 
that any diversion or dispersion of parking-
meter revenues to nonparking purposes is 
beginning to be looked upon as undesirable 
in the public interest, as well as possibly 
contravening the legal justification for the 
parking meter. 

Disposition in the Aggregate 

Information concerning disposition of 
revenues was available for 1,152 places in 
all population groups, (see Table 27). In 
the aggregate, costs of administration of 
the program, excluding amortization of the 
meters, absorbed 15.6 percent of the gross 
revenues (see Table 40 for the absolute 
amounts and Table 41 for the corresponding 
percentages). These costs included police 
enforcement, meter repair and mainte­
nance, collection of meter revenues, and 
other miscellaneous e x p e n s e s incident to 
the meter program. 

Amortization of the meters accounted 
for another 7. 5 percent of the total gross 
revenues. This item should be used cau­
tiously, however, since it was apparent 
from some of the questionnaire returns 
that uniformity in treatment of this par­
ticular item was notoriously lacking, 
that different bases were obviously used 
in some places, and that the so-called 
annual - cost - amortization formula was 
not uniformly adhered to. 

It is presumed from an examination of 
the character of the data that the amounts 
allocated for the designated purposes out 
of parking-meter funds, directly or indi­
rectly, are essentially the costs of these 
items in the places reporting, so far as 
they relate directly to the parking-meter 
program. 

Modest allocations were made to other 
programs involving the alleviation of park­
ing difficulties. Approximately 3. 2 per­

cent was placed in meter funds. An addi­
tional 8. 6 percent, in excess of $3 million, 
was used for off-street-parking facilities. 

If one totals these individual items, 
all relating to some phase of the parking 
prc^ram, it can be concluded that in 1951 
approximately 35 percent of gross meter 
revenues was spent for curb and off-street 
parking accommodations and their neces­
sary administration and upkeep. It is 
noteworthy that such a substantial amount 
was spent for the basic purposes for which 
the parking meter was originally Intended 
and legally warranted. 

PERCENT 
100 

C O S T O F P A R K I N G 
M E T E R P R O G R A M S 

\ P A R K I N G 
^ P U R P O S E S 

P A R K I N G M E T E R F U N D \ 

O F F - S T R E E T P A R K I N G 
F A C I L I T I E S 

T R A F F I C C O N T R O L 

S T R E E T O R HIGHWAY I M P R O V E M E N T ! 

G E N E R A L C I T Y F U N D 

- P O L I C E D E P A R T M E N T 

- M I S C E L L A N E O U S P U R P O S E S 

- C O M B I N A T I O N O F P U R P O S E S 

D I S P O S I T I O N N O T I N D I C A T E D 

F i g u r e 28. P e r c e n t a g e o f g r o s s p a r k i n g 
meter revenues a l l o c a t e d f o r s t a t e d p u r ­
poses i n p l a c e s r e p o r t i n g , January 1, 1952. 

Yet from another point of view, much 
progress in this area remains to be a-
chieved. For approximately 50 percent of 
the total take was diverted to nonparking 
purposes in 1951. Over 38 percent of 
gross revenues went into the general fund 
and was accordingly merged with other 
moneys, to be used for general municipal 
governmental purposes. Such purposes 
are indeed worthwhile in themselves, but 
the question might well be posed as to why 
the incidence for their support should be 
placed upon a small and restricted class 
of municipal citizens, namely, the motor-
ist-parker who seeks to park his humble 



TABLE 40 
Disposition of gross curb parking meter revenues for 1951' in places reporting, by population groups 

OrosB revenue for each Indicated population group 
Los Angeles 

Countyi 
Purposes for which 

revenues were allocated 
2,500 5,000 10,000 25,000 50,000 100,000 250,000 500,000 1,000,000 California -Purposes for which 

revenues were allocated Under to to to to to to to to or more 10 population Total 
Purposes for which 

revenues were allocated 
2,500 5,000 10,000 25,000 50,000 100,000 250,000 500,000 1,000,000 group 

Gross revenues for year' $413,215 $1,784,503 $4,370,989 $8,145,185 $5,694,593 $4,708,018 $4,096,727 $3,338,319 $3,053,636 $819,125 $105>392 $36,529,702* 
Number of places reporting gross revenues 85 214 296 309 127 59 36 13 8 4 1 1,152 
Cost of parking meter program. 

1 Amortization of curb parking meters' $ 86,103 $ 311,410 $ 584,195 $ 540,172 $ 279,027 $ 241,032 $ 224,873 $ 7,769 $ 200,140 $202,458 $ 47,297 $ 2,724,476 
2 Police enforcement 41,048 161,161 346,838 572,456 323,528 315,026 231,344 45,068 182,209 60,000 - 2,278,678 
3 Meter repair and maintenance 8,001 48,511 109,014 291,526 158,386 165,714 210,978 157,898 199,002 61,705 7,882 1,418,617 
4 Collection of meter revenue' 3,837 15,100 40,475 106,988 81,548 103,193 89,866 53,449 157,981 53,507 7,189 713,133 
5 Combination of two or more of 39,045 1,069,323 purposes in items 2, 3 , and 4 8,391 53,926 174,283 315,791 191,825 218,740 69,322 39,045 1,069,323 
6 Miscellaneous expenses connected 43,810 14,474 219,375 with parking meter progiam* 
Total, parking meter program 

72 2,612 13,406 41,841 15,488 26,092 30,899 8,933 21,748 43,810 14,474 219,375 with parking meter progiam* 
Total, parking meter program 145,452 592,720 1,268,211 1,868,774 1,049,802 1,069,797 857,282 312,163 761,080 421,480 76,842 8,423,802 

Parking meter fund' 4,415 51,635 71,570 216,509 47,364 182,670 3,912 227,891 320,311 58,169 - 1,184,446 
Off-street parking facilities* 1,300 58,267 150,479 650,757 736,B2S 643,146 408,478 - 192,931 283,364 3,125,247 
Related purposes 1,870,620 1. Traffic control 3,042 54,767 149,530 268,923 240,735 343,562 219,412 432,828 157,821 - - 1,870,620 

2 Street or highway improvement 25,899 104,132 195,342 269,506 67,732 104,817 74,234 - 51,200 - - 892,862 
General city purposes 

1,350,504 56,112 13,917,924 1 (jeneral fund 123,663 542,397 1,522,313 2,731,780 2,174,616 1,663,646 2,002,009 1,750,884 1,350,504 56,112 13,917,924 
2 Police department ^ 14,095 61,055 223,221 336,501 137,250 - 7,628 106,674 - - 886,424 
3 Miscellaneous purposes 4,747 36,701 70,087 148,086 48,368 64,805 - - 219,789 - 28,550 621,133 
Total, general city purposes 142,505 640,153 1,815,621 3,216,367 2,360,234 1,728,451 2,009,637 1,857,558 1,570,293 56,112 28,550 15,425,481 

Combination of any two or more of above purposes 6,750 35,597 119,066 423,180 358,727 239,352 219,824 - - - - 1,402,498 
Disposition not indicated 83,852 247,232 601,170 1,231,169 833,474 396,223 303,948 507,880 - - 4,204,948 

'Either calendar year or fiscal year Figures represent actual collections, mcludmg revenues 
from meters mstalled for less than one year and those operated seasonally 
"in addition to original cost of meters, allocations mclude purchase of new meter heads, re­
habilitation of meters, and capital improvement fund 
"Includes sortmg, counting, wrappmg, and sealmg corns, in addition to collecting revenue 
deludes, among other expenses, purchase of motorcycles, automobiles, collection carts, 
com boxes, and cohi wrappers and counters, removing and relocatmg meters, reserves 
for repair, mamtenance, and collecting,publication of ordinances, auditing, advertismg, 
collectug fines, automobile and motorcycle expenses, uniforms, salaries of parkmg 
meter superintendent, mspector, and clerks, office supplies, equipment, snow removal 
In metered areas, and painting parkmg spaces 
% addition to expenditures connected with parkmg meter program and'deprecution re­
serve for meters, allocations include amounts which could not be separately identified for 
such purposes as street improvement and lightmg, traffic control, construction of bridge 
and-public builduigs, motor vehicle parkmg fund, purchase and improvement of parkmg 
lots, and reserves for future purchase of off-street facilities 

"Includes reserves for off-street parking facilities and revenues pledged or used to 
purchase off-street parking facilities and to retire parkmg bond issues Some al­
locations for off-street parking, not separately reported, are included u parking 
meter fund and m allotments for general miscellaneous purposes 
Includes traffic signals and signs, m addition to other traffic control expenses 
"includes, among other things, purchase of street flusher and gravel truck, street 
lightmg and traffic lights, and street and budget fund 
'Includes amounts tor such items as automotive expenses, ladder, truck, and hose for 
fire department, truck and other equipment for street department, service car, police 
car, police equipment, street sweepuig, markmg, and oilmg, snow removal, pamtmg 
parkmg lanes and signs, street signs, fund for off-street parking or recreation facili­
ties not separately allocated, parks and recreation, permanent improvement fund, 
equipment fund, public safety fund, health department, school fund, fund for new city 
hall, buildmg reserve, salary of corporation counsel, clerk hire, general supplies, 
principal and interest on bonds, improvement of river front for boat docking and 
parkmg, comfort station on parkmg lot not separately identified, traffic fmes bureau, 
employees retirement fund. Jail expenses, salary of school band mstructor, and 
payment on bonds issued to build shoe factory 
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vehicle in metered curb areas of the central 
business district. 

In excess of 2 percent of revenues went 
to the police department, 5 percent for 
traffic control, 2.5 percent for street 
Improvements, and about 2 percent for 
miscellaneous nonparking projects. 

For municipalities representing approx­
imately 15 percent of the gross-revenue, 
disposition data either was not given at 
all or more than one purpose were grouped 
together, making impossible segregation 
in the terms of the above specific purposes. 

UNDER IflOO tflOO lOpOO MOOO MCWO 1 0 0 ^ t 9 0 ^ B 0 ( ^ ijOOOlPOO ALL 
2V30 TO 10 TO TO TO TO rO ,0 OH GWMJPS 

sjDoo lofioo tsjooo aoflooaoaoouofloompooipoofioomuit 
POPULATION emups 

F i g u r e 29. P e r c e n t a g e o f t o t a l p a r k i n g 
meter revenues spent f o r p o l i c e e n f o r c e ­
ment o f meter program i n p l a c e s r e p o r t i n g , 
by p o p u l a t i o n g r o u p s , J a n u a r y 1, 1952 . 

Analysis by Population Groups 

Disposition of gross revenues by pop­
ulation groups involves some striking 
similarities and some variations. The fol­
lowing array of portions of the total take 
spent for administration of the parking 
meter program so indicates: 

Percentage of total 
revenues spent for 

administration 
(exclusive of 
amortization) Population Group 

Under 2.500 
2,500 to 5,000 
5,000 to 10,000 
10,000 to 25,000 
25,000 to 50,000 
50,000 to 100,000 
100,000 to 250,000 
250,000 to 500,000 
500,000 to 1,000,000 
1,000,000 and over 
All population groups 

14.3 
15.7 
15.6 
16.3 
13.5 
17.6 
15.4 
9.2 

18.4 
26.8 
15.6 

Assuming mtuilcipalities in the respective 
population groups have reported their ad­
ministrative costs with the same degree of 
accuracy and on the same basest such costs 
range from approximately 14 to 18 percent cf 
the gross revenues in all but two populatim 
groups, with no significant relationship 
between such costs and size of munici-

DlaposlUon al ( t o n curb | a rU i i ( meter leranueB 
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tor 1911 * in pkcea iqiort l i ig, n v r e n e d u m perraiAce o< the toU, 
b rp • 

Peibeulafle ti gx* iBi revem » for each aronp 
I<oa Aa^Biea Coas^i 

PapowB for which Under 1,500- 5,000- 10,000- B,000- 50,000- 100,000- 80,900- 100,010- 1,100,090 C a U N e i k - a o 
r m n a a were allocated' >,soo 5,000 10,000 15,000 50,000 100,000 ao.ooo 1 500,000 1, O N , 000 or moia p^aMlaa g n i v Total 

% t % 1 % % % « t % » • OroH rerenoe for jtmx 100 0 100 0 100 0 I M 0 110 0 100.0 100 0 100 0 100 0 100 0 U L O MLO 
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1 Amortlatlon of cnili puUng metera 1IL9 IT i 11 4 1 • 4 .1 i 1 5 5 L l L i M.T « L f T i 
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F i g u r e 30. P a r k i n g meters, being mech­
a n i c a l devices, go haywire once i n a while. 
Here, one of four f u l l time repairmen i s 
engaged i n such r e p a i r operations--a func­
t i o n of the D i s t r i c t of Columbia Highway 

Department. 

pality. In the 250, OOO-to-500,000-popula-
tion group, however, the costs are only 
slightly in excess of 9 percent; all other 
things being equal, therefore, this might 
indicate that the parking-meter programs, 
such as they may be, are more efficiently 
managed in these places than in any others. 
On the other hand, comparable administra­
tive costs in the largest places surveyed 
account for almost 27 percent of the total 
gross revenues for these places. Whether 
this differential may be accounted for by 

differences in reporting methods, account­
ing procedures, inefficiencies of operation, 
or other unknown factors is difficult to 
surmise. 

Some of the constituent elements of the 
costs of administration involve significant 
relationship with size of municipality. 
For example, though with some variation, 
the relative costs for police enforcement 
in connection with the meter program seem 
to vary inversely with size of place; but 
the largest places seem to be somewhat 
out of line: 

Percentage that 
police enforcement 
costs are of total 
parking meter 

revenues Population Group 

Under 2,500 
2,500 to 5,000 
5,000 to 10,000 
10,000 to 25,000 
25,000 to 50,000 
50,000 to 100,000 
100,000 to 250,000 
250,000 to 500,000 
500,000 to 1,000,000 
1,000,000 or more 
All population groups 

9.9 
9.0 

5.6 
1.4 
6.0 
7.3 
6.2 

Even enforcement data should not be re­
lied upon too heavily. For there is reason 
to believe that some municipalities may 
not have reported these costs too accurately 
in terms of the actual police expense that 
is directly attributable to the parking- meter 

Figure 31. Sometimes minor adjustments of the parking meter mech­
anism w i l l put i t back i n t o smooth operation. 



51 

Figure 32. Pa r k i n g meter p a r t s are kept i n g l a s s c o n t a i n e r s i n a 
systematic way i n the r e p a i r shops of the Operations Section, E l e c ­
t r i c a l D i v i s i o n , o f the Highway Department of the D i s t r i c t o f 
Columbia. The meter mechanisms on the lower s h e l v e s have been j 
f u l l y r e p a i r e d and are a w a i t i n g i n s t a l l a t i o n as the need a r i s e s . I 

cost. The following data support this con­
clusion: 

Percentage that 
repairs and 

maintenance costs 
are of total 

parking meter 
revenues 

1.9 
2.7 
2.5 
3.6 
2.8 
3. 5 
5.1 
4.7 
6.5 
7.6 
3.9 

UNDER 2,500 5.0O0 10,000 25,000 50,000 100,000 250,000 500,000 1,000,000 ALL 
2,500 TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO OR GROUPS 

9,000 10,000 25,000 50,00O 100,000 250,000 50opoo 1,000,000 MORE 
POPULATION GROUPS 

F i g u r e 33. Percentage of t o t a l p a r k i n g 
meter revenues spent for r e p a i r and main­
tenance of meters i n places reporting, by 

population groups, January 1, 1952. 

program. But perhaps rough approxima­
tions are all that are needed in this area 
of the problem. 

The extent of the repair and mainte­
nance item is closely correlated with size 
of place. The smaller the municipality the 
smaller this item is likely to be; converse­
ly, the larger the place the greater the 

Population group 
Under 2,500 
2,500 to 5,000 
5,000 to 10,000 
10,000 to 25,000 
25,000 to 50,000 
50,000 to 100,000 
100,000 to 250,000 
250,000 to 500,000 
500,000 to 1,000,000 
1,000,000 or more 
All population groups 

The reasons for this apparent condition 
are not the easiest to discern. Perhaps, 
the greater intensity of use of parking 
meters in the larger municipalities re­
sults in greater wear and tear on the 
mechanism. The costs themselves, in 
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terms of their dollar amounts, may be 
greater for comparable services in the 
larger places than in the smaller ones. 
Perhaps there are other reasons too. 

The costs of collection of the meter 
revenue seem to be likewise closely re-

the size of the place involved, 
directly with it, in the following 

lated to 
varying 
manner: 

Percentage that 
collection costs 

are of total 
parking meter , 

The same direct correlation of the mis­
cellaneous expenses with size of place is 
evident from Tables 40 and 41. They range 
from 0.1 percent of the total meter reve­
nues forplaces in the 2, 500-to-5, 000 group, 
to 5.4 for the largest municipalities. 

Relative amounts spent for off-street 
facilities are especially significant. Per­
haps reflecting the urgency of the need for 

Population group revenues 
Under 2,500 0.9 
2,500 to 5,000 0.9 
5,000 to 10,000 0.9 
10,000 to 25,000 1.3 
25,000 to 50,000 1.4 
50,000 to 100,000 2.2 
100,000 to 250,000 2.2 
250,000 to 500,000 1.6 
500,000 to 1,000,000 5.2 
1,000,000 or more 6.5 
All population groups 2.0 

UNDER 2,500 9,000 10,000 26,000 50.000 100,000 290,000 500,000 ipOO,000 ALL 
Z,500 TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO OR GROUPS 

5,000 10,000 25,000 50,000 100,000 250,000 500,000 1/300,000 MORE 
POPULATION GROUPS 

Figure 34. Percentage of tota l parking 
meter revenues spent for c o l l e c t i o n of 
meter revenues in places report ing , by 

population groups, January 1, 1952. 

\ 

Figure 35. The f i r s t point of contact which the Collector of Taxes 
of the D i s t r i c t of Columbia has with parking meter col lect ions i s . 
here i l lus trated . The coin boxes from individual meters are packed 
in the cases shown and are held in place by appropriate clamps. 
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Figure 36.- Step No. 2, where the coiHs are inspected, after having 
been emptied out of the parking meter coin boxes. Note the con­
tainers on the table s t i l l awaiting to be emptied with their seals 

s t i l l unbroken. 

i 

parking accommodations in the larger 
places, a greater portion of the gross 
revenues were spent for this purpose in 
the larger municipalities than in the smaller 
ones. The following is an array by popu-
lation groups: Percentage that 

off-street parking 
facility allocations 
are of total parking 

meter revenues Population group 
Under 2,500 
2,500 to 5,000 
5,000 to 10,000 
10,000 to 25,000 
25,000 to 50,000 
50,000 to 100,000 
100,000 to 250,000 

0.3 
3.2 
3.5 
8.0 

12.9 
13.7 
10.0 

250,000 to 500,000 
500,000 to 1,000,000 6.3 
1,000,000 and over 34.6 
All population groups 8.6 

Thus far we have considered the costs 
of the parking-meter program itself, and 
expenditures for off-street-parking facili­
ties, and have noted that, generally speak­
ing, there seems to be some kind of corre­
lation, sometimes direct, sometimes 
inverse, between the relative magnitude of 
such elements and size of municipalities. 
But approximately 50 percent of the gross 
curb-parking-meter revenues are diverted 
to nonparking purposes. How is this sub­
stantial amount split up among the respect­
ive population groups ? 
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Figure 37. Another typica l scene in the 
parking meter unit of the O f f i c e of the 
D. C. Collector of Taxes. After the con­
tainers are unpacked and the seals broken, 
the coins are deposited on this table top 
so that mutilated coins and slugs can be 

separated from the coins. 

Figure 38. The next step in the procedure 
now being used by the Di s t r i c t of Columbia 
in i t s parking meter operations involves 
the counting of the coins md the irde-
pos i t in appropriate coin bags. T h i s 
automatic machine deposits $400 worth of 

coins in each bag. 

Figure 39- Once the parking meter coin 
containers have been emptied, they are 

resealed as here indicated. 

Figure 40. Parking meter coin box re -
sealing operations, involving a dif ferent 
type of parking meter than i s involved in 

the preceding i l l u s t r a t i o n . 

UNDER 2.5O0 5,000 10,000 85,000 50,000 100,000 Z50,000 500,000 1,0O0P0O JLL 
2,500 TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO OR GROUPS 

5,000 (0,000 !5flOO 50,0OO 100,000 Z50,0O0 500,000 1,000,000 MORE 
POPULATION eROUPS 

Figure 41. Percentage of to ta l parking 
meter revenues spent for administration of 
meter program in p laces report ing , by 

population groups, January 1, 1952. 
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Figure 42. The supervisor of the parking 
meter unit of the off ice of the D. C. Col­
lector of Taxes examines 37 slugs which 
were found in parking meter coin co l l ec ­
tions over a period of 4 days. Approxi­
mately 35,000 coins are col lected dai ly . 
Some munic ipa l i t i e s f ind a greater per­

centage of slugs than this . 

The use of meter revenues for purposes 
not related to parking seems to be greater, 
relatively speaking, in the larger munici­
palities than in the smaller ones. The 
range is from 41. 5 percent in places under 
2,500 population to 68.6 percent in the 
250, OOO-to-500,000 group. It is noteworthy 
that only 6. 8 percent of gross revenues 
were so diverted in cities of a million or 
more; it is here that the most urgent need 
for parking accommodations exists, and 
there is the least inclination to divert 

m m 

m 1 
m 

m 1 1 m 1 
m 1 1 m 1 

UNDER 2,500 3,000 
Z.MO TO TO 

8,000 10.000 

2S.000 S0.000 100.000 2Sa,0OO 6 

50.000 100.000 250.000 500,0( 

POPULATION QRDUI'S 
I 1,000,000 MORE 

Figure 43. Percentage of total parking 
meter revenues a l l oca ted to o f f - s t r e e t 
parking f a c i l i t i e s in places reporting, 

by population groups, January 1, 1952. 

legitimate parking-meter revenues for 
other purposes. The data by population 
groups for the aggregate amount diverted 
are as follows: 

Percentage that 
nonparking 

allocations are 
of total parking-

Population groups meter revenues 
Under 2, 500 41.5 
2,500 to 5,000 44.8 
5,000 to 10,000 . 49.4 
10,000 to 25,000 46.1 
25,000 to 50,000 46.9 
50,000 to 100,000 46.2 
100,000 to 250,000 56.2 
250,000 to 500,000 68.6 
500,000 to 1,000,000 58.3 
1,000,000 or more 6.8 
All population groups 49.8 

Allocations to the general fund seem to 
constitute the largest relative amounts, of 
all nonparking purposes among all the popu­
lation groups. And generally speaking, the 
amount thereof seems to increase, though 
with some exceptions, with the size of 
municipality, as follows: 

Percentage that 
general fund 

allocations are 
of total par king-
meter revenues Population group 

Under 2,500 
2,500 to 5,000 
5,000 to 10,000 
10,000 to 25,000 
25,000 to 50,000 
50,000 to 100,000 
100,000 to 250,000 
250,000 to 500,000 
500,000 to 1,000,000 
1,000,000 or more 
All population groups 

29.9 
30.4 
34.8 
33.6 
38.2 
35.3 
48.9 
52.4 
44.2 
6.8 

38.1 

There seems to be nothing especially 
significant about the allocations to the 
police department for nonparking pur­
poses, as between the various population 
groups, except that such an item exists to 
a modest extent. The same is true of the 
amounts allocated for traffic control, ex­
cept that a substantial amoxmt, 13.0 per­
cent, is so involved in the 250,000-to-
500,000 group. 

