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This report has been produced as a follow-up to ‘Motoring towards 2050: an independent
inquiry’ which was published in May 2002. That inquiry considered the long term prospects

for car ownership and travel in the UK, taking account of economic and social factors, capacity
problems of roads, impact of the car on the environment, technological changes to the car

and transport infrastructure, growth of demand in traffic in the electronic age, the interaction
between traffic and land use, and the future role of other areas of transport. During the inquiry
we found that parking was an under-researched subject that often was overlooked and
misunderstood in transport policy. Yet parking is of paramount importance to every motorist.
As a result the RAC Foundation embarked on this study to throw more light onto this

neglected subject.
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Introduction

For motorists undertaking any trip by car, parking is essential at both ends of the journey. If the
driver cannot park, the journey is frustrated, just as if a train were unable to reach its destination.
Perhaps it is the driver’s fault for anticipating that parking space will be available? But for most
journeys there is very rarely any reliable way for motorists to find out if and where they can park
at their destination. We know that, for example, 29% of motorists have given up their journeys
and gone home because they couldn’t find a parking space on at least one occasion. Should
motorists have any expectations about access to parking, or should they accept that parking
will get more difficult as the number of cars grows?

Most motorists have experienced difficulties with parking. It can take a long time to find somewhere to
park legally. Many have had their cars ticketed, clamped or towed away, sometimes from a quiet street
on a Sunday morning, despite causing no danger or obstruction, and without seeing any indication
that a regulation was being infringed. The penalty for such a technical offence can be more than the
fine for many crimes. Many have found it impossible to load or unload their car without breaking some
rule. Parking regulations are often a mystery understood only by local authority officials. This has led
to increased frustration amongst the motoring public, and to a number of reports of physical attacks
on parking attendants by angry motorists.

Policies for off-street parking are often confused. It used to be obligatory for developers to provide
off-street parking to keep the streets free for their primary functions of movement and access. The
provision of off-street parking is now in many cases forbidden — even where new housing is being
built. The result will no doubt be that more cars are parked on the street, causing danger to
pedestrians and obstruction to traffic. Publicly owned car parks often suffer from poor maintenance
and are frequently seen as unsafe: many are being sold for redevelopment. On the other hand, car
parks at out of town shopping centres are increasingly attractive as they are usually free, convenient
and on the whole well lit. However, they are further from centres of population than town-centre
shops, they generate more road traffic and their success contributes to the decline of town centres.

Terms of reference

This study aims to stand back and look at current parking policies to see if they tackle present and
future problems; whether they make a contribution to transport policy; and whether they serve the
consumer, who pays for them, as well as they can. Our approach is similar to the one we took in
Motoring towards 2050, which looked at the issues arising from the projected growth of car ownership
and use. We have tried to identify what combinations of instruments and policies for parking could be
used to support the development of a first-class transport system, which meets the needs of industry
and people, and the environment.

This report, by the RAC Foundation with help and advice from independent experts, does not purport
to offer solutions to all the parking problems we face. Its starting point is that parking policy needs to
be set in the same strategic framework as transport policy. Parking is part of the essential service that
the transport system should provide for people, for commerce and for communities. It is our aim to:

e consider the questions that need to be addressed and to suggest solutions to them.
e show where we find policies to be confused and in need of clearer thinking.
e highlight some practical solutions which are currently neglected and ought to be pursued.

e indicate where we think government should be more ‘joined up’; and to raise the level and quality
of debate.

Current situation

e Transport policy: Policies about parking should be integral parts of transport and traffic policies,
supporting accessibility and economic growth. When it comes to parking policy, responsibility is
blurred amongst several central government departments, local authorities, private enterprise
providers of car parks, and private management and enforcement companies. With rising demand
local authorities have to attempt to reconcile conflicts between the needs of moving traffic and people
needing access to roadside premises; between residents and visitors; and between the needs of
commerce and those of residents.
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Introduction

¢ Parking problems: Finding parking at work, at home and at play can be a source of stress to motorists.
Our investigations show that 28% of people have waited for over 20 minutes to find a parking place.
As rising car ownership and use combines with limited and increasingly congested road space, this
problem is getting worse. There is a shortage of land to meet the high and unsatisfied demand for
housing, and many local authorities seem either unable or unwilling to provide more parking space
in both city centres and residential areas. Local authorities are not even setting aside the money to
replace or upgrade off-street car parks which are reaching or have reached the end of their useful
lives, and are even selling them off for commercial gain, and the private sector providers of car parks
are understandably motivated by the need to make profits.

¢ Planning policies: Policies intended openly or otherwise to restrict car ownership and car use, work
against the provision of new off-street car parks, even if these are the most profitable use of land.
More cars in the future will be owned in urban and suburban streets which are already fully parked
up for most of the day and night, and insufficient parking space is being provided for new housing
due to central and local government policies. Yet, we can confidently expect a growth in the number
of cars of the order of 45% over the next 30 years. The prospect for the future is that many more
cars will spend longer and longer driving round looking for somewhere to park; conflicts between
residents’ and commercial needs will be sharpened; and local authorities will feel driven to take
stronger and more punitive measures of enforcement.

Structure of the report
e Chapter one sets the scene. It takes a snapshot of motorists’ views on parking, their frustrations,
their experiences and their attitudes towards current parking policies.

e Chapter two looks at supply and demand. It outlines the current parking situation and forecasts
demand levels in the future using current estimates of car ownership and car dependence.

¢ Chapter three covers the economics of parking, including the arguments for congestion charging
versus paying for parking as a means of curbing congestion.

e Chapter four outlines local authorities’ and private companies’ respective responsibilities, with
regards to on-street and off-street parking. It looks in detail at current planning policies that affect
parking, and points out weaknesses in their application. It also covers some of the issues surrounding
disabled parking.

¢ Chapter five considers how policy and investment may resolve some of the problems highlighted
in the previous chapter.

e Chapter six suggests some innovative solutions to our parking problems, using the latest technologies
including global positioning systems and other in-vehicle navigation systems.

e Chapter seven presents our conclusions and recommendations.

* The final section contains an annex of research recommendations followed by a select bibliography
and reading list.
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Peoples attitudes
and experiences

Controlled
ZONE

® 29% of people would consider moving house if they had no access
to residential parking.

¢ 24% of people would consider changing jobs if the cost of parking
at work became unacceptable.

® 45% of people do not feel safe walking through most car parks
at night.

® /3% of people think more underground parking at homes and
shops is a good way to solve future parking shortages.



1 People’s attitudes and experiences

Motorists’ views on parking

Parking generates strong feelings amongst motorists. Parking or lack of parking can determine
where we live, work, shop and play. It is something that many people take for granted, and yet
when faced with a situation whereby parking is threatened, many motorists would take drastic
action, including changing jobs or moving home to secure parking.

In recent years, parking fines, charges and the manner in which they are applied have received
massive public and media attention. Department for Transport figures show local authority revenue
from parking charges and fines has reached almost £1 billion in England. This has led to increasing
frustration amongst motorists who believe that parking is becoming a pure revenue raiser rather than
a traffic management tool. Motorists become increasingly frustrated if they feel they have been treated
unfairly by over-zealous parking attendants, or when they have experienced unclear parking information
and soaring parking charges. The public backlash against parking attendants has become so bad that
some have been physically assaulted.

An incident occurred where a young mother, after parking and putting her young child in a
pushchair, went to the machine to purchase a ticket. Upon buying her ticket, she returned to the
car to find a traffic warden issuing her with a parking ticket. Despite the lady showing the traffic
warden her newly purchased ticket the traffic warden informed her that motorists only had five
minutes to buy their tickets, and she was two minutes past the deadline.

A motorist in Bournemouth returned to her car to find double yellow lines had been painted on
either side of her car and a ticket had been placed on her windscreen.

‘| lived under the Soviet regime in the USSR for years so it takes a lot for a bureaucrat to shock
me. However, Camden’s parking attendants have surpassed anything | experienced in the former
communist state.” Ms T. Spence, Camden. (Evening Standard 11 June 2004)

RAC Foundation commissioned NOP Automotive for this report to question 500 principal drivers in
a Motorbus survey between 18-20 June and 25-27 June 2004. Motorists were asked questions on
issues related to parking.

Parking at work

Motorists were asked what actions they would consider taking if the cost of parking at work reached
very high levels. Although 16% said they would walk or cycle and 31% would use public transport,
almost a quarter of people said they would consider changing jobs if parking costs became too high.
Only 6% of people would still pay to park at work. A further question on the value of parking spaces
at work shows that employers may find in the future that it is very difficult to get employees to give up
their parking spaces. Even when offered incentives such as £300 cash, and a free bus service, 30% of
people would still not give up their space and would carry on driving to work. It seems, however, that
the younger generation are more likely to consider incentives to leave the car at home with 31% of
17-24 year olds saying they would accept £300 cash a year to give up their parking space.

Table 1.1
Incentives for parking at work

If you had a parking space at work and your employer wanted you to give it up, which of the following incentives would make you
most likely to leave the car at home?

Incentive offered %
£300 per annum payment 17
Putting on a free bus service for employees 33
Car-sharing schemes 19
None, | would still drive to work 30
Don’t know 1

RAC Foundation for Motoring Motoring towards 2050 Parking in transport policy



1 People’s attitudes and experiences

Residential parking

Access to residential parking is obviously an issue that people take seriously. When asked what
actions people would consider taking if they had no access to parking outside their homes, 29%
said they would consider moving house. Almost two-thirds of people would consider converting
their garden into parking if their residential parking space was threatened; this would have obvious
implications for the local street environment and would reduce parking space availability for the
occasional user.

London Mayor Ken Livingstone is calling for London Assembly powers to stop residents from
turning their gardens into paved parking areas. Livingstone said that concreting over gardens
created additional flooding during heavy rains.

Parking Review June 2004.

Table 1.2 illustrates that many people who park in the road could use their garages or driveways
if they had to.

The value of parking space

Residential parking availability is already limited in certain areas of the country, and with more homes
being built, the pressure for more residential parking space will grow, as most probably will the value
given to a secured parking space. The potential increase in value to a property from a parking space
or a single or double garage has remained constant over the last few years. A parking space will
typically add around 8% to the value of a property, while a single garage will add a further 3%, and a
double garage a further 9%. However, a typical property with a double garage is also likely to benefit
from other features which also add value such as a large garden or a driveway.

In Winchester, where few city homes have garages or driveways, residential parking permit
schemes are hugely oversubscribed. According to estate agents, the rights to a permit, which
costs £15 per year, can add £10,000 to the price of a home. Homes without a permit take longer
to sell. A buyer of a new home without resident’s parking pays £700 per year to store his car in
a multi-storey car park.

The Sunday Telegraph, 29 May 2004

With the growth in residents’ parking permits and other schemes, and the number of cars per
household increasing, there is a shortage of residential parking in some areas. Nevertheless, many
homeowners are unwilling to use their garages for parking. The majority use them for other purposes
such as storage of household items. The need to store the car may become more pressing in coming
years. Already, 14% of people do not have access to parking outside their home, and with space for
new housing and parking developments severely restricted, this figure could increase significantly.

Table 1.2
Parking at home

If you had no access to residential parking outside your house (say within 200 yards), which of the following would you consider?

Measure considered %
Moving house 29
Selling my car 6
Renting garage space in the local area 48
Parking in the street further away 49
Park in drive/garage 69
Converting my garage to parking 56
None of these 3
Don’t know 2
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1 People’s attitudes and experiences

A parking space is available for sale for £100,000, while five others are available to rent for £5,000
a year plus VAT. The spaces are in a secure parking complex in Knightsbridge. The buyer must live
within 400m of the space.

