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Public/private partnerships can be a good option for government - in some situations, for
some functions. However to make these projects the right deal for taxpayers there’s a
list of musts that should be in place for our protection.

Projects must be well-structured and benefit the public; they must be competitively bid;
contracts have to include renewal clauses so officials can ensure a high-level of
performance is maintained; all the details should be transparent to the public; and the
process must be overseen by industry-expert governmental employees who have the
leverage to hold the vendor accountable.

It’s possible that parking operations in Indianapolis is a service that is well positioned to
be a good candidate for a successful public/private partnership. But there is not enough
information for a thoughtful reviewer to sign on the dotted line just yet.

After reviewing the details of Mayor Ballard’s proposal, announced on August 20th, to
select ACS (part of Xerox) as the operator of Indianapolis’ public parking system, I have
serious concerns that the deal could meet any of the requirements I outlined above.

The deal, according the Mayor’s press release, “will result in a $35 million upfront
payment, with ongoing revenues to the city totaling more than $400 million over the 50
year agreement, in addition to the creation of 200 jobs in Indianapolis.” This will require
ACS to install new, electronic parking meters and parking rates will increase significantly
(up to $1.50 an hour and higher later) and the hours will be expanded (downtown until 9
p.m. and in Broad Ripple until 11 p.m.). One of the benefits of the deal, according the
Mayor’s press release is that the upfront payment provided by ACS will be “used for
infrastructure projects.”

While the press release version of the deal sounds good, the reality and details of the
deal are something else.

Deal Structure:
I question the overall structure of a 50 year deal. To maintain accountability to the public
and to ensure that city officials have the leverage to effectively manage the contract, a
reasonable length of time, with renewal clauses would be a better deal for the city (no



more than 10 years). Without the shorter re-contracting horizon the city has little
leverage to control ACS. There is reason to be concerned - a simple Google search
reveals that ACS has had significant problems in administering the exact same kind of
services in Washington DC in a deal with a much shorter re-contracting horizon. In fact,
an audit by the Office of the District of Columbia Auditor of the ACS operations identified
findings such as a significant increase in complains from the public and charging
motorists for parking at “bagged” meters among many other problems.

Proposed Solution:
To maintain leverage over ACS and accountability for the residents of Indianapolis, the
deal should have a no more than 10 year re-contracting horizon. Prior to any deal
moving forward, I believe that the Council must receive concrete assurances that the
problems identified in Washington DC have been corrected and will not be repeated in
Indianapolis.

One-Sided Contract:
There are several analysis of the contract available on-line, included a very
comprehensive review from the respected blog “The Urbanophile”. The contract is
available on-line and it contains elements that must be explained, refined, and adjusted
to ensure the residents of Indianapolis get the best deal possible. Some examples of
problems with the contract that must be addressed:

• The Indianapolis Business Journal (IBJ) reported on August 28th that the City and
ACS independently developed different revenue projections using different
assumptions and that ACS was not willing to “provide the data used to reach the
estimate” to the IBJ. I do not believe that the Council should approve a deal
without the underlying assumptions used to project revenue being consistent and
transparent.

• The Mayor’s announcement indicates an apparent commitment from ACS to
create 200 new jobs in Indianapolis – I do not see this referenced in the
agreement any place.

• All potential advertising revenue will go to ACS with the city retaining only the
ability to approve the content.

• Public policy changes – such as implementing a residential permitting program
and tight control of public space by ACS (not the city) - are written into the
contact and essential gives ACS control of the planning process for public space
use.

Proposed Solution:
To address this, I recommend that the details of the deal be fully vetted and reviewed by
an external, independent attorney and/or auditor who can make neutral
recommendations to the Council based on a single set of facts. Beyond this, a Wishard
referendum-style public outreach process must begin immediately. The public needs to
understand and provide input into this deal prior to the Council making any decisions.
Any public policy changes (e.g. residential permitting) should be removed from the
project and passed via the normal process of public policy making.

Deal Premise:
I contend that one of the key premises of the deal – that businesses want (or are willing
to accept) higher parking rates to ensure more turn-over in customers may not be
accurate. As Butler-Tarkington Neighborhood Association President I worked with



businesses at 38th and Illinois to remove meters because they were a detriment – not a
benefit - to local business.

Proposed Solution:
To address this issue, I suggest that the Council seek input from all the affected
businesses as to what they believe the fiscal impact will be on them. If it is perceived as
negative, explore methods of phasing the rate increases in over a longer time than
currently envisioned and consider constricting the proposed expanded hours.

Why rush to sign a not-so-good deal? I believe that the concept of public/private
partnerships to operate governmental responsibilities is a good one when well designed
and implemented with the full facts and public buy-in. The overall concept of the parking
operations deal may be worthy of support - if the deal is significantly revised to favor
Indianapolis and its residents over the vendor.  More input and study is needed.