Amounts spent for street and highway 
improvement from meter revenues appear 
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T A B L E 42 

Disposition of Gross Curb Parking Meter Revenues 

Amount of Gross 

State 
Gross 

Revenues 
For Year' 

Cost of Parking Meter Program 

Parking 
Meter 
Fund" 

State 
Gross 

Revenues 
For Year' 

Amortization 
of Curb 
Parking 
Meters' 

Police 
Enforce­

ment 

Meter Repair 
and 

Maintenance 

Collection 
of Meter 

Revenue* 

Combination of 
Two or More of 

Purposes m 
Coluims 3 to 5, 
inclusive, not 

Separately 
Allocated 

Miscellaneous 
Eiqienses 
Connected 

with Parkmg 
Meter Program 

Parking 
Meter 
Fund" 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Alabama $516,681 $59,916 $22,264 $24,260 $7,202 $9,418 _ $2,315 
Arizona 329,153 29,514 39,950 15,659 20,748 6,514 - _ 
Arkansas 574,472 64,705 17,418 4,722 3,000 5,360 _ 27,660 
California 4,655,757 328,143 260,400 304,668 151,621 117,071 $55,915 95,193 
Colorado 505,971 14,379 22,504 14,773 7,676 24,232 986 _ 
Connecticut 126,113 6,333 _ 578 670 12,006 _ _ 
Delaware 13,669 - 1,950 700 52 - - -
Florida 852,988 59,992 15,066 7,652 6,305 54,307 _ _ 
Georgia 396,841 7,038 6,040 1,212 275 - _ _ 
Idaho 181,503 13,064 2,700 1,035 3,300 6,860 _ 
Illinois 1,527,027 111,736 126,400 54,006 30,092 60,745 2,419 85,236 
Indiana 779,911 40,984 7 5,114 76,052 10,165 6,380 12,797 _ 
Iowa 987,^)09 64,475 73,532 30,009 985 105,449 2,755 19,358 
Kansas 711,920 49,732 46,013 38,209 10,061 2,820 1,054 24,777 
Kentucky 268,041 13,659 7,480 8,033 1,200 7,820 _ 8,342 
Louisiana 109,082 13,361 6,300 325 3,000 _ _ 
Mame 132,499 13,268 11,495 1,988 1,061 11,684 _ 4,191 
Maryland 158,217 9,348 11,120 4,232 659 - _ -
Massachusetts 1,454,786 116,470 67,744 43,520 18,676 68,664 25,276 1 16,353 
Michigan 1,806,835 98,067 89,869 89,412 45,833 86,993 35,494 3,498 
Minnesota 1,165,484 56,386 54,537 67,490 41,366 33,447 7,494 27,837 
Mississippi 430,999 54,152 13,920 1,314 1,500 13,185 266 _ 
Missouri * 516,095 49,892 45,068 23,078 4,563 20,626 165 6,672 
Montana 285,890 36,087 30,824 1,764 - 30,833 _ 6,484 
Nebraska 192,001 31,428 10,235 2,989 - 4,487 _ 5,741 
Nevada 65,739 - 4,042 - _ _ _ 
New Hampshire 127,046 10,564 16,506 6,682 2,138 2,645 813 4,354 
New Jersey 1,095,682 8,330 46,224 32,887 10,435 30,966 615 1,385 
New Mexico 18,230 9,115 _ . _ _ _ 
New York 1,827,457 281,628 45,284 65,685 36,069 57,567 9,033 18,215 
North Carolina 811,900 8,672 74,628 26,388 17,370 26,696 _ 
North Dakota 70,411 11,518 6,673 3,375 3,080 1,000 _ 
Ohio 1,555,035 39,358 338,453 52,494 58,066 32,282 8,727 31.908 
Oklahoma 696,130 67,161 24,586 2,230 1,568 14,072 
Oregon 1,597,221 46,814 106,917 66,887 49,179 16,556 695 71,726 

Pennsylvania 2,331,103 177,729 228,046 104,578 48,443 33,186 14,085 8,961 
Rhode Island 157,384 12,500 3,000 2,500 3,000 _ _ _ 
South Carolina 467,884 20,201 23,746 14,270 6,603 5,200 _ 2,781 
South Dakota 92,732 11,861 2,580 616 _ _ 6,000 
Tennessee 1,037,373 108,948 45,731 31,205 150 23,994 14,404 177,381 
Texas 1,840,942 203,000 103,441 55,890 16,785 9,267 6,368 29,525 
Utah 369,611 17,714 24,284 10,134 11,700 17,811 - -
Vermont 94,436 3,132 23,577 1,068 1,000 3,500 _ 
Virginia 642,600 12,097 10,080 9,373 936 17,520 
Washington 1,141,976 34,604 43,058 33,626 20,239 46,657 7,020 
West Virginia 148,335 4,911 4,048 2,255 240 5,268 _ 924 
Wisconsin 1,213,349 285,881 46,573 33,653 14,706 28,435 12,994 77,318 
Wyoming 36,990 5,230 3,300 813 - _ _ 
District of Columbia 404,790 - - 40,063 44,416 _ _ 320,311 
Alaska 6,402 1,379 - 223 - 4,800 - -

ToUl $36,529,702 $2,724,476 $2,278,678 $1,418,617 $713,133 $1,069,323 $219,375 $1,184,446 

'Either calendar year or fiscal year Figures represent actual collections, mcludmg revenues from meters 
installed tor less than one year and those operated seasonally 

'in addition to original cost of meters, allocations include purchase of new meter heads, rehabilitation of 
meters, and capital improvement fund 

"Includes sorting, counting, wrapping, and sealmg corns, m addition to collectmg revenue 

^Includes, among other expenses, purchase of motorcycles, automobiles, collection carts, com boxes, and 
com wrappers and counters, removing and relocatmg meters, reserves for repair, mamtenance, and collect­
ing, publication of ordmances, auditing, advertising, collectmg fines, automobile and motorcycle expenses, 
uniforms, salaries of parkmg meter supermtendent, mspector, and clerks, office supplies, equipment, snow 
removal in metered areas, and pamtmg parkmg spaces 

"in addition to expenditures connected with parking meter program and depreciation reserve for meters, a l ­
locations Include amounts which could not be separately identified for such purposes as street improvement 
and lighting, traffic control, construction of bridge and public buildings, motor vehicle parkmg fund, purchase 
and improvement of parking lots, and reserves for future purchase of off-street facilities. 
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1951' in PUces Reportmg, By States 

Revenues Allocated tor Indicated Purposes 

Off-street 
Parking 

Facilities* 

Related Purposes 

Traffic 
Control' 

Street or 
Highway 

ttmprovemenl^ 

General 
Fund 

General City Purposes 

Police 
Department 

Miscellaneous 
Purposes^ 

Combination 
of Any Two 
or more of 
Foregoug 

Purposes 

Disposition 
not 

Indicated 

(9) 

|t762,126 

34,212 

24,433 

64,290 
16,004 

506,701 
173,610 

20,164 
200 

115,318 
719,768 

26,638 

23,458 
10,964 
4,067 

24,455 
33,625 

72,372 
5,100 
2,517 

29,222 

37,645 

7,267 

500 
21,818 

388,773 

(10) 

S3,205 
500 

100,127 

101,419 
52,510 

30,584 
33,017 
48,754 
81,463 

(11) 
S4,64S 

3,582 
57,859 

173,189 
7,617 

4,969 

7,355 
28,172 

152,226 
17,126 
6,895 

2,500 5,653 

2,648 45,972 

55,806 
5,411 

63,087 

1,524 
4,100 

26,439 
24,025 

1,806 

3,967 
275,691 
23,154 

209,206 
3,135 

535,649 

4,546 
26,594 
64,416 

8,492 
53,000 

1,069 

20,165 

7,896 
1,000 
1,975 

53,512 
12,539 
2,875 

22,426 9,005 

8,949 

65,200 
67,158 

1,400 
3,145 

12,615 

2,400 
3,160 

54,162 

5,811 
13,456 
31,529 

(12) 

W43,750 
207,186 
154,752 

1,316,056 
398,585 
62,017 

422,836 
180,479 
141,055 
412,267 

53,500 
23,228 

235,141 

176,159 
60,628 
14,679 
59,561 

617,312 
285,833 
369,589 

197,774 
247,362 
38,308 

3,094 
627,404 

9,115 
1,123,427 

260,133 
11,747 

335,067 
495,318 
333,605 

1,261,231 
132,384 
246,578 

500,950 
1,092,213 

184,929 

24,207 
449,061 
551,375 
75,689 

173,985 
8,355 

(13) 
S2,340 

86,336 

1,503 

43,168 
1,200 

4,879 
7,762 
7,628 

20,740 
11,717 

33,370 
37,672 
25,907 
12,153 

18,000 
24,220 

75,616 

255,818 

115,667 

28,500 

18,432 
17,884 

5,310 

19,500 

(14) 

SI,032 

2,800 
59,982 
12.125 

5,998 

52,14? 

63,183 
18,805 
3,955 

470 
312 

9,036 
20,133 

216,689 

27,879 
3,213 

31,956 

18,725 

1,289 

4,339 

20,861 
11,980 
29,930 

3,799 

(15) 

S l l , 098 
5,500 

40,446 
177,175 

5,906 

89,357 
23,704 

99,566 

24,695 

51,609 
15, 808 

39,195 

500 

26,922 

44,000 
46,000 

88,286 

100,306 

47,921 
125,066 

316,838 

2?,098 

(16) 
S25,236 

195,750 
667,755 

3,094 
4,391 

19,479 
124,080 

6,134 
315,163 
283,667 
90,682 
31,043 

12,500 
25,468 

65,023 
188,437 
227,581 
108,983 

109,693 
57,316 
70,313 
72,176 

7,917 
291,658 

88,314 
33,124 

5,372 
228,399 
29,521 
71,566 

207,854 
4,000 

10,750 
69,275 
44,236 
50,161 
5,951 

21,132 
105,114 
24,915 
55,000 

127,433 
19,292 

[t3,125,247 SI,870,620 S892,862 |si3,917,924 S886,424 S621,133 SI,402,496 S4,204,948 

'includes reserves for off-street facilities and revenues pledged or used to purchase off-street parkmg facil i­
ties and to retire parking bond issues Some allocations for off-street parking, not separately reported, are 
mcluded in parkmg meter fund and m allotments for general miscellaneous purposes 

'includes traffic signals and signs, m addition to other traffic control expenses. 

'includes, among other things, purchase of street flusher and gravel truck, street lightmg and traffic lights, 
and street and budget fund. 

'Includes such items as automotive expenses, ladder, truck, and hose for fire department, truck and other 
equipment for street department, service car, police car, police equipment, street sweepmg, markmg and 
oiling, snow removal, pamting parkmg lanes and signs, street signs, fund for off-street parkmg or recreation 
facilities not separately allocated, parks and recreation, permanent improvement fund, equipment fund, public 
safety fund, health department, school fund, fund for new city hall, buildmg reserve, salary of corporation 
counsel, clerk hire, general supplies, prmcipal and interest on bonds, improvement of river front for boat 
docking and parkmg, comfort station on parkmg lot not separately identified, traffic fines bureau, employees 
retirement fund, ]ail expenses, salary of school band instructor, and payment on bonds issued to build shoe 
factory. 
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UIIOCR tiBOO B,OM 10,000 H 000 BOOOO lOOOOO tMOOO BOÔOOO ÔOqpOD ALL 
S,900 TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO Oil OROIVC 

9,000 10 000 BSjOOO SOOOO 100000 BHOOO " M M W u w y i w milE 
POPULATION fiROUPS 

F i g u r e 44. Pe r c e n t a g e o f t o t a l p a r k i n g 
meter revenues spent for nonparking pur­
poses i n p l a c e s r e p o r t i n g , by popul a t i o n 

groups, January 1, 1952. 

to vary withsizeof city, being the greatest, 
relatively speaking, in the smallest places, 
and smallest In the largest places. The 
range is from 6.3 percent in municipalities 
under 2,500 population to 1.7 percent in 
the 500,000-to-l,000,000-populationgroup. 

Disposition of Meter Revenues by States 

The allocations of curb meter revenues 
to the various purposes heretofore dis­
cussed, by states, aremdicatedinTable42. 

The largest gross amounts spent for off-
street-parking facilities are found in Cali­
fornia, Iowa, Kansas, Massachusetts, 
Michigan, and Wisconsin. 

COST OF CURB PARKING METERS 

The cost of curb parking meters is, 
perforce, of significant proportion in the 
municipalparklngprogram. Its magnitude, 
therefore, is of more than passing interest. 

How has the cost of meters varied 
through the years? Do these variations 
correspond with changes in the price levels 
of similar commodities? What has been the 
average cost by years? Answers to these 
and other inquiries may be found in the 
following paragraphs. 

Cost data are available for 416,151 
meters by year of purchase, (see Table 43). 
There has been a progressive increase in 
the number of meters purchased through 
the years, ranging from 505 in 1935 to 
46,535 in 1951, the survey year. Rela­
tively speaking, the greatest activity in the 
field has taken place since World War n, 
beginning in 1946 and continuing to the 
present. During that period, approximately 
68 percent of the total meters surveyed 
were purchased. The high points, rela-

lOM l » T IHO 1030 1040 1941 lt4C I94S 1044 I t , . 

F i g u r e 45. P e r c e n t a g e d i s t r i b u t i o n by 
y e a r o f p u r c h a s e o f p a r k i n g meters f o r 

which data are a v a i l a b l e . 

tively, were the years 1947 and 1948, 
when 15. 5 percent and 14.1 percent, re­
spectively, of the total, were purchased. 
Cost data were not submitted for approxi­
mately a quarter of the number of meters 
surveyed. 

The weightedaverage cost per meter for 
the various years is indicated as follows: 
1951 $61.08 1945 $68.85 1939 $57.81 

1944 60.25 1950 
1949 
1948 
1947 
1946 

62.25 
64.79 
64.71 
65.32 
66.06 

1943 
1942 
1941 
1940 

65.68 
62.40 
59.54 
54.61 

1938 
1937 
1936 
1935 

62.20 
59.97 
61.49 
52.50 

It is noteworthy from this array that 
since the end of World War n, the average 
price of the parking meter has actually 
come down, from approximately $69 in 
1945 to $61 in 1951, the survey year. 
This, during a period when the price of 
just about everything else has gone up. 

Several explanations are plausible: Mass 
production and increasing sales of the park­
ing meter have probably served as depres­
sants on price. Though technological im­
provements have been made in the meter, 
improving its quality through the years, they 
apparently have not exerted much upward 
influence on price. Brisk competition in the 
field has also served to keep the price low. 

The apparent drop in the average price 
of the parking meter since the end of the 
war is further accentuated by reference to 
comparable commodities, the price tags of 
which have risen substantially during this 
period. Experts in the field of commodities 
price indices** have indicated that the sub­
group dealing with office and store machines 
and equipment is probably the closest to the 

" P r i c e s and Cost-of-Livug Division, Bureau of Labor Sta­
tistics, United States Department of Labor, Wasliington, D . C . 
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Figure 46. Weighted average cost per meter, by years. 

the wholesale price index for all commodi­
ties other than farm products and foods. 
As the following data indicate, the same 
general movement in prices during a com­
parable period Is apparent: 

Year 

1945 
1946 
1947 
1948 
1949 

Index 
(1947-1949=100) 

71.3 
78.3 
95.3 

103.4 
101.3 

TABLE U 
r m u a r d c»rl> i » r M m m e t e r . In p U c e i r a p o r t m , by y n r o l purcbtse 

Year at purctaae 
1U9 U44 U43 U « IMl U3T 1936 kaSS 

Total Percant- Cmnnlai-
no of sg« of tlT« per­
metOTB total centage 

2. ITS 0 4 0 4 
3.T4S 0 T 1 1 

14.414 2 6 3 T 
40,588 7 4 U 1 
81,012 11 1 22 2 

101,311 18 5 40 T 
54,548 10 0 50 T 
87,883 11 4 63 1 
22,690 4 1 67 2 
8,480 1 6 68 8 
4,817 0 8 60 8 
2,282 0 4 TO 0 

164,450 30 0 100 0 

(Dollu<) 
nuidiiiiiler 
« 01-4t 00 
<S 01-« 00 
•0 01-iS 00 
01 01-00 00 
00 01-05 00 
00 01-70 00 
TO 01-75 00 
75 01-aO 00 
00 01-05 00 
05 01-00 00 
00 01 aiiOoTerl 
Coat not 

1,400 
7a 

4,603 
0,148 
6,001 
0,441 
6,653 
4,057 
3,650 

034' 

730 
1,333 
6,361 
9,X74 

3,167 
1,040. 

610l 

1,301 
4,018 
5,405 

,0,706 

004' 
636< 

51 
6,764 
6,079 

33,031 
13,695 
13,709 
3,043 

044< 
357 

8,604 
13,713 
16,063 
0,797 

31,311 
7,303 

330 

685 
3,000 
3.457 

11,373 
0,330 
0,663 

11,640 
3,067 
8,976 

860 
3,176 
3,369 

795 
1,465 

443 
483 

1,343 
3,953 
1,601 

746 
1,337 

938-
|l38,638" 

647,911" 100 0 

0 5 11 0 14 1 16 5 18 0 3 0 3 10 17 0 3 0 5 0 1 34 1 100 0 

*T1» enure 
•beliides 1,010 puU« 
•taelodeeSM 
•ineliilleeeSOpuUW 

mer epwea coDtrolled by 43 twla-t 
are controlled by 403 twin-bead n 
- - - - -e i«ce . eonlroued b, 5051 

meter ivncee emtnlled by 158 tt-* 
meter spaces eontroUed bj 398 r 

• bctadee 310 parUnc meter Bpa<»a 
' belndee 334 parUnf meter apeei 
* includee 130 parUnc meter epacee 
»Includes 4,164 parUn( meter 
" Ltclndea a total of 6,608 parUni 

controlled by 168 twtai-bead metera 
ciatroUed by 163 tibi-bead metera 
controued by 488 twbi-bead metere 
controUed b* 66 twfai-head metere 
:es coalroUed by 3,063 twbi-bm meters 

meter epacee controlled by 4,401 tA-bead maters 

parking meter in their material and laboi-
components.'* Since the end of the war, the 
wholesale price index for this subgroup hasi 
gone up approximately 13. 5 percent, as the 
following tabulation reveals: 
Year Index 

(1947-1949=100) 
1947 98.1 
1948 100.9 
1949 101.0 
1950 102.4 
1951 108.9 
1952 108.7 
1953 (Sept.) 111.6 

If one is dissatisfied with the above index, 
resort can be made to another that has con­
siderable validity for purposes of compari­
son with the price of parking meters, viz., 
" T h i s group includes such items as accountuig and adding 
machines, calculators, typewriters, beverage-dispensing 
machines, cigarette-vending machines, com-operated phono­
graphs, computing and banging scales, safes, dictating ma­
chines, check-endorsing machmes, duplicators, and tune-
recordmg machmes. 

1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 (Sept.) 

105.0 
115.9 
113.2 
114.8 

Leaving indices and price movements 
through the years, for the moment, let us 
examine the character of the distribution of 
parking meters among the price groups 
within particular years. Referring again 
to Table 43, and its percentage comple­
ment, Table 44, it will be noted that the 
bulk of the meters (over 62 percent of the 
total) in 1951 ranged in price from $50 to 
$70, with over 20 percent of the total in 
the $60-to-$65 group. In 1950, over 72 
percent of the total were in the $50-to-$70 
price range, with almost 31 percent of the 
total in the $60-to-$65 group. In 1949, 
over 61 percent were found having price 
tags of $60 to $75, with 31 percent in the 
$60-to-$65 class. The same general trend 
obtains in other postwar years, with minor 
variations. 
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T A B L E 44 

Percentage of total number of curb parking meters purchased each year in places reporting and Indicated cost per meter' 

Percentage of meters purchased each year 

Cost per meter 1951 1950 1949 1948 1947 1946 1945 1944 1943 1942 1941 1940 1939 1938 1937 1936 1935 
Year not 
indicated 

(Dollars) 

40 and under 3.2 1.3 0. 1 
40. 01 - 45.00 1.5 1. 6 0.9 - - 1.0 - - _ _ 4.7 7.6 18.8 _ _ _ 

45. 01 - 50.00 9.9 2. 7 2.3 0.1 0.8 5. 1 _ _ 5.1 48.3 _ _ _ _ _ 

50. 01 - 55. 00 13.3 13.5 7.7 11.4 10.0 4.2 7. 6 16.0 _ 9.5 13.1 _ _ 45.4 100.0 
55.01 - 60.00 14.8 20.0 9.1 9.0 14.9 19. 3 6.3 13.1 28. 7 24.2 31.1 0.9 35.4 is. (1 _ 18.6 _ 0. 8 
60. 01 - 65. 00 20.3 30.6 31.1 30.9 18.9 10. 8 2.7 70.9 - 26.2 17.8 26. 1 25.5 79. 2 18.0 73.4 _ 1. 2 
65. 01 - 70. 00 14. 1 8.4 17.2 17. 6 10. 3 11.4 20.8 - - 8.8 7. 7 9.6 18.5 _ _ _ _ 0.7 
70. 01 - 75. 00 8. 7 5.9 12. 8 16. 5 25. 1 19.9 57.9 5.7 16.3 14.0 _ _ 23.4 _ _ 0. 6 
75. 01 - 80. 00 7.6 1.9 3.9 5.1 8.5 6.6 3.5 _ 16. 6 _ _ 4.5 _ _ _ _ 

80. 01 - 85. 00 2.0 4.6 2.7 1.1 -
85. 01 - 90. 00 0.7 2. 2 1.1 0.5 0.3 2.8 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

90.01 and over - 1. 1 0.9 0. 7 
Cost not In­

dicated 3.9 6.2 10.2 7.8 11.2 13.2 1.2 - 49.0 15.0 6.5 3.0 1.8 15.8 13. 2 8.0 - 96.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

' See Table 43 for explanatory footnotes. 

Of what particular significance are these 
findings that are related to price ? 

First, one can presume, based upon the 
past price history as here revealed, that 
the price of the parking meter will probably 
remain relatively stable, all other things 
being equal. The fact that parking meter 
manufacture has now passed from the de­
velopment stage into the mass production 
stage, may mean that meter prices will 
probably follow normal trends hereafter. 
Also, municipal officials and others con­
cerned with the parking program can use 
the average costs indicated with some as­
surance of accuracy, for budget, financing 
and planning purposes. And finally, the 
averages provided can be used as a rough 
jrardstick for those municipalities that may 
be seeking to install meters for the first 
time, or to expand their use of these de­
vices. But individual technical differences 
between the various brands should be taken 
into accoimt in appraising price differen­
tials between them." 

THE PARKING METER AND THE 
SYSTEM CONCEPT 

Up until recently, the two basic ob­
jectives of the parking meter have been to 
facilitate turnover at the curb and to assist 
in the enforcement of parking restrictions. 
A third significant purpose is now emerging: 
To serve as a full-fledged member of a 
legal, functional, and financial partner­
ship of curb and off-street parking facili-
" V e r y obviously, for example, one would expect that a so-
called twin-headed meter, which controls two spaces, would 
cost considerably more than a meter that controls only a 
single space — and it does. 

F i g u r e 47. One of the e a r l i e s t p a r k i n g 
meters i n the p l a c e of i t s o r i g i n , Okla­
homa C i t y , Oklahoma, i n the v i c i n i t y of 

F i r s t and Harvey S t r e e t s , June 1936. 

ties. This is being currently identified as 
the "system concept."" 

Examination of the survey data of this 
investigation reveals that more and more 

' ' F o r a discussion of this development in its many ramifica­
tions, see "Coordinating All Parking Facilities Under the 
Unified 'System Concept'," T R A F F I C Q U A R T E R L Y , July 
1952, page 294 et seq. 
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TABLE 45 
Ltfegntion d curb u d ofl-street parUiiir faelUttoa, bf Indiriiliuil places reportUg, u d Jmmrj 1, I0S2 

Use of curb parking meter revenue to proylde oM-streat parking tacUiUea 
Number of elf-street facU- Portion of gross curb meter Revenue pledged to payment of btmds Plans for Integration of curb 

aiBto and place Itiea alreadv DrOTlded revenue for year allocated Issued for (fl-street paiUng or and off-street parking 
G^ea Lots for off-street parking* otherwise ê qtended 

and off-street parking 

ALABAMA 
Taaper 75 

ARIZONA 
Phoenix 49 3 

CAUFOmnA 
Albambra Net parking meter revenues placed 

In general fund to repay funds 
adraneed for off-street parking 

Anaheim 300 
adraneed for off-street parking 

Anbum 3 $000, or 4 4% 
Burbank 105 
Callstoga 1 
CUco n Is planned to Issue bonds for 

off-street parking payable from 
curb meter revenues in near future 

Colton f2,730, or 10 3% 
ElHonte 184 
Qandale 3, and All net revenue (Grona curb 

land for 3rd and o<f-atreet meter revenuea 
lot acqolred for year, )05,580 ) 

Haatord «6,130, or 31 0% 
Imlewood 164 Net revenues reeerved for oCt-

street parking and purchase 
of additional meters If needed 
(Gross revenue, 1051, W, 107 ) 

LodI 80 All net revenue (Groee revenn 
1051, )25,122 ) 

Loa Angelea All net revenue (Groaa reveni le. 
1051, $04,083 ) 

LOB Angelea County 2 purchased Net meter revenues from each area 
3 leased In county are reserved for oCf-street 

parking or for recreational facil­
ities In reqiectlve areas 

Maxtlnea $7,087, or 30% 
• U l Valley All net parking meter revenue, 

apprcodmatsfy 97,000 per year. 
la now being realised for ott-
street parking 

Modaato 135 $33,435, or SOI of curb 
meter revemie and $2,901, 
or 100% oC olf-street 

Hoatebello motsr T0TSIUM> Net revenues are earmarked for 
purchase of otf-street parking 
facilities 

Monterey 81 rented lot 75% of meter revenue Is required 
53 lot hie icrow fey ordinance to be reserved for 

off-street facilities. 
Newport Beach 503 1 
Onage 3 911,382, &U net revmae 
Qanard 105 90,914, or 31% 
Palo Alto 961, MS, or 73% Integrated program is gradually 

evolving 
HedwoodClty 50 1 936,660, or 79% 

evolving 
Rlveralde 570 7 940,000, or 41 3% of gross 

llOaddl- curb and off-streat rerenues. 
tlonal flpaci 
now being 
proyUed 

Sieramento 35% or 950,000 of meter revenue. 
whichever Is greater, Is pledged 

San Fernando Istte 924,019, or 85% issue 
Sm Leandro It Is planned to purchase some 

off-street facilities with 
San Luis Obispo 133 2 924,916, or 71 5% meter revenue 
Santa Monica 961,883. or 86 S%, alloeated 

to parking anthorli^ for oCf-
street laclUUes AddiUaaO^ 
91,105 WB8 allocated for Inmrovs-
DUnt at paiUng areas. 