The Times, March 2004

Motorists obviously value having a place to park at home and at work because this allows flexibility
and freedom. However, the survey revealed that the vast majority of people feel that this parking space
should be provided at very little or no financial cost to them. When asked what price they were willing
to pay to park at work, 80% of people would pay no more than £2 a day, with over half of those
refusing to pay anything at all. When asked what price they would pay to secure parking outside their
homes per year, more than half those surveyed would not pay anything. Only 2% would pay over £500.
It is interesting that many people are using self-storage depots to store their household goods, and
yet would not pay for parking space, which is essentially another form of storage although usually
requiring more frequent access.

To hire a space equivalent to a garage (150 square feet of covered secure space) in a self-storage
depot would cost £3000 per year in London, £1800 outside.

Anti-Social parking

When asked whether they have had to park in inappropriate spaces due to lack of parking space,
29% of motorists admitted to having parked in a reserved mother and child space, 14% in a disabled
space without a permit, and 27% on a double yellow line.

Security

As well as concerns over the cost and availability of parking, many motorists are also worried about
their own personal safety when using car parks. Almost half of all those surveyed, and two-thirds of
women did not feel safe walking through most car parks at night. This indicates that security is an
issue which should be addressed in the design and management of car-parking facilities.

As well as affecting people’s work and home life, parking can also have an impact on where they
spend their shopping and other leisure time. Abundance of free parking is obviously one of the factors
that has attracted people to out of town shopping centres in recent years. On a shopping or leisure
trip, 60% of motorists have driven further to an out of town shopping centre because finding parking
is easier. AlImost a third (29%) of people have become so frustrated with trying to find parking spaces
elsewhere, that they have actually given up their journey and gone home.

People’s frustrations over parking can often result in arguments with traffic wardens, other motorists
and even neighbours. 12% of women and 6% of men had been in an argument with a parking
attendant / traffic warden. 11% of people had had an argument with neighbours over parking space.

Table 1.3
Anti-social and illegal parking

Due to lack of parking space, have you ever parked in the following places?

Parking places %
Disabled parking space without a permit 14
Mother and child space in a supermarket 29
On a double yellow line 27
On a pedestrian crossing 1
In a bus lane at peak hours 4
None of these 52
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1 People’s attitudes and experiences

Some parking attendants have demanded body armour to cope with a mounting public backlash.
They want police-style anti-stab vests to protect them from attacks from angry drivers. Union
officials have reported members being kicked, punched and threatened with knives. Some have
been pushed into the path of oncoming vehicles.

Evening Standard 15 June 2004

A row over a parking space escalated into violence when a female motorist got out of her car and
smashed the windows of a Hampstead Lido user’s car with a baseball bat.

Parking Review June 2004

Conclusions

The 2004 NOP Automotive survey for the RAC Foundation clearly shows that people are very attached
to the idea of having access to parking at work and at home. They want parking to be inexpensive
and readily available. Generally motorists are unwilling to pay very much for parking and yet the value
that people place on access to parking is great. People are reluctant to give up their parking spaces
at work, even when offered incentives, and are prepared to take drastic measures if residential parking
access is threatened, including moving house or converting their gardens into parking spaces.

On a more positive note, it seems that the motoring public are willing to look at innovative solutions
to solving future parking shortages. When asked which measures will best resolve future parking
shortages, nearly three-quarters of people think more underground parking at homes and shops

is a good idea, and 43% think encouraging people to drive smaller cars would help.
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SuUpply and
demand

No stopping

except in
emergency

e Car ownership could increase by 45% by 2030.

e The number of households with no cars is expected to fall from the
current level of 27% to around 20% by 2030.

¢ 17% of people in England find it difficult to park outside their home.

e Certain urban areas will not have sufficient parking capacity in the
future.

¢ Solutions such as car sharing and underground parking will have
to be considered.
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2 Supply and demand

All cars need to be parked at both ends of their journeys. Most journeys finish at home where
the car is parked overnight. While some areas in towns and inner cities may have difficulties in
parking, there is no direct evidence to suggest that parking constraints are currently a significant
influence on car ownership. As car ownership is expected to grow substantially, this will
inevitably increase the pressure on available parking in the future.

Car ownership has been rising at around 0.5 million cars a year compared with a growth in households
of only 0.2 million people — the extra cars being absorbed by existing off street space or on adjacent
roads. Although the trunk network has only increased by 350km over the past 10 years, the minor road
network, which provides access to new housing and industrial buildings, has increased by 6000km.
This could absorb around 1.5 million cars, although much of this will be in areas where there is
off-street parking.

Parking supply is not constant; in some residential areas, yellow lines and residents’ parking zones
reduce the availability of on-street space, usually in areas where there is already inadequate off-street
parking. However, commercial space is migrating from town centres to suburbs or out of town sites.

Parking requirements

Parking demand and consumption can be measured in units of ‘vehicle space hours’. Every car
requires something between 140 and 168 vehicle space hours of parking per week as table 2.1
indicates. The table shows different parking patterns for different types of driver. For all of them the
highest level of parking demand is at or near to home:

¢ Driver A uses the car largely for domestic purposes, including shopping, leisure and travel. The car
spends the vast majority of time parked at home.

e Driver B uses the car for both domestic use and for travelling to work, and the car spends 40 hours
of the week parked at work.

e Driver C uses the vehicle for both domestic and business use. Although he drives the most miles
per year, the car is still parked at home for 80 hours a week.

Table 2.1
Parking requirements for different type of car use

Hours per week

Typical Parked at/ Parked at/ Parked
Description of use miles/year Driving time near home near work elsewhere
Driver A: Domestic
Driver B: Domestic / travel to work 10,000 10-15 110 40 5
Driver C: Domestic / business use 25,000 20-30 80 30 30
Table 2.2

Car ownership by household type (RAC Foundation estimates)

2000 2030

Households — millions 25 30
Cars — millions 27 39
Cars/household 1.07 1.31
Households with no cars 28% 18%
Cars/household for those households which have a car 1.48 1.60
Extra households 5
Households getting 1st car 4
Extra cars /household 3
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Table 2.3

2 Supply and demand

The growth in car ownership and demand for residential parking

Car ownership is currently below levels in comparable European countries, and is well below
saturation levels. Growth in car ownership is likely to continue. Even on conservative forecasts, there
could be 45% more cars on the road by 2030. Although this figure seems high, this is equivalent to
only 0.4 million extra cars a year, a slower rate of growth than the last decade. Table 2.2 shows RAC
Foundation estimates of car ownership by 2030.

Most of the growth in cars can be explained by a combination of the rising population and the
increasing tendency for people to live in smaller households. Some two-person households can
manage with one car, but two one-person households are more likely to need two. The number
of households with no cars is expected to fall from the current level of 27% to below 20%.

Current residential parking situation

Various household surveys suggest that parking is not a serious problem for around 90% of
households. Whether it will get easier depends on whether new homes are built with sufficient parking
space (see chapter four). Many houses have garages but decreasing proportions are being used to
store cars, for reasons discussed below.

Table 2.3 shows data from the English and Scottish Housing Condition Surveys, which monitor
availability of parking. The survey shows that 17% of people in England find it difficult, but not
necessarily impossible to park outside their home.

The availability of parking varies considerably according to the type of building, its age and location.
Unfortunately none of these national surveys estimates the total available stock of off-street parking —
garages, drives and communal parking or relates this to the number of cars owned.

Where people park overnight
Three quarters of cars are parked off-street at night — either in a garage (26%) or in a drive or communal
parking area (47 %).

Over the past seven years the usage of garages has fallen from 28% to 24%, despite the construction
of more houses with garages, with more drivers now choosing to park their car outside. The
proportion parking on the street has not changed.

Parking availability (English and Scottish Housing Condition Surveys 2001)

England Scotland

% %
Garage or car port 44 25
Other off street parking 20 22
Adequate on street parking 19
Inadequate on street parking or none 17 53
Table 2.4
Where parked overnight by area (National Travel Survey 2002)
London Other urban Rural All areas
% % % %
Garage 15 24 30 24
Private property (not garaged) 40 48 55 49
Street 42 24 12 23

RAC Foundation for Motoring
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2 Supply and demand

There are a number of possible explanations for declining garage use:
e garages are used as storerooms or have been converted into living rooms.
e cars are larger and therefore do not fit.
e cars start more reliably in the morning and do not need the warmth of a garage.
e cars can be left outside without rusting because of improved body protection.

By comparing Table 2.3 with Table 2.4 it is possible to show how many garages are actually used
for overnight parking.

This suggests that about half of garages are not used overnight.

The English Housing Survey reports that 83% of households are not affected by formal parking
restrictions; around 8% cannot park on the street at any time and the rest have restrictions for part
of the day.

Balancing supply and demand for residential parking

The forecasts in Table 2.2 show an extra 12 million cars by 2030. The housing stock in the UK tends
to be long-lived, and so many areas in the future will look very similar to how they do now. As current
policies for existing built-up areas do not tend to provide for additional parking space either on or
off-street, (see chapter four) many people living in inner cities and suburbs will find that there are
many more vehicles on the road, chasing a similar amount of parking space as there is now. One way
of trying to redress this imbalance would be if all new housing developments had sufficient parking
space off-street for all the vehicles based there. Assuming that all new properties have adequate off-
street parking, and that 60% of additional cars are parked off-street (compared with over 70% at
present), the majority of extra incremental cars could be parked off the road, but present government
policy and the policies of some local authorities might prevent that.

In existing built-up areas, developed in the 1950s and 1960s before ownership of cars took off,
alternative solutions have to be considered such as underground parking, and car sharing arrangements.
Constructing underground car parks in built-up areas would be costly. A project plan for two locations
in London in 1998 showed that annual charges per underground space would have to be nearly £2000
in today’s terms. These estimates need to be revisited but these charges would be considerably less
than commercial charges for an annual season parking ticket in central London.

Table 2.5
Comparison of availability of parking with actual use

Availability* from table 2.3 Overnight use from table 2.4

% %

Garage 53 24
Off street 24 49
On street 23 23

*Excludes inadequate on street parking

Table 2.6
Parking for additional cars by 2030 (RAC Foundation estimates)

Additional cars Parked off-street Parked on-street

millions millions millions

New households 5 5 -
Households acquiring first car 4 2.4 1.6
Additional cars in household 3 1.8 1.2
Total 12 9.2 28
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2 Supply and demand

At present most formal parking provision and control activities are focused on parking near to main
centres of activity (and generally away from home). This is where most parking saturation has occurred
in the past — in the future, saturation for residential parking is likely to spread further into suburbia.

It should be noted that there will be lengths of road in all residential and other roads not available

for kerbside parking because of kerb crossovers into adjacent premises, road junctions, pedestrian
crossings, traffic calming measures, school and hospital entrances or bus stops. Even if the carriageway
is wide enough for parking both sides, then spaces have to be allowed for passing places at regular
intervals. All of this suggests that on many roads as little as 60% of edge length can be safely used
for kerbside parking.

Apart from one study undertaken by MVA in 1999 for the Government Office for London, there have
been no comprehensive studies looking at the total number of residential and non-residential parking
places. This highlights a lack of information about parking provision. Such an exercise would be
very useful.

Parking at destinations

Car use has increased with car ownership. Between 1971 and 2001 car traffic increased by a factor of
2.3 - about the same rate as the increase in cars. However this has been as a result of a combination
of both more journeys by car and longer journeys by car. This distinction is important for parking policy
as the number of parking acts depends on the number of journeys rather than their length.

The first column of table 2.7 refers to car drivers — as the parking requirement is unaffected by the
number of passengers. The remaining columns refer to all car users (which also includes vans used
for private purposes). Between the mid 1970s and 2003 the number of cars grew by 90% and the
number of car driver journeys by over 50%. It seems therefore that the number of parking acts has
not grown as fast as the number of cars. If this trend continued into the future, then by 2031 the
demand for non-residential parking would be 30% higher, compared with a 45% growth in the
number of cars.

There are several factors that could adversely affect this trend; for example the growing number
of elderly drivers who might use cars for very short distances if they have difficulties with walking
or using buses.