South b n Francisco 80 All parking meter revenue pledged 
to development of off-street park­

Tulare ing lots on pay-as-you-go basis Tulare 3 913,283, or 60% 
ing lots on pay-as-you-go basis 

TUT lock 06 93,000, or 10% 
Vlaalla 360 92,300 or 0%, was allocated 

loT rental of parking lot and 
an unqwclfled amount for pur­
chase at off-street lots 

Whittler 284 5 934.880, or 75%, of curb meter 
revenue and 94,005, or 100%, 
of off-street meter reremie 

Woodland Plans tielng developed for 
provision oTioff-street facil­
ities wUh meter revenues 

E0S8ECTI£:I]T 
Merlden 71 2 rented All net receipts are ear-

maited for purchase of off-
street faculties 

ILLINOIS 
Barrlngton 91,000, or 7.7% 
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Number of off-street facil-
ltie..lre»lf nrOTlded 

ILLINOIS (Cont'd) I 
Belle>llle 

Cairo 
DunUle 
DeaPUlnes 

Elmhurat 

Galena 

Glencoe 

Harvey 
HiiuHble 
Toilet 

Oak Park 
ParkRUge 
aterliag 

TABLE 4S (Continued) 
Integration of curb and ott-street paikmg faculties, by uidiTldual places leportlng, an d January 1, 1952 

Use of curb parking meter revenue to provide pg-street parking lacUltlea 

38 
30O 
31 

Portion of gross curb meter 
revenue for year allocated 

for off-street parking' 

ll.OlS, orS e% 

$21,StO, ores% 

$4,738, or S(l% 

$7,471, or 50% 

$23,383, or 41 2% o( gross 
curb and off-street meter 

Revenue pledged to payment of bonds 
Issued for off-street parking or 

otherwise expended 

Parking meter revenues are 
pledged to payment of $75,000 
off-street parking bond iaaue 
5-year obligation 

Parking meter revenues pledged to 
retire $5,000 per year of $90,000 
off-street bond iasue, with in­
terest at 3'A% 
Surplus revenuea are earmarked for 
purchase of oCf-street parkmg 
facilities 
Policy la to set aside a portion 
ftf parlEtng meter revenuea for off-
street lot development 

4% of gross meter revenue is set 
aside for future provision of ott-
street facilities (Gross revenue, 
fiacal year endbg April 30, 1952, 
$38,872 ) 

Plans for integration of curb 
and off-street parking 

Antmipate $125,000 bond 
issue for off-street facu­
lties to near future Curb 
meter revenues wiU be 
pledged 
AU parking facilities 
Included in parking system 
1952 revenues and those col­
lected subsequenUy will be 
pledged for bonds for off-
street parkbig 

INIHANA 
Decatur 
Delphi 
Qoshea 

IOWA 
Ames 

CarroU 
Cedar Rapids 
Centerville 

7 (50,000 sq f t . ) 
$300, or 5% 
$15,704, or 83% 

Clarbda 
Clinton 

SO (14,000' 
eq ft ) 

87 

Eagle Grove 
Eldara 
Fort Madison 
Iowa City 
Haquoketa 
-- B City 

00 

210 

New Hampton 
Oelwein 

Stencer 

Waterloo 

wabster City 

Wtaterset 

KANSAS 
CoffeyvUle 

2garagea 

1 

3 
1 
4 

Major portion of revenue each year 
Is used to acquire sites for c<f-
street parking 

$15,753, or 75% 

$12,500, or 51 0% 

$41,300, or 39% 

$3,154, or 20% 
$28,500, or 75% 

$791, or 10% 
$92,081, or 75% 

$474, or 95% 
$33,541, or 43 9% 

$8,258, or 78 7% 

$9,000, or 53 3%, pâ m 
on $30,000 parking lot 

$2,535, or 21 8%, allocated 
for street wldenug to pro­
vide more parldng spaces 

$12,000 of meter revenue is set 
aaide each year for bond retirement 
and bterest on $100,000 off-street 
parkbig bond Issue 

75% of gross meter revenue Is 
required by State Uw to be used 
for oCf-street parking taciUties 
and purchase of new meters 

75% of gross revenue is used for 
amortliatlon of bonda Issued for 
two new off-street parking garagea 
and for amortliatlon of meters 

75%of parking meter revenue is 
earmarked for off-street parking 
facilities 

75% of gross parkmg meter revenue 
is allocated for off-street parking 
$50,000 parking bond issue retired 
at $10,000 per year plus biterest 
Parking meter revenuea are pledged 
for payment of bond Issue of $21,000 
for parking lot 
75% of gross parkbig meter revenue 
te allocated for off-street parkbig 
facilities 
Net parUng meter revenue is allo­
cated for off-street paikbig 
facilities 

B Is planned to use net meter 
revenues bl a further street 
widening program to provide 
more parkbig apace 

An eqendlture of $27,000 tor 
off-street parking was planned 
for 1953 
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TABLE 46 (ContlniMd) 
amgrmon a corb and <g-atre«t parking tacmitea, by mdlTldoal plaeea reporting, aa ot lamary 1, 19M 

State aiid place 
iNumber of oK-atrMt faell-

KANSAS (Cont'd) 
El Dorado 

Lawrence 

Manhattan 

UaryaTllle 

Ottawa 

Pittsburg 
Pratt 

nae ol curb parklig meter rerenue to prOTlde og-stwet parking taclUtlea 

30 

90 

120 
15 (curb) 

Portion at gross curb meter 
revenue for year allocated 

for off-street parking' 

»13,S42, or 51 0%, deposited 
bi a<f-8treet reserve fund. 
» » , 100, or 01 n First 
ott-Btreet location tust pnr-
chasedfor tOg.lOJ 

%10, !S0, or 35% 
$110,493, or 75% 

$190,000 bond issue for oa-street 
facilities, to be retired from 
meter rerenuea, has been approred. 
$49,000 bi fund for Uils purpose 

Parking meter rerenue Is used to 
malntabi two municipal parking lots 

Parkbig Bite proeblad at cost d 
iS.SOOd meter reninuB 

The 25 parkbig spaces were provided 
on street by widening street with 
parUng meter funds. 

e pledged to payment of bonds 
issued for cB-street paiUng or 

otherwise eapended 

Plans for bitegratlon a< curb 
and off-street parUng 

H approved by electorate, one-
half ot meter revenues te be 
used tor cB-slreet parUng 
It la planned to use meter 
revenue to bvr additional off-
street apace later. 

lUINE 
Augusta 11 purchased 

or teased 

$1,111, ortO.0% 
$700, or 0 3% 

net meter revenues are disbursed 
by Parkbig Oistrlet tor additional 
parking spaces and lote Bond Issue 
not wamnted stece amonnts up to 
$30,000 can be borrowed on short 
term notes 

KARYLAIID 
Bagerstown Part of gross meter revenue te alte-

cated to a specbd fund for df-
slreet parkbig 

HAB3ACBUSETTS 
Beverly 
Boston 

Fltchburg 
Gloucester 

Leominster 
Melrose 
Mllford 
North Adams 

50 
50 

Welleeley 
Worcester 

$75,000, or 11 0% 

$4,000, or 21 4% 

$2,084, or> 4% 
$1,474, or 10 0% 
$8,000, or 40 0% 

.$2,034, or 8 0% 
$7,100, or 6 2% 

PaiUng meter revenues are pledged 
to payment of $100,000 off-street 
parking bond tesue 

Surplus parkbig meter revenues 
are placed bi reserve for off-
street parkb« lacUlttes 

MICHIGAN 
Adrtan 

Albion 

142 

SO 

Ann Arbor 

Bsnten Harbor 

Berkley 
Cadillac 
Cars 
Cheboygan 

$110, or 0 1% 
$7,»5«, or 50% 

$40,000, or 50%, for debt 

PaiUng te controlled by auto­
mobile ParUng System Board. 

$4,008, or 60 5% 
Unspecified amount 
Uuqieclf ted amomt 

Femdale 
Grand Haven 

BlghlandPaik 

ITalamaitno 
Lndbigton 
Mount Pleasant 
Hnsksgoo HelgUs 

559 
300 

$14,232, or 00% 

Propose to Issue bonds for olf-
street paiUng bi near future to 
be paid out of meter revenues 
AU revenues are pledged for out-
Btandbig revenue bonds uotll they 
are paid for. 
$25,000 of gross meter revenue 
each year, or 50% or more, te 
deposited bi fund for development 
of olt-street parUng faclllttes 

Rbrer frontage has been Improved 
for free publte parUng by use c( 
AU meter revenue te eacesa of 
$7,200 annuaUy te set asids for 
off-strset parUi« lote and traffic 
control 
Proposed revenue bond ordteance wiU 
pledge net meter revenues te addition 
to bicome of proposed facUlttes to 
pay off bonds 

145 
470 

100 
137 

$18,248, orS8 •% 

$70,750, o r » 8% • 

j»>,m. or 50% 

Balk c< meter 
lessrved to provide off-street 
parkbig. 
Parking meter revenues are pledged 
to payment o( revenue bonds tesned 
for construction of 320-car muntelpal 
ramp, now in operation. 
Parking meter revenues from cCf-
street tot and certabi curb meters 
are pte4^ to payment <t $325,000 
te bonds tesued for the parkbig lot 

(AU meter revenues are pledged for 
t off-street parkbig 

Prtposed revenue bond oidbianee 
wlU comUne parUng metera and 
df-street lote bto one system. 

PnrUng system under a 
by Plannbig Coi 
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TABLE 45 (Contbmed) 
bitegration of curb and off-street parking facilities, by bullvldual places reportbig, as of January 1, 1952 

State and place 

Use of curb parking meter revenue to provide off-street parking facUitlea 
Number of off-street faeU-

3|«ces 

Portion of gross curb meter 
revenue for year allocated 
for off-street parking* 

I Revenue pledged to payment gf bonds 
issued for off-street parking or 

otherwise eapended 

|PIans (or bitegration of curb 
and off-street parking 

MICHKSAN (Cont'd) 
Pctoakey 
Royal Oak 

aanUSte Marie 
Traverse City 

TpallaMi 

$8,000, or 42% 

$4,200, or 29 2% 

184 
150 undo 
constructiod 

Revenues from both curb and off-
Btreet meters pledged to retirement 
of $325,000 parkmg ayatem bonds 
Issued March 8, 1950 

All revenuea pUdged for retirement 
of $97,000 bond issue snd for 
operaUon of meters 
No bond issue required up to present 
Hooey used as accumulated for off-
street property 

IflNNESOTA 
Albert Lea 

Detroit Lakea 
Fergua Fklls 
Montevideo 

$1,090, or 2 8%, for mabi-
tenanee of off-street park-
big lots and taxes on same 

$2,822, or 13%, for mabite-
nance of four parking lots 

$2,755, or 4 4%, for 
nance of parkbig lots 
$800, or 5 0% 

$10,000 per year of parking meter 
revenuea placed in fund for estab­
lishment of off-street parking 
llaciUties ($20,000 in fund) 
mmd established for off-street 
parking laciUtles, $10,000 per 
year $20,000 bi fund. 

Approximately 30% of ammal revenuea 
accumulating for purchase of off-
street facillUes 

$1,148, or 5 4% 

GoUlxiit 
MISSOURI 

Carthaga 

Lee's Sommit 

at Joseph 

57 
155 

leased 

leased 

$138, or 1 4%, rental on 
parkliv lot 

General fund to be repaid from 
parkbig meter fund for advancea o 
parking lot $10,000 owed 

MONTANA 
Billings 158 

395 $10,984, or 48 7% f or purchaâ  
and rental of parking lots 
Rsntals will pay full purcbsae 
prtee If conUnued for 15 yeara 

NEW HABOPSHIRE 
Concord $21,898, or 52 2% 

$1,972, or 7.8% 

$908, or 22% 

PlamUng Board Is worUng to 
bitegrate curb and off-street 
parking 

HEW TORE 
GIOTersvllle 
Mount Vernon 

481 
35 

$1,480, or 0% 

$14,750, or 45 1%, used to 
pay prbiclpal and inlareat on 
tKMds for oD-strast pirtliiK 

n is eqiected that specUl fund 
bl which net parkbig meter revenue 
la depoalted wUl be used lor 
purchnse of off-street lots and 
other traffic improvements 

$03,552, or 90% 

$12,000 of parkbig meter 
legended on off-street lot 

NORTH CAROLINA 
BurUngton 

Fkyetteville 
Greensboro 

High Point 
Madison 

Winalwu-Salein 

450 (Sile cost 
not bicludsd in 
meter expemlltures) 

150 
111 

$5,000, or 11 2% 

$14,498, or 51 6% 

$180, or 4 8% 

Program provides for purchase of 
otf-atreet lots as rapidly as 
funds WiU permit 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Grand Forks $2,517, or 10%, allocated for 

Hf-street parking faculties 

OrrvlUe 

Wooster 

225 

80 

240 

$4,000, or 45 3% (Paying 
for a $20,000 parking lotjL 
$13,020, or 90% 

$70,000 of meter revenuea 
If or off-atreet patUng facUiUea 

OREGON 
Albuv 
Bead 
Coos Bay 

85 
110 

$0,273, or 25% 

Lot purcbssed from meter reserves 

Proceeds from curb meters fbiance 
IconstrucUon of off-street facUlUes 
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TABLE 4S (Continued) 
IntegmUon ot corb md «g-atr«et parking t»clUUes, bt Indlrldual plncen reporting, as of Jnnnnry 1, USa 

Use or curb parking meter revenue to provide oH-8treet parting facilities 
Number of cU-street facll- Portitm of gross curb meter Revenue pledged to payment of bonds Plans for Integration of curb 

State ind place itles already provided revenue for year allocated issued for off-street parking or and off-street parking 
^aces Lots for o&-street paiUng^ otherwise expended 

OREGON (CoQt'd) 
Cottage Grove 1 

f1,108, or 11 5% Forest Grore f1,108, or 11 5% 
Hillaboro 50 $657. or 3 8% 
Seaside 200 $2,306, or 30% 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Chambersburg 139 

¥2,700, or 15% Greenville ¥2,700, or 15% 
Lower Merion $118. 053 <rf meter revenue used for 

Township 187 2 off-street parking. 
MiUersburg 1 

,$4,450 of meter revenue paid on att-
Stiqipensburg atreet parking lot purchased in 1950 Stiqipensburg 

$11,000 Is pledged for ott-street lot 
West Chestar 78 2 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Florence 318 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Lead 2 

TEliNESSEE 
Carthage 3 
ClarksTille 63 1 
CooheriUe 150 
Lebanon 100 

TEXAS 
Colorado Citj 2 

VERMONT 
Bennington Sinku^ fund set tq> from parking 

meter revenue for purchase of a 
parking loL 

VIRGINIA 
Newport News All meter rece^ts put In fund to Newport News 

establish off-street parking facilities 
South Boston At referendum beld AprU 29, 1052. 

people voted to Issue $90.000 in 
revenue bonds for metered otf-street 
parking, bonds to be paid from meter 
revemus 

WISCONSIN 
Antigo 300 
Beaver Dam 200 Parking meter revenues are pledged 

to payment al parking area revenue 
bonds 

E^le River 91,000. or 25% 
Eilgertan 49 
Fonddu Lac Existing lots malntalnod 

with meter funds 
Faxt AtUnson 25 1 $420. or 2.2% for rental 

of parking loL 
JanesvlUe 2 Net meter revenues to be used for 

off-street parking 
I A Crosse 15 $30,296, or 35.9%. for pur­

chase and inqirovemerA of 
parking lots 

liadlaon 733 25% of gross revemie pledged for 
bonds issued for ofl-street parking 
facilities 

Uanltowoc 1 $10,000, or 35.8%, repayment 
to general fund for adfance to 
purehtse $15,000 parldng lot 

Blorlnette 1 Ordinance requires provision 
of 279 off-street parking 
spaces after which funds can 
be applied to street Invrove-
meut and traffic central. 
(Gross collectlona, 1S51, 
$20,663 ) 

Hanomoole 1 50% of gross revenue, less 
maintenance, allocated to trff-
street parking. 

UUvaukee 35 1 
Monroe 3 
Portage 8 Net meter revenue allocated to 

off-street parking 
Racine 100 Net meter revenue allocated to 

otf-street parking. 
Over period of 5 years. $22,623 of Rice Lake 75 Over period of 5 years. $22,623 of 
gross meter revenue has tieen allo­
cated to off-street parking 

Stevens Pglnt 3 
Watortown 1 Net meter revenues allocated 

to off-street parking 
Wankesha 210 Net meter revenue allocated 

to off-street parking. 
Wast Allis 97 5% of gross revenue from 

paid qi meters and 47 5% 
from non-paid vp meters allo­

West Bend 1 
cated for off-street parking 

^Fiscal year or calendar year for which gross curb parking meter rmnues were reported. Some amounts reported were only for a portion of a year 
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mimlcipalities are adopting the system 
concept. At least 212 places in 30 states 
are integrating their curb and off-street 
facilities effectively in practice, indicated 
in the following tabulation summarized 
from Table 45: 

Number of 
Places 

1 
1 

33 
1 

16 
4 

25 
9 
3 
1 

11 
29 
9 
1 
3 
2 
3 
5 
7 
1 
3 
7 
5 
1 
1 
4 
1 
1 
2 

22 

Alabama 
Arizona 
California 
Connecticut 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
New Hampshire 
New York 
North Carolina 
North DakoU 
Ohio 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Wisconsin 

The greatest amount of activity, when 
judged in terms of the number of places 
Involved, apparently took place in Cali­
fornia, Illinois, Iowa, Massachusetts, 
Michigan, and Wisconsin. 

In addition to these many municipalities 
\i^ere some actual accomplishment has al­
ready been achieved toward system inte­
gration, six other places were making plans 
as of 1951 in this direction: Chlco, San 
Leandro, and Woodland, in California; 
Elgin, Illinois; and Coffeyville and Man­
hattan in Kansas. 

An impressive quantity of off-street 
parkii^ accommodations has already been 
provided from parking-meter funds. At 
least 20,315 spaces and 165 lots were re­
ported to have been so provided by 1951, 
in 167 places in 26 states. (There is no 

overlap between the spaces and lots indi­
cated. ) 

Substantial sums of meter revenues were 
reported in 1951 to have been allocated to 
an off-street-parking program. At least 
$1,389,601 was used for this purpose by 
the 8S" municipalities reporting this infor­
mation. A number of additional places 
reported that designated percentages of 
their gross meter revenues or that net 
revenues were spent for this purpose, but 
did not specify definite amounts; estimates 
of these amounts, based on other question­
naire information, accoimt for an additional 
$1,736,751 spent for off-street facilities, 
making a total of $3,125,247 for this pur­
pose in 1951 (see Table 40). 

A frequency distribution of the percent­
ages of total curb parking meter take that 
were allocated to off-street facilities in 
1951 is quite revealing: 

Percentage of gross Places 
parking-meter revenues 
reported spent for off Percent­

street facilities Number age 
0.0- 9.9 20 20.0 

10.0-19.9 10 10.0 
20.0-29.9 10 10.0 
30.0-39.9 6 6.0 
40.0-49.9 8 8.0 
50.0-59.9 17 17.0 
60.0-69.9 5 5.0 
70.0-79.9 9 9.0 
80.0-89.9 2 2.0 
90.0-99.9 3 3.0 
1 nn pprcent of net 10 10.0 

Total 100 100.0 

In 20 of the 100 places reporting the infor­
mation, or20.0 percent, up to 9.9 per­
cent of the meter revenues were spent for 
off-street facilities. In 17 places, or 17.0 
percent, between 50 and 59.9 percent was 
spent for this purpose. In ten municipali­
ties, or 10 percent, all net parkli^-meter 
revenues were used for an off-street pro­
gram. 

Frequently, parking-meter revenues are 
pledged tn connection with bonds issued to 
finance accommodations for off-street 
parking. This practice was reported by 
19 municipalities in 8 states. Sometimes, 
all such revenues are so pledged, while 
sometimes, only designated percentages 
are so involved (see Table 45 for the detail 
in particular cases). Additionally, all or 
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only portions of annual net revenues are 
reserved or pledged for off-street facilities, 
reported by 41 mimicipal governments in 
19 states. 

iiLl_ 
PERCENTAGE GROUPS 

Figure 48. Number of places that reported 
the indicated percentage of their parking 
meter revenues spent for off -street park­
ing f a c i l i t i e s , January 1, 1952. (Per­
centages in a l l groups through 90.0-99.9 
refer to gross revenues; the 100 percent 

item refers to net revenues). 

of parking facilities are the following: 
Phoenix, Arizona 
Los Angeles, California 
Los Angeles County, California 
Sacramento, California 
Ames, Iowa 
Des Moines, Iowa 
Iowa City, Iowa 
Wichita, Kansas 
Augusta, Maine 
Hagerstown, Maryland 
Boston, Massachusetts 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 
Detroit, Michigan 
Grand Rapids, Michigan 
Kalamazoo, Michigan 
Rochester, Minnesota 
Billings, Montana 
Concord, New Hampshire 
Rochester, New York 
White Plains, New York 
Greensboro, North Carolina 
Madison, Wisconsin 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 
Racine, Wisconsin 

Figure 49. Curb parking f a c i l i t i e s , appropriately regulated by 
means of parking meters, and of f -s treet parking accommodations are 
both essential ingredients of an adequate parking program in many 
municipal i t ies . Note the curb meters and the Lazarus three-level 

parking garage in Columbus, Ohio. 

Municipalities of all sizes and com­
plexions have embraced the system con­
cept, in whole or in part. Among the 
larger cities that are active in integration 

The essential elements that comprise 
the conception of a system of parking facili­
ties for a particular municipality can be 
summarized as follows: 
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TABLE 46 

Commercial adrertismg on parkmg meters in places reporting, as of January 1, 1952 

Places permitting advertisug 
Rates charged advertisers Amount of revenue derived by city Disposition of revenue 

State and place Population 
group 

Rates charged advertisers Amount of revenue derived by city Disposition of revenue 

ALABAMA 
Jasper 5,000-

10.000 
Middle man handles S2,000 (approz.) General fund 

ARIZONA 
Phoenix 100,000-

250.000 
Commission basis m connection 
with bus advertising 

S320 General fund 

ARKANSAS 
Magnolia 

Parigould 

5,000-
10,000 
5,000-

10,000 

50^ per meter per month S2,808 

33%% 

Recent contract -
probably general fund 
(Contract let but devices 
not yet mstalled) 

Tezarkana 10,000-
25.000 

50^ per meter per year S3,600 (approx.) Parks and recreation 

CALIFORNIA 
Oxnard 10,000-

25.000 
Various Minimum of S5.00 per year 

per meter 
Swimmmg pool 

FLORIDA 
Arcadia 2,500-

5,000 
50^ per meter per month S900 (approx.) (Ordered, not yet mstalled) 

Belle Glade 5,000-
10,000 

50^ per meter per month (Contract let, not yet 
mstalled) 

Fort Walton Under 
2.500 

50^ per meter per month General fund 
(not yet mstalled) 

mAHO 
Rigby Under 

2,500 
SI. 00 per meter per year 33 K % of advertismg 

Twin Falls 10,000-
25.000 

50^ per meter per month S3,ISO General fund 

ILLINOIS 
Clmton 10,000-

25,000 
20% of gross receipts General fund 

Decatur 50,000-
100,000 

20% of gross receipts 
(approx. SSO per month) 

General fund 

Des Plaines 10,000-
25,000 

SI. 00 per meter per month Anticipated mmimum of 
S200 per month 

Repairing streets 

Galena 2,500-
5,000 

50^ per meter per month Anticipate S750 per year Off-street parkmg 
facilities 

Molme 25,000-
50,000 

25 signs, SIO 25 per year, 
50 signs, S19.00 per year; 

100 signs, S35.00 per year, 
200 signs, S64.00 per year 

Contract just let Parking meter fund 

Nokomis 2,500-
5,000 

20% - S200 General fund 

Pana 5,000-
10,000 

No advertising on at present 20% of gross -
SS48 45 m 1951 

Parkmg meter fund 

Pekm 10,000-
25,000 

20% of gross receipts General fund 

Sterling 10,000-
25,000 

60^ per meter per month 
(Signs not yet ustalled) 

S4,35S per year (when 
mstalled) 

General fund 

West Frankfort 10,000-
25.000 

50^ per meter per month Parking meter fund 
and general fund 

INDIANA 
Salem 10,000-

25.000 
Unknown SI , 224 per year General fund 

IOWA 
Red Oak 5,000-

10,000 
S150 per month for 320 
meters 

Contract let, but not 
yet Installed 

Any city function, but 
probably to purchase off-
street parkine 

KENTUCKY 
Corbm 5,000-

10,000 
50^ per meter per month General fund 

Paducah 50,000-
100,000 

S20 per year S39 per year G^eral fund 
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TABLE 46 (ccmtinued) 

Commercial adrertUlng on parking meters In places reporting, as of January 1, 1952 

Places permittmg advertising 
Rates charged advertisers Amount of revenue derived by city Disposition of revenue 

Slate and place Population 
group 

tfABSACHUSETTS 
Lowell 50,000-

100.000 
SI. 00 per meter S3,600 per year 

(apprOK.) 
General fund 

MISSISSIPPI 
Tupelo 10,000-

25.000 
SIO per meter per year 
guaranteed 

General fund 

MISSOURI 
Joplln 25,000-

50,000 
20% - approz. S6,000 
per year 

General fund 

NEW JERSEY 
Seaside Park Under 

2,500 
50^ per meter per month No revenue as yet General fund 

NEW YORK 
Kingston 25,000-

50,000 
SI, 800 per year General fund 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Bismarck 10,000-

25,000 
20% of gross General fund 

Dickinson 5,000-
10,000 

SI. 50 per panel per month SS3 for 2 months Parking meter fund, 
for traffic control 

Mtnot 10,000-
25,000 

S300 per month or 30% 
commission 

SI,666.60 Parking meter fund, tor 
traffic control and 
administration of meters 

OREGON 
Hermiston 2,500-

5,000 
50^ per meter per month General fund 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Carlisle 10,000-

25,000 
20% of receipts -
S41.91 for March 1952 

General fund 

Jeannette 10,000-
25,000 

Handled by contractor 50^ per meter per month Recreation 

MajBOntown 
(borough) 

2,500-
5,000 

S4.00 per month each 50^ per month each General fund 

Mlddletown 5,000-
10,000 

Just Installed General fund 

Sayre 6,000-
10,000 

Just mstalled SI,100 General fund 

Wellsboro 2,500-
5,000 

10% of total revenue General fund 

Wllmerdmg 5,000-
10.000 

SlOO per month General fund 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
BartsTllle 5,000-

10.000 
SI. 50 per meter per year Sl9.85 per month 

(S238.20 per year) 
General fund 

TENNESSEE 
Clarksvllle 10,000-

25,000 
Lions Club - 25% basis S26T.20 General fund 

Wincliester 2,500-
5,000 

Contract given, but not 
yet started 

20% gross receipts 

TuUaboma 5,000-
10,000 

Just started 20% of revenue General fund 

Union City 5,000-
10.000 

SI. 00 per month per face 20% of gross 

TEXAS 
Paris 10,000-

25.000 
20% of gross receipts -
S340.51 

General fund 

WISCONSIN 
Spooner 2,500-

5.000 
50^ per meter per month S600 General fund 

WYOMING 
Sheridan 10,000-

25,000 
75^ per advertisement per 

month for 1 year 
tfl% i per advertisement per 

month for 6 months 
SI. 00 per advertisement per 

month for 3 months 

SI,114.15 General fund 
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1. A parking problem must exist. The 
system device is a solution to a condition 
of difficulty. It can be of assistance only 
if there is a deficiency of parking accom­
modations properly located and appropri­
ately priced in their user costs. 

2. The system 'mechanism must be 
authorized in its principal parts in state 
enabling legislation and in local executing 
ordinances. It need not necessarily be 
called the system idea, as long as its im­
portant characteristics are spelled out. 

3. All parking facilities under public 
control must be pooled, i . e., curb spaces 
and parking meters, off-street lots and 
garages, and all other auxiliary structures 
and facilities. The integration must be 
physical and functional. 

4. All financing and revenue operations 
must be pooled. All revenues from both 
curb and off-street accommodations must 
be put into a common fund which can be used 
to support revenue bonds or other obliga­
tions covering any part or the whole of the 
system. 

5. The system as a whole should be 
conceived and planned as self-liquidating in 
character, considering all contributions to 
be made from any source and all financial 
demands that could be made upon the re­
sources of the system. 

6. Management of the establishment, 
acquisition, construction, operation and 
maintenance of the system must be lodged 
in a responsible public body specially 
qualified for the purpose. 

7. Finally, the public needs for parking 
facilities must be so urgent, the authorizing 
legislation so soundly conceived, the physi­
cal and operational plan so reasonable, and 
the financing proposals so equitable, that 
the judiciary will approve of the whole 
scheme as legal and constitutional. 

In this role, the parking meter can play 
a part perhaps overshadowing in impor­
tance its two regulatory functions. It may 
yet provide, through the golden flow of the 
pennies and nickels and dimes it facili­
tates, the "open sesame" for the solution 
of the parking difficulties confronting cities 
in the United States. 

COMMERCIAL ADVERTISING ON 
PARKING METERS 

Initiated several years ago, a move­
ment seems to be gaining impetus in the 
metered municipalities of the United States 

to place private advertising matter on 
parking meters, with the municipality in­
volved sharing in the profits in some 
agreed proportion. 