Table 2.7
Trends in car journeys, car travel, occupancy and journey length (National Travel Survey)

Car driver journeys Car miles Average Average journey
Year per capita per capita occupancy length (miles)

1975/76 262 3,199 1.73 7.5
1985/86 317 3,796 1.67 7.6
1991/93 390 4,954 1.65 8.2
1996/98 409 5,352 1.59 8.6
2002 419 5,356 1.59 8.5
2008 provisional 401 5,252 n/a 8.6
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2 Supply and demand

The mix of journey purposes for which parking is required will also change. Table 2.8 gives a recent
projection of how these will change up till 2015. This suggests that education and education escort
may well continue to be substantial growth areas, unless government plans for school buses and
walking to school change considerably, with shopping and leisure growth about average but
commuting and business growth being limited.

The geographic growth distribution will also reflect that rural and suburban car ownership levels will
rise more slowly than in urban and, particularly, metropolitan areas. The growth in car ownership in the
larger cities may not be matched by increases in car use if traffic management measures such as road
pricing and restrictive parking policies moderate car use.

The National Travel Survey 2002 showed that parking at the destination varies considerably according
to the type of journey. Most car commuters (70%) are able to park at work in their employers’ car park
(usually free) but shoppers have to use a public car park, although again it is likely to be free. When
visiting friends at home, people can park in their hosts’ premises or on street, again suggesting that
parking in residential areas is generally not a constraint.

Table 2.9 is based on the 1999 Lex Report on Motoring and shows how regular drivers travel to work.
Over 80% use a car to get to work, compared with 71% for all workers including those without cars.
Of those who drive, three-quarters park at their employers’ premises.

Most people do not pay for parking whatever type of journey they are doing. According to the
National Travel Survey 2002, only 3% of people pay for parking. Even when they do pay, it is likely
to cost less than £2. Only in London do a significant proportion of those using their car to commute
have to pay to use public car parks.

Table 2.8

Estimates of ‘car parking acts’ by journey purpose in millions (based on National Travel Survey)
Travel purpose (Growth between 1999/2001 and 2015) 1985/86 1999/2001 2015
Commuting (4%) 4,730 5,040 5,250
Business (2%) 960 1,370 1,400
Education (47 %) 90 170 250
Education escort (33%) 400 830 1,100
Shopping (14 %) 2,880 4,490 5,140
Other escort 2,440
Personal business 2,450
Visiting friends at home (19%) 7,200 2,800 11,780
Visiting friends elsewhere 790
Sports/entertainment 1,400
Holiday/day trip (18%) 450 510 600
Other (33%) 40 60 80
Total (15%) 16,750 22,350 25,600

Table 2.9

Travel to work/parking (Lex Report on Motoring 1999)

Total All who use car

Method of travel/parking % %
| go to work by public transport 3
| walk/cycle to work 6
| get a lift to work 4
| drive to work and park on work premises 55 75
| drive to work and park free at nearby car parks or on the street 14 19
| drive to work and pay for nearby parking 4 6
Depends/varies 8
Other/don’t know 3
Work from home 3
Total 100 100
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2 Supply and demand

Conclusions

For increasing numbers of people, lack of residential parking is becoming an issue. Unless more
parking spaces are provided on and off-street there will not be adequate capacity to cope with growth
in car demand. Future capacity will depend on the relaxation of the present restrictions of car parking
spaces for new developments, covered in chapter four. The various surveys which monitor residential
parking should explicitly measure potential car parking capacity, not just current use, and compare it
with household car ownership.

While the demand for destination parking is relatively easy to determine in terms of trips for different
purposes, the supply is less easy to establish. Most commuters park at work, most shoppers park

in public car parks while those visiting friends tend to park in the street. Many of these parking
occasions are free of charge. The balance between supply and demand depends on the continuing
availability of these parking spaces and their expansion in line with increased demand, which is not
expected to grow as fast as the increase in car ownership. Supply is already under pressure in many
locations and we expect this to intensify and spread. We have looked at motorists’ reactions to the
current situation in chapter one. In chapter three we will look at the economics of parking and in
chapter four we will look at present strategies for parking, and management of parking arrangements.

Motoring towards 2050 Parking in transport policy
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—CONOMICS
of parking

Permit

holders
only

¢ Parking charges are used to reduce congestion.
¢ Parking restraint policies should support the vitality of city centres.

¢ Parking policy should be an integral part of traffic management
and not revenue raising.

¢ £29 million capital was spent on parking compared to £48 million
on cycling in 2003.

¢ Parking policies should be reviewed if road pricing is introduced.
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3 Economics of parking

This chapter reviews the economics behind parking charging policies and supply side
restrictions and the costs and benefits associated with parking provision. In particular, the chapter
highlights the complex interaction between political and public acceptability, practicability and
the application of efficient parking management strategies. It reveals a complex picture of
compromises and insufficiently grounded policies. The research base upon which parking rationing
decisions are made is very thin. Further details on the economics of parking can be found in a
paper commissioned by the Foundation on our website (www.racfoundation.org).

Why limit parking?

The continued forecast growth in road traffic levels across the UK signals yet further likely rises

in congestion and accident risk. As Motoring Towards 2050 pointed out, some form of demand
management is necessary to accompany infrastructure investment plans if congestion levels are

to be kept to acceptable levels. The problems of traffic growth in city centres have been a constant
source of discussion over the last few decades, but there does appear to be a general acceptance
that we can no longer allow for unlimited growth of traffic in busy town centres. The London
congestion charge indicates the potential impacts that pricing can have on driver choices. However,
the pursuit of such policies in cities with more limited public transport networks has been slow, with
charging seen as politically difficult. Limiting the availability of parking space, pricing or a combination
of both policies is therefore one of the most important tools currently in use to help manage
congestion in cities.

The restriction of parking availability has a number of possible impacts. In particular it is likely to affect:
e the mode choice for the trip.
e the location of the parking choice.
e the duration of the visit.
e the timing of the trip.
e the destination chosen (particularly for leisure trips).
e whether the trip is made at all.

In selecting a parking policy for a town or city, the local authority must try to ensure that the policies
it selects are consistent with its objectives, whether deterring the types of visits by car that can be
easily made by other means of travel or seeking to promote economic activity. In particular, some
local authorities attach priority to accommodating shoppers who will tend to go elsewhere if they
cannot park. Research suggests that the user response to raising parking prices and introducing
supply restrictions is high compared to other changes in their journey costs so getting these policies
right is essential.

Economic rationale

There are two economic reasons to charge for parking. The first, which tends to dominate the concerns
of policy makers, is to deter people from driving into congested areas and, to ensure that those that
do, pay for the external costs (congestion in particular) that their journey produces. The second, and
much less well considered, is to cover the opportunity cost of parking i.e. parking charges for a site
should be set to produce the same return as would be received if the site were used for the purpose
which would produce the highest return.

The most targeted tool to recover the external costs of driving is road-user charging. The application
of parking charges to capture the external costs of congestion is a second-best economic policy. For
parking charges to act as good proxy for congestion costs, two main assumptions should hold. The
first is that almost all of the traffic using the congested roads must park in that area (as, by definition,
through traffic will escape the charge). The second is that all of the people parking in that area should
be charged (i.e. no free parking is available). Even where these conditions do hold true, using parking
charges as a proxy for congestion charges has some problems as it “bears more heavily on those
drivers making short journeys since the parking fee will form a larger part of the overall costs of their
trips compared to those driving a greater distance™".

Motoring towards 2050 Parking in transport policy
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However, given the political difficulties in implementing congestion charging, parking charging supply
restrictions have seen widespread application as a policy to mitigate congestion effects. In most
towns and cities in the UK, a substantial proportion of drivers do not pay for parking. In Leeds, for
example, of the 23,400 parking spaces estimated to exist in the city centre, 10,400 are private non-
residential parking spaces and therefore currently not charged. In total, only 4000 parking spaces
(17%) are currently controlled by Leeds City Council. This example underlines the difficulties of
establishing a comprehensive and effective charging policy for parking.

A recent EU funded study examined the potential for parking pricing to achieve optimal economic
welfare outcomes. It found that if all parkers were to be made to face the full costs of their trip
through a parking charge then the policy would be almost as effective as a congestion charge
coupled with parkers paying only the opportunity cost of their parking. However, where 70%

of drivers do not pay for parking, the use of parking charges is only one-sixth as efficient as the
congestion charge scenario. That is to say: where the majority of drivers do not pay for parking,
parking pricing is not an economically efficient way of capturing the welfare losses resulting

from congestion.

Wider economic impacts

The Integrated Transport White Paper stated that parking restraint policies must be implemented

in “ways which support the vitality of town centres and do not result in dispersal of development”.
The limited number of modelling and actual case studies available in this area suggests that there is
a risk that strong city centre parking restraint policies could indeed lead to dispersal of development.

A study funded by the then Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions studied the
published literature for information on the economic impact of parking restraint policies, but did not
find a great deal. Of the two studies that were reviewed, the first examined parking provision and
economic performance in London and found only an extremely weak relationship between indicators
of economic prosperity and parking provision, and found that the differences in economic variability
between London’s centres were probably due to variables other than parking provision. The second
study showed the findings of the London study mirrored elsewhere in the UK.

There is a lack of reliable evidence on the impacts of parking restraint on economic vitality. This

is particularly disappointing given the extent to which parking restraint forms a major plank in local
authority demand management strategies. It is also surprising in view of the influence that local political
concerns over the impacts of pricing on competition with adjacent authorities appear to have on the
charging levels set.

Pricing and Revenue

“Parking policy should be regarded as an integral part of traffic management and not simply as a
revenue-raising activity. In principle at the very least, users of those facilities should meet the costs
of providing and maintaining parking facilities. Revenues in excess of this ‘break-even’ should be set
to fulfil transport policy objectives.”™

The ability of parking to provide revenue in excess of costs depends on the demand for the parking,
the cost of the land on which the parking is provided and the type of construction that is used.
Uncharged on-street parking outside housing has a cost through the use of the land and the
maintenance costs associated with it. The on-going costs are recouped indirectly through council
tax payments and are generally not considered by the public or by local authorities. By contrast,
city centre multi-storey car parks have high land costs, high construction costs and identifiable
maintenance costs. It is estimated that the operation and maintenance costs form between 15%
and 35% of the annual cost of providing parking, with the majority of the remainder resulting from
income foregone from using the land for parking and the initial capital investment discounted over
time. There is a lack of data on this, but the indications are that in many areas these opportunity
costs are ignored, leading to a significant underestimate of the true cost of providing parking spaces.
This does not mean that, on average, we are not paying enough for parking spaces. The congestion
and revenue raising objectives mean that in many major centres, prices are higher than the
opportunity cost. However, there are areas of free parking which do not reflect these costs.
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Table 3.1
Parking income and expenditure by local authority type (estimates for 2003/4)

3 Economics of parking

Table 3.1 shows income and expenditure on parking by local authority type in England and Wales
based on data from The Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy (CIPFA).

London accounts for nearly half (44%) of the total gross parking income in England and over a half
(53%) of the net income. On-street, income from penalties exceeds income from parking itself in
London and English unitary authorities. Expenditure on parking includes operation and maintenance
and enforcement. There is a net surplus on parking of £350 million per year in England.

The excess revenue is used for spending in other transport policy areas. Other data from CIPFA
indicates that only £28.7 million of capital funds was spent on parking in the UK last year, compared
to £47.7 million on cycling and £75.0 million on pedestrian facilities. Whilst it is perfectly acceptable
for the excess from parking accounts to be used to fund other areas of transport expenditure, the
case for greater spending on car parks and parking provision has to be re-examined.

Whilst income from parking revenue is normally used by local authorities to fund on-going maintenance
costs these are not always fully covered nor is a reserve built up for the eventual replacement of the
existing ageing parking stock. In the same way that spending on road and pathway maintenance is
often cut back to fund other policy areas, car parks have also been under funded.

Many of the multi-storey car parks in the UK were constructed in the 1960s and 1970s and will face
very significant costs to be kept functional. One change which may begin to redress this situation is
the introduction of ‘Resource Accounting and Budgeting’ for local authorities from 2006. Resource
Accounting has already been implemented in central government. This will mean that from 2006, the
value of local authority assets (including car parks) will have to be included on their balance sheet. It
will no longer be possible to hold back maintenance of such structures without depreciating the value
of the asset accordingly. This mirrors more closely the commercial approach to asset management.
We welcome the greater transparency that this could bring to the way in which parking is managed.
Car parks should be viewed as a valuable asset rather than just an additional income stream.

Current pricing policies

It is perhaps as a result of the split of provision of parking between the private and public sector,
and further between different levels of local government in many areas that very few comprehensive
studies of real world parking policies are reported.

The most comprehensive recent major city study on the impacts of parking pricing policies is from
Amsterdam. The parking pricing strategy in Amsterdam is part of an integrated strategy (including Park
and Ride) to reduce the number of car kilometres in the central area by 20% between 1995 and 2005.
Parking charges have been phased in from the city centre outwards since 1991. In October 2002,
almost the entire area inside the inner ring-road was covered.

English English Non-met
London Met districts Unitaries counties districts England WEIES
£million £million £million £million £million £million £million
Income

On street - parking 159 33 18 7 218 2
— penalties 178 10 31 5 225 1
Off street - parking 41 15 30 1 149 236 10
— multi-storey 30 34 41 85 190 5
— penalties 10 10 20 0 32 71 2
Total 417 102 140 14 266 939 20

Expenditure
On street - parking 182 24 30 11 247 3
Off street - parking 50 41 47 2 203 342 10
232 64 77 12 203 589 13
Net +185 +37 +63 +2 +63 +350 +7

RAC Foundation for Motoring
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Residents and businesses pay parking tax by purchasing a permit. The permit tariffs for residents
and businesses are linked to the cost of administration and enforcement. Where parking pricing is
introduced it is, as a minimum from 9am to 7pm Monday to Saturday. Further extensions to Sunday
and overnight are possible. Prices are set to try and achieve 90% use of parking spaces in order to
reduce search time and to give transparency to the tariffs. Gross proceeds from parking in 2001 were
€40 million. Enforcement costs were about half of this amount. 16% of the surplus goes to a central
mobility fund with the remaining 84% going to the city district in which it was generated. All of the
proceeds must be spent on measures that promote the mobility plan.

The results of the study appear to support the findings of more theoretical models and trends already
occurring in other cities such as London. The parking policies have contributed to an outward migration
of jobs to areas on the outskirts of the city that do not have such restrictions, are more accessible by
car and less well served by public transport. The study author concludes that, “Traffic jams are in the
other direction, paid parking and business location policy are not under discussion outside the
conurbation.” However, those that do travel to the city are choosing alternative modes. There would
therefore appear to be quite significant potential for creating more car dependent patterns of work
unless comprehensive policies covering more than just the central area are introduced.

A recent UK study into possible expansions to the Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) in Edinburgh
highlighted some interesting behaviour. 70% of residents from outside the City of Edinburgh
who commute to the city do so by car. Streets within a mile to a mile and a half radius of the city
centre have been part of a controlled parking zone since 1974. Residents buy permits to park,
with other on-street parking in the area being pay and display. The scheme makes a surplus

of £7 million per year.

A recent survey of uncontrolled parking areas closest to the city centre (a 20-25 minute walk)
found that an average of 28% (and in some areas up to 42%) of those parked during the daytime
are likely to be commuters. The study found that expanding the zone by 0.5 miles would have
limited impact as many people would seek an alternative free parking place and continue to walk.
An expansion of the zone to 1.5 miles would be most effective in achieving a modal shift towards
the bus although the authors note that the bus network may not currently have capacity to absorb
such a shift. Again, this evidence demonstrates the need for policies that cover a substantial area
if the policies put in place are not simply to export the problem to someone else’s doorstep.

Longer-term charging policies

The Foundation’s report Motoring towards 2050 concluded that a combination of policies was needed
in the longer term to manage our congestion problems. This would include better public transport,
less polluting vehicles, a more efficient highway system with some extra capacity and demand
management, noting that fuel duty is an inefficient tax and not suitable for the longer-term. Road
pricing differentiated by place and time is a better way of influencing the level of demand.

Modelling work carried out elsewhere for the Commission for Integrated Transport and the Independent
Transport Commission and Rees Jeffreys Road Fund supports the findings of the Foundation. These
results encouraged the government to undertake a review of the potential for a national road user
charging system. Whilst the review has concluded that it may be at least a decade before a national
system becomes viable, the desirability of the approach remains clear. The introduction of road
pricing, particularly in urban areas, will be an essential part of any serious attempt to control
congestion in our major cities.

We have tried to look to the future and set out a longer-term approach for parking policy. It is
therefore important to consider what would happen to parking pricing in a scenario where congestion
charging was already in place to cover the external costs of accessing the city centre. The purpose

of parking pricing under such a scenario would no longer be to deter drivers. Instead it would more
simply be to reflect the opportunity cost of providing the parking space. This should enable the
policies behind parking charges to become more transparent. One would still expect to see the cost
of parking spaces closer in to the centre to be higher (reflecting the higher land value were the parking
spaces to be put to alternative use and the greater convenience they afford the user) but this could be
governed by the market rather than being manipulated by political factors as is often the case today.
Where demand for parking exceeds supply under a road-pricing scenario, there would be a strong
argument for additional provision of parking spaces where land values make this feasible.
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Conclusions

Parking pricing and supply restrictions are one of the major demand restraint tools in use currently
in towns and cities across the UK. User response to changes in price and supply can be significant
with evidence of people walking up to 25 minutes to avoid paying for parking. The importance of a
well thought out and soundly based parking pricing and supply policy is therefore clear. The evidence
suggests that most parking policies are however a complex mix of objectives including managing
demand, providing an income stream to the local authority and avoiding losing trade to other
potentially competing economic centres. Whilst anecdotally parking management strategies work
in many areas, there is little hard evidence of the success or otherwise of many of the policies in
place today. That which does exist points to the need for a far more comprehensive approach than
is currently practised, lest the problems of parking be exported to some other area of the town or
city or into the suburbs and other areas less well served by public transport.

In addition to the mix of policy objectives that leads to the current set of confused parking strategies,
there is evidence that the money that is received from parking is not being used, first and foremost,
to provide basic safe and secure parking areas. Nor does it appear that there is a long-term plan to
deal with the replacement of the ageing stock of 1960s and 70s multi-storey car parks (see chapter
four). Local authorities should be required to maintain their parking stock to minimum standards of
security before revenue is hived off to support other policies.

Parking pricing and supply restrictions are a second best policy to manage demand. Free workplace
parking, mixed public and private ownership of off-street parking, enforcement costs and substantial
amounts of through traffic all militate against parking pricing being a comprehensive solution to
demand management. If the future of demand management is to be universal road user charging then
we need to take a radical look at the role of parking in our city centres. With large parts of the parking
stock nearing the time of replacement it is time for a reappraisal of the way we might provide and
charge for parking in our towns and cities.
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¢ Parking regulations and signs are often unclear.

e Enforcement concentrates increasingly on maximising the number
of parking tickets.

¢ Planning guidance restricts the number of residential parking spaces.

¢ Nottingham is currently considering introducing a workplace
parking levy.

¢ | ocal Transport Plans rarely include a comprehensive review of
parking strategy.
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4 Strategies and management

Responsibility for implementation and management of measures to control and facilitate parking
lies principally with local authorities. Their parking strategies are established to reflect specific
local objectives within a framework set by legislation and by policy guidelines determined by
central government and in Regional Transport Strategies.

The framework for local authorities’ transport policies and the means of implementing them are set
out in Local Transport Plans (LTPs) but their treatment of parking is often not comprehensive or related
fully to the plans for other aspects of transport. Also there is little in the way of guidance for local
authorities from central government on the framework for their parking strategies.

This chapter looks firstly at the current policy and investment situation for on-street parking, and
secondly for off-street parking.

On-street parking

The original aim of introducing measures for managing on-street parking was to prevent obstruction
and to help to promote the safe and effective operation of the road network. In recent years, other
objectives have increasingly become part of the framework, including:

* meeting residents’ concerns about parking availability.

e supporting economic activity and growth.

e assisting effective operation of key facilities — schools, hospitals etc.
e raising revenue.

Parking management strategies increasingly address combinations of these objectives and reflect
local circumstances and priorities. However, there is a hierarchy of priorities for parking:

e Safety (complete bans).

¢ Free flow of traffic (red routes, peak hour restrictions).

e Turnover of spaces in shopping areas etc (meters).

e Allocation of space where there is inadequate space (residents’ zones).
The measures used for management of on-street parking are:

e lines to indicate where and when parking is permitted — single and double yellow lines, red lines
(red routes), zigzag lines at pedestrian crossings etc.

e marked parking spaces with meters or ticket machines, or free but subject to time limits, for example
using time discs.

e residents’ parking spaces and permits.
e controlled parking zones (CPZs) throughout which combinations of the above measures apply.

Traditionally, compliance has been monitored by traffic wardens under the supervision of the police,
but since decriminalisation of parking offences, the use of parking attendants, employed by contractors
has become widespread. The former regime placed a high emphasis on operating parking controls

to achieve a free flow of traffic with a sympathetic approach to ensuring understanding of regulations,
and compliance with them. This emphasis has shifted with the move to contractors, to one of targets
for issuing tickets and revenue raising. The change has aroused much public anger.
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Enforcement of Parking Regulations
Parking tickets (Penalty Charge Notices — PCNs) are issued by Parking Attendants employed
by local authorities, or by contractors working for them.

Once a PCN has been issued, the recipient may choose to pay, or to make representations about
the facts of the case. To encourage prompt payment, a 50% discount is available for payments
received within 14 days. The legislation requires the local authority to consider formal
representations made after 28 days when a ‘Notice to Owner’ has been sent. Representations
made before that date are regarded as informal and may, or may not be considered. Submission
of an appeal therefore normally means relinquishing the discount.

Once formal representations have been considered and rejected, the owner of the vehicle may
appeal to the appropriate Parking Adjudication Service.

Within the process different levels of discretion apply.
e Parking Attendants have no discretion over the issue of a PCN, once they witness a contravention.

e | ocal authorities have very wide powers of discretion and may allow representations based upon
law, fact, or a case for mitigation. However, in practice they tend to adopt a narrow approach.

e The discretion of the Parking Adjudication Service is limited to considering the validity of the
PCN, signing, or regulations, but its adjudicators tend to interpret their powers widely.

Enforcement concerns

In many locations it is not clear to motorists what regulations are in operation at what times and what
their implications are. Signing is frequently unclear, badly located, for example, at junctions, obscured
or absent. It is often difficult for the road user to establish where rules change. Also parking attendants
are often unable or unwilling to explain what regulations are in force and where. Lack of clarity about

regulations is partly a consequence of their complexity.

In recent years enforcement has concentrated increasingly on maximising the numbers of tickets
issued and revenue raised at the expense of a more constructive and sympathetic approach. There
are regular reports of PCNs being issued when regulations are breached only marginally, for example,
when a parked car slightly overlaps the marked boundary of a parking space. This approach has
generated a hostile view of the system for many users. Penalties are largely uniform, taking no
account of situations and circumstances, and revenue from penalties exceeds that from charges.
These aspects also promote adverse reactions from users.

A delivery company claims it is being swamped by fines from parking attendants who lie in wait
for its trucks taking goods to central London businesses. The firm has been hit with parking fines
of £500,000. A recent survey from the Freight Transport Association showed that parking penalties
to delivery drivers in London soared by 78 per cent in 2004.