At least 49 localities in 23 states re­
ported that they either already had adver­
tising or had contracted for advertising on 
their parking meters in 1951. Table 46 
indicates what these places are, the rates 
charged advertisers, the amount of revenue 
derived by the municipality and the disposi­
tion of the revenue. Among them are three 
cities in North Dakota, which since then has 
outlawed parking meters for the second 
time by referendum. 

Phoenix, Arizona, with a population in 
1950 of 106,818, is the largest city that has 
permitted private advertising on meters. 
Three cities—Decatur, Illinois; Paducah, 
Kentucky; and Lowell, Massachusetts--are 
in the 50,000-to-lOO, 000-population group. 
All the other places are relatively small, 
where, presumably, the revenue associated 
with this activity may seem significant. 

As the tabulation indicates, the rates 
vary widely, from 50 cents per meter per 
year to $20 per meter per year. 

The amount of revenue derived from 
this source is not very great as yet, prob­
ably because the activity has only recently 
been initiated. In some places, the mu­
nicipality gets a stated percentage of the 
gross revenues derived from this source; 
Parigould, Arkansas, and Rigby, Idaho, 
for example, get 33% percent. In more 
cities, it is only 20 percent of the take, 
as in Clinton, Decatur, Nokomis, Pana, 
and Pekln inlUinois; Joplin, Missouri; and 
Bismarck, North Dakota. Of specific 
amoimts reported, the lowest amount was 
$200 and the highest approximately $6,000. 
In most instances, the funds so derived by 
the municipality were placed in the general 
fund. 

In addition to the 49 places that now 
permit advertising on parking meters, 18 
other localities in 10 states are considering 
proposals or have concluded contracts for 
the installation of advertising devices 
(see Table 47). In four places, adver­
tising has been tried but was discontinued, 
because it was found unprofitable, or for 
other .reasons. 

These, then, are the facts concerning the 
prevalence of advertising on parking meters 
in the places reporting on this activity. 
The legality of the practice and its wisdom 
from the stan4>oint of public policy are 
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PnpoaaU to place commercial edrertlslng on parking meters and adrertlalag remonla 
la places rcportlai, aa o< Jaauair 1, i g n 

Placea permtttlag adverHalng 

iPopulatloa 
£29! 

ALABAMA 
Houlton 

Botaprlni. 

ILLDKHS 

KENT1ICKT 
Lawreacebart 

Vlckabarg 

Hissoina 

nireatGnm 

Caraegle (borouihll 

Saltaban 

York 

HcHlmnrllle 

Ripley 

Portlaad 

TEXAS 

Bamlln 

Taylor 

10,000-
29,000 

26,000-
SO, 000 

10,000-
29,000 

2,600-
5,000 

2,900-
6,000 
2,500-
9,000 

10,000-
29,000 

9,000-
10,000 

2,500-
5,000 

Under 
2,500 

2,500-
5,000 

Ratea charsed adrertlsera Amount a< reveaue derlTed by city 

AdnrHalng nithorlied 

Tried, but not prolttaUe to compaay mataUlai and were ellmbiated 

2I« of i roa . receipt. Men 
operation baglaa 

Agreement just adopted between 
city and adrerttatag company 

Approrcd taut not yet 
Installed 

Tobemsmusd 

HegotUtlag on contract 50^ par meter per month 

City luu recently entered Into a contract and program Is Just 
getting uadeiway 

50^ per meter, by 
ctntraet 

(Compeny baa not yst bistalled any advertlabig) 

M per year per meter W M 
(Council voted to enter Into contract for adrertlablg - not yst laalaUed ) 
Had adrertlsbig one year - ducontlnnad 

Tobelnatallad 

Tobemsmued 

HoadrertUmgatpreaaat 
Arrangemente now bebig made 
with Meter Adnrtlalng Corp 

50^ per meter 

abmUUedatpreeeat 

Hot yet fai operation 

Not yet taatalled 

50^ per meter per mntb 

50< per meter per month 

rramee bislallsd, but apparsatly ao adverHalng 
Company requested to remove framea, but did aot comply 
Uaad for "March of Dbnea", blood donaUoua, safety advertlabig, etc 
Contract made but aot 50^ per meter per moath 
yetlaatalled 

Contiact elgned but not yet 
taialalled - Rate 50^ per meter 

Hot yet metalled - Rate, 50^ 
per meter per month 
Tried It one year, but naauccesstul Signs removed at clty'a 

Dtaposttlm of revenoe 

General fuad 

Traffic control 

General fund 

General 

Sewer 

two issues which have yet to be determined 
in the vast majority of cases. The outcome 
of these two issues may determine whether 
or not this practice will be fostered or 
discarded. However, several important 
aspects of this matter have already been 
resolved. 

Private advertising on parking meters 
placed within the rights-of-way of urban 
extensions of the federal-aid system is 
illegal. The opposition of the Bureau of 
Public Roads to the attachment of signs on 
parking meters on federal-aid routes is a 
matter of policy, regulation, and law. 

The federal government, in its partici­
pation with the states in the construction of 
the several federal-aid systems, has pro­
vided that the rights-of-way for such high­
ways shall be held inviolate for highway 
purposes, and no commercial signs, post­
ers, billboards or other private installa­
tions shall be permitted within the right-

of-way limits. *• The Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1944™ provides that the form and 
character of signs and markers shall be 
subject to the approval of the state high­
way departments with the concurrence of 
the Bureau of Public Roads; and the bureau 
is directed to concur only in such installa­
tions as will promote the safe and efficient 
utilization of the highways. 

Permission to attach advertising signs 
to parking-meter posts would probably be 
followed by pressure for similar author­
ization to place commercial advertising on 
traffic signals and installations, on light 
posts, and other safety and traffic devices. 
Moreover, parking meters, traffic lights, 
directional signs and signals of all kinds 
and other traffic control devices are all 
"Section 1 IT of the Regulations for Carrsnng Into Effect the 
Proyisiona of the Fetteral-Aiil Highnny Act 

"Section 12, Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944. 
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Figure 50. Percentage of places report­
ing stated reductions in overtime parking, 

by population groups, January 1, 1952. 

designed for the safety and regulation of 
traffic on the public streets and highways. 
All such facilities are public installations 
made pursuant to a legal responsibility 
placed upon the governing authority to 
provide for the safe and convenient move­
ment of traffic. Any private use of such 
facilities for displaying advertising matter 
or for any other private purpose which 
might defeat or impair or be inconsistent 
with the fulfillment of such public purpose 
would be contrary to the public interest and 
the general welfare, and therefore, unlaw­
ful. For these reasons, the placement of 
commercial advertising on parking meters 
within the rights-of-way of federal-aid high­
ways has been deemed to be unlawful. Aside 
from the situation on highways financed with 
Federal funds, there are cogent legal rea­
sons that would seem to militate against the 
placement of advertising on meters gen­
erally. 

The preponderance of judicial opinion 
sustains the validity of the parking meter 
on the ground that it is a reasonable regu­
latory device.* In most jurisdictions, the 
production of revenue is deemed to be in­
cidental to the principal regulatory objec­
tives. For a municipality to authorize the 
use of the meter for commercial adver­
tising purposes seems inconsistent with the 
basic regulatory functions of the meter. 
Because the only justification, from the 
standpoint of the municipality, is the pro­
duction of revenue, this development might 
easily i^set the present legal acceptance of 
the parking meter as a valid exercise of the 
"For a comprehensive discussion of this subject, see USE OF 
PARKING METER REVENUES, 1951, BuUetln No. 33, High­
way Research Board. 

police power rather than the power to tax. 
Legal analogies aplenty are available 

which cast a dark shadow upon the legality of 
this use of the parking meter. The erection 
and maintenance of structures in city 
streets for private advertising purpose^ 
generally have been held to be beyond the 
powers of a municipality to authorize. In a 
recent Kansas case, for example, a munici­
pality was denied the right to permit the 
maintenance of traffic-control signals con­
taining private advertising. In an Illinois 
case^ it was held that a municipality cannot 
by ordinance enter into an agreement to per­
mit a private Individual to place advertising 
matter upon the sides of public wastepaper 
boxes to be placed upon the streets. City 
attorneys in Columbus, Ohio; San Francisco 
and Los Angeles, California; Aberdeen, 
Washington, and Houston, Texas, have ruled 
the proposed placement of advertising on 
parking meters to be unlawful. State attor­
neys general in Minnesota and Washington 
have also indicated that municipalities in 
their respective states have no authority'to 
rent advertising space on parking meters. 

Developments Since 1951 Survey 

Since this survey was undertaken for 
the year 1951, other developments con­
cerning parking-meter advertising have 
taken place that should be noted. It is re­
ported that Philadelphia has awarded a 
franchise to authorize advertising devices 
on 10,000 meters in that city; it is, ac­
cordingly, the first major city in the United 
States to permit meter advertising."" But 
difficulties are coming to the surface in 
'^The court asserted that the advertising had no relation to the 
public interest, that it is maintamed by a private corporatlor 
for its own private, pecuniary profit, that it Is designed to 
divert attention of motorists, and that i t is without any rela­
tion to public safety, convenience, or welfare. The court 
further asserted that such advertismg matter invades the 
public mterest in two ways By encroachment and by obstruc­
tion to traffic. It was finally indicated that the city has no 
authority to purchase its traffic signals by f&rmmg out the 
streets to private uses m a manner which obstructs free use 
for traffic purposes. State ex rel. Veck v. Hutchinson (1936) 
144 Kansas 700, 62 Pac (2d) 865; 156 A L.R. 581 (1945) 

" People ex rel Healy v Clean Street Company, 225 111 
470, 9 L.R.A (N.S.) 455 (1907). 

"The Traffic Engmeering Department of Philadelphia re­
veals that half of the city's population, or 1,104,436 pedes­
trians daily pass along the sidewalks of the metered areas 
from 7a.m t o 7 p . m onan average day. And that 45,000 
vehicles, with an average of 2 4 riders, parked daily at the 
meters. "Ads on Parking Meters," NEW YORK TIMES, 
March 26, 1953. 
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Figure 51. The appropr ia t ion o f curb parking space by a l l -day park-
ers f requent ly resu l t s i n double parking and other types o f i l l e g a l 
pa rk ing , as here i l l u s t r a t e d on H S t r ee t , between 13th and 14th 
s t ree t s , N. W., Washington, D. C. 1946. Parking meters are help­

f u l i n s i tua t ions o f t h i s k ind . 

this program: Both federal and state 
authorities have informed the city that it 
could not profit from advertising on high­
ways built with federal or state funds. 
Then, some merchants are complaining 
that the meters right in front of their estab­
lishments are advertising the products of a 
competitor. ^ To make matters worse, a 
suit has been instituted by taxpayers and 
owners of abutting property to enjoin the 
meter advertising. It was alleged by those 
seeking the injunction that, among other 
things, the advertising constitutes a non-
street additional servitude which may 
not lawfully be imposed without makii^ 
compensation to the owners of abutting 
property. 

Judge Hagan of Common Pleas Court 
No. 1 in Philadelphia has just handed down 
a decision* which prohibits the attachment 
of commercial advertising signs to park­
ing meters. In this leading and well-sup­
ported case on this controversial matter. 
Judge Hagan upheld the following: 

1. Plaintiffs, as the owners of premises 
abutting upon CSermantown Avenue and 
Highland Avenue, have title to the fee of 
the sidewalks of those highways upon which 

"^BUSINESS W E E K , June 1, 1953, p. 65. 

""More Anent Advertising on Parking Meters," MUNICIPAL 
LAW SERVICE L E T T E R , June 1953, p. 2. 

» Chestnut Hill and Mt. Airy Business Men's Association et al 
V. The City of Philadelpliia et al , decision filed January 5, 
1954, reported In THE L E G A L I N T E L L I G E N C E , January 13, 
1954, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. 

defendants propose to erect advertising 
devices, and their title to the fee is subject 
only to the public easement in the sidewalk. 

2. The city, in the exercise of its police 
power, has the right to regulate and control 
the said sidewalks for public uses and pur­
poses only, and that, per contra, has no 
right to use or permit the use of said side­
walks for private purposes; and that there­
fore, the private use which the city and the 
intervening defendant propose to make of 
the said sidewalks would constitute a tres­
pass thereon, and would result in taking 
of property of plaintiffs without due process 
of law. 

It is suggested that those who are con­
templating an authorization for commercial 
advertising matter on parking meters read 
this decision in full. 

At least five states are known to have 
adopted legislation approving the placing 
of advertising on meters, as follows: 
Florida (Laws of Florida, Extraordinary 
Session of 1949, Chapter 26437, No. 119); 
Illinois (Section 52. l-l(c)of the Cities and 
Villages Act of Illinois, as amended 1953 
regular session); Kentucky (Acts of 1950, 
Chapter 35); Mississippi (Laws, Regular 
Session, 1952, House Bill No. 137); and 
New Hampshire (Laws of 1951, Chapter 172). 

An official of Minneapolis, Minnesota, 
has reported a Minnesota general highway 
law which prohibits any advertisement 
within the limits of a public highway or on 
any object within the limits of a public high-
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way." Two other states by statute have 
forbidden the placement of advertising on 
meters: Iilassachusetts, by Chapter 592, 
Acts of 1952; and Vermont, by House 
BiU 284, Laws of 1953. 

antm • 
EFFECT OF HETERI OH OVERTIW FftRKIIH 

Figure 52. Percentage and number of places 
reporting stated effects of parking meters 

on overtime parking, January 1, 1952. 

OVERTIME PARKING AND 
PARKING METERS 

One of the basic purposes of parking 
meter regulation is to assist In the enforce­
ment of curb parking restrictions. An ob­
jective of this comprehensive investigation 
of parking meters in the United States was 
to measure, if possible, the degree to 
which the parking meter was being help­
ful In reducing overtime parking. 

The findings of this survey document 
this characteristic of the parking meter to 
an overwhelming degree. Data contained 
in Table 48 Indicate that overtime parking 
in the 926 munic^alities for which informa­
tion was available was reduced 75 percent 
or more in 47. 2 percent of the places; and 
"to a great extent" in an additional 22.4 
percent of the total. These two categories 
account for approximately 70 percent of 
the places reporting. 

If to this total is added the 16.1 percent 
where overtime parking was reduced from 
50 to 74 percent — a substantial number of 
places — approximately 86 percent of the 
total is accounted for. In another 3.6 
percent of the places, overtime parking 
was reduced from 25 to 49'percent, by 
use of the parking meter. In the aggre­
gate, this roughly accounts for 90 per­
cent of places reporting. 
"Mmnesota Statutes, Chapter 160, Section 160.34 (3), Laws 
of 1923, Chapter 439, Section 11, as Ust amended, Laws of 
1949, Chapter 566 

Without regard to whatever other ad­
vantages the parking meter may possess, 
it does effectively and substantially reduce 
overtime parking at the curb. 

Though the differences are not great, 
there seems to be some variation in the 
reduction of overtime parking among the 
population groups. Apparently, the park­
ing meter is slightly more effective in 
reducing overtime parking In the smaller 
places than in the larger ones. Here is 
the range: 

Population group 

Under 2,500 
2,500 to 5,000 
5,000 to 10,000 
10,000 to 25,000 
25,000 to 50,000 
50,000 to 100,000 
100,000 to 250,000 
250,000 to 500,000 
500,00010 1,000,000 
1,000,000 or more 

Percentage of places reporting 
overtime parking where over-
time parking has been reduced: 

50 % or more 75% or more 
88.5 
90.3 
88.3 
86.5 
82.8 
72.2 
66.7 
70.0 
83.3 
75.0 

78.5 
77.2 
74.1 
67.2 
65.6 
50.0 
50.0 
40.0 
66.7 
50.0 

It W i l l be noted that the relative dif­
ferences between population groups are 
generally greater where overtime park­
ing has been reduced 75 percent or more 
than where such parking has been reduced 
50 percent or more (reduced "to great ex­
tent" has been interpreted to indicate 50 
percent or more). The relative differences 
between population groups is even greater 
in some of the individual overtime cate­
gories indicated in Table 48. The extent 
to which overtime parking has been re­
duced by parking meters, by states, is 
reported in Table 49. 

CURB-PARKING TURNOVER 

In addition to assisting in the enforce­
ment of parking restrictions, the parking 
meter facilitates parking turnover at the 
curb. This constitutes its second prin­
cipal regulatory objective. 

The results of this survey reveal that 
municipalities in overwhelming numbers 
have fotmd that turnover is augmented 
greatly by use of the parking meter. Ap­
proximately 24 percent of the places in­
dicated an increase in turnover of 100 
percent or more; an additional 21 per­
cent an increase in turnover of 75 to 
99 percent; another 18 percent, 50 to 
74 percent; and 26 percent, "to a great 
extent. " These alone total approximately 
89 percent of the total of 806 municipal-
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I itiesthat supplied answers to this question. 
More detaU is given in Table 50. 

Examination of turnover data by popula-

crease in turnover achieved is substantial. 
Comparable turnover data by states is 

reported in Table 51. 

EXTENT OR MORE 
EFFECT OF METERS ON M R M W TUNNOVIll 

Figure 53. Percentage and number of places 
reporting indicated increase in curb park­
ing turnovei' as a result of parking meter 

usage, January 1, 1952. 

tion groups discloses no particular pattern 
of turnover Increases that vary with size of 
mimicipality. In most instances, the in-

CURB-PARKING-METER FEE 
SCHEDULES 

Without specific information on the 
subject, one might presume that curb 
rates are relatively uniform throughout 
the United States. This survey reveals 
that quite the contrary is true. At least 
50 different combinations of cost and time 
periods were found to exist. These range 
from 4 min. for 1 cent to 12 hours for 60 
cents, proceeding from the lowest to the 
highest time and cost magnitudes; and from 
5 min. for 5 cents to 10 hours for 5 cents 
proceeding from the highest to the lowest 
rates. 

The prevalence of one rate schedule or 
another was ascertained by the number of 
meters which are subject to them. Table 
52 summarizes the use characteristics of 
meters in terms of the respective meter 
rates. It was necessary to refine a tabu­
lation of meter rates in terms of the lower 
limit of time and payment, as well as their 

1 HniiiWr "A p i " * " *" ptyulatlon group wUh IndtcatoJ fjSinA t* wirBag mtan on orortlma yrnxUat To* i l 

Ovartim* parking 
roducad to gmt 

extant 

Onrtliae parking 
reduced 

2B to 49 percMit 

Overtime parking 
ndiiCMl 

SO to 74 percent 

Overttme parking 
reduced 

75 to U percent 

Orertime parking 
reduced 

100 percent 

Overtime parking not 
reduced (in some 
plaeee Increased) 

No time limit on pars 
ing (In aome placea 
meters are Mas bmg 
aa cars are perked) 

Bffeet of metere 
on overtime park­
ing unknown 

Number oi 
places 
reporttng 

Percentage 
of pmcea 
reporting 

Niimlwr|PeK«)t- Nnnbar Percent-
1 WW 

Nnmber Percent-
1 nee 

Number Ipercent -
1 w 

HumborlPercent-
1 mte 

Number 1 Percentage 
1 ese 

Number | Percentage Siiabar Percent-
f 

Number oi 
places 
reporttng 

Percentage 
of pmcea 
reporting 

1,500-5,000 

»,000-W,000 
U , 000-100,000 
100.000-350.000 
190,000-500,000 
900,000-1,000,000 
1,000.000 or more 
Los Angelea Conntj, 

a - no 

31 4 
32 3 
IS T 
» 0 
13 7 
13 3 
n 8 
300 
18 7 

10 0 
13 1 
14 S 
19 3 
17 I 
83 3 
18 7 
30 0 
18 8 

41 4 
48 0 
40 9 
41 0 
35 5 
n 8 
10 7 
10 0 
50 0 
50 0 

13 8 
le T 
32 3 

100 0 
100 0 
100 0 
100 0 
100 0 
100 0 
100 0 
100 0 
100 0 

Space means nothing to this pest. 
Once he's put his car to rest. 

He keeps adding coins to meter— 
Shoppers call him parking-cheater. 

f HOUR. 

Figure 54. In a humorous vein, th i s cartoon i l l u s t r a t e s an im­
portant pr inc ip le . Hiough the parking meter f a c i l i t a t e s turnover 
at the curb, proper enforcement i s indispensable i f the curb regu­

lation I S to be most ef fect ive . 
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TABLE 49 
to which overtime parking is estimatpd to have been reduced by parking meters m 

places reportmg, by states, as of January 1, 1952 

c 

2? to »9 

k l u radno 9< O n r t l M 
p u U a g not 

Bo t l M l l H l t oa 
paridas ( i n M M 

VB g n a t mxtmat 2? to »9 ;o t o 7k 75 to 99 100 ndUMd (tB p l M M M U n ttn 
fad u loBf as 
c a n a n paxted) 

M M pSaeM 
p l M M M U n ttn 
fad u loBf as 
c a n a n paxted) 

p l M M M U n ttn 
fad u loBf as 
c a n a n paxted) 

3 1 3 ; 
1 - 1 2 _ 

2 1 3 9 1 
13 2 13 19 « _ 

3 - 1 2 1 
- - 1 2 _ 

1 - - 1 _ _ 

7 - 6 6 1 _ 

3 - 3 2 1 
' - 2 S _ _ 

U 3 6 18 2 _ 

1 1 6 U I 
7 - 7 u 1 2 
2 - 1 8 2 
2 1 2 2 1 _ _ 

2 
3 - - « . _ 

1 - - 5 1 _ 

6 
13 

2 1 13 2 _ 1 6 
13 - 8 12 1 _ 

7 5 8 1 
3 - 2 12 _ 

; - 2 C 
1 - 3 3 _ 

1 - 1 3 _ _ 

1 _ _ 

3 - - 3 _ _ 

3 - 1 12 3 I 

7 8 20 
5 - 8 7 _ 

- 1 2 1 _ _ 

6 • 13 1 
- - 3 5 _ _ 

5 2 1 IS _ 

21 3 10 9 _ 1 
1 - 1 _ _ 

* 1 1 5 1 
1 - 1 1 _ 

10 2 10 27 3 _ 

11 - 8 23 3 _ _ 

- - 1 3 1 _ _ 

- 1 1 ( _ 

9 3 . 7 1 _ _ 

8 1 1 
1 . 1 

10 3 9 1 
- - - 2 
- 1 _ _ _ 
1 - - - - - -

207 33 38k 53 3 5 
22.l> 3.6 1« 1 " 1 ? 57 0.3 0.5 

Of p l U M 

OlUSnU 
Colmao 

IlorU> 
(taorste 
Idaho 
mioois 

I B n l M i l p l 
RlUOUTl 

low Jono r 

MwToxt 
lortk CuollBO 
lortk Dokoto 
Oklo 

PanojlnuU 
modo I s l u l 
Sontli Cgmiao 

Huhloston 
VMtTl is lnb 
VloeoDaln 
Krc99l>g 
Slrtrlet of ColoAls 

K 
6 

11 

23 

10 
3 
9 

10 
26 

18 
20 
8 
5 
1 
8 

23 

k2 
20 

k 

30 
93 
2 

13 

5I 
6 

22 
19 
7 

33 
2 

1.7 

7.1 
12 
o.k 
0.2 
2.k 
1.2 
0.8 
5.0 
2.5 
3.3 
1.7 
1.1 
0.3 
1.0 
I . l 
2.8 
k.2 
3.0 
1.9 
2.2 
0.9 
0.5 
0.1 
0.7 
2 5 

kr5 
2.2 
0 k 
2.9 
0.9 
3.2 

10.0 
0. 2 
1. k 
0.3 
6.1 
5 1 
0.7 
\l 
2.1 
0.8 
3.k 
0 2 
0.1 
0.1 

.12-

upper limits of time and payment In these 
terms, by far the most-prevalent rate is 
5 cents an hour, which governs at least 
475,709 meters, or 86. 8percent of the total 
of 547,911 surveyed. Of these, 149,156 

meters (or 27. 2 percent of the total) had 
an upper and lower limit of 5 cents an 
hour; over 4,000 meters were posed with 
both upper and lower limits of 12 min. for 
1 cent; at the other extreme, 55 meters 

TABLE SO 
Extent to whlcb curb p as of Tanuary 1, 1952 

Population 
group Toarei t extent 

Pari 

25 to 49 percent 

Number of Dlac< 
EinR turnover increa 

50 to 74 percent 

8 with each indleat 
sed 

75 to 99 percent 

ed Increase m to 

100 percent 
and over 

nover 
Increase In 
parking 

turnover unhnown 
Number of 
places 

reporting 

Total 

Percentage of 
places reporting 

Population 
group 

Number Percent-
•ge 

Number Percent-
•ge 

Numtier Percent-
««» 

Number Perceot-
•ge 

Number Percent­
age 

Number Percent­
age 

Number of 
places 

reporting 

Total 

Percentage of 
places reporting 

Untar 2,500 
9,600 - 6,000 
6,000 - 10,000 
10,000 - 25,000 
25,000 - 50,000 
50,000 - 100,000 
100,000 - 250,000 
260,000 - 500,000 
500,000 - 1,000,000 
1,000,000 or more 
Los Angeles County, 

California, no pop­
ulation group 

12 
3S 
58 
64 
19 
8 
0 
4 
1 

25 0 
26 4 
28 4 
27 5 
24 7 
16 7 
18 8 
44 6 
60 0 

2 
6 
9 

13 
3 
6 
3 
1 

4 2 
3 4 
4 4 
5 6 
3 9 

12.5 
9 4 

11 1 

4 
31 
34 
47 
13 
8 
1 
1 
1 
2 

8 3 
21 6 
16 7 
20 2 
16 0 
16 7 
3 1 

11 1 
16 7 
50 0 

14 
39 
53 
35 
12 
12 
5 

1 

29 2 
27 1 
26 0 
15 0 
16 5 
25 0 
15 6 

16 7 

16 
26 
42 
59 
23 
9 

12 
2 
1 
1 

33 3 
18 1 
20 6 
25 3 
29 9 
16 7 
37 5 
22 2 
16 6 
26 0 

6 
6 

15 
7 
5 
5 
1 

1 

1 

3 5 
3 9 
6 4 
9 1 

10 4 
15 6 
11 1 

25 0 

100 0 

48 
144 
204 
233 
77 
48 
32 
9 
6 
4 

1 

100 0 
100 0 
100 0 
100 0 
IOOLO 
lOO 0 
100 0 
100 0 
100 0 
100 0 

100 0 
Total number and per 
centage oC places 
xeportbig 212 26 3 42 5 2 142 17 6 171 21 2 191 23 7 48 6 0 806 100 0 
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Figure 55. Percentage distribution within 
each population group of ind icated i n ­
creases in curb parking turnover as a re­
s u l t of parking meter usage, January 1, 

1952. 

were tagged with a lower limit of Ihour for 
5 cents, and an upper limit of 12 hours for 
60 cents. There are interesting variations 
in between, of course. 