Residents’ parking schemes present problems of satisfactory arrangements for eligibility of residents
and visitors, and concerns about use by non-residents. In some areas more permits are issued than
there are spaces available, sometimes by a large margin. Some schemes extend over wide areas,
requiring residents to park far from their homes on occasion. In some places, residents’ parking is
provided where there is no pressure on capacity such that spaces are left unused while being denied
to other potential users.

Charges vary greatly. Some are set to just cover costs, some are at levels appropriate to ensure flexible
use of spaces, and some seek to raise revenue, sometimes substantial, in addition. There is a growing
trend among local authorities to use parking charges as a source of revenue for use in other areas.
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Off-street parking
Off street parking facilities comprise both residential arrangements and car parks provided by:

e |ocal authorities for general use.
e employers for workers and visitors.
e other organisations for visitors to shops, schools, hospitals, entertainment, sports and other facilities.

The framework for provision is set by the Government’s transport and planning policies. New planning
policy is disseminated through Planning Policy Guidance notes (PPGs). For parking, the most important
of these are PPG3, which deals with housing and with residential parking, and PPG13, which deals
with land use planning. These currently reflect transport policy as set out in the 1998 White Paper,

‘A New Deal for Transport: Better for Everyone’, with its emphasis on developing integrated transport
and reducing car use, but not car ownership. The recent successor, ‘The Future of Transport’, shifts
the balance in recognising that car use will grow. This is not yet reflected in planning policy for parking.

Local authorities have the key role in developing and implementing parking strategies for their areas.
As well as overseeing the application of planning guidelines they provide some of the facilities
themselves.

Cowboy Clampers

Ruled to be extortion and theft in Scotland since 1992, wheel clamping on private land was banned
overnight. In England and Wales, however, clampers are currently allowed to clamp any motorists
parking on private land and can charge as much as they like to remove the clamp.

The RAC Foundation has a dossier of information on the UK’s worst clampers. Examples include:
¢ A clamper who immobilised a car while the driver was asleep in the vehicle.

e A postman who was clamped whilst delivering a parcel to his customer’s front door.

e A hearse that was clamped with a dead body in the back.

e A nurse’s car which was clamped twice when she stopped to help an elderly fall victim
at a crossing.

The government has established a new authority to license wheel clampers who operate on private
land. From February 2005, clamping vehicles on private land without a Security Industry Authority
licence will become a criminal offence. Anyone clamping without a licence will incur significant
fines, and could face up to five years in prison. However, the Foundation remains concerned that
without an enforced code of practice, some clampers will continue their activities unchecked.

Residential
In terms of future development, PPG3 is crucial. It has been designed to:

e Maximise housing density by reducing the amount of space given to car parking.

e reduce car dependence (and by implication ownership) by restricting availability of parking space
and hence encouraging use of other modes.

The means to achieve this are:

e requirements for developers to provide only the minimum necessary parking, taking into account
the feasibility of meeting essential travel needs by means other than cars.

e revision of local authority parking standards to allow for significantly lower levels of off-street parking
provision — car parking standards resulting in average provision of more than 1.5 spaces per dwelling
are seen as unlikely to contribute to reducing car use.
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The relevant sections of PPG3 are set out in the box.

From PPG3 - updated March 2000

60. Car parking standards for housing have become increasingly demanding and have been
applied too rigidly, often as minimum standards. Developers should not be required to provide
more car parking than they or potential occupiers might want, nor to provide off-street parking
when there is no need, particularly in urban areas where public transport is available or where
there is a demand for car-free housing. Parking policies should be framed with good design in
mind, recognising that car ownership varies with income, age, household type, and the type of
housing and its location. They should not be expressed as minimum standards.

61. Local authorities should revise their parking standards to allow for significantly lower levels
of off-street parking provision, particularly for developments:

¢ in locations, such as town centres, where services are readily accessible by walking, cycling
or public transport.

e which provide housing for elderly people, students and single people where the demand for car
parking is likely to be less than for family housing.

e involving the conversion of housing or non-residential buildings where off-street parking is less
likely to be successfully designed into the scheme.

62. Car parking standards that result, on average, in development with more than 1.5 off-street
car parking spaces per dwelling are unlikely to reflect the Government’s emphasis on securing
sustainable residential environments. Policies that would result in higher levels of off-street
parking, especially in urban areas, should not be adopted.

In many new housing developments, cars are parked outside the front of houses, showing how
inadequate provision of parking can transfer the problem on to the public highway. In some locations,
the absence of adequate off street parking for residents and visitors is threatening the safe and effective
operation of the road network. A particular problem is restriction of access for emergency vehicles.

The implementation of PPG3 was examined in a report, Better Streets, Better Places, Delivering
Sustainable Residential Environments, published in July 2003. This concluded that the Government’s
policy on car parking standards, as set out in the guidance, is not fully understood and that there are
inconsistencies in its application. Specifically it says:

“On a practical level, and of particular relevance to this study, stakeholders feel that providing
inadequate off-street parking will lead to significant operational problems, as residents will then seek
to park on-street and inappropriate places. The impact on road safety is the main concern, as on
street parked cars are a major source of accidents in residential areas, particularly involving child
pedestrians. Parking on footways and in poor visibility areas can also have a negative impact on
amenity and safety. Disputes between neighbours over parking are a further problem, which developers
tend to have to deal with in the early years of a scheme, and the highway authority afterwards.”

As there are no indications that growth in car ownership will be constrained by the application of
PPG3, parking pressures can be expected both to intensify and to spread more widely. There is an
urgent need to change planning guidance and policy to address this.

Non-residential

The planning guidance, PPG13, highlights the key objective of reducing car use while recognising

the potential role of parking facilities in encouraging economic development. Some of the main points
are set out in the box.
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PPG13 - last revised in 2001

The introduction states “The aim is to influence the location, scale, density, design and mix of
land uses to reduce the need to travel, reduce the length of journeys and make it safer and easier
for people to access jobs, shopping, leisure facilities and services by public transport, walking,
and cycling. Consistent application of these planning policies will help to reduce some of the need
for car journeys (by reducing the physical separation of key land uses) and enable people to make
sustainable transport choices. These policies are therefore part of the Government’s overall
approach to addressing the needs of motorists, other road and public transport users, and
business by reducing congestion and pollution and achieving better access to development and
facilities. They will also help to promote sustainable distribution. In this way, planning policies can
increase the effectiveness of other transport policies and help maximise the contribution of
transport to improving our quality of life.”

The guidance states that:

e levels of parking can be more significant than levels of public transport provision in determining
means of travel (particularly for the journey to work) even for locations very well served by
public transport.

e car parking takes up a large amount of space in development, is costly to business and reduces
densities.

e reducing the amount of parking in new development (and in the expansion and change of use
in existing development) is essential, as part of a package of planning and transport measures,
to promote non-car travel choices.

but recognises that the restriction of parking in city centres is difficult:

“A balance has to be struck between encouraging new investment in town centres by providing
adequate levels of parking, and potentially increasing traffic congestion caused by too many cars.
Local planning authorities should ensure that the scale of parking is in keeping with the size of the
centre and that the parking provision is consistent with the town centre parking strategy”.

Local authority non-residential

The pressures towards reducing car use are reflected in a trend towards reducing availability of
parking spaces. Many councils are now allowing development on surface car parks in town centres
as this provides a higher return than parking.

Multi-storey car parks have high maintenance and debt costs. Many have not been adequately
maintained and standards are frequently low such that some users avoid them because of security
concerns. A substantial number are coming to the end of their useful life. Under present conditions,
they are unlikely to be replaced, putting further pressure on town centre parking and encouraging out
of town shopping. Concrete multi-storey car parks have particular problems which tend to limit their
life compared with other similar sized buildings as they are often built to low cost standards, have
large spans, are subject to the stresses of moving vehicles and are open to the elements. In many
cases local authorities have not made specific provision for replacing such facilities. Revenue from
charges is not generally used for major maintenance or to provide for replacement in due course.

A priority target to encourage people to switch to public transport is often controlling long stay
commuters (because they cause the most congestion at peak hours), by decreasing the availability
and increasing the costs of long stay public spaces. To maintain the supply of short stay public
spaces for shoppers and visitors, long stay spaces are converted to short stay by means of pricing
controls. Long-stay parking spaces are moved to less convenient locations such as the periphery
of centres.

In the past, to avoid on-street parking, minimum standards for parking in new commercial
developments were widely imposed, but the standards set now are more commonly maximum.
However, some authorities are giving priority to promoting economic development with provision
of parking facilities a key element. Sheffield, for example, is seeking larger, high quality car parks
to achieve a more accessible city centre and to support regeneration projects.

Motoring towards 2050 Parking in transport policy
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Disabled parking in the UK

For many disabled people, private cars are the only form of transport that is accessible. The Blue
Badge scheme (formerly Orange) provides a national arrangement of parking concessions for some
disabled people. The Blue Badge scheme is a European wide arrangement. It allows badge holders
to park on the streets closer to their destination. The scheme does not apply to off-street parking,
but many operators, both local authority and private, provide some spaces for disabled users,
sometimes waiving charges where people are in possession of a blue badge.

Following a major consultation, the Disabled Persons Transport Advisory Committee made 47
recommendations to government on the future shape of the Blue Badge Scheme. The majority of
the recommendations were accepted, and the Department for Transport is now working to implement
these through a mixture of new legislation, guidance and further research. Some of the key
changes are:

* Primary legislation: This has been introduced in the form of the Traffic Management Act, which
gives enforcement officers the power to inspect badges. This will help ensure that badges are
only being used by those entitled to the Scheme’s concessions.

e Guidance: Recommendations such as the use of independent health care professionals
(e.g. occupational therapists) to assess applicants require the formulation of comprehensive
guidance for the local authorities who administer the scheme to follow.

Further research: including the introduction of a central database to enable information on all
blue badges issued within the UK to be available to enforcement officers and looking into the
independent mobility needs of certain groups of disabled people to determine whether there

is a need to extend eligibility for badges.

Private non-residential (PNR)

Although provision associated with new developments is subject to planning controls, existing PNR
parking is generally outside the control of local authorities and its management can conflict with their
policies. However, recent legislation aimed at promoting integrated transport and constraining car use
gives local authorities powers to impose a workplace-charging levy. The levy is essentially a charge
per parking space. There are several problems with such schemes. Firstly, smaller businesses are
usually exempt from such schemes, as are retail parking spaces. Secondly, taxing the provision of a
space does not influence the time of travel nor does it encourage occasional use of public transport.
Finally, many employers and employees see the provision of a parking space as a perk that the
company would continue to pay. Such an approach would further reduce the potential impacts

of such a strategy. A number of authorities have considered introducing such a scheme but only
Nottingham is currently actively developing one.

Proposed Nottingham Workplace Parking Scheme

The proposed charge is £150 per bay per year initially rising to £350 over 10 years. If employers
respond by reducing the number of spaces they provide and introducing travel plans — car-
sharing, buses etc — they will get a discount. The intention is that the proceeds, estimated at
£80m over 10 years, would be used to enhance public transport and other facilities supporting
reduced car use. It is proposed that employers with less than 10 spaces will be exempt, as will
hospitals and health centres. Nottingham sees the levy as less expensive to administer and less
risky than a congestion charge, as well as compensating for the fact that workplace parking can
be a tax-free benefit in kind which is not available to non-drivers.
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More widely, concerns about the costs of providing parking are leading businesses and organisations
like hospitals and universities to impose tighter controls over access and increased charges, and also
to develop travel plans providing for car sharing, dedicated bus services or improvements to public
transport to meet employee and visitor needs. In a small number of cases employees are paid for a
commitment not to use their cars to travel to work. Such measures seem to be having a limited effect
in reducing car use but growing ownership will tend to erode this and restore pressure for more
parking provision.