All the rates other than five cents an 
hour are relatively insignificant when 
judged by the number of meters subject to 
them. Of course, the lowest rate was 
y2 cent an hour, characterizing 100 meters; 
the highest was 60 cents an hour, which 
was reported as applicable only to a single 
meter. It is obvious, of course, that in 
some instances (Table 52) the Indicated 
rates per hour are calculated rates, the 
fee schedules (in terms of permissible 
time and cost) requirii^ the use of con­
venient coins. 

A study of Tables 52 and 53 reveals some 
odd rates. Among them will be found some 
that are 5 min. for 1 cent; 6 min. for 1 
cent; 15 min. for 1 cent; 30 min. for 3 
cents; 12 min. for 5 cents; 36 min. for 5 
cents; and 1% hours for 5 cents. 

It cannot be assumed that all rate 
schedules are designed to foster short-
time parking. Over 1,100 meters had a 
top rate of 4 hours for 20 cents; over 
1,600 had one of 5 hours for 25 cents; 
there were also some at 6 hours for 20 
cents; and some at 8 hours for 20 cents. 
There were even some at 10 hours for 
25 cents and all day for 25 cents. The 
highest parking charge, although not the 
highest rate, was that of 60 cents for 12 
hours. 

Some relationships can be observed from 
an array of rates by population groups 
(see Tables 53 and 54). The bulk of the 
three largest (in terms of number of me­
ters) classes of rates, L e., 12 min. for 
1 cent, 1 hour for 5 cents, and 24 min. 
for 2 cents, is centered in the 10,000-
to-25,000-population group. The next 
largest groups of meters having these 
three rates are found in the 5,000-to-
10,000 class. The third largest numbers 
of meters are common to the 25,000-to-
50,000-population group. 

The distribution of the fee schedules (by 
numbers of meters) among the population 
groups (as shown in Table 54) in the 12-
min.-for-l-cent, 24-min. -for-2- cents, 
and 1-hour for-5-cents group, is approx­
imately the same, as one might expect, 
since the same rate is involved. But the 
distribution among population groups is 
quite different for some of the other prev­
alent rates. For example, the 1-hour-for-
10-cents meters are not found at all in 
the smallest places, and only insignificant 
percentages of the total of these meters 
are fojnd in the other mimicipalities under 
50,000 population; the bulk of them are in 
places of 250,000 and over. 

Some significant observations can be 
made with respect to some of the other 
fee schedules, even though they may not 
be among the most prevalent in terms of 
numbers of meters. For example, as in-

";ss " T « » r • T » " r " « s r - £ i i k . 
9,000 lOfiOO S 9 0 0 0 90 ,000 tOOflOO SBOjOOO 900,000 100(^)00 MORC Kmrwtt 

POPULATION BROUPS 

Figure 56. Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of 
places reporting stated rate schedules as 
r e l a t e d to major generators of parking 
demand, by population groups, January 1, 

1952. 
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TABLE 51 

Extent to which curb parkmg turnover is estimated to have been increased by parking meters 
m places reportmg, by states, as of January 1, 1952 

Kumbar of plo 001 with aaoh Lndieatod i n o r a m i • in turnevor 

fttrking turnOTor inoraaaod Totol 
Stat* Inorooio in Stat* 

To groat 25 to to 9) to 7U 75 to 99 100 poreost 
poiUog 
tumonr Vsnbor of Pereontsgo To groat 

parooDt poraoBt •a< o r e r usknnn plosoo roportlac roportlug 

Alalaun 5 1 u 3 1 1 15 1.9 
Arlsoiui 2 - 1 1 - 1 5 0.6 
Arkuuu 2 - u b b 1 15 1.9 
CallftomlA 11 6 12 10 'I 11 65 8.1 
Colorado 3 - 2 1 'I 1 11 l .b 
CoBDOotloat - - - - 3 1 b 0.5 
Dalnnro - > - 1 - 1 0.1 
Florida 3 3 3 6 3 18 2.2 
Ooorgla 1 - 2 1 1 1 6 0.7 
Idaho 2 1 2 1 - 6 0.7 
Xlllaola 13 1 e 9 7 3 U 5.1 
Xadlana 2 . 5 5 6 1 19 2Jt 
Iowa 9 1 3 6 8 1 28 3.5 
Eanoat 2 - 2 2 10 3 19 2Jt 
Kontuoky 3 - 5 2 1 11 lA 
Louiilaaa 2 - - 1 - 3 0.b 
Maine _ - - 5 2 1 8 1.0 
Ifcrylaad _ 1 1 5 7 0.9 
Ihiiaahuaatti 7 3 1 7 7 25 3.1 
UiohlSUl lit 3 U 3 10 b 36 b.7 
KlanBiota 9 3 6 2 b 1 25 3.1 
laislialppl 3 3 1 5 3 1 16 2.0 
Hliaourl 2 - 3 3 b lb 1.7 
MoBtan ; 1 2 2 _ e 1.0 
Hotraoka _ b 1 1 6 0.7 
Sorada _ _ - _ 1 1 0.1 
I « v Hampshire 3 - 2 . 1 6 0.7 
Mow Jaraoy li 1 _ 5 5 1 16 2.0 
Sov Maxloo . _ 1 1 0.1 
Hw Tcrk 10 1 5 9 11 1 37 b.6 
lerth Carolina 3 5 6 b 2 2 20 
Xortt) Mcata 2 _ 1 _ 3 oJt 
Ohio 9 1 5 b b - 23 2.9 
Oklahona 1 - U 3 1 - 9 1.1 
Orogmi 7 3 5 9 1 25 3.1 
Ponnaylvaiila 28 1 12 17 lb 2 7b 9.2 
Bheda lalaad 1 - - 1 - - 2 0.2 
South Carolina b 3 - 1 2 1 11 1J> 
Sonfeh Dakota _ - 1 _ 1 2 0.2 
TODDOBSOO 9 1 10 9 12 1 b2 5.2 
Taxas 10 1 5 11 lb - bl 5.1 
Utah 3 - 2 1 - - 6 0.7 
Tomnt - 3 2 1 - 6 0.7 
TlrBinU 5 1 1 b 6 _ 17 2.1 
WkshinKtoB k I I 7 1 lb 1.7 
lloBt TlrsiBla _ - 3 1 1 _ 5 0.6 
WiaooBsia 10 2 5 6 b 27 i-U 
l y o B l a g 1 - - - 1 - 2 0.3 
Dlatriot o f ColmUa 
Alaska 

1 
1 : - - - - I 

1 
0.1 
0.1 

ttotal nabar and poroonb- 212 1|2 171 191 b8 806 100.0 
age of plaooa roporting 26.3 5.2 17.6 21.2 23.7 6.0 100.0 

dicated in Table 53, approximately 38 
percent of the meters in the 15-min. -for-
1-cent rate are found in the 250,000-to-
500,000-popuIation group; it might be ob­
served, parenthetically, thatthese 15- min. 
meters are generally designated for bank 
and post-office errands and missions of 
similar duration. The need for such 
short-time spaces is probably greater in 
the larger cities than in the smaller ones. 
Approximately 21 percent of the meters in 
this fee-schedule class are foimd in the 
10,000-to-25,000-population group. But 
it should be noted that the numbers of me­
ters in these two population groups are 
substantially different, 37,230 meters in 
the former, and 125,931 in the latter. 
The 15-min. -for-l-cent meters constitute 
0.4 percent of the total number of meters 
in the 10,000-to-25,000-population group; 
these same-fee meters constitute 2.3 

percent of the total number of meters in 
the 250,000-to- 500,000-populatidn group. 
In short, in terms of relative frequency 
of these 15-min. meters in the respective 
population groups, the 15-min. meters 
are approximately six times as frequent 
in the larger cities as in the smaller ones. 

This same kind of comparison can be 
made, with profit, with respect to the 
other fee schedules contained in Table 53; 
but comparative number of parking meters 
must always be taken into account. 

Some other significant observations can 
be made concerning the data in Table 54. 
Twenty-four minutes of parking time for 
a cent would normally be considered a 
bargain in most places having parking 
meters. The data reveal that these bar­
gains in parking-meter rates are found 
most frequently in places having a popula­
tion ranging from 5,000 to 25,000 persons. 
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where approximately 72 percent of meters 
havii^ this fee schedule are foun± 

By like token, the higher rate schedules, 
such as 30-min. for 5 cents, are found 
most often in the larger places. For ex­
ample, 42.4 percent of the total number of 
meters in this group are found in the 

AnalyBls of reported fee BchedBles for curb parking 
(United Sletea ud Aluta) 

metere, >• of Juuery 1, U5S 

Rate per hour Use charactertBtlcs 
Atuoont 
in cents 

HunOer 
of meters 

Number 
oC meters 

Lower llmlL Time 
and payment 

Vpper limit Time 
and payment 

1 
1-%. 
1-S 

100 
130 
245 
271 

13 

100 
130 

'145 

91 
76 

144 

717 
0,053 

•28,843 
815 
037 
186 

10 boura for 5̂  
1 hour for U 

12 mUnileB for U 

36 mlnutee for U 
3 hoiire for U 

U 
30 mL A!B for U 

14 •• " U 
2houTefor5̂  
2 •• " U 

V 
1 " V 

10hoarBfor5^ 
1 hour for 1|! 

31 nlnotee for U 
3 houre for U 
6 " •• tO|< 

30 mUmtee for U 

24 minutes for W 
2 houre for U 
j : : : t 
« " - tat 

10 •• •• 25̂  
1 
3-y. 

£147 

134 
500 
196 

74S 
•1,903 

4,018 
1,187 
1,077 

114,731 
119,115 

1 430 
•249 

•140,156 
73,187 
1,173 
1,166 
1,688 

143 
15 

1,361 
'l40 

10 minutes for 20 mfau ites for li 

18 BlButee for li 3 houi •nlorlV 
1_ A hours for 5̂  1-% hours for 5f 
1-% ' " V 3 • " lOi! 
1-S •• " V 6 • - 10̂  
1-% - •• 5.f • • •• w 

15 mlnutee for t4 19 mhii ites for U 
15 „ ,. 1^ 30 • " V 

18 mlnutee for 1̂  12 min otee for li 
1! „ .. ^ 24 , „ w 11 „ „ ^ 36 • " U 
12 1 hour for 5f 
11 „ „ Ihou •e for at 
1! „ ,. « 1 " •• 15̂  
11 " •• U 5 " •• 15|! 
1 hour for 0̂  1 hour for 50 
1 " " t( 2 houre for lOi 
1 " •• S«! 3 " " 19̂  
1 " " H 4 " " lOi! 
1 " " St 5 " •• 19)! 
1 „ „ 5̂  8 " 45̂  
1 „ „ ^ 10 " •• 50̂  
1 „ „ 5,1 11 " •• 60|! 

10 minutes for 14 10 ml» utes for If! 
10 „ „ If 30 , „ if 
10 .. .. « 1 houl tlmti 
10 " " U 1 " - lU 

6-'A 1,110 
77 

1,031 
45 mlmtteB for 0̂  

l-'A honra for IV 
45 minutes for Si 
l-'/4 hours for 10̂  

7-'A 1,375 1,375 40 m tantoB for 9̂  40 mlnv tesforS^ 
i-'i 40 40 36 m JnutBB for Si 36 mlnv iteBfor9^ 
10 13,981 

9 
8 

'4,100 
1,166 
I . I M 
4,108 

180 

6 mlnutee for t4 
6 - - W 

30 " -si 
30 " "Si 
30 " " 6̂  

1 hour for W 
1 hour for lOj! 

6 mlnutee for li 
30 " "Off 
X ' ' Si 
1 hour for 10̂  
1 hours for 2W 
1 hour for 10̂  
2 hours for 10,! 

12 1 1 5 m Jnutea for li 9 mini les for li 
19 351 1 

348 
4 m 

10m 
Inutes for If 
InuteeforO)! 

4 mini] 
10 mini] 

tss for li 
taatorSi 

10 461 461 19 m JnutoB for Si IS mjni] Ites for 5̂  
19 15 16 Urn Inutes for Si 12 mini] tee for 9̂  
60 1 1 5 m Jnutee for Si 9 mhn tss for Si 
Rstesnot 
reported 13,195 
Total 
Less 

648,974 
1,063 meter 

(see 10 
547,911 Total 

B Implicated becai 
Mitnotes 1, 8, 3, 
number of meten 

use of two dUfen 
>nd4) 
B 

mt fee eel laihileB 

•Ratea for 145 metere are re 
for IIW, and aU day for 15̂  

^rted as 18 min atea for li, 1 ho ar for 9 ,̂ 2 hours 

• T W O fauadrsd and forty of the metere ahown have a aummar rate al I hour for Si, 
and a wbiler rate o( 2 houre for Si. 

•Salee for 1,503 meters are reported aa 19 minuua for U, 
and 1 hour for 9̂  

'Batea for 75 metere are reported Bs 30 mlnutee for 3̂  or one nickel 

f o r « , 

250,000-to-500,000-populatlon class. But 
because of the fewer (in the aggregate) 
numbers of meters in this class, the rela­
tive frequency of occurrence of these 
higher price tags among the total is sub­
stantially smaller than the above-mentioned 
percentage indicates. 

Curb parking-meter-fee schedules by 
states is indicated in Table B in the ap­
pendix. Among other things, the following 
states are noteworthy, where long-time 
parking at the curb is permitted: Cali­
fornia, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Maine, 
Missouri, Montana, New Jersey, New 
Mexico, New York, Pennsylvania, Vir­
ginia, and Wisconsin. 

Sometimes, special types of vehicles 
are exempted from paying the regular 
curb parking meter fee, but are subject 
to an alternative method of contributing 
financially. A new ordinance in Santa 
Cruz, California, authorizes construction, 
service, repair, and maintenance vehicles 
which frequently have occasion to occupy 
metered zones in the principal business 
districts to obtain parking stickers for 
their windshields, in lieu of using a hood 
over the meter. Vehicles that regularly 
service fishing craft at the municipal 
wharf are also authorized to purchase park­
ing stickers. The sticker is issued only 
after approval by the chief of police and 
the payment of an annual fee of $25. Such 
permits for additional vehicles, after the 
first one, can be obtained at the rate of 
$10 each. Monthly stickers are issued for 
$2. 50." 

Some thought is being given presently to 
the desirability of permitting cities to 
erase unused parking-meter time. The 
e:^erimental installation in Denver of a 
device for such purpose lias been reported.^ 
It was also tried in Salt Lake City in Jan­
uary, 1953. City officials there say that 
if the device is practicable, it will be put 
into general use." 
""Santa Cruz Provides Parking Stickers," WESTERN CITY, 
February 1953, p. 56 

" i t consists of a bar set into the pavement about midway in the 
parking space that is parallel with the curb The bar makes 
contact electrically with the meter when a vehicle leaves the 
parkmg space, pullmg down the red flag and resettmg the 
meter. This prevents subsequent parkers from utilizing un­
used time on the meters "No Free ParkmgmDenver,"KAN­
SAS GOVERNMENTAL JOURNAL, January 1952, p 34. 

""That's a 'Meter Eraser'," WESTERN CITY, February 
1953, p. 29 
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TABLE 53 

Curb parking fee schedule in places reporting, by population groups, as of Jainiazy 1, 1952 

Number of meters m each papulation grotqi * 
Los Angeles County, 

Under 2,500- 5,000- 10,000- 25,000- 50,000- 100,000- 250,000- 500,000- 1,000,000 California (no Total 
Fee schedule 2,500 5,000 10,000 35,000 50,000 100,000 250,000 500,000 1,000,000 or mora pt^ulation group) 

Total number o( parking meters 10,730 40,219 83,531 125,931 78,494 62,649 53,271 37.230 39,823 13,571 2,462 547.911 
4 mmutas for 1^ _ _ _ - - 3 - - - 3 
5 minutes for 1|! - - 2 - - - - - - - - 2 
6 minutes for H - - 5 8 - - - - - - - 13 
10 minutes for 1^ - 100 331 *504 31 - 81 . 1.200 - - 2,247 
12 minutes for if! 8,170 * 30,969 80,769 '74,911 33,018 

•363 
16,396 12,957 0,186 1,276 28 247,680 

15 minutes for 1^ - 5 - ^480 
33,018 

•363 266 75 *864 105 - - 2,248 
134 18 mmutes for li 134 - - - - - - -

2,248 
134 

20 minutes for 1^ - - 8 - - 18 - - - - 26 
24 minutes for 1^ \ 150 651 2,038 2,866 223 766 76 - - - - 6,770 
30 minutes for Itf - - - - - - 13 - - - - 13 
36 mmutes far 1^ - - - 52 - - - - S3 
1 hour for 1^ - - 130 - - - - . - - - 130 
24 mtniltes for 2i 8,104 * 30,802 60,274 * 74.021 32,178 15,621 12,265 9,110 - 1,376 243,651 
30 mmutes for 2^ - - - *400 "239 - - '864 - - - 1,503 
30 mmutes for - - 326 '75 - - 65 - - - - 466 
36 mmutes for 3^ 8.099 * 30,802 60,251 * 73,870 31,946 15,144 11,984 9,092 - 1,276 - 242,464 
48 mmutes for 4^ 8,099 * 30,802 60,241 *73,843 31,002 15.032 11,410 8,782 - 1,276 - 241,387 
S minutes for 5^ - - - 1 - - - - - - 1 
12 minutes for 5^ - - - IS - - - - - - IS 
15 minutes for 5ff _ - - - 121 100 200 40 - 461 
20 minutes for 5(! _ - _ - - 104 15 79 150 - - 348 
30 mmutes for 5^ - 208 - '260 331 994 940 4,017 2,400 310 9,478 
36 mmutes for Sff - - - - 40 - - - - - - 40 
40 minutes for 5^ 238 1,137 - - 1,375 
45 mmutes for 5̂  - - - - - - 77 - - - - 77 
1 hour for 5( 10,301 '37,411 77,028* • ''107,400 *71,390 

134 
50,352 41,830 *26,238 33,446 11,495 2,434 469,416 

1*̂  hours for 5^ - 32 30 202 
*71,390 

134 172 209 223 - - - 1,002 
2 hours for 5^ 358 1,517 3,833 •lO,122 3,873 6,706 5,482 3,713 750 380 - 36,634 
3 hours for 5f! - - 76 - - 144 - - - - - 220 
10 hours for 5^ 100 - - - 100 
1 hour for 6^ - - 326 420 - - - - - - - 746 
1 hour for 10^ 108 458 130 2,014 - 2,710 2,742 1,446 9,608 
1% hours for 10^ - - - - - - 1,033 - - - - 1,033 

205,528 2 hours for 10^ 7,294 * 24,348 48,713 51,008 21,823 16,543 10,569 7,928 10,878 5,483 951 
1,033 

205,528 
3 hours for 10^ - 32 30 134 134 172 - - - - 502 
4 hoars for lOf! - 29 474 661 - 574 - - - 1,738 
6 hoars for 10^ - - - - - 144 - - - - - 144 
2 hours tor 12^ - - - 210 - - - - - - 210 
3 hours for 15^ 776 * 1.198 681 1,546 743 1,283 - 789 - - 7,016 
2 hours for 20|! 2,224 - 290 - 2,514 
4 hours for 20|if 260 •645 4 313 275 1,028 - 789 - - - 3,313 
6 hours for 20)! - - - - - 172 - - - - - 172 
8 hours for 30^ - 29 715 79 - - - - - - 823 
5 hours tor ZSf *345 4 612 15 1,038 - 143 - _ 2,147 
10 hours for 2Sf! - 29 - 78 79 - - - - - 186 
All day for 25^ - *245 245 
9 hcwrs for 30i - - - - - ISO - - - - - ISO 
9 hours for 4S(! - - - 55 IS - - 143 - - - 213 
10 hours for SOff - - 55 15 70 
12 hours for 60^ - _ 55 - _ - - _ _ - 55 
Bites of fees not repprted - 770 1,374 5,897 1,323 S3 1,760 2,118 - - - 13.205 
* Figures for the number of meters in the various fee schedules for each population group are nonaddlUve since many meters have been ad)U8ted 
to accommodate more than one rate and the total number of meters taking each rate has been Included in the numbers shown 

'Seventy-five meters are reported as having a rate of 30 minutes for 3ff or 1 nickel 
* Rates for 245 meters are reported as 12 minutes for 1^, 1 hour for 6^, 2 hours for 10^, and aU day for 25^ 
*One place reported that 10 mhiutes of free parking Ume la allowed In connection with Us 300 meters, 1 e . 23 minutes tor U and 70 minutes tor Ŝ  
'Rates for 400 meters are reported as IS minutes for U and 1 hour for 5̂  
'Rates for 239 meters are reported as IS minutes for 1^ and 1 hour for 5̂  
'Rates for 864 meters are reported aa 15 minutes tor 1^ and 1 hour for 6ff 
'Two hundred and forty of the meters shown have a summer rate of 1 hour for and a winter rate at 2 hours for Ŝ  

OFF-STREET PARKING METER FEE 
SCHEDULES 

The opinion is prevalent in some quar­
ters that metered off-street-parking facil­
ities generally have higher price tags and 

cater to the long-term rather than the 
short-term parker. The evidence assem­
bled in this survey indicates that both of 
thesepresumptions are incorrect, in terms 
of relative numbers of meters involved. 

The most-prevalent fee for off-street 

Number of curb parking meters In each population group In places reporting havbg each of ten most prevalent fee schedules, 
eipresaed as a percentage of total, as of Tanuaxy I , 1952 

Percentage of totel number of meters with indicated fee sdiedule in eachpopu latlon group 

Los Angetes 
County, 

Calif oniia 
Under 2,500- 5,000- 10,000- 25,000- 50,000- 100,000- 250,000- 500,000- 1,000,000 (no population Total 

Fee schedule 3,500 5,000 10,000 25,000 50,000 100,000 250,000 500,000 1,000,000 or more groqi) 

Tolml number ol meters 3.0 7.3 15 2 23 0 14.3 11.4 9.7 8.8 7 3 2.6 0.5 100 0 
12 minutes for If! 3.3 12 5 24 8 30 3 13 3 8 8 5 2 3.7 - 0.5 - 100.0 
24 minutes for 111 2 2 0.7 30 1 42 3 3.3 11.3 1 1 - - - - 100 0 
24 minutes for 2^ 3 3 12 7 24 T 30.4 13.2 8.4 5.0 3 8 - 0.6 - 100.0 
36 minutes for 3^' 3 3 12 7 24 9 30 5 13 2 8.2 4 9 3.8 - 0.6 - 100.0 
80 minutes for sj^ _ 2 2 - 2 8 3 5 10.5 10 0 42 4 25.3 3.3 - 100 0 
1 hour for Si 2.2 8 0 18 4 22.9 15 2 10.7 8.9 5.8 7.1 2.6 0 5 100 0 
2 hours for 1 0 4 1 10.5 27 8 10 8 18.3 15 0 10 1 2.0 0.8 - 100 0 
1 hour for lOlt _ _ 1.1 4.8 1 4 21.0 - 28.2 28.5 16.0 - 100 0 
2 hours for 10^ 3.5 11 8 23 7 24 8 10 8 8.1 5 1 3.9 5 3 2.7 0.5 100.0 
3 hoars for 15^ 11 1 17 1 0.7 22 0 to 8 18.3 - 11 2 - - - 100 0 

'See Table 53 for appUcable eiplanatonr footnotes 
'Percentages for meters having the rate of 48 mhiutes for 4^ 
for those haTl i« the nte of 38 minutes for 3^. 

are approxlmatelr the san 
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RESTRICTED PARKING AREAS-FEBRUARY 1948 

C L A R K 

W W I L L I A M 

LOT 

MA N 

C O L L E G E 

E P E A R L 

W LEGEND 
2 HOUR M A M N G L I M I T * * H TO • » 
HON T U £ WED TMua « »*T AND VA U . TO 
• P M r«ID*t N O L I M I 1 
I HOUR MRNINS LIMIT «A U TO Kmmt MON TUC WIS THUR 4SAT ANDI 

^BB^ retP M ON rmoAv NO LIMIT ON 
' ' la HOUR MRKIMG LIMIT NO PARKINS 
^ BETWEEN THE HOURtOT lAM TOSAU 

NOTE NO mRHING ON ANV STREET 
RLTWEEN TNE HOURS OF lA U-TOSA U 

Figure 57. This i s a portion of a four-page leaflet giving infonnation concern­
ing the use of parking meters in Albert Lea, Minnesota. I t was distributed by 
city officials to all taxpayers, along with their water hil ls and the city nian-
ager's report. A practice of this kind makes sense and ought to be encouraged. 

meters is 1 hour for 5 cents, applicable to 
47. 2 percent of the total of 18,626 off-
street meters. The next fee schedule, at 
the same rate, is 2 hr. for 10 cents, in­
volving 41. 3 percent of the off-street total. 
The third-most-prevalent schedule — a 
bargain rate — is 2 hours for 5 cents, ap­
plicable to 29. 7 percent of the total. The 
fourth, in terms of magnitude, is 3-hours 
for 15 cents, involved in 25.4 percent of 
the cases (see Table 55). 

In short, eliminating the overlapping of 
meters with fee schedules of the same rate, 
more than three quarters of the total of 
metered off-street spaces have relatively 
low rates and serve the short-time parker. 
And, even where a fee schedule permits 
long-time parking, the rates are relatively 
low, exceeding 5 cents an hour in only a 
single instance. ̂  It seems, therefore, that 

The fee schedule is 3 hours for 25 cents and involved only 
96 meters, accounting for percent of the total number of 
off-street meters. 
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Off-street parking meter fee schedules in places rep( 

ir\ad>er of aeters in 

Fee sehedole 
* 

Under ; 
2,500 : 

• • 

2,500-
5,000 

: 5,000-
: 10,000 

: 10,000- : 25,000- i 50,00 
: 25,000 : 50,000 : 100,00< 

Total number of parking 
meters 

12 minutes for 14 
15 minutes for iji 
7^ minutes for 1̂  
30 minutes for 2(i 
36 minutes for 3f( 
80 minutes for ^ 
1 hour for 5̂  
1̂  hours for 5̂  
2 hours for 54̂  
2 | hours for ^ 
h hours for ^ 
2 hours for 10̂  . 
3 hours for loisi/ 
^ hours for loj( 
6 hours for loj( 
3 hours for 15fj 
k hours for \ ^ 
6 hours for 15̂  
9 hours for 15fE 
\ hours for 20(j 
8 hours for 20̂  

10 hours for 20̂  
16 hours for 20̂  
3 hours for 2^ 
5 hours for 25j{ 

10 hours for 
12 hours for 25̂  
All day for 25^ 
6 hours for 30(i 
9 hours for 30it 

12 hours for 30f( 
10 hours for 50̂  
All week for 50̂  
12 hours for 6ô  
2\ hours for $1.20 
Rates of fees not reported 

177 87 

30 

177 

177 

177 

177 

177 

57 

30 

30 

177 

177 

a 3 

321 

60 

321 

2̂ 6 

20 
212 

192 

192 

192 

20 

16 

10 

3,713 

12l̂  

18 

966 

2,0232/ 

1,2^7 

657 

1,205 

387 
1,205 

8i»l 

135 
186 
281 

186 

7,301 

165 

5̂ 5 

U,017 
9̂5 

2,028 
71 

3,579 
H95 
801 

2,251 

590 

1,589 
590 

1,510 
67U 
318 
1*95 
678 
1*95 
278 
676 

lUl 258 

1/ Figures for the number of meters having the various fee schedules in each i 
~ aeeonodate more than one rate and the total number of meters taking each d 
2/ Includes 82 meters in Ypsilaati, Michigan, having rate of 5̂  for f i r s t 2 h^ 



83 

:.E 55 
ting, by population groups, as of January 1, 1952 

ph population groupl/ 

: 100,000-
: 250,000 

: 250,000-
: 500,000 

: 500,000-: 1,000,000 
: 1,000,000 : or more 

: Los Angeles County,: 
• California (no • 
• population group) . 

1,559 352 

-
10 

- -

- 10 - -
100 _ 

1188 352 

- 163 - -

189 U89 295 le 

Total 
number of 

off-street 
•eters 

100 

210 

"96 

665 

163 

W9 

163 

lf89 
163 

W9 
163 

181 

U89 

285 

295 

260 

260 

260 

260 
260 

18,626 

6I1O 
10 

605 
10 
18 

100 
8,796 

5,5322/ 
71 
20 

7»692^/ 
1, ^3^/ 
3,201 

281 
'»,732 

100 
2, W3 

156 
3,515 
2,918 

210 
20 
96 

3,2U2 
2,kh6 

318 
1,096 
1,M8 

986 
278 

1,665 
16 

550 
260 

1,399 

I lation gxcnxp are nonadditlTe since aaay meters have been adjusted to 
! has been included i n the numbers shorn. 
I and 5̂  for t h i r d hour, or 3 hours for 10 .̂ 
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TABLE Se 

Number of oU-Btreet parking meters In places reportmg having each of 10 most prevalent fee schedules, 
expressed as a percentage of total, by population groups, as of January 1, 1952' 

Percentage of total number of meters having each mdicated fee schedule 
Population Total number 1 2 2 4 3 8 4 8 5 10 

group of off-street hour hours hours hours hours hours hours hours hours hours 
meters for U for 5̂  for 10^ for lOî  for 16^ for 15^ for 20|̂  for 20^ for 25^ tor 25^ 

Under 2,500 0.9 2.0 2.3 _ 3.7 _ 5.0 5.5 
2,500-5,000 0.5 0.6 0.5 - 0.9 _ _ _ _ _ 
5,000-10,000 3.5 3.7 5.0 2.8 8 0 - 7.7 _ 8.8 _ 
10,000-25,000 19.9 11.0 38.5 13.0 39 0 14 0 48 5 11.0 41.3 13.8 34.4 
25,000-50,000 39.2 45 7 38.8 48.5 25.0 47.8 23.8 45.2 20.2 48.6 27.8 
50,000-100,000 20 4 21 3 18 3 22.2 24.0 18.2 13.4 IT 4 28 3 11.0 31.4 
100,000-250,000 8.4 5. 5 - 2.5 - _ - _ _ _ 
250,000-500,000 5.1 5.7 2.9 8.4 5 1 10.3 8.8 14.0 5.8 15.1 6 8 
500,000-1,000,000 1.9 4.0 - 3.8 8 2 7.4 _ 8.0 _ 
1,000,000 or more - - - - - - - - - -
Los Angeles County, 
California (nopopula­
tion group) 0.2 0 5 - 0.5 - - - - - - -

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

* See table 55 for explanatory notes. 

the objective in metering off-street areas 
— where it has been done to date — is 
largely to e}q)and the supply of low-cost, 
short-time parking facilities. 

At least 35 different combinations of 
time and cost were found to exist among 
the nearly 18,700 off-street meters. Aside 
from those already mentioned, some odd 
schedules are noteworthy. Almost 1,100 
meters were marked "All day for 25 cents. " 
Sixteen meters went this group one better 
by authorizing parking "All week for 50 
cents. " The time and price are perhaps 
not as unusual in these instances as is the 
fact that the parkii^ meter is used to 
measure both elements. 

The ten-most-prevalent rate schedules, 
in terms of numbers of meters involved, 
are summarized by population groups, on 
a percentage basis, in Table 56. The 

total number of off-street meters dis­
tributed by population groups is also in­
dicated. Thirty-nine percent of the total 
number of off-street meters are found in 
the 25,000-to-50,000-populationgroup; an 
additional 20 percent in each of the 10,000-
to-25,000 and 50,000-to-100,000 groups. 
In short, approximately 80 percent of the 
off-street meters are found in municipal­
ities that range in population from 10,000 
to 100,000; relatively few are found either 
in the smallest or the largest places. 

The same tendency to cluster around 
the 25,000-to-50,000-population group is 
apparent in almost all of the ten-most-
prevalent off-street-meter rates. Similar 
tendencies are evident for the vast bulk 
of all meters found in the 10,000-to-
100,000-population groups. 

Off-street par king-meter fees are tabu-

ComparlBon of rate schedules and permissible parking tune for meters close to major parking generators 
and those farther away m places reporting, by population groapa, as of January 1, 1952 

Number of places with indicated rate schedule and parking tune Specul areas 
Places reporting Places reporting Places reporting Places reporting Total Places reporting Places reporting 
rates the same, per- rates tb e same in all rates higher near rates higher and places permissible time permissible time 

Populatloa mlssible time the areas, permissible major generators, permissible time rejmrtmg shorter at post of­ longer hi theater 
group same in all areas time sliorter near permissible time shorter near fices, 1 anks, drug Kress 

major B 'enerators the a une m all major generators storee, or utility 
areai offices (sometimes 

with higher and 
lower rates) 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number | Percentage Numlier Percentage Number 1 Percentage Number Percentage Numberj Peicent-
age 

Under 2,S00 80 03 0 3 3 5 - - 3 3 5 86 100 0 15 17 4 -
3,S00-9,000 172 80 0 20 13 5 - 14 a 5 215 100 0 38 17 7 _ -
5,000-10,000 222 74 7 52 17 5 - 23 7 8 207 100 0 64 21 5 1 0 3 
10,000-25,000 17J 55 a 71 22 0 - - 86 21 3 310 100 0 108 34 S 1 0 3 
25,000-50,000 54 43 2 45 35 2 - - 20 22 6 128 100 0 57 44 5 _ _ 

50,000-100,000 13 21 3 28 47 5 2 3 3 17 27 9 81 100 0 46 75 4 - _ 

100,000-250,000 7 18 9 8 21 8 - - 22 59 5 37 100 0 26 70 3 - -
250,000-500,000 1 7 7 5 38 5 - - 7 53 8 13 100 0 12 92 3 _ -
500,000-1,000,000 1 12 5 3 37 5 1 12 5 3 37 5 8 100 0 5 62 5 - -
1,000,000 and over 1 25 0 2 SO 0 - 1 25 0 4 100 0 2 50 0 -
Los Angeles Countr, 
California, 
no population group - - 1 100 0 - - - - 1 100 0 - - - -
Total numlier and 
percentage of places 
reporting 724 .62 4 248 21 4 3 0 3 185 15 9 1,180 100 0 373 32 2 2 0 2 
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Figure 58. Percentage and number of 
places reporting permissible parking meter 
time shorter at post offices, banks, drug 
stores, or uti l i ty offices, by population 

groups, January 1, 1952. 

lated in Table C in the appendix. It is 
interesting to note from this table that the 
largest and most-urbanized states have the 
most off-street meters; these include New 
York, California, Michigan, Illinois, and 
Pennsylvania. 

RATE SCHEDULES IN RELATION TO 
MAJOR GENERATORS 

There seems to be a developing ten­
dency among municipalities to graduate 
their parking-meter fee schedules so that 
higher rates or shorter permissible time, 
or both, are placed on parking spaces that 
are closer to the major generators of 
parking demand than on those farther away. 
This is but good sense, since the more-
valuable space should command the higher 
price, all .other things being equal. 

This investigation has sought to meas­
ure the magnitude of this tendency. The 
results are worth close study by munici­
palities seeking to Improve their present 
practice and to better the parking muddle 
(see Table 57). Of the 1,160 places that 
furnished information on this matter, 
62.4 percent indicated that both parking-
meter rates and the permissible parking 
time were the same in all areas, regard­
less of their proximity to major generators. 
But 21.4 percent said that the rates were 
the same in all areas but that the per­
missible parking time was shorter near 
the major generators than it was farther 
away. Approximately 16 percent of those 
replying indicated that the meter rates 

were higher and the permissible park­
ing time was shorter near the major 
generators. 

Generally, there is a steady decrease 
in the number of places, from 93. 0 per­
cent in the smallest places to 7. 7 per­
cent in the larger places, where parking-
meter rates and permissible parking time 
are imlform throughout all areas. The 
smaller the place, the more likely it is 
that proximity to the major generators is 
immaterial, in terms of the price tags or 
time periods associated with metered 
parking. By like token, the data reveal 
that the greatest degree of rate and time 
variation with respect to the major gen­
erators is found in the largest places, 
and the larger the place, the greater the 
number of such places that have the vari­
ation indicated. The range for rates that 
are the same in all areas but the per­
missible time short close to the major 
generators is from 3% percent in places 
under 2,500 population to 50 percent in 
places a million and over. The same is 
true of a combination of higher rates and 
shorter permissible time periods near the 
major generators of parking demand. The 
variation here is from 3% percent for the 
under-2,500-populationgroup to almost 60 
percent for the 100,000-to-250,000 class. 
Only a negligible percentage of the larger 
places have a combination of higher rates 
and the same permissible parking time 
periods. 

There are also several special areas 
that merit comment, in the places report­
ing, in terms of their special meter pric­
ing or time periods. For example, a 
relatively large such class consists of 
permissible parking time that is shorter at 
post offices, banks, drug stores, or 
utility offices, sometimes with higher and 
sometimes with lower metered rates. Ap­
proximately 32 percent of the total number 
of places reporting indicated special me­
tered areas of this kind. Such areas are 
more frequent than any of the other already 
indicated, but the relative frequency ap­
pears to follow the same pattern: The 
smaller the place, the less likely it is to 
designate the indicated areas with shorter 
permissible time periods or variable rates. 
The range was from 17.4 percent in the 
places under 2,500 population, to 92. 3 per­
cent in municipalities having a population 
of 250,000 to 500,000 persons. 

Two places reported that the permissible 



TABLE 58 
Comparison of rates and permissible parkmg time for meters close to major parking generators and those farther smaj 

in places reporting, by states, as of January 1, 1952 
I u d « r of Tlaen irtth I n l l u t a t » t n u d ;mrklB« t l M 

Plaeaa m a r t l u rataa Plaoaa rapor t iac rataa F l M f l t repor t ing PliiOao raport iac 
Total 

luBbar o f plaeaa rapor t iac 
HuAar o f plaeoa tho aaM, parulaalhla 

aaM I n a l l 
tha aaM l a a l l aroaa, r a t a l li Ighar aaar rataa hlchar and Total paraiaaihla t i a a ahortar a t HuAar o f plaeoa 

3 U t > tim tha 
parulaalhla 

aaM I n a l l parulaalhla t l M • a j o r c a u r a t o n . p a r a i a i l t l a t i a a auBbar o f poat o f f l e o o , baaka, d n c rapor t iac tim tha 
parulaalhla 

aaM I n a l l 
ahortar aaar aa jor parBl»l%la t i i a tha ahortar aaar aa jor plaeaa atoraa, ar u t i l i t j o f f l e o o parvlaaihla t i a a 

gaoaratora IBM I n a l l araaa (oaaratera rapor t iac ( loaat iaaa mth hichar aad loncar i a theater 

Hurtar Paroaataca SuBbar Porcontaca liuibar Pareaataca Xnabar Pareantaca leHtiaaa v l t h lever rataa) area 

I It7.1 6 35.3 3 17.0 17 6 1 
Arlienm It 50.0 3 1 12.5 S 3 • 
i r k n a M M l|£.2 12 •a 2 26 9 • 
O a l t f « r a i « » ii5.i» 2> 1 1.3 13 16.9 77 37 • 
Colorado 9 60.0 U 26.7 •a 2 13.3 15 6 -Cooiuetleat It 66.T - - - 2 33.3 6 3 -Solwnro 2 100.0 • • •• - - - 2 _ -f l o r i d * 12 • K . 0 7 28.0 • - 6 2lt.0 25 11 -Ooorsls 10 71.lt 2 m m 2 l t . 3 l U 3 -Idabo 5 62.5 1 12.5 - - 2 25.0 > 1 -I l l t w l a 3» 67.9 11 19.6 - - 7 12.5 56 l i t -ladiaaa 25 «3.3 2 6.7 - - 3 10.0 30 5 -Xovft 65.9 1 2.l» - 13 31.7 • t l 17 -l a u a a li 6lt.o 5 20.0 

l6.T 
1 u.o 3 12.0 25 s -Koatoekr 5 75.0 2 

20.0 
l6.T - - 1 ».3 12 u -LevlataBa i 100.0 - - — — 6 2 

l la la* •i 50.0 2 20.0 • - 3 30.0 10 3 -• ta iTlaal 11 7;.6 1 
26.7 - 2 111.3 lU 3 

Nataaalnuatta 17 
t-i 

1 26.7 • 5 16.7 y 7 * 
Nlehi faa 21 t-i lU 30.U 11 23.9 u 22 -Mlnnoaota 21 65.6 > 25.0 - 3 9.S 32 7 
Mioa l iB lpp l 15 75.0 5 25.0 * •a 20 • 
Miaaourl 12 52.2 5 21.7 - • 6 2671 23 > 
Noataaa It i iu. ; 3 33-3 2 22.2 9 5 * 
•otraaka 7 100.0 • • m 7 2 • 
SoTada - 1 100.0 wm m 1 _ 
law laapahlr* 5 «3.3 1 i6.7 - * - 6 1 ->av Jaraar 10 32.3 9 29.0 - * 12 3«.7 31 12 -•a* Naxlea _ 2 100.0 _ IB 2 • 
l a v Tone 32 62.7 l i t 27.5 m • 5 9.1 51 ( • 
f o r t h Carollaa 12 IW.0 6 2t».0 m m 7 21.0 25 1 
l o r t l i SakoU 2 33.3 It 66.7 m m • 6 1 -OUa 22 61.1 9 25.0 • 5 13.9 36 15 -8 72.7 - - m 3 27-3 11 > 
Orates 2] 57.5 11 27.5 • 6 15.0 llO 21 -PaanaylTania 95 7>t.S 19 15.0 • - 13 10.2 12T 17 1 
Bheda Zalaad _ « • • - 2 i w . a 2 - -South Oarollaa 10 66.7 3 20*0 • * 2 sllo 15 6 -South Bafcot* 2 110.6 2 >to.o - - 1 sllo 5 3 
Caaaaaaaa 52 (3.9 It 6.11 m • 6 ' • I 62 12 
f o a a V 6i.T 9 8-7 m ID 2it.6 5J 22 -Utah h 66.7 1 16.7 m >• 1 16.6 6 3 
T a n n t 6 •5.7 - - - - 1 i t . 3 7 2 •• 
T l r f l a U 20 66.7 7 23.3 3 10.0 30 7 
Vaahiactan U 66.7 6 22.2 • - 3 11.1 27 16 
Vaat T t r ( l a t a 6 60.0 3 30.0 - - 1 10.0 10 1 • 
Viaeeaala 20 50.0 11 27.5 1 2.5 1 20.0 im 13 -2 10O.0 - - - - - 2 1 
S l a t r l a t o f Ooluabla 
Uaaka 

1 
1 

100.0 
100.0 - - - 1 

1 
1 
1 -

Tota l BuAar and pareaat 
a ^ o f plaeae rapor t l ag 7* 62.lt 2ll8 3 0.3 l»5 15.9 1,160 373 2 

Spoolal I 
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time periods are longer in the theater area 
than in other places. 

The same data, arranged by state Instead 
of by population group, is contained in 
Table 58. The larger percentages of 
metered places having higher rates and 
shorter time periods close to the major 
generators are found in: Connecticut, 
Florida, Idaho, Iowa, Maine,' Michigan, 
Missouri, Montana, New Jersey, North 
Carolina, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, South 
Dakota, Texas, and Wisconsin. In a far-
greater number of states, substantial num­
bers of municipalities have designated rates 
that are the same but with permissible time 
shorter near the major generators. 

In the following states, a substantial 
number of places have designated shorter 
permissible time at metered places near 
post offices, banks, drug stores, or util­
ity offices, sometimes with higher and 
sometimes with lower rates: California, 
Florida, Illinois, Iowa, Michigan, New 
Jersey, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, 
Tennessee, Texas, Washington, and 
Wisconsin. 

OPINIONS ON GRADUATED FEES 
ACCORDING TO LOCATION 

Sentiment seems to be developing among 
students of the parking problem and among 
municipalities which are desperately trying 
to alleviate parking difficulties that fee 
schedules ought to be graduated accord­
ing to location. This can be achieved by 
variations either In the price tag or time 
limit or a combination of both. 

The theory seems to be that the most-
valuable curb space ought to be priced ac­
cordingly and that the interaction of supply 
and demand will make it economically 
feasible. It seems reasonable to presume 
that the closer a motorist-parker can get 
to his destination, the more he will be 
willing to pay for that privilege, within 
certain limitations, of course. Parking 
meters at the choice locations, therefore, 
close to the principal generators of park­
ing demand, it is asserted, ought to have 
higher price tags for a given unit of time 
than that of the less-desirable locations. 

Moreover, flexibility in fee schedules 
in terms of location will tend to diminish 
the disparity in their user costs between 
choice parking space at the curb and off-
street 

In order to ascertain the present think­
ing of municipalities in this area, appro­
priate questions were Included in the ques­
tionnaire. Here are the results: 

A total of 899 places answered this 
particular inquiry. The distribution of 
this aggregate by population groups is 
shown in Table 59. Of the total submitting 
data, approximately 60 percent Indicated 
that the adoption of graduated fee sched­
ules for parking-meter locations was not 
desirable; an additional 10 percent thought 
that such a graduated schedule was not 
necessary for a city of their particular 
size. Approximately 30 percent of those 
answering the inquiry considered a grad­
uated schedule desirable. *̂  

All of these are the percentages of the 
aggregates. An analysis of the distribu­
tion of the replies by population groups is 
most revealing and present a totally dif­
ferent pattern of attitudes on this impor­
tant matter. For example, only 5.1 per­
cent of the smallest places approved of 
the idea, but 85. 7percent of municipalities 
in the 500,000-to-1,000,000-population 
group thought the practice a desirable one. 
The progression in between these two ex­
tremes of population was uniformly related 
to size. A majority of the places ranging 
in size from 50,000 population to 1,000,000 
approved of the idea. The same data are 
tabulated by states in Table 60. 

HOURS OF OPERATION OF 
CURB METERS 

The hours of operation of curb meters 
constitute another area of potential sur­
prise to the casual student of the parking 
problem. This is so because of the great 
variation that exists with respect to the 
combination of effective hours of operation 
of the meters and the days of the week in­
volved. There are 50 combinations in the 
243 places reporting this data (see Table 
61). 

Incidentally, the information was gleaned 
from the ordinances that were submitted 
with the questionnaire returns. Accord-
ii^ly, these periods exist as a matter of 
law in the places to which the ordinances 
are applicable and are not just a. matter 
" i n early September 1953, the city council of Dallas boosted 
the {ee for metered parkmg on downtown streets from 5 cents 
to 10 cents, todiscourage"nickelfeeders." BUSINESS WEEK, 
September 19, 1953, "No More Parkmg," page 158 
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TABLE 59 

Attttudea toward adopting graduated tee seheduleB according to location in places reporting, by ( 
graq>B, as of January 1, 1952 

Number of places In each population group with mdlcated amnioe toward graduated lee schedule 

Population 
group 

Not desirable Not necessary for 
city of this sue 

Not desirable under 
present conditions 

Desirable if meters 
properly patrolled 

Considered 
desirable Total Population 

group 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number I Percentage Number Percentage 
Under i, 500 36 61 0 20 33.9 _ _ 3 5 1 59 100.0 
2,500-5,000 129 78 2 20 12 1 - 1 0 e 15 9 1 165 100.0 
6,000-10,000 154 70 0 28 12 7 2 0 9 - - 36 16 4 220 100 0 
10,000-25,000 129 52 0 17 6 9 3 1 2 - - 99 38 9 248 100.0 
25,000-50,000 53 SO 9 1 1.0 1 1 0 - - 49 47 1 104 100 0 
50,000-100,000 22 44 9 - - - - - 27 55 1 49 100.0 
100,000-250,000 9 28.1 - - - - 23 71 9 32 100 0 
250,000-500,000 3 27 3 - - - - - 8 72 7 11 100.0 
500,000-1,000,000 1 14.3 - - - 6 85 7 7 100 0 
1,000,000 or more 
Los Angeles County, 

2 66 7 - - - - - 1 33.3 3 100 0 1,000,000 or more 
Los Angeles County, 
Calllonila - no 
population group - - - - - - - 1 100 0 1 100 0 

Total number and 
percentage of places 
reporting 538 59.8 8« 9.6 6 0 7 1 0.1 268 29 8 899 100 0 

There are, of 
factors accounting 
tion. Frequently, 
cated in radically 

of administrative or executive determina­
tion. 

course, a number of 
for this wide varia-
different cities, lo-

dlfferent regions and 
subjected to unique influences, logically 
might be e:Q)ected to find that different 
effective hours of operation of their park­
ing meters are natural. Variations in 
shopping habits might account for some. 
Evening shopping opportunities, provided 
by some of the major generators of park­
ing demand in the more-congested areas 
of the city, might mean that the effective 
hours of parking meters might be extended 
in that city to include designated evenings. 
The practice with respect to Saturdays is 
Indeed variegated too. 

First, let us examine some of the more-
common hours of operation of parking 
meters: The most prevalent one extends 
from 8 a. m. (or 7: 59 a. m.) to 6 p. m. on 
weekdays; it is found to exist in 65 of the 
243 places reporting, constituting 27 per­
cent of that total. Concerning its dis­
tribution by population groups, it seems 
that a substantially greater percentage of 
the smaller municipalities make use of 
these hours of operation than do the larger 
ones. 

In terms of its frequency of use, the 
next-most-important period of operation of 
" i n a recent case m the District of Columbia, defendant was 
convicted of parking on Saturday afternoon m a metered space 
having a sign, "Exceptmg Sundays and holidays," the traffic 
regulations of the District defmed Saturday as not being a 
holiday, but the general code did include Saturdays among 
them. It was held that the defendant was properly convicted. 
Doing V District of Columbia. 87 Atl . (2d) 396 (D.C Mun. 
App. July 7, 1949). 

meters is 9 a. m. to 6 p. m. on weekdays. 
This was found to occur in 45 places, or 
in 19 percent of the total. These hours are 
not authorized at all in any place above 
250,000 population, of those reporting. 
Percentagewise, they appear most fre­
quently used in municipalities of 10,000 
to 50,000 persons. 