Workplace parking schemes and other similar arrangements do have the potential to improve the
operation of transport systems. However, they can also have adverse effects, including diversion of
parking to often unsuitable nearby locations. It is important therefore that these arrangements are fully
recognised and possible consequences addressed within the recommended comprehensive reviews.

Conclusions

Parking strategies vary substantially between authorities, reflecting the different local situations and
different balances of priorities for the objectives addressed, such as effective operation of the road
network, reducing car use, economic development and improving the quality of life. Parking is an
integral element of transport policies and it is essential that parking strategies are developed with full
regard to this context.

Provision and operation of parking measures and facilities raises a range of concerns. Unclear
signing, over zealous and unsympathetic enforcement, charges and penalties used to raise revenue
beyond costs, car parks in poor and declining condition, and transfer of some car parks to other uses
all increase the pressures on road users and hence on the operation of the road network.

Planning constraints are restricting parking provision in the interests of restricting car use, but
ownership and use are continuing to grow. Detailed decisions are often not related to the availability
or absence of alternative means of transport. These are having some impact on car use and this will
increase but it is vital that it is not overstated in planning if conditions on the road network are not
to worsen. The need for parking must be assessed in the context of a realistic view of demand.
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¢ Parking policy should be viewed as an integral part of transport policy.

e | ocal authorities should undertake a comprehensive review of
parking arrangements every five years.

¢ Motorists are willing to pay more for a car park which is safe, secure
and well-lit.

* New solutions to parking such as underground silos should be
promoted to encourage off-street parking.

* The facilitation of park and ride journeys is key to achieving
government objective of reducing car use.
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In chapter four we looked at the current situation regarding parking policies and their
management. In particular we studied the Government’s strategies to reduce car use by
restricting parking availability, and questioned the rationale behind this policy.

In chapter three we looked at current parking policies in terms of their impact on investment into
infrastructure. Last year only £29 million of capital funds was spent on parking in the UK, compared
to £48 million on cycling and £75 million on pedestrian facilities. The Foundation feels there is a valid
case for greater investment in car parks and parking provision, from growing parking revenue.

In this chapter we look at the problems of current policies and suggest some solutions.

Local authority policy development

Our first general premise is that parking policy should be seen as an integral part of transport policy,
and that when formulating their Local Transport Plans (LTPs), local authorities should relate parking

policies to other aspects of transport. We recommend a requirement for a full analysis and review of
parking policy in LTPs, including consultation with local people, businesses and other organisations
such as schools and hospitals. This process should include an assessment of future parking needs

for a variety of groups including the disabled.

Although local authorities have the key role to play in devising and implementing parking policies,
there is a need for clearer central government guidance on the framework for their strategies; in
particular the economic principles on which these should be based and the interaction with road
pricing, where that is proposed.

On-street parking

With the decriminalisation of parking offences came increased emphasis on targets for issuing tickets
and revenue raising, with parking charges varying widely. Parking attendants have become notorious
for their lack of leniency towards motorists, and parking regulations and signs are often unclear,
making the motorist’s life difficult. There are some indications that authorities’ attitudes are becoming
more sympathetic to public opinion, notably in Manchester where radical changes in enforcement
policy and practice aimed at ‘reasonableness’ and ‘proportionality’ have been agreed.

The Foundation believes there should be a comprehensive review of parking regulations by the
Department for Transport aimed at simplification and comprehensibility to all road users. Restrictions
applying to all locations should be clearly signed, and the absence of clear signing should be a
defence against a penalty charge. Local authorities should review and revise their parking
arrangements comprehensively every five years as stated above.

We believe enforcement should be fairer and more considerate with the object of ensuring compliance
with the regulations, particularly where parking is dangerous or obstructive. Targets should not be set
for the number of tickets issued. Parking attendants should be trained to understand and explain
clearly what regulations apply to any particular location. We welcome proposals for new contract
arrangements to improve relations between parking attendants and motorists, removing incentives

for attendants to issue tickets and increasing their scope for discretion and constructive assistance.
However, this proposed contract is entirely voluntary and there is a danger that some of the worst
performing local authorities may choose not to implement it.
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Manchester found itself in a vicious circle of over-zealous parking regulation enforcement and
much angry public reaction to it. A large number of successful appeals against PCNs and adverse
press comment persuaded the authorities to look again at their approach. Manchester has now
agreed a policy of reasonableness and proportionality in its approach to parking enforcement.

Manchester’s stated objective is to move towards a compliance based enforcement regime with

a contract that places a high priority on compliance. Obviously enforcement will continue, but with
the emphasis on proportionality. Increased observation times before PCN issue, discontinuing
wheel-clamping and altering removal criteria to reflect the gravity of the parking irregularity will
contribute to a less confrontational approach on the street.

Thereafter the emphasis will be more customer-focussed. Motorists’ representations to the local
authority, following ticket issue, will now be handled objectively by the local authority, rather than
entrusted to the same company which issued the tickets in the first place. Council appointed
Parking Liaison Officers will advise aggrieved motorists about their rights to make representations
and how to access the National Parking Adjudication service.

Anomalies in the appeals system should be removed, for example, people who appeal within the
period in which penalties are discounted are not entitled to discounts. Charges for on-street parking
should be set to secure adequate turnover of parking space, not to raise revenue.

There are also problems with the current arrangements for residential on-street parking; during the
day resident’s parking spaces are often left vacant, as non-residents cannot use them. We believe that
if there is sufficient capacity, residents’ parking schemes should make unused space available to non-
residents at suitable times during the day.

Proposals for new parking contracts could lead to cash incentives for issuing parking tickets
being abolished. Parking attendants would instead receive bonuses for minimising the number
of penalties that are issued incorrectly. Wardens would also have more discretion to be lenient
with drivers who stop briefly on yellow lines or overstay on meters. Typically, the ‘grace period’
for drivers to obtain change would be doubled to ten minutes. Wardens would also be ordered
to focus on busy junctions and bus lanes, where illegal parking holds up traffic, rather than on
residential streets.

Although councils would still be allowed to make a profit to invest in services such as free travel
for the elderly, income is likely to fall as fewer tickets are issued. Government has threatened to
stop authorities making excessive profits from parking regulations.

A pilot of the new contract will be carried out in Hackney, where wardens will be given digital
cameras and ordered to take three photographs to prove both that a driver had parked illegally
and that the restrictions were clearly signposted.

Off-street parking

In chapter four, we reviewed current planning policies which impact on parking, namely PPG3,

which deals with housing and with residential parking, and PPG13 which deals with land use planning.
PPG3 allows developers to provide as much or as little car parking as they see fit, leading to obvious
concerns that if inadequate off-street parking is provided, the demand for parking will simply be
transferred to the street. This policy could be interpreted as reflecting the desire of some to deter car
ownership in certain locations. However, there is no evidence to suggest that it will achieve this, and
therefore parking pressures will intensify.

A survey of new home buyers by Halifax and New Homes Marketing Board in September 2002
reported that, while the term ‘PPG3’ was unknown to the vast majority of respondents, they were
vocal on the implications of living in a PPGS influenced environment. The hottest topic was
undoubtedly the issue of car parking. Across many of the groups, concern was expressed at the
lack of adequate provision for safe car parking. It is clear that people are not ready to sacrifice their
vehicles, no matter how ‘difficult’ planners may make it for them to own one (or more). Public
transport was not seen as a realistic alternative; for many respondents, there simply isn’t an
alternative to using their own car to get to work, to the shops or to social activity.
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We believe that PPG3 should be reviewed as a matter of urgency, with references to limits on the
provision of off-street residential parking spaces removed and replaced by a requirement that developers
put forward plans for residential areas at an appropriate density. Within this framework, it will be for
developers to decide how much off-street parking to provide and where. It should be an objective of
local authorities to provide as much parking as possible off-street, particularly for new developments,
as this is safer, eases congestion and makes streets more attractive. However, this approach should
not be pursued to the extent where people have to park their cars at locations inconvenient to them.

Local authority non-residential parking

PPG13 stresses the key objective of reducing car use, which encourages use of alternatives such
as public transport where possible. This policy is increasingly reflected in a trend towards reducing
availability of parking spaces. Development of surface car parks for commercial purposes other
than parking is increasingly seen as an attractive option as these often yield greater revenue. This
combined with the fact that local authorities have not budgeted adequately for maintenance of car
parks has created a situation in which multi-storey car parks with high maintenance costs are not
being replaced when they come to the end of their useful life.

The policy framework implies reduction in non-residential parking provision linked with establishment
of alternatives to car use. It is important to recognise, however, that the likely level of diversion to
alternatives tends to be overstated. Realistic assumptions about growing car ownership and use,
diversion to other modes, and congestion will in many cases point to a need for spaces currently
being lost to be replaced, and for additional provision to be made. Multi-storey, underground and
surface car parks should be retained, or, if already lost, replaced.

A study in Cambridge found that drivers were prepared to pay 10% more for a space that was
secure and well lit. However, there are many car parks that fall well short of secure car park standards,
suggesting that some parking providers are not investing to adequately maintain or improve their
stock. We recommend that planning and charges for parking should take into account the case

for higher quality.

We recommend that local authorities should undertake a comprehensive review of parking needs in
relation to all aspects of transport developments and plans. This should include the form and location
of all parking facilities — surface, multi-storey, etc.

We further recommend that charges for off-street car parks should cover the full costs of provision
and maintenance. It should not be for users to make up the deficiencies in current financial provision
retrospectively, but the principle should be that charges cover full costs of operating, maintaining and
replacing when appropriate.

Innovative solutions

As pressures on parking provision intensify, there will be a need for innovation with increased
use of basement parking, integrated garages, as in some townhouse designs and shared secure
underground parking lots to get cars off the street.

Underground storage provides a large number of parking spaces, for example in Paris and a number
of other French cities. Although there was a move to build car parks under squares and parks in
London (Cavendish Square, Hyde Park) using revenue from on-street parking, this policy has been
abandoned and the revenue diverted elsewhere.

New solutions to parking should be looked into and promoted, including the potential for use of
novel parking facilities such as silos, by way of demonstration projects. These are fully automatic,
underground or over-ground car parks, controlled by computer from within the silo. A small area

at street level provides access to accommodation for 12 to 108 vehicles, either cars or light vans.
The computerised system parks vehicles in the nearest appropriate space relative to size and height,
which is measured automatically on entry. Once parked, the vehicles are protected, the site being
vandal-proof and secure from theft or damage. Silos can be designed for existing buildings and
basements to get the most out of any space available.

This system could be used by local authorities or by developers for small upmarket projects where
the security of parked vehicles might justify premium construction costs, particularly for sites in urban
areas where space is at a premium.

Motoring towards 2050 Parking in transport policy
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Transport interchanges

The Government is seeking to reduce car use and increase that of public transport. One means

to this end is to facilitate ‘park and ride’ journeys made partly by car and partly by public transport —
rail, bus, air — or in a shared car. This approach can make a substantial contribution to reducing
congestion, particularly in urban areas. Central to this is the availability of adequate parking capacity
at railway and bus stations, airports and other interchange points, such as motorway service areas
(MSAs). Limited parking provision is constraining growth in some such integrated movements.

If parking provision were extended, some MSAs could become ideal transport park and ride hubs
linking motorways to city centres by way of minibus, bus or car sharing arrangements, and possibly
making use of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes. This would require provision of additional parking
capacity and removal of the maximum parking time limit of two hours. Where necessary, arrangements
to clarify responsibility between the operators — highway authorities and public transport operators —
and for recovering costs should be developed and promoted.

Before considering a transfer to public transport, drivers will generally need to be confident that there
will be spaces available at the interchange. This is particularly so for Parkway rail stations which serve
a very wide catchment area, often with long journeys to the station, and where failure to find parking
could cause substantial inconvenience. New ways of providing real time information on parking
availability (discussed in chapter six) should make a useful contribution. For most effective use,
parking capacity should reflect the demand for and availability of public transport. We would like

to see rail operators encouraged to provide extra parking capacity at railway stations.