6 90 

11-19 YEARS 

16-20 YEAR9 

iNOEFINITELY 
AUTOMAYIC MANUAL UNCLAS81FIE0 

TYPE OF METER 

Figure 59. Percentage distribution of 
meters of each type according to es t i ­
mated service l i f e in places reporting, 

January 1, 1952. 
Other less-frequently used hours are 

8 a. m. to 6 p. m. (or 5: 59 p. m.) on week­
days, except Saturdays when the hours are 
8 a. m. to 9 p. m.; this occurred in 8 per­
cent of the places reporting. Another was 
9 a. ui. to 6 p. m. on weekdays, except 
Saturdays when the hours were 9 a. m. to 
9 p. m.; this was found to exist in 7 per­
cent of the total. A third common period 
was 8 a. m. to 6 p. m. (or 5: 59 p. m.) on 
weekdays, except Fridays when the hours 
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TABLE 60 
Attitudes toward adopting graduated fee schedules according to location in places reporting, 

by states, as of January 1, 1952 
Number of places i n each State with indicated attitude toward graduated fee schedule 

Not 
desirable 

Not necessary 
fo r c i t y of 
th is size 

Not 
desirable 

under 
present 

conditions 

Desirable 
i f meters 
properly 

patrolled 
Considered 
desirable 

Number of 
of places 
reporting 

Percentage 
of places 
reporting 

Alabama 9 
Arizona 5 
Arkansas 13 
California 32 
Colorado a 

Connecticut 3 
Delaware -Florida 11 
Georgia 7 
Idaho 3 

I l l i n o i s 27 
Indiana 20 
Iowa 20 
Kansas 10 
Kentuclqr 7 

Louisiana 5 
Haine 6 
Haiyland 7 
Kassachusetts lU 
Michigan 12 

Minnesota 17 
Mississippi 12 
Missouri 8 
Montana 3 
Nebraska It 

Nevada 1 
New Hampshi re 2 
New Jersey 13 
New Mexico 1 
New York 23 

North Carolina 10 
North Dakota 1 
Ohio 22 
Oklahoma 6 
Oregon IS 

Pennsylvania 66 
Rhode Island -South Carolina 7 
South Dakota 2 
Tennessee 33 

Texas 20 
Utah 2 
Vermont 3 
Virginia 12 
Washington 16 

West Virginia 3 
Hlaconsui IS 
Wyonlng 1 
D i s t r i c t of 

Columbia -Alaska 1 

1 
2 

2a 
1 

1 
6 
2 
3 

10 
a 

10 
7 
1 

2 
3 

10 
20 

5 
3 
6 
2 
1 

2 
11 

13 

10 
2 
7 
U 
6 

20 
2 
s 
1 
9 

19 
1 
2 
s 
s 

2 
16 

1 

15 
8 

IS 
6a 
11 

3 
2 

22 
10 
7 

a i 
26 
35 
19 
11 

5 
8 

11 
2a 
39 

2U 
17 
17 
6 
5 

1 
5 

25 
1 

38 

21 
a 

30 
10 
28 

93 
2 

13 
3 

as 

a2 
3 
6 

20 
23 
s 

32 
2 

1 
1 

1.7 
0.9 
1.7 
7.1 
1.2 

0.3 
0.2 
2.5 
1.1 
0.8 

a.6 
2.9 
3.9 
2.1 
1.2 

0.6 
0.9 
1.2 
2.7 
a.3 

2.7 
1.9 
1.9 
0.7 
0.6 

0.1 
0.6 
2.8 
0.1 
a.2 

2.3 
o.a 
3.3 
1.1 
3.1 

10.3 
0. 2 
1. a 
0.3 
S.o 

a.7 
0.3 
0.7 
2.2 
2.6 

0.6 
3.6 
0.2 

0.1 
0.1 

Total number 
of places 
reporting 538 86 268 899 100.0 

Percentage 
of places 
reporting S9.8 9.6 0.7 0.1 29.8 100.0 



TABLE 81 
Hours of qjieration of curb parking meters In places reporting, by population groups, as of January 1, 1952 

HUBlior of place* v l t l i *aeh d**ignatad p*riod of operation i n each pejmlBtlon group 

Populatloa group Total 

Hour! of operation 1/ TJndsr 
2,500 

2.500-
5.000 

5.000-
10,000 

10,000-
25,000 

25,00a-
50.000 

50.000-
100,000 

100,000-
250,000 

250,000-
500.000 

500,000-
1,000,000 

1,000,000 
or Bore 

BUBher of 
placea 
reportlnjc EJ 

trmij dar 6 a n . to 10 p • . _ - - _ 1 _ _ _ . 1 

Voek dayo 7 to 6 p • 1 - - - - - - - 1 - 2 

Vo«k dare eaeept Satiudaro 7 a.n to S p • . ) 
Saturday* 7 a.B to 9 P n . ) 

1 - - - - - - - - - 1 

Veek dsyo 7 a.n to 10 p B. - - 1 - - - - - - - 1 

foek da f i S o n to ^ p m. - - 1 - 1 - - - - - 2 

rfeak daro oxcspt Saturdaro 8 a a. to 5 p .n ) 
Saturdvo S a n t o S p a ) - - 1 - - - - - - - 1 

Trwrj day S a n to 6 p a. - - - - 1 - - - - - 1 

Weak d v * 8 a • . ( e r 7,59 a • ) 
to 6 p a 3 9 13 23 5 5 3 2 1 1 65 

Veak days 8 a • to 6 p a (or 5*59 p " } v l t h the 
following oxeoptlono 
Saturdaro S a n to 12 aooe 
Saturdays S a n to 8 p a. 
Saturdayo S a n to 9 p.a 
Saturdayo B a a to 10 p • 
Kondayo and Thurodayo S a n to 9 I u 
Hondoys and Saturdayo 8 a • to 9 p a. 
Ttaurodayi S a n to 9 p.n 
Trldays 8 a a to 9 p . n . 
m d a y i and Saturdaya 8 a a to 9 p .a . 
nrldaya S a n . to 10 p a 
Days pr io r to bolldsyo B a n to 10 p .a . 
Vedneadays 8 a.a to IS noon 

1 
3 

3 
5 
2 

1 

l> 
u 
1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

\ 

\ 
1 
1 

2 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

'- 1 2 
8 

19 
3 
1 
2 
1 

10 
1 
1 
1 
1 

week day* B a a to 7 p .s 1 1 1 - - 1 - - - - It 

Veek day* *xc*pt Saturdaya B a a to 7 P a.) 
Saturday* S a n . to 9 p a ) 

- - 1 - - - - - - - 1 

Ifaok day* *xe*pt Saturday* 8 a a. to 7 p .a .} 
Saturdaya S a n to 10 p .B. 

- - - 1 - - - - - - 1 

V**k daya 8 a.B. to 8 p a - - 1 1 - - - - - _ 2 

V**k day* wteept Saturday* S a.B. to 8 p.B ) 
Saturdar* 8 a.a. to 9 p a . ) 

- - - 1 - - - - - - 1 

l**xy day, Ineludlag 
Sunday* and liollday* 8 a a . to 9 p.B. - 1 _ _ 1 

Weak day* 8 a a to 9 p .a . - - - 2 - - - _ _ 2 

I rery day. Including 
Sunday* and holiday* 8 a.B to 12 atdnlght - - 1 _ _ 1 

v**k day* *xe*pt rrlday* S130 a.B to 5130 p a.) 
Trlday* 8130 a a to S130 p a.) - - - 1 - - - - - - 1 

Veak day* *xc*pt Saturdv* S130 a a to 5.30 p.B.) 
Saturday* B130 a a to 9 p.B. ) - - - 1 - - - - - - 1 

Weak deyo B130 a a tog p .B. - 1 - - - - - _ _ 1 

iTeek day* *ao*pt Saturdaya St30 a n to 6 p a.) 
Saturday* 8.30 a a to 9 p n . ) - - - - 1 - - - - - 1 

1fa*k day* 9 a a. t* 9 p a. - 2 1 - - - - - - - 3 
«**k day* 9 a.B. to 9 p a.) 
Cartoin day to to deolgnatad 

Ty eeunell 9 a a. to B p n } 
- - 1 - - - - - - - 1 

o 
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were 8 a. m. to 9 p. m.; 4 percent of the 
places had these hours. A fourth was 8 
a. m. to 6 p. m. (or 5: 59 p. m.) on week­
days, except Saturdays when 8 a. m. to 8 
p. m. was the period; this was authorized 
in 3 percent of the municipalities. 

Most of the other and remaining combi­
nations were authorized in a relatively 
small portion of the total. 

Thus far, whatever variation may have 
existed in a particular place revolved 
around the days of the week, Saturdays, 
Sundays, and holidays. There are a few 
places, however, where differences con­
cern zones within aparticular municipality, 
or the season of the year, in addition to 
variations involving particular days. The 
following are some typical illustrations: 
Santa Monica, California (50,000 - 100,000) 

Every day 9 a. m. to 6 p. m. Zone A 
Every day except Sundays and holidays, 9 a. m. 

to 8 p. m. Zone B 
Ft. Madison, Iowa (10,000 - 25,000) 

Weekdays 9 a. m. to 6 p. m. except Saturdays, 
9 a. m. to 9 p. m. 

Except on west side of specified section of 9th 
Street, 8 a. m. to 9 p. m. weekdays 

Mt Rainier, Maryland (10,000 - 25,000) 
Weekdays 8 a. m. to 8 p. m. except on 34th 

Street and Vamum Street, 8 a. m. to 9 p. m. 
Summit, New Jersey (10,000 - 25,000) 

Weekdays 8 a. m. to 6 p. m. Zone O 
Weekdays 8 a. m. to 6 p. m. except Fridays, 

8 a. m. to 9 p. m., Zones A, B, and C 
Saragota Springs, New York (10,000 - 25,000) 

Weekdays 9 a. m. to 6 p. m. except Saturdays, 
9 a. m. to 9 p. m. 

During August, weekdays 9 a. m. to 9 p. m. 
Homestead, Pennsylvania (10,000 - 25,000) 

Weekdays 9 a. m. to 6 p. m. Zone A 
Weekdays 9 a. m. to 6 p. m. except Saturdays, 

9 a. m. to 8 p. m. Zone B 
Pine Lawn, Missouri (5,000 - 10,000) 

Weekdays 8 a. m. to 8 p. m. Zone 1 
Weekdays 8 a. m. to 6 p. m. Zone 2 

Some specified street sections are involved 
as in: 

Bremerton, Washington (25,000 - 50,000) 
Hours of parking shall be 8 a. m. to 6 p. m. ex­

cept on specified section of Burwell Street, 
6 a. m. to 10 p. m. 
S>eciflc generators at parking demand merit 
special treatment 

F t Atkinson, Wisconsin (5,000 - 10,000) 
Weekdays 9 a. m. to 6 p. m. except Fridays, 

9 a. m. to 9 p. m. 
2 meters in front of post office 8 a. m. to 12 

p. m. every day including Sundays and holidays 

It is obvious that in a particular city, 
the hours designated should be roughly 
inclusive of the most-congested and peak 
period of parking demand, when a maxi­
mum parking turnover and a minimum 
of overtime parking is sought; periods 
possessing these characteristics, inci­
dentally, will be productive of the great­
est amount of gross revenue. There seems 
to be little practical justification for ex­
tending the hours beyond these limits if 
effective operation of the meter program 
is the objective. 

SERVICE LIFE OF METERS 

It was some 18 years ago that the first 
parking meter was put into operation in 
an American city. Though from some 
points of view, this is a rather limited 
period of time, it is sufficient perhaps to 
have enabled some municipalities to make 
reasonable estimates of the average service 
life of their parking meters. 

Average service lives were estimated 
for places having 326,202 meters by the 
municipal officials in charge of the admin­
istration of the parking-meter program. 
The results are summarized in Table 62, 
for specified numbers of years by meter 
types and by population groups. A com­
parable tabulation on a percentage basis 
is Table 63. These data do not include 
the service life e:q)erience of each indi­
vidual meter, but rather estimates sub­
mitted for each place, representing the 
life ei^erience of all the meters in a par­
ticular place. 

Without regard to type, the bulk of the 
meters for which service lives were esti­
mated— 77. 9 percent — reported a service 
life between 6 and 15 years. By 5-year 
classes, the following percentages were 
found to exist: 

Percentage of total number 
of meters for which data 

were submitted 
Average 

service life 
(Years) 

0 - 5 
6 - 10 

11 - 15 
16 - 20 

will last indefinitely 

9.7 
55.2 
22.7 
6.0 
6.4 

rijonj-

Presumably, the municipalities that in­
dicated an indefinite service life contem­
plated that adequate maintenance and re-
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TABLE »i 
Distribution of numbers of parking meters according to estimated average service life in places reporting 

sucli esUmates as of January 1, 1952, by meter types and by population groups 
(United Sbtes and Alaska) 

Type ot meter ana P( ipulation roup AU places reporting 
class Interval of 
service life in 
years 

Under 
2,500 

2,500 
to 

5,000 

b,IHJU 
to 

10,000 

10,000 
to 

25,000 

2&,U00 
to 

50,000 

50,000 
to 

100,000 

100,000 
to 

250,000 

250,000 
to 

500,000 
to 

1,000,000 
i,UUU,UUJ 

or 
more 

Number 
of meters 

Percentage of total 
number of meters 
for which service 
life was estimated 

Percentage 
of total 
number 

of meters 
Automanc 
0-5 
S-10 

11-15 
10-20 
Will last indefbiltel 

Total 

125 
715 
404 
166 

f -

1,817 
4,148 
1,327 

932 
417 

1,144 
9,709 
1,641 
2,144 
1,601 

3,015 
21,641 
8,061 
2,620 
1,699 

2,240 
10,754 
10,114 
2,101 

2,766 
10,580 
5,086 
1,719 
2,072 

1,540 
11,146 
2,556 

31 

8,426 
4,972 
1,008 
2,422 

20,355 
11,268 

5,649 
14,687 

103,124 
47,441 
10,602 
10,524 

8 0 
55 3 
25 4 
5 7 
5 6 

4 e 
34 1 
15 7 
3 5 
3 5 

Automanc 
0-5 
S-10 

11-15 
10-20 
Will last indefbiltel 

Total 1,502 8,561 20,121 19,260 25,229 22,223 15,272 16,828 11,623 5,649 186,468 100 0 61 7 

Manual 
0-S 
S-10 

11-15 
16-20 
Will last taulefbiltel 

Total 

100 
1,631 

110 
122 

f 

1,196 
1,585 

930 
872 
686 

1,116 
8,487 
1,191 

308 
1.433 

5,594 
14,195 
5,031 
1,653 
2,000 

5,196 
10,682 
1,606 

880 
2,405 

1,357 
3,866 
3,286 
3,724 
2,572 

8,244 
8,955 

689 
017 

7,054 
697 

8,200 
-

18,781 
66,146 
24,228 
8,408 

10,213 

13 3 
52 6 
10 3 
6 7 
8 1 

8 0 
31 4 
11 5 
4 0 
4 8 

Manual 
0-S 
S-10 

11-15 
16-20 
Will last taulefbiltel 

Total 2,185 7,069 16,819 28,673 20,769 14,805 18,705 7,751 8,200 - 125,776 100 0 59 7 

Type not specified 
0-5 
6-10 

11-15 
16-20 
wmiastindefbiite 

Total 

255 

108 
T -

596 

326 

272 
759 
475 

2,050 
416 

647 1,111 
1,512 

5,101 ; - 272 
10,739 
2,423 

524 

1 9 
76 9 
17 4 
3 8 

0 6 
30 6 
6 0 
1 5 

Type not specified 
0-5 
6-10 

11-15 
16-20 
wmiastindefbiite 

Total 451 922 1,506 2,486 647 1,111 1,512 5,101 - - 13,958 100 0 19 8 

All types 
0-5 
6-10 

11-15 
16-20 
WiU last Indefinite 

ToUl 

225 
2,601 

824 
688 

y ^ 

1,233 
8,329 
2,157 
2,110 
1,103 

6,554 
18,955 
7,509 
2,512 
3,116 

8,629 
38,088 
13,530 
4,271 
5,889 

7,416 
22,081 
11,740 
2,981 
2,405 

4,123 
15,577 
8,372 
5,441 
4,644 

1,540 
19,389 
11,023 

589 
948 

20,781 
5,689 
1,008 
2,422 

26,655 
11,268 

5,649 
31,740 

180,009 
74,092 
18,024 
20,717 

9 7 
55 2 
22 7 
6 0 
6 4 

5 8 
12 9 
11 5 
1 0 
3 8 

All types 
0-5 
6-10 

11-15 
16-20 
WiU last Indefinite 

ToUl |4,340 17,152 18,646 70,419 46,645 38,ISO 15,489 29,880 10,823 5,649 328,202 100 0 90 6 

TABLE 63 
Percentage distnbutaon of numbers of parkmg meters according to estimated average service life m places reporting 

such estimates as of January 1, 1952, by meter types and by population groups (United States and Alaska) 

Type ol meter and Population group 
class interval of Under 2,S00 S,000 10,000 25,000 50,000 100,000 250,000 500,000 1,000,000 All 
service life in 2,500 to to to to to to to to or places 
years 5,000 10,000 25,000 50,000 100,000 250,000 500,000 1,000,000 more reportmg 

Automatic 
0-5 8.3 21.4 15.5 77 3 8.9 12.5 10 1 - - - 8.0 
6-10 47.6 4.8 47.8 0 5 42.6 47 6 73.0 50 1 64 4 100.0 55 3 

11-15 32.9 14.3 17 9 20 5 40.2 22.9 16.7 29.5 35.6 - 25.4 
16-20 11.2 10.8 10 5 0 7 8.3 7.7 - 6.0 - - 5 7 
Will last mdefmitely - 48.7 8 3 1 0 - 9.3 0.2 14 4 - - 5 6 

ToUl 100.0 100 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100 0 100.0 100 0 100.0 100 0 100.0 

Manual-
13.3 0-5 4.2 18.2 18.6 19 5 25.0 9.2 - - - - 13.3 

6-10 68 5 46.7 50.5 50.2 51.4 26.1 44.1 91 0 100.0 - 52.6 
11-15 13 8 12.1 20 2 17 5 7.7 22.2 47 9 9.0 - - 19.3 
16-20 13.5 11.4 2.2 5.8 4.2 25.1 3.1 - - - 6 7 
Will last mdefmitely 11.6 8.5 7.0 11 7 17.4 4.9 - - - 8 1 

Total 100 0 100.0 100.0 100 0 100 0 100.0 100 0 100.0 100.0 - 100.0 

Not Specified: 
0-5 - - 18 1 - - - - - - - 1.9 
6-10 56.3 64.6 50.4 82.5 100.0 100.0 - 100.0 - - 76 9 

11-15 - _ 31.5 17.5 - 100.0 - - - 17.4 
16-20 43.7 35.4 - - - - - - - - 3 8 
Will last Indefmitely - - - - - - - - - - -

Total 100.0 100 0 100.0 100.0 100 0 100 0 100.0 100 0 - - 100.0 

AU Types-
0-5 5.2 18.8 17.0 12 2 15.9 10.8 4.3 - - - 9 7 
6-10 60.0 48.6 49.0 54 1 47.3 40.8 54.6 69.5 71 7 100 0 55.2 

11-15 19.0 12 6 19 4 19.2 25.2 21.9 36.7 19.0 28 3 - 22.7 
16-20 15.8 12.4 6.5 6.1 6.4 14 3 1.7 3.4 - - 6.0 
Will last mdefmitely - 7 6 8.1 8.4 5.2 12 2 2 7 8.1 - - 6 4 

Total 100 0 100.0 100 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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T A B L E 64 

DistrUmtlon at numbers of parking meters according to estimated average serV 

Type of meter and class Interval of 

SUte 
Automatic Manual 

SUte 

0 - 5 6-10 11 - IS 16-20 
Will last 
indefi-
nitelv 

Total 0 -5 6-10 11-15 16-20 
WiUlast 
indefi­
nitely 

Alabama _ 425 204 570 2,422 3,621 230 800 
Arizona - 2,157 - - - 2,157 - 415 519 - -
Arkansas 820 941 - 320 468 2,549 - 400 - 178 -
California 1,520 15,169 3,106 2,636 1,069 23,500 2,112 8,440 5,162 4,433 4,806 
Colorado 270 2,527 1,799 - 4,596 - 590 - - -
Connecticut - 29 - - - 29 2,317 - - -
Delaware - - - - - . - . - - -
Florida 482 1,345 770 - - 2,597 946 3;748 -
Georgia 345 997 - - - 1,342 - - - -
Idaho - - 600 - - 600 - 827 168 -
niinois 521 2,771 520 1,626 - 5,438 2,976 607 175 522 
Indiana 236 1,109 412 - - 1,757 671 - 300 - . 
Iowa 216 1,833 462 - 1,152 3,663 - 2,288 218 65 216 
Kansas 1,752 364 290 - 2,406 676 68 484 - 1,309 
Kentucky - 24 535 - 290 849 - 657 - -
Louisiana - . - _ 

Maine - 426 - - 426 311 - - -
Maryland 287 - - - - 287 - 440 - 77 -
Massacliusetts 1,486 1,364 914 1,171 - 4,935 390 9,847 540 - -Michigan 19 10,654 3,617 884 650 15,824 608 292 175 -
Minnesota 495 4,911 3,005 276 - 8,687 . 1,735 243 _ 

Mississippi 530 2,274 - - - 2,807 160 340 368 -
Missouri 500 146 - - 1,058 1,704 1,127 1,338 -
Montana - - - - - - - 1,015 - 873 
Nebraska - 930 - - - 930 - - - -
Nevada . _ _ _ 

New Hampshire - 1,014 170 - 1,184 464 
New Jersey - 1,926 782 - - 2,708 276 3,178 1,406 
New Mexico - - - _ _ _ 

New York - 11,327 2,007 260 393 13,987 270 5,042 2,729 - 462 
North Carolina - 2,295 - - 2,295 1,931 1,231 1,127 _ 

North Dakota - - - 502 488 463 _ _ 
Ohio - 4,807 8,606 96 13,509 729 565 1,204 _ 
Oklahoma 650 5,396 - - 228 6,274 - _ _ -
Oregon 793 6,095 97 358 700 8,043 50 3,138 - - 243 
Pennsylvama 376 877 2,104 440 205 4,002 4,350 4,470 1,903 451 _ 

Rhode Island - 300 1,325 - - 1,625 - - . 
South Carolina - 1,980 - - - 1,980 123 597 1,397 
South Dakota - - - - - - _ _ _ -
Tennessee 2,198 1,677 1,310 305 - 5,490 330 2,274 - 939 627 
Texas 408 6,091 7,546 419 878 15,342 814 - 325 
Utah - - - - - . - 4,769 269 
Vermont 230 296 - - 526 _ _ -
Virginia 278 1,197 770 - 91 2,336 251 1,546 _ _ 

Washington 275 942 1,083 - - 2,300 700 3,611 1,100 - 371 
West Virginia - 475 30 - 505 268 178 139 _ -
Wisconsin - 1,490 5,377 1,331 920 9,118 - 837 278 _ 315 
Wyoming - - - - - - 444 
District of Columbia - 4,543 - - 4,543 _ _ 

Alaska - - - - - - - - - -
Total 14,687103,124 47,441 10,692 10,524 186,468 16,781 66,146 24,228 8,408 10,213 
Percentage of total 
number of meters 
for which service 
life was estimated 
Percentage of total 
number of meters 

8.0 

4.9 

55.3 

34.1 

25.4 

15.7 

5.7 

3.5 

5.6 

3.5 

100.0 

61.7 

13.3 

8.0 

52.6 

31.4 

19 3 

11.5 

6.7 

4.0 

8.1 

4.8 
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ervlce life In years 

Type not specified Total 

0 -5 
wmiast 

6-10 11-15 16-20 indefi­
nitely 

Total 0 -5 
Will last 

6-10 11-15 16-20 indefi­
nitely 

Total 

430 _ 425 434 570 2,622 4,051 
934 _ _ _ _ _ _ 2,572 519 - - 3,091 
578 _ _ 820 1,341 - 498 468 3,127 

24,953 _ 5,301 _ 326 5,627 3,632 28,910 8,268 7,395 5,875 54,080 
590 - - - - - 270 3,117 1,799 - - 5,186 

2,317 - - - - - - 2,346 - - - 2,346 

4,694 614 I I 614 1,428 5,707 770 _ 7,905 
- _ _ _ - 345 997 - - - 1,342 

995 - - - - - - 827 768 - - 1,595 
4,280 _ _ _ _ 521 5,747 1,127 1,801 522 9,718 

971 _ 278 _ 278 907 1,387 712 - - 3,006 
2,787 _ _ _ _ _ 216 4,121 680 65 1,368 6,450 
2,537 _ _ 436 _ 436 2,428 432 1,210 - 1,309 5,379 

657 - - - - - - 681 535 - 290 1,506 

311 
• - 311 426 : : : 737 

517 _ _ _ _ 287 440 - 77 - 804 
10,777 _ _ _ _ 1,876 11,211 1,454 1,171 - 15,712 
1,075 - - - - - 627 10,946 3,972 884 650 16,899 
1,978 _ _ _ _ _ 495 6,646 3,248 276 _ 10,665 

868 _ 690 2,614 - 368 - 3,672 
2,465 _ _ _ _ 1,627 1,484 - - 1,058 4,169 
1,888 _ _ _ _ _ - 1,015 - 873 1,888 

- - - - - - - 930 - - - 930 

464 - 1,014 634 : : 1,648 
4,860 - 481 - - 481 276 5,585 2,188 - - 8,049 

8,503 - - - - - 270 16,369 4,736 260 855 22,490 
4,289 _ 1,131 _ 41 1,172 1,931 4,657 1,127 41 _ 7,756 
1,453 _ . _ - - 502 488 463 - - 1,453 
2,498 272 477 - 749 1,001 5,849 9,810 96 - 16,756 

- _ 396 _ 396 650 5,792 - - 228 6,670 
3,431 - - - - - 843 9,233 97 358 943 11,474 

11,174 _ 244 _ 157 401 4,726 5,591 4,007 1,048 205 15,577 
- _ _ _ - - 300 1,325 - - 1,625 

2,117 - - - - - 123 2,577 - 1,397 - 4,097 

4,170 - 583 - 583 2,528 4,534 1,310 1,244 627 10,243 
1,139 1,040 1,987 _ 3,027 408 7,945 9,533 744 878 19,508 
5,038 _ - _ - - - 4,769 - 269 5,038 

- _ 230 296 - - - 526 
1,797 _ _ _ _ 529 2,743 770 - 91 4,133 
5,782 - - - - - 975 4,553 2,183 - 371 8,082 

585 _ _ _ _ 268 653 169 _ - 1,090 
1,430 _ _ - - 2,327 5,655 1,331 1,235 10,548 

444 _ 194 _ _ 194 - 638 - - - 638 
- - - - - - - 4,543 : - 4,543 

25,776 272 10,739 2,423 524 13,958 31,740 180,009 74,092 19,624 20,737 326,202 

100.0 1.0 76.9 17.4 3.8 100.0 9.7 55.2 22.7 6.0 6.4 100.0 

59.7 0.8 30.6 6.9 1.5 39.8 5.8 32.9 13.5 3 6 3.8 so! 6 
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pair would make such a result possible. 
Estimated service lives are tabulated 

by types. The percentages for the auto­
matic meter are the following: 

Average 
service life 

(Years) 
0 - 5 
6-10 

11 - 15 
16 - 20 

Indefinitely 

Percentage 

8.0 
55.3 
25.4 
5.7 
5.6 

Cumulative 
Percentage 

100.0 
92.0 
36.7 
11.3 
5.6 

Comparable data for the manual type 
are these: 

Average 
service life 

(Years) 
0 - 5 

6-10 
11 - 15 
16 - 20 

Indefinitely 

Percentage 

13.3 
52.6 
19.3 
6.7 
8.1 

lUDTU 

Cumulative 
Percentage 

100.0 
86.7 
34.1 
14.8 
8.1 

The apparent differences between the 
automatic and manual type meters, as 
indicated by the above summaries, appear 
slight — negligible for all practical pur­
poses. Moreover, whatever differences do 
exist may well be accounted for by factors 
extraneous to the type of meter that is 
involved. Average service-life data, by 
states, types, and service-life groups, are 
contained in Table 64. 

Service Life and Size of Municipality 43 

The inquiry logically may be made: Is 
there any relationship between the reported 
service lives of parking meters and the 
sizes of municipalities involved? Such a 
relationship might be suspected for a num­
ber of reasons: (1) Meters may be used 
more intensively in the larger places. (2) 
Maintenance and replacement practices 
may differ among municipalities of various 
sizes. (3) Different types of meters may 
be more prevalent in places of one size 
than in places of another size. 

A comparison of the percentage dis­
tributions listed in Table 63 reveals no 
pronounced tendency for values of esti-
" This section vas developed by Nathan Lieder, Statistician, 
Taxation & Economic Studies Section, Financial ft Adminis-
tiative Research Branch, Bureau of Public Roads. 

mated average service life to vary as a 
function of size of place. In the summary 
distributions under the heading "all t y p e s , " 

the modal class Interval is the same (6 to 
10 years) for all population groups; and 
there seems to be no systematic variation 
of the values in other class intervals as 
size of place varies. 

Table 65, which gives the number of 
places in each population- group reporting 
estimated average values of service life 
within each class interval, affords an op­
portunity to determine by statistical meth­
ods whether or not there is a significant 
variation of average service life of parking 
meters with size of place. If there is no 
such relationship one consequence may be 
logically deduced: The proportion of 
places in a given population group to all 
places reporting some one value of aver­
age service life should be no different 
(except by random chance) from the cor­
responding proportion of places report­
ing any other value of average service 
life. If this proportionality were perfect 
throughout, the entries in the body of Table 
65 could be reproduced from the totals of 
the columns and rows, by proportional 
calculations. Thus, the theoretical entry 
in the 1st column, second row, would be 
calculated as 90/576 x 89 = 14 (it is ac­
tually 19); and the theoretical entry in the 
third column, fourth row, would be calcu­
lated as 166/576 x 109 = 31 (it is actually 
30). The question at issue is whether these 
deviations and all others that occur may 
reasonably be attributed to chance; or 
whether the hypothesis of "no relation­
ship" must be abandoned in favor of the 
hypothesis that there is a functional vari­
ation of estimated average service life of 
parking meters with size of place. 