Income from car parking fees is usually retained by car park operators for use in maintaining and
operating their sites. However, many park and ride sites are not able to cover their costs of operation,
including the associated bus services, purely from income. Therefore, some are supported financially
by income generated from the city centre car parks. Also, the interests of the parties involved in park
and ride, which can include one or more highway authorities and one or more public transport
operators, may differ to some extent. For example, in some cases, the location of the interchange is
such that the responsible highway authority is not the one which secures most benefit and may suffer
some disadvantage from increased traffic to and from the interchange. There is also the anomaly that
parking charges are subject to VAT but the associated bus journey is VAT free. Clearer government
guidance is required to maximise the benefits of park and ride.

Conclusions

The Foundation recommends that local authorities review their parking arrangements comprehensively
every five years, consulting with a wide variety of groups and taking into account their future parking
needs. Both local authorities and central government should treat parking policies as an integral part
of overall transport policy.

Parking enforcement on-street should be fairer, and the Foundation is encouraged by proposals
for new contract arrangements, which could do much to improve relations between motorists and
parking attendants, through removing incentives for attendants to issue tickets, and allowing them
to exercise more discretion.

For environmental and safety reasons, parking off-street is largely preferable to on-street, and new
housing development should be able to accommodate sufficient parking space for all the vehicles
likely to park there. In existing built-up areas, local authorities should encourage the provision of
off-street parking on the surface where land is available and through new schemes such as the
use of underground silos.

Additional parking capacity at motorway service areas, railway stations, bus stations and other
transport interchanges should be provided, if Government objectives of reducing car use and
increasing the use of public transport are to be achieved. The ease and availability of park and
ride journeys is key to this.
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¢ Information technology can help give motorists accurate parking
information.

¢ Typically around 6 minutes are wasted looking for a parking space.
¢ In-vehicle guidance systems will become more important.
¢ [n Putney motorists can pay for parking by mobile phone.

* More work needs to be done on advising real-time space availability.
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Information technology can be applied to car parking in a number of ways. Information about
available spaces, better methods of operating parking controls on the street and ultimately the
use of GPS technology as part of road user charging are all important developments in giving
motorists accurate and timely information about parking.

The importance of guidance

Clear guidance as to where parking facilities are available and how to get to them, can bring about a
significant reduction in circulating traffic and decrease congestion to a significant degree. The proportion
of those driving in the centre of any town actively seeking a parking place, varies according to the size
and type of town and the time of day. This has been estimated to lie anywhere between 10% and
80%. The additional driving time involved in locating a suitable parking space will typically be around
five or six minutes, but can be as long as ten minutes. If 30% of cars are actively seeking to park and
a guidance system reduces that seek time by three minutes, there will be a reduction in cars on the
road of approximately 1.5%, reducing congestion by something like 3%.

Types of Guidance
Today, there are four ways in which parking information can be passed to the motorist: by street
signs, on the internet, via the in-car navigation/information system and over the telephone.

Street Signs

The simplest form of guidance is the universally recognized P-sign, placed on main routes to indicate
an off-street car park. Whilst these are useful, they lack the type of definitive information required by
the motorist seeing them, such as: distance, cost, opening times and length of stay. By adding words
to the sign, such as ‘short-term’ or ‘long-term’, and the distance to the car park, some of these
problems are easily rectified.

Variable messaging signs (VMS) have the capacity to add useful information such as space availability
to information signs. However, the form in which information is displayed is not always designed to
provide the key information the motorist requires. Indeed, in most cases the information is directed

at the regular user, who is probably in least need of it. Car park names frequently bear no relationship
to where they actually are and, if no distance is indicated, motorists are unable to make a judgment
as to whether that car park is the best option for them. Where the VMS is installed on approach roads
to the town centre it is better to provide parking information for areas, than for individual car parks.
This information should be split into blocks of car parks (where appropriate) and then to named car
parks as the motorist gets closer to the centre.

The Internet

Increasing numbers of people are using the internet to print off a map of their destination. Currently,
few mapping sites offer information about parking arrangements, yet that is critical unless the
destination has unlimited parking capacity. However, because of the long time interval between the
enquiry and arriving at the destination, it is difficult to accurately display the availability of space.

In-vehicle systems

In-vehicle systems provide similar information to the internet, but are available in the car. Many
systems work on stored data and therefore like the Internet, cannot provide current data. However,
increasingly in-vehicle information is dynamic and therefore up to date. With such a system, not only
can the driver be directed to a suitable car park with spaces currently available but also a specific
space could be reserved.

An alternative form of in-car information is the use of the vehicle radio to provide information similar
to the traffic service on car parking availability for example. As technology is now available to transmit
data messages, parking information can be received on the car radio and passed to the in-vehicle
information system, thereby providing regular updates automatically.

Cars could soon be fitted with a device that sends drivers to the nearest available parking space.
Scientists have developed parking meters that can detect whether a car is parked in a space. The
meters can then send this information to an in-car receiver. A driver could ask the network to find
the closest space to a restaurant or theatre or to list all the meters becoming free at a certain time.
The designer from Boston University does admit that the scheme could lead to several drivers
converging on a single space.
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Use of mobile phone technology

Increasing ranges of location-based services are being sold over the mobile telephone. Since the
cellular system knows which cell the phone is located in at any time, it can filter information being
sent to the car to that which is only relevant to the locality and part of a pre-selected list of services
the phone owner has signed up to receive. Information about local car parks and space availability
could be retrieved in the form of a text message. There are various types of mobile services in
operation across Europe, including in the UK and Holland. These systems make it easier for the
motorist and local authority but do not necessarily increase available space or turnover.

A scheme, used in eight European countries, has now been introduced in Putney whereby
motorists can now pay their parking charges from their mobile phone rather than feeding coins
into a pay and display machine. The motorist only pays for the actual time parked and does not
need to predict how long he will be parked. Initially, the motorist pre-registers with the operator
and sets up an account. Upon arrival at a parking bay, the motorists calls a pre-set number and
keys in a three-digit code corresponding to the section of road, using numbers displayed on lamp
columns and pay and display machines. When the motorist returns to his vehicle, another call

to the control centre ends the parking stay, calculates the charge and adds it to his account.

A similar system in Edinburgh uses wireless modems to transmit parking data and payment

by credit card.

Parking information - Smart Parking

A scheme was trialled in the 1990s in Lisbon as part of an EU project. Drivers could use microwave
technology on motorways into Lisbon to book parking space and receive directions as to how to get
there. Similarly a project in Southampton provides parking information as part of a wider scheme to
provide traffic and route planning information for drivers.

A project in Cologne aimed at reducing congestion and pollution, provides accurate and appropriate
guidance systems (both roadside and in-vehicle) and increasingly utilises pre-booked parking spaces.
However, there are problems with gathering occupancy data from on-street parking facilities and the
need to predict space availability a considerable time ahead.

One suggestion to measure on street capacity is to use existing CCTV cameras to measure the

gaps between parked vehicles and identify those large enough for a car. The cameras would count
the number of visible reflective markers on the road which would be obscured by parked vehicles. In
Munich a simpler model is used. Historic data is fed into a probability model and the output indicates
those streets or areas where there is a high probability of spaces being available. Variation between
predicted and actual availability of parking space is claimed to be as low as 3.5% to 10%.

Successful smart parking will provide information with increasing detail the closer the driver gets
to the desired destination. By improving real-time information, optimising the predictive element
by combining short and long-term data, and balancing the level of information commensurate with
reliability, such a system will be acceptable to motorists and help to reduce congestion.

Licence plate recognition can be used to predict arrival and departures on the basis of the habits
of individuals. For example, if a certain car usually arrives between 08:30 and 08:45 on a weekday
and leaves again shortly after 17:15, we can make more specific predictions based on:

¢ |f the vehicle is not parked by 09:15 the space is likely to be free all day.

¢ |f the vehicle is parked, the space is likely to be occupied until 17:15.

Use of Global Positioning Systems (GPS)

The potential benefits of GPS for motorists and local authorities are considerable. Ultimately, GPS
could be used to locate a vehicle and charge the driver the appropriate amount — a road user charge
when moving, a parking charge when stationary, both according to the location and timing and even
the type of vehicle and the number of passengers. Although GPS is not currently sufficiently precise to
identify a specific parking space, access to more sophisticated satellites could support this concept.
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The Ultimate ‘Smart Park’

A motorist would access a website four hours ahead of his estimated arrival time, and would be
informed about spaces in the area of his selected destination. Any other information provided at
this stage such as the parking zone or street would be given as estimates. Nearer to the motorists
destination the situation will be firmed up to a zone and then to an actual street or car park using
the in-car guidance system or Variable Message signs. Prediction is made more accurate by not
specifying the actual car park until the vehicle is close to its destination.

How then can such information best be provided to the motorist?

The key issue is the availability and accuracy of data. To be successful all major parking providers
have to be involved and space availability data has to be accurate. However, parking guidance can
become a contentious issue where there are rival operators with commercial interests to consider.
A ‘Parking Partnership’ should be established to ensure there is maximum understanding of the
benefits and to provide a forum for debate.

Having established a comprehensive databank, the next step would be to find ways of ensuring

the information is readily available to the public. Here, local authorities must lead, integrating parking
guidance with the other travel information made available to the public. This is not just a matter of
making the connections, but also setting up the necessary data collection, handling and

distribution system.

Car park finder web sites carry static information about car parks in each location but would be
considerably enhanced by providing dynamic information on space availability. To get the maximum
benefit, parking should be linked to other web sites such as tourist attractions, theatres and
restaurants. Here is an opportunity, not only to ensure a smooth journey, but also to book parking
with the main event.

More work needs to be done on combining real time space availability with historic usage data to
provide an estimate of the probable situation on arrival at the car park, which could be up to 30
minutes away.

Given the ability of computer systems to store and manipulate large volumes of data, the problem
is by no means impossible, and it is one which needs to be tackled if full benefits are to be obtained
from the application of technology to the problem of people finding that elusive parking space.
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7 The way ahead: conclusions and recommendations

This study has looked at the current state of parking policy and practice and matched it
against present and future needs and expectations. We have found parking policy deficient
in many respects in trying to meet present problems. More worrying still, we see no sign that
those responsible are shaping up to meeting the challenges of the future as car ownership
and road traffic continue to grow and pressure on land increases.

We conclude that policies on parking are often ill thought-out and inconsistent; that the execution
of parking policies for example, on-street regulation of parking has drifted away from the purposes
for which it was intended and provokes needless irritation: that policies on off-street parking are
confused: and that the needs and interests of the consumer, who pays for it all, in one way or
another, are neglected.

Our central propositions are:

a) policy on parking should be an integral part of policy on transport, both at the national and local
level. The problems of reconciling supply and demand, while having regard to important external
factors such as the environment, are similar in both fields. Put simply, demand should either be met
or managed. The judgment about where the balance should lie should reflect the essential purposes
of transport to support the economy and make it as easy as possible for people to go about their
daily lives.

b) the consumer should pay for what he gets, and should get what he pays for. That should include
adequate provision of parking where that is possible, and adequate information where restrictions
are necessary.

c) policy and planning on parking should take account of the likely advance of road pricing in some
form of other, certainly in the most congested towns and cities and perhaps nationally. This will entail
a radical fresh look at policies and provision, since the traditional objective of using parking
restrictions to reduce traffic will be met in other ways.

d) parking policy and planning should make a contribution to transport policy in a positive way,
for example, by facilitating interchange between car, train and bus.

e) there is a pressing need for the Government to give clearer policy guidance to local authorities

and transport undertakings on a range of parking issues; to encourage and disseminate best practice;
and to organise demonstration projects to show what works. Research, and even the collection of
data, in this field have been neglected and more should be done.