The statistical technique known as the 
Chi Square^ test may be used to test the 
hypothesis of no relationship between 
service life and size of place. It is rec­
ommended that this test not be applied to 
tables with cells containing small fre­
quencies. No hard and fast rules have been 
set up on the minimum acceptable size of 
cell frequency in all situations. Probably 
none should contain fewer than five or 
possibly ten observations. Accordingly, 
before applying this technique, the munic­
ipalities of less than 5,000 population 
were combined into one group. Likewise, 
" I N T R O D U C T I O N T O M A T H E M A T I C A L STATISTICS, PaulG. 
HaU, 1947, Chapter X. 
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TABLE 65 
Number of places estimating service life of parking meters, 

by population groups, as of January 1, 1952 

Number of places that reported meters with each 

Population 0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 Will last 
group years years years years indefinitely Total 

Under 2,500 2 20 6 5 - 33 
2,500-5,000 19 44 11 9 7 90 
5,000-10,000 24 65 22 9 8 128 
10,000-25,000 23 88 30 10 15 166 
25,000-50,000 16 37 17 5 3 78 
50,000-100,000 4 16 10 4 3 37 
100,000-250,000 1 15 7 1 1 25 
250,000-500,000 - 5 3 1 1 10 
500,000-1,000,000 - 5 3 - - 8 
1,000,000 or more - 1 - - - 1 

Total 89 296 109 44 38 576 

places of 50,000 or more population were 
combined into a single group. 

With the mai^inal totals (totals of 
columns and rows) held constant, the­
oretical cell frequencies were computed 
which would result in constant propor­
tions of reporting municipalities. Chi 
Square was then determined, using the 
formula 

merging to install parking meters at air­
ports, in order to more equitably dis­
tribute a limited area among motorists 
who desire to park and transact business 
related to the airport Four places re­
ported meters at airports, with a total of 
313 meters, as follows: 

(x„ - x^)' 

Where = the observed frequency and 
X,j, = the theoretical frequency 

The resulting value was 19. 716, An ap­
propriate table on Chi Square values indi­
cates that there is approximately one chance 
in four of getting a value of Chi Square of 
19. 716 or larger, on the hypothesis that no 
relationship exists between size of munici­
pality and service life. The probability of 
obtaining such a value is too great to reject 
the hypothesis on the basis of this sample. 

The presumption is, therefore, that 
there is no significant relationship be­
tween size of municipality and service life 
of parking meters involved in this investi­
gation. 

PARKING METERS AT AIRPORTS 

An increasing trend seems to be e-

Place 

Boston 
Rochester, N. Y. 
Memphis 
Dallas 

Total 

Number of 
meters 

52— 
24 
91 

116 

Gross 
revenues 

$16,259.46 
1,661.63 
4,200. 00 
3,700.00 

$25,821.09 

Most of these are of the automatic variety, 
and capable of receiving coins of more 
than one variety. One place reported plans 
for expansion of the number of meters at 
the airport 

The gross revenues for 1951 for these 
few meters exceeded $25,000, as indicated, 
even though many of the meters were not 
in operation for a full year. Even so, 
this amounts to $82. 50 per meter, sub­
stantially in excess of the national aver­
age for curb meters. Obviously the greater 
intensity of use over a longer period of time 
during the day and night probably accounts 
for this difference. Dallas reported a range 
of its airport meters of from $1 to $90 
per meter; Rochester, from $15.75 to 
$93.60 per meter. Three of the four 
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places reporting indicated that the revenues 
went into the general fund. 

Parking-meter rate schedules are not 
radically dissimilar in the four places 
surveyed. Of the 313 meters involved in 
all places, the following schedules ob­
tained: 

Va-hour for 5 cents ) 
1- hour for 10 cents J "meters 
Va-hour for 5 cents 29 meters 
2- hours for 5 cents 62 meters 

1- hour for 5 cents 
2- hours for 10 cents 

• 

116 meters 

Two of the places reported that their 
meters were purchased outright, for cash. 

Boston reported an interesting fine 
practice in connection with its airport 
meters, as follows: First violation, 
police warning; second violation, court 
warning; third violation, $1 fine; fourth 
violation, $2 fine; and fifth violation, $3 
fine. 
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A p p e n d i x A 

HISTORY OF THE PROJECT 

This project was initiated in the Committee on Highway Taxation and 
Finance of the Highway Research Board by an official of the American 
Municipal Association. It was undertaken as a joint venture of the Ameri­
can Municipal Association, the Highway Research Board, and the Bureau 
of Public Roads. 

Each participant has played a significant part in this undertaking. The 
Bureau of Public Roads designed the questionnaire, with the counsel and 
advice of the other two oî anizations. A copy of the questionnaire fol­
lows this page. The Highway Research Board furnished the paper for 
and duplicated approximately 7,500 copies of the questionnaire. The 
American Municipal Association then sent out the material over its own 
letterhead, to reach approximately 3,000 cities that were known to have 
parking meters. A list of these cities was compUed from lists submitted 
by parku^ meter companies as furnished to the American Municipal 
Association. The association made use of its many and effective state 
municipal les^es, and contacted mimicipalities directly in some states. 
The Bureau of Public Roads then analyzed approximately 1,200 question­
naires that were returned amounting to a 41. 6 percent sample of the known 
universe; it submitted a progress report on the analysis of this vast 
amount of material at the 1953 annual meeting of the Highway Research 
Board and is herewith making its final report. 
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Parking Meter Project 
Sponsored by 

AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATION 
HIGHWAY RESEARCH BOARD 

Questionnaire on Parking Meters 

A comprehensive, factual survey of parking meters and 
their usage in cities in the United States has never been 
made. This study will attempt, for the first time, to 
assemble the essential facts concerning the numbers and 
types of parking meters, curb and off-street, their financ­
ing, revenues, the disposition of the revenues, local 
attitudes toward meters, legal and administrative aspects, 
and other related matters. 

You are urged to complete the following questionnaire 
as quickly and as completely as you possibly can. In so 
doing, you will be performing a public service of great 
importance. The data you supply will be tabulated, along 
with the replies from hundreds of other cities all over the 
United States, for the benefit ultimately of all municipal­
ities that are interested in the parking problem. 

Your assistance in this common endeavor will be very 
much appreciated. 

Name of Locality State Date 

Please Return Completed Questionnaire To: 

American Municipal Association 
522 Transportation Building 

Washington 6, D. C 
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Questionnaire on Parking Meters 

(NOTE: Please attactr additional sheets if space provided is insufficient) 

1. Extent of Parking Meter Usage 

(A) How many meters were in operation on January 1, 1952? 

curb off-street 

(B) How many are automatic manual dual single 

(C) When were they installed new? 

(If various dates are involved, give dates and numbers of each.) 

(D) Proposals for additional meters (Indicate numbers involved and plans) 

curb 

off-street 

(E) What is the estimated service life of your meters? (By types, It 
necessary) 

(F) Where are meters located? commercial industrial 

residential or other areas 

(G) Have any meters been removed? If so, how many and why? 

I I . Parking Meter Revenues, for Calendar Year 1951* 

(A) Total meter gross revenues, curb off-street 

(B) Range in gross revenues per meter, curb $ to $ 

off-street $ to $ 

*If calendar year figures are not available, indicate fiscal year figures and dates. 
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(C) Disposition of gross revenues (Indicate amounts or percentages sepa­
rately for curb and off-street installations.) 

(1) Amortization of meters, curb off-street 

(2) General fund, curb off-street 

(3) Off-street facilities, curb off-street 

How many off-street spaces have already been provided from 
curb parking meter revenues ? 

(4) Police enforcement, curb off-street 

(5) Meter repairs and maintenance, curb 

off-street 

(6) Traffic control, curb off-street 

(7) Highway improvement, curb off-street 

(8) Other (specify) 

curb off-street 

Is the disposition indicated in items (1) through (8) required by 
law or the result of administrative determination? 

(D) Are any revenues pledged for bonds issued for off-street parkmg 
facilities? If so, give details. 

(E) What was the total amount of fines resulting from violations of the 
parking meter ordinances during year ? 

curb off-street 

Disposition of fines 
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III. Parking Meter Rates Charged 

(A) What I S the rate schedule for parking meters, as related to periods of 
time, 1. e., complete the following schedule: 

If other 
variations of 
fees and time 
exist, please 
indicate same 
in blank spaces. 

Number 
CTurb 

of Meters 
Off-street Time Rates 

10 Minutes 1 Cent 

12 Minutes 1 Cent 

20 Minutes 1 Cent 

24 Minutes 1 Cent 

1/2 Hour 5 Cents 

1 Hour 5 Cents 

3/4 Hour 5 Cents 

2 Hours 5 Cents 

1 Hour 10 Cents 

2 Hours 10 Cents 

3 Hours 15 Cents 

(B) Are the rates higher or the periods of permissible time shorter for 
meters closer to the major generators of parking demand than for 
others farther away? If so, give details concerning both curb and 
off-street meters. 

(C) Is it desirable to adopt a graduated fee schedule, according to location? 

Discuss 



104 

-4-

IV. Costs of Administration, Enforcement, etc., for Calendar Year 1951 

(A) What were the costs, as related only to parking meters, of: 

(1) Amortization of meters, curb off-street 

(2) Police enforcement, curb off-street _ 

(3) Repairs, curb off-street 

(4) Maintenance, curb 

(5) Collection, curb 

(6) Other (specify) 

curb 

off-street 

off-street 

off-street 

(B) What did the meters cost, per meter ? 

Date or dates purchased 

V. Administration of Parking Meter Program 

(A) What department or departments of your government are responsible 
for: 

(1) Selection of meter locations 

(2) Police enforcement 

(3) Repair and maintenance 

(4) Collection 

(5) Other functions (specify) 

(B) Under what kind of arrangement were meters installed? Did company 
retain ownership until paid for, etc. ? 
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VI. Parking Meters as Enforcement Devices at the Curb 

(A) What was the attitude of the community toward parking meters, before 
their installation? 

Discuss 

Afterwards ? 

(B) To what extent has the parking meter reduced overtime parking? 
(Percentage and discussion) 

(C) To what extent has it increased parking turnover ? 

(D) What is the fine for violations? 

(E) Number of policemen devoting full or part time to meter enforcement. 
Explain 

VU. Legal 

(A) Attach copies of, or give legal citations to, laws or ordinances author­
izing establishment of meters. 

(B) Attach copies of, or give legal citations to, any court decisions or city 
attorney opinions concerning use of meters. 

(C) How was the authority to regulate curb parking by meter authorized? 

by ordinance 

referendum 

administrative action 



106 

Vin. Parking Problem Generally 

(A) Is an integrated approach taken with respect to parking meters at the 
curb and off-street parking facilities? That is, are they inter-related? 
on a system basis? 

Give details 

IX. Meters in Qff-Street Parking Facilities 

(A) Number and description of off-street parking facilities with parking 
meters 

(B) Why were meters installed in such off-street facilities? 

X. Advertising on Parking Meters 

(A) Is advertising permitted on parking meters ? curb 

off-street 

(B) Legislation authorizing or prohibiting such activity: State law (cite law) 

Local ordinance (furnish copy if possible) 

(C) Court decisions or attorney opinions in regard to such activity (furnish 
copy if possible) 
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(D) If advertising is permitted, indicate rates charged to advertisers 

Amount of revenue derived by city 

What disposition is made of the revenue ? 

(E) Describe the design features of the advertising device 

XI. General Information, as of Latest Date Possible: Date 

(A) Number of vehicles entering downtown areas on typical day 

How was this information obtained? 

(B) Have any unique municipal problems or situations developed as a result 
of meter installation? 

Person preparing form: 

Signature 

Title 

Address 

Please Return Completed Questionnaire To. 

American Municipal Association 
522 Transportation Building 

Washington 6, D. C. 
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Appendix B 
MISCELLANEOUS TABLES 

TABLE A 
Estimated total amount of fines collected for curb parking meter violations, based on the estimated number of places 

having curb parking meters, by population groups, as of January 1, 1952 (United States) 

Population 
group 

Number of 
places that 
have curb 

parking meters' 

Number of places 
that reported 

amount cf curb 
parking meter fines 

Percentage that 
number of places 

reporting fines 
is of total number 
of places having 

curb parking metere 

Amount of curb 
parking meter 

fines for places 
reporting such 
fines separately' 

Estimated total 
amount of curb 
parking meter 
fines In all 

places having curb 
parking meters 

Under 2,500 
2,500 - 5,000 
5,000- 10,000 
10,000 - 25,000 
25,000 - 50,000 
50,000- 100,000 
100,000 - 250,000 
250,000 - 500,000 
500,000 - 1,000,000 
1,000,000 or more 

385 
616 
707 
639 
236 
120 
61 
22 
12 
5 

67 
170 
240 
235 
76 
31 
15 
3 
2 
3 

17.4 
27.6 
33.9 
36.8 
32.2 
25.8 
24.6 
13.6 
16.7 
60.0 

$ 21,350 
96,213 

273,019 
666,979 
538,804 
493,672 
877,132 
464,031 
423,165 
242,8<I8 

$ 122,701 
348,598 
805,366 

1,812,443 
1,673,304 
1,913,457 
3,565,577 
3,411,993 
2,533,922 

404,747 
Total '2,803 842 sao ; $4,097,213 '$16,592,108 

'See Table 1. 
'Curb parking meter fines were reported together with off-street parking fines or with other traffic fines by a 
number of places. Such fines, amounting to $370,074, and curb fines for Juneau, Alaska, amounting to 

^ $1,567, are not Included in totals shown. 
The total estimated amount of fines shown is the sum at the separate items for each population group. The co 
puted total based on the totals for aU papulation groups is $13,657,377. 



110 

TABLE B 
C u r b parking meter fee schedules in places 

State 

Tota l 
number 

of 
parkmg 
meters 

4 
mmutes 
for 1 i 

Number of meters m each stat 

5 6 10 12 15 
minutes minutes minutes minutes minutes 

for \i for U for \i for M for M 

18 
mmutesi 
for Iff 

minuted mmutes 
20 
mti 

for \i 
24 
nut 

for \i 
30 36 

mmutes mmutes 

for M for \i 

1 
houl 

f o r l j 

Alabama 8,609 - - 326 
Ar izona 5,310 - -
Arkansas 10,832 - -
Cal i forn ia 69,446 - - -
Colorado 7,258 - - -
Connecticut 2,643 - - -
Delaware 220 - - -
F l o r i d a 14,520 - - -
Georgia ' 6,506 - -

19 Idaho 3,395 - - 19 

I l l inois 22,522 - - 18 
Indiana 11,835 - - -
Iowa 15,421 2 - -
K a n s a s 11,543 - - -
Kentucky 3,489 - - -
T ouisiana 2,046 - - -
Maine 2,050 - - -
Maryland 2,451 - - -
Massachusetts 20,925 - - 1,200 
Michigan 23,833 3 - -
Minnesota 14,256 - - -
M i s s i s s i p p i 6,719 - - -
M i s s o u r i 8,066 - - -
Montana 4,911 - - -
Nebraska 3,146 - - -
Nevada 760 - - -
New Hampshire 1,955 - - -
New J e r s e y 16,551 - - * 75 
New Mexico 545 - - -
New Y o r k 29,801 - - -
North Caro l ina 10,868 - - -
North Dakota 1,991 - - -
Ohio 22,645 - - -
Oklahoma 9,742 - - -
Oregon 19,687 - 2 -
Pennsylvania 37,293 - - 105 
Rhode Is land 1,625 - - -
South Carol ina 6,447 - - -
South Dakota 1,524 - - 3 
Tennessee 18,418 - - -
T e x a s 28,932 - - -
Utah 6,071 - - -
Vermont 1,511 - - -
Virg in ia 7,997 - - 81 
Washington 16,206 - - -
West Virg in ia 1,884 - - -
Wisconsin 18,165 - 11 -
Wyoming 638 - - -
Dis t . of Columbu 1 4,543 - - -
A l a s k a 160 - - -

4,354 11 - 285 - -
2,268 - - 217 - -
5,568 - - 35 - -

23,134 11 - 182 - -
2,324 27 - 227 - -
1,105 29 8 - - -

220 - - - - -
6,095 9 - - - -
2,979 - 81 - -
2,217 - - 185 - -

12,702 65 - - - -
7,884 - - - - -
5,176 - - 1,212 - -
6,258 - 18 132 - -
1,627 30 - - - -
1,436 5 - - - -
1,578 - - 95 - -
1,948 8 - - - -

» 9,100 - - 80 - -
5,446 63 - 178 - -
5,731 _ - - - -
3,880 - - - - -
5,141 81 - - - -
3,749 - - - - -

948 - - - - -
760 - - - - -
480 - - - - -

4,107 - - - - -
*545 - - - - -

18,307 " 870 - - 13 -
4,329 _ - 342 - -
1,286 - - - - -
7,259 212 - 200 - -
3,555 64 - 77 - -
6,494 - - 5 - -

21,474 _ 134 145 - -
300 - - - - -

2,971 - - 28 - -
429 - - - - -

11,808 10 - 105 - -
14,971 68 - 2,520 - -

3,362 - - - - -
1,134 - - - - -
2,717 25 - - - -
7,098 ' 6 4 7 - 7 - -
1,082 _ _ - - -
9,546 13 - 432 - 52 

638 - - - - -
160 _ - - -

13( 

Tota l B47,911 13 <2,2*7 " » 2 4 7 , 6 8 0 ° " 2 , 2 4 8 134 26 6,770 13 52 130 
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^porting, by states, a s of January 1, 1952 

with ud ica ted fee schedule' 
24 

minutesl 
for 2^ 

30 
minutes 
for 2(̂  

30 
minutes 
for 3^ 

36 
mmutes 
for 3^ 

48 
minutes 
for4|!f 

5 
mmutes 
for 5f? 

12 15 
minutes mmutes 
for 5^ for 5(̂  

20 
minute^ 
for 5^ 

30 
mmutes 
for 5^ 

36 40 
mmutes mmutes 
for 5^ for 5^ 

45 
minutes 
for 5^ 

4,270 
2,211 
5,512 

22,807 
2,268 

1,105 
220 

5,908 
2,958 
2,217 

12,547 
7,884 
4,739 
6,005 
1,602 

1,436 
1,569 
1,937 

' 9 , 1 0 0 
5,109 

5,693 
3,773 
5,028 
3,650 

930 

760 
477 

4,063 
''545 

18,194 

4,198 
1,286 
7,176 
3,510 
6,327 

21,182 
300 

2,933 
407 

11,699 

14,850 
3,232 
1,130 
2,698 
6,947 

1,082 
9,429 

638 

110 

326 

*75 

•864 

'639 
65 

4,252 
2,211 
5,512 

22,130 
2,248 

1,105 
220 

5,901 
2,958 
2,217 

12,547 
7,884 
4,739 
5,917 
1,602 

1,436 
1,569 
1,937 

'9 ,100 
5,109 

5,693 
3,768 
5,028 
3,650 

930 

760 
477 

4,063 
'545 

18,190 

4,113 
1,286 
7,148 
3,506 
6,158 

21,175 
300 

2,919 
404 

11,699 

14,850 
3,212 
1,130 
2,698 
6,909 

1,082 
9,429 

638 

110 

4,252 
2,211 
5,512 

21,878 
2,248 

1,105 
220 

5,901 
2,958 
2,217 

12,547 
7,535 
4,729 
5,917 
1,602 

1,436 
1,569 
1,937 

"9,061 
5,109 

5,693 
3,768 
4,968 
3,650 

930 

760 
477 

4,063 
'545 

18,178 

3,872 
1,286 
7,148 
3,506 
6,126 

21,175 
300 

2,919 
404 

11,699 

14,838 
3,212 
1,130 
2,648 
6,909 

1,082 
9,409 

638 

110 

40 

39 

348 
34 

15 198 

150 

20 

135 

160 

520 

2,894 

6 

*99 

80 

130 

719 
368 

2,760 

812 

144 

25 
254 

50 
216 

1,137 

40 

77 

238 

'1,503 *466 '''242,464 '''241,387 15 461 348 re, 478 40 1,375 77 
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T A B L E B (continued) 

Curb parking meter fee schedules m places 

State 

Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Idaho 

niinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 

Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 

North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 

Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South DakoU 
Tennessee 

Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 

1 
hour 
for 5«! 

1% 2 3 
hours hours hours 
for 5^ for 5«! for 5d 

West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
District of Columbia 4,393 
AUska I 110 

7,743 
4,708 
9,801 

57,396 
5,580 

2,281 
220 

12,559 
4,584 
2,673 

21,677 
10,106 
11,804 
9,372 
3,325 

2,036 
1,931 
2,22S 

'•'19,458 
21,853 

10,325 
6,377 
6,779 
4,266 
3,128 

760 
1,952 

12,521 
•545 

?26,540 

8,839 
1,991 

18,788 
8,253 

14,563 

32,938 
1,222 
5,456 
1,493 

14,897 

24,395 
5,547 
1,497 
7,556 

;i3,912 

1,834 
16,565 

638 

23 
150 

33 

132 

209 

200 

198 

42 

427 
493 
205 

7,978 
252 

195 

977 
1,670 

318 

549 
631 

2,968 
1,186 

110 
201 

'468 
917 

937 
230 
897 
491 

456 

622 

1,193 

944 
897 
962 

10 1 
hours hour 

for 5«! for 6«< 

- 326 

- 420 
- -

76 

2,621 144 

787 
3 

1,127 

3,016 
374 

10 
230 
578 

645 

100 

1 
hour 

for 10>! 

1,414 

1% 2 
hours hours 
for 10«< for W 

- 4,676 
- 1,688 
- 5,897 
- 18,586 
- 3,255 

3 
hours 

for W 

600 

2,886 

130 

1,446 

2,332 

1,033 

458 

342 

140 
2,857 
1,902 
1,375 

11,002 
4,911 
5,958 
6,330 
2,197 

916 
428 
868 

11,337 
3,073 

4,357 
3,205 
2,070 
1,894 
3,128 

201 
943 

4,202 
•545 

6,022 

2,360 
1,440 
8,692 
5,274 
9,256 

22,871 

3,087 
1,126 

10,517 

10,351 
2,870 

515 
2,036 
4,468 

5,366 
638 

150 

22 

132 

198 

4 
hours 

for lOd 

6 
hours 
for 10^ 

2 
hours 
for li 

21 
637 

29 
200 

15 

63 

365 

374 

55 

144 

Total /469,416 1,002 '36,634 220 100 746 9,308 1,033 '205,528 502 1,738 144 21 

'Figures for the number of meters in the various fee schedules tor each State are nonadditive smce many 
meters have been adjusted to accommodate more than one rate and the total number of meters takmg each 
rate has been included in the numbers shown. 

'One place reported that 10 mmutes of tree parking time is allowed m connection with its 300 meters, i . e , 
22 minutes for If! and 70 minutes tor 5^ 
'Two hundred and forty of the meters shown have a summer rate of 1 hour for 5^ and a wmter rate of 2 hours for I 
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jreporting, by states, as of January 1, 1952 

3 2 4 6 8 5 
hours hours hours hours hours hours 
for 15^ for 20(< for W for 20«! for 20«! for 25^ 

125 
580 
307 

820 

826 

96 

157 

343 

1,958 

90 

133 

300 

690 
•245 

56 290 

2,224 

10 
hours 
for 25j( 

"7,016 2,514 

580 

820 

•245 
56 

ISO 

133 

300 

150 

637 580 

174 

7S 22 29 75 29 

15 

63 

55 

430 
•245 

56 

24 150 

133 

300 

Al l day 
for 25^ 

hours 
for 30^ 

9 
hours 
for 45(! 

10 
hours 
for 50^ 

12 
hours 
for 60^ 

174 31 
150 

31 

15 

63 

24 

55 

•3,313 823 "2,147 

•245 
IS 15 

24 24 

•245 150 213 70 55 

*Seventy-five meters are reported as having a rate of 30 mmutes for 3^ or 1 nickel. 

•Rates for 245 meters are reported as 12 minutes for I f l , I hour tor 5fl, 2 hours for 10^, and all day for 25^ 

•Rates for 864 meters are reported as 15 minutes for U, 30 mmutes for 2^, and 1 hour for 5^. 

'Rates for 839 meters are reported as 15 minutes for 1^ and 1 hour for 5^ 

Rates 
of fees 

not 
reported 

315 
52 

1,323 

622 

225 

25 
749 

40 

5 

100 

62 

2,283 

965 

40 

1,317 

919 

176 
317 
124 

2,133 

11 
800 

13,295 
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T A B L E C 
Off-street parking meter fee schedules in places 

Tee achedale 

Cotal number of parklnx meter* 

is minutes for U 
L5 alnutea fo r 1̂  

minutes fo r 1^ 
}0 alnutai f o r sJ 
S6 mlntitet fo r .V 
SO mlnutei fo r 5« 
1 hour f o r 5^ 
l^houre f o r 5« 
2 hours for 5^ 
eihourt f o r 5^ 
k hours f o r 5^, 
2 hours f o r lOf 
3 hours f o r lo/ 
It hoars f o r loj 
6 hours for lO / 
3 hours for 1^/ 
U hours f o r 
6 hours f o r 15t̂  
9 hours f o r Va 
U hours f o r ao^ 
8 hours f o r Z0« 

10 hours fo r 20J 
l6 hours f o r SOJ 
3 hours f o r 
9 hours f o r g")^ 

10 hours f o r 25«? 
1? hours f o r 
A l l day f o r S^i/ 
6 hours for W 
9 hours fo r 30^ 

12 hours f o r 30ê  
10 hours fo r 50^ 
A l l «B«k fo r 50tf 
1? hours fo r 6od 
aU hours fo r t l . 20 
Bates of fees net reported 

2.739 

83 

18 

133 881 

183 

5 
£ 

1 

1,120 212 776 

20 

3̂ 951 62 596 _ 208 85 275 
- - 217 - 210 127 29S 
- l,iM - Il8 80 l»62 206 
- - 71 - - - - -

1,17U 62 537 _ 39 36 275 
- - 2V - 267 - 295 

- 1,2>K> - 30 80 20l» - 52 
- 156 - - - - -
- 17>* 6P 517 - aUo 36 255 

em 30 80 20U 52 
- l>j6 - - - - - -
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