In summary our conclusions are:
Residential parking
e Car ownership will increase substantially over the next 30 years.
e Where will these cars park?
¢ Planning guidance recommends as standard a maximum of 1.5 parking spaces per new residence.

In some areas, no off-street parking at all is provided for new houses and flats.

We recommend:
¢ |t should be an objective that as many cars as possible should be parked off-street, to reduce danger
(particularly to child pedestrians) and obstruction.

* For new housing developments, 1.5 spaces per residence should become a minimum standard. Local
authorities should require or encourage creation of parking space under buildings where high
densities are needed.

® For existing housing areas local authorities should promote more off-street parking and encourage
innovative methods used in other European countries.

e The Government should organise a demonstration project of parking silos, and set standards for them.

¢ To maximise use of scarce on-street space, parking bays should normally be dual use: residents and
‘pay and display’.

¢ | ocal authorities should encourage use of park and ride and commercial car parks for residents
at night.
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Parking regulations
¢ Regulations will always be necessary in some areas for reasons of safety and free flow of traffic,
and to allocate scarce road space.

¢ Parking enforcement has become a massive self-perpetuating activity, remote from these objectives
and generating resentment.

e Many regulations are unclear because of the legalistic approach.
e Signing is often inadequate and unhelpful.
We recommend:
e Government review of regulations to simplify them and make them intelligible.
e Clear signing of restrictions using plain English.
e Better training of parking attendants.
e Graduated penalties: the main objective should be to deter dangerous parking.

¢ Penalties for ‘technical’ offences should be more lenient and discretion and common sense used
in enforcement.

* The objective of enforcement should be to reduce dangerous and obstructive parking, not to raise
revenue.

® More cashless payment for parking.
e National mandatory procedures for clamping and towing.
* Remove anomalies in appeals system to put fairness above the collection of cash.
¢ Appellants should be entitled to discounted rates.
¢ Rigorous review of yellow lines every 5 years.
e Unnecessary yellow lines removed.
e Two small cars should be able to park in one space.
® Encourage the provision of safer, more secure car parks.
* More parking spaces for motorbikes, scooters and bicycles.
The framework for parking policy

eMany parking policies do not seem to be based on sound economic principles of the long-term
needs of the area.

* Road pricing is a more efficient means of reducing congestion than parking restrictions.

e Many local authorities have neglected to provide for maintenance and renewal of multi-storey car parks.
We recommend:

¢ When road pricing schemes are considered, parking policies should be fundamentally reviewed.

e Government to set clear framework of parking principles for local authorities.

¢ | ocal authorities to review parking policy in Local Transport Plans and show how they support
economic objectives.

e Consultation with residents and business on parking policy.
 Provisions built in for groups with special needs and disabled drivers.

¢ | ocal authorities should maintain and renew local authority car parks, and attend to their security
and cleanliness.

® Pricing of car parks should in future provide for maintenance and renewal, and the money should
be used for these purposes.
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Transport interchanges
e |f the Government aims to encourage greater use of public transport it should provide the means
to achieve it.

* As many journeys cannot be made exclusively by public transport, parking policy should help
motorists park at transport hubs.
We recommend:
* More quality park and ride schemes.
e More parking provision at railway and bus stations building over tracks and platforms if necessary.
e Longer term parking linked to car sharing /mini bus/HOV lanes at motorway service areas.
* More parkway railway stations.
¢ Real time information about parking availability at stations.
Information for the motorist
e Motorists often do not know where they can park.
e Time is wasted and congestion caused by motorists seeking parking places.
e Journeys are often abandoned due to lack of parking.
We recommend:
e Wider use of information technology.
e Better interactive signs showing availability of parking.
e Internet parking information.
* Advance information on parking availability.

e Creation of local parking partnerships of local authorities and car park operators to provide
and operate information infrastructure.

e Government funded demonstration projects to showcase information technology.
* More use of parking information on satellite navigation systems.
Research
e There are many gaps in information about parking in national surveys.
¢ Parking is an under researched area in transport policy.
¢ The UK lags behind continental countries and the USA in application of known and new techniques

to solve parking problems.

We recommend:
* More research in parking supply, management, enforcement and strategy. See annex.
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Annex

Proposals for further Parking Research
by Malcolm Pickett, TRL Limited and Greg Marsden, University of Leeds

This proposal has been prepared as a result of the authors’ involvement with the RAC Foundation
Parking Study. The Study identified gaps in knowledge which could best be filled by further research.
This paper sets out some possible areas of further research that the authors feel would help address
these perceived gaps in knowledge.

Thirteen research areas have been identified by TRL and ITS, some of individual and some of joint
interest. This is intended to stimulate a forward-looking research programme and may help shape
this section of the Foundation’s report on parking. The topics are divided into the four sections of:

* Supply

* Management
¢ Enforcement
e Strategy

The ordering of the proposals does not provide an indication of relative priority.

Supply

1. Actual off street capacity — residential and non-residential (at micro level).

The number of parking spaces secured per home needs to be determined to assist planners and
transport planners determine the likely demand for further parking facilities in an area and how that
demand might be satisfied. There is anecdotal information that would suggest that standards for
parking provision vary by region. Research should be undertaken to determine the ranges and the
extent of the variability, the underlying factors and to understand any implications that this has.

2. The environmental impacts of inadequate provision of off-street parking facilities.

Inadequate off-street parking creates significant environmental and efficiency impacts from reduced
lines of sight, delays due to restricted carriageway widths and reductions in usable or quality street
spaces for recreational activities. These problems and the extent to which they are likely to worsen over
time is poorly understood — highlighted by the Independent Transport Commission’s recent report on
the neglect of the suburbs in transport policy making. The research is also likely to be highly relevant
to any future debate on the suitability of maximum parking standards in PPG3.

3. Effect of restricting parking availability on car ownership.

It is believed that some inner urban areas have lower car ownership levels than one might expect
because of the difficulty in parking one’s vehicle. However, this is confounded by insufficient data

to understand the differences between spatial limitations and other socio-economic factors. The
phenomenon is likely to occur at a sub-ward level. Where constraints might exist it has been
suggested that this contributes to subsequent relocation decisions rather than acting as a long-term
limitation on car ownership.

Earlier research at TRL (Balcombe and York) on the future of residential parking took a relatively
straightforward approach to identifying the importance of various aspects of the topic. This research
provides a useful starting point to develop more detailed behavioural models using a combination of
stated and revealed preference to uncover the extent to which people consider parking important in
the type of housing they look for when moving.

A study would be particularly useful of areas where demand for residents’ permits is greater than
supply. The research would establish the extent of the problem either by analysing census data or
questioning those who apply for residents’ parking permits and are not successful because the LA
has reached its target or because the fee is too high for a resident to contemplate paying.
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Management

4. Utilisation of spare parking capacity.

It is often said that there is sufficient spare parking capacity — the problem is that the spare capacity
is often not where it is required. If it were possible to monitor where utilisation is low it should be
possible to develop ways in which areas suffering from lack of capacity could direct motorists to
areas where there is spare capacity.

VMS is a device that does this for off-street parking. Methods need to be developed for on-street
parking. It would also assist in improving traffic flow, safety etc. if on-street parking regulations were
used as a means of encouraging motorists to use under-utilised car parks.

A study should be initiated which investigates the options available. Further research will then be
required to test the effect of some of the more promising options.

5. Effect of price on parking decisions.

The decision on where to park can be determined on the basis of the total fees required in order to
park. This can lead to motorists driving around a locality trying to find somewhere to park for no cost
with little or no regard to safety or the visual impact of their park vehicle. Questionnaire or focus group
work to understand people’s parking search strategies is required to determine the extent of this
problem and to identify a suitable longer-term research approach.

6. Demonstration projects on technology (signing and storage).

New technology is available to manage parking spaces more effectively and for directing motorists to
locations where there is spare parking capacity. A number of these technologies have yet to be tested
in a real environment.

The infrastructure for more efficient storage (such as underground silos) has been debated but again
no real tests have been mounted in the UK. The costs of installing such systems and the practical
issues involved should be determined as a means of better informing prospective users of the relevant
details needed when deciding whether to adopt a particular strategy.

Where appropriate demonstration projects should be undertaken to examine the efficacy of such
systems.

7. Where are the parking stress areas going to be in 15 years’ time?

Identifying where, using census and other data, there is likely to be under-supply of parking facilities
is the first stage in dealing with the potential problem. In the light of this report further research should
be undertaken.

8. Understanding the true cost of parking provision.

The examination of the economics of parking revealed no real first principles understanding of what
should be charged for parking to enable it to cover its costs. This does not necessarily mean that these
charges will be levied but such an understanding would at least allow subsidies/charges to be
understood from a rational viewpoint.

Research is therefore required into the opportunity cost and full resource cost of on and off-street
parking space provision. This would require data from several sources including land values and
usage-repair cost functions. This sort of information will be useful to local authorities considering
how to treat car parks when resource accounting is introduced to local authority accounts.

Enforcement

9. Understanding of parking regulations.

Research undertaken by TRL for DfT has shown that a significant number of local authority officers
responsible for establishing and operating Controlled Parking Zones (CPZs) etc. are not familiar with
the regulations applying to these schemes. This has often resulted in Schemes that have not been
signed in accordance with the TSGB manual.

The research also showed that a significant proportion of motorists do not understand the regulatory
kerbside signs relating to parking. Both of these issues can lead to motorists receiving penalty notices
because their understanding of the regulations (as displayed on signs and lines) is incorrect.

A research study is required to take this research further to (i) assimilate information/experience from
other countries and (ii) design signage that is more easily understandable. The development of best
practice guidelines for LA officers should also be initiated.
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10. Effect of decriminalisation and assaults on attendants.

It is reported that the number of assaults (both verbal and physical) against parking attendants is

on the increase. Research is needed to determine whether this is as a result of increased numbers of
parking attendants or whether there is a link with type of enforcement contract, ethnicity of attendant,
category of offence committed, level of penalty, area etc.

It is understood that the British Parking Association would be interested in the results of such a study
as part of its review of decriminalised parking enforcement. As far as we are aware there are no plans
to commission such a study.

11. Unintended effects of parking restrictions.

Some authorities have been surprised at the effect that the introduction of a Special Parking Area
(SPA) has on some motorists’ driving/parking habits. Some park outside a SPA and walk for the
remainder of their journey despite the distance to be covered, some may well undertake a public
transport journey as a result, some may travel to a different location especially relevant to shopping
or leisure trips.

An investigation of actions taken by motorists and their effects should be initiated to determine which
are the most effective in changing motorists’ driving/parking behaviour and how adverse impacts can
best be avoided.

Strategy

12. Integrated Parking Strategies.

The Foundation’s report highlights the need to take an integrated approach to parking strategy
development. A relatively simplistic portrayal of parking provision in most models has meant that

far less attention has been given in recent times to the development of ‘optimal’ parking pricing and
location strategies compared to that afforded to congestion charging and public transport improvements.
A more integrated approach is needed. This requires a deeper understanding of the links between
parking restrictions, pricing and other measures so that integrated strategies can be proposed.

13. Modelling the influence of parking availability, location and price on destination choice, parking
location choice and departure time.

Still and Simmonds in 2001 identified a very low level of sophistication of modelling technique for

the inclusion of parking in urban transport models. This was supported by the findings of Hensher
and King (2001) “There is a dearth of information locally, nationally and internationally, on the sensitivity
of potential and actual parkers in the Central Business District (CBD) to pricing regimes, the location
of parking relative to the final activity destination, the security of parking and the supply of such
parking in terms of permissible access by time of day (i.e. short vs. long stay).”

On the supply side, the inclusion of information on location, availability of spaces, tariffs, durations

of off-street car parks and the availability and pricing of on-street parking is poorly covered. On the
demand side there is little information on the importance of habitual choices and on the influence of
the supply side factors listed above on the decision to travel, departure time, route and destination
choice. Research is required to develop and explore new behavioural understanding to inform strategy.
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