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Don't it always seem to go
That you don't know what you've got
Till it's gone
They paved paradise
And put up a parking lot

- Joni Mitchell (Big Yellow Taxi)



14 Metropolitan Cities™
11 Draft Parking Policies made since 2006
3 Approved Parking Policies (Delhi, Mumbai and Bangalore)
0 meet NUTP 2006 guidelines

9 Years since JNNURM mandated Parking Policy
10 Years since NUTP provided direction in Parking Policy

* 14 Metropolitan Cities 2011 Census (Mumbai, Delhi, Kolkata, Bangalore, Chennai,

4 Hyderabad, Ahmedabad, Pune, Surat, Jaipur, Kanpur, Lucknow, Nagpur, Ghaziabad, Cochin)
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Introduction

Parking Space Requirements: UDPFI, 1996

Use Premises Permissible ECS per 100 sqm. of floor area
1 Residential 1.0
2 Commercial 1.67
Table 8.12: Permissible ECS for different land uses

Permissible Equivalent Car Spaces (ECS) Per 100

Use Premises
sqm. of floor area

1 Residential 2.0
2 Commercial 3.0
3 Manufacturing 2.0
4 Government 1.8
5 Public and Semi-Public Facilities 2.0

Source: MPD 2021.

Source: URDPFI 2014
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What is Parking?

R

Gy | 5 i
l 50 sgm 75 sgm
25 sgm
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A car occupies multiple ©

A
parking spaces in a day. @
A car requires 2-5 '

parking spaces a day. 125 sgm

Restaurants, schools etc..
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What is Parking?

Bickinson Road, Ulsoor

. . . (@) Urban Mobility India
It is also an issue of urban design and form wja cQs:?erence&Exp: 2016
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What is Parking?
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What is Parking?

Minimum Parking
mmmmm REQUIrements

It masks the cost of providing
parking
It unfairly charges non-users

It is an embedded cost in
purchases and indirect cost
as taxes

Reduces feasibility of some
developments

Increases sprawl

. . . . . . Urban Mobilit Indiu
Minimum Parking Requirements lead to negative externalities CQ,,?e,ence&Exp: -
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What is Parking?

Increased Vehicle
ownership

Dispersed Automobile
Development /_ \ Oriented
Patterns Transport
Planning
Generous Cycle of Reduced
Parking Automobile Travel options
Supply Dependency
Alternative Modes
Automobile / Stigmatized

Oriented land
Use Planning Suburbanization and

Degraded Cities

Tod Litman’s — Cycle of Automobile Dependency

Vicious Circle of Increasing Automobile Dependence 9cQ

Code requirement >

use

Expectations

Under supply
anxiety “Level”
playing field

Spill over fears

Shared Cycle of Increasing
parking Parking

not worth the trouble H

and lack of Requirements
innovation

Market norms

N~

Developers,
lenders, tenants
raise parking
expectations

N

Site impacts -
auto

Lower density +
automobile oriented site
design = more auto use

Site impacts — non
auto

Poor walk, bicycle, transit
access + less non-auto use

Pricing impacts

Parking supply > demand,
so price = Rs.0 = more
auto use

Richard Wilson’s— Cycle of Increasing Requirements
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What is Parking?

ACCESSIBILIT
GOAL v

1 1 1
TELECOMMUNICATI MOBILIT
‘ 1 ! 1 ! 1
STRATEGY Land Use Internet Social Private Public
Proximity Services Media Transport Transit NV
. Vehicle Support
Road Capacity
1
1 1
1 1
; . king Demand
Shopping | Management
1

|| 1
Parking Private Public
A=Al : : Requirements MEILEL Provision
Accessibility Based Model Of Parking Requirememnis Provision
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POLICY
POLICY
ADOPTION REFORM

POLICY
OPTIONS
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ﬁ Conceptual Framework

POLICY REFORM
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JUSTICE
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Study Purpose

Objective
“an exploration into whether appropriate conditions of change exist in the domain of
parking reform in Indian cities”

These conditions of change depend on

1. The existence of consensus among various stakeholders and
2. High quality implementation

The following research questions try to answer the first issue

1. What are the policy issues regarding parking that lack consensus;

2. Which of these issues are the most contested among planners and policy
makers in India?

* 14 Metropolitan Cities 2011 Census (Mumbai, Delhi, Kolkata, Bangalore, Chennai,

= Hyderabad, Ahmedabad, Pune, Surat, Jaipur, Kanpur, Lucknow, Nagpur, Ghaziabad, Cochin)



Methodology

1. What are the issues regarding parking policy that lack consensus?

Questions

Issue explored
Method

Phases

Background study

Data Collection

Analysis

Conclusion

Recommendations

20

2. Which of these issues are the most contested?

International and National Perspectives of Planners

Mixed methods — Literature and Survey
Activity

Coding of literature to identify contentious issues, in India and
abroad.

Contentious issues probed using Questionnaire surveys. Survey of
Professionals in Parking Policy domain, using the Likert Scale.

Using Tastle & Wierman’s methods to calculate the degree of
consensus among the issues probed

Identifying the issues of contestation. The patterns of response
among sub-topics and deriving conceptual positions

Topics for further research.

Method

Grounded
Theory

Quantitative

Paul Barter’s
Conceptual
Framework
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NATURE OF PARKING

What is Parking /
Parking Policy
Negative Externalities of
Parking

PARKING POLICY

Contentious issues in Parking Policy

Parking Policy
Typologies and Reform

Economic Good

Parking Problem

STRATEGIC ISSUES

Unbundling Parking

Responsibility to Supply
Parking

How much supply and
price?

Residents vs. Visitors

Park and Ride

Commerce

A
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21 The Literature Review was conducted using grounded theory.
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy

What is the Parking Approach?

What is “The Parking Problem”?

Whose Responsibility is it to ensure parking supply (Govt.)?
Should off-street parking cost and subsidies be Unbundled?
Remove On-street parking? Residents v. Visitors

Should Park & Ride be provided at mass transit stations?

Is Parking Fee a disincentive or revenue? How much to charge?
Impact of parking on commerce

Z0\Urban Mobility India
C(/nference & Expo

« Planning Mobility for City’s Sustainability
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy

Parking Approach

|s the emphasis of parking site focused or
public f neighbourhood focused?

- Public / Area Site

Emphasis Emphasis
. 8
=)
RESPONSIVE )
APPROACH P a
P g
P=
a
=
ARES COMVENTIONAL | T
MANAGEMENT SITE FOCUSED =
AFPROACH APPROACH &
=

>

Is parking a market good

or is it infrastructure?

Parking Policy Approaches | 2D Framework

Source and Diagrams adapted from: Barter, P. A. (2014). A parking policy typology for clearer thinking on parking reform.

Paul Barter’s 3 Parking Paradigms
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Parking Approach

|s the emphasis of parking site focused or
public f neighbourhood focused?

- Public / Area Site
Emphasis Emphasis

RESPOMNSIVE
APFPROACH

' Market Good

Is parking a market good
or is it infrastructure?

AREA COMWVENTIOMAL
MANAGEMENT SITE FOCUSED
APPROACH APPROACH

Infrastructure

>

Parking Policy Approaches | 2D Framework

Source and Diagrams adapted from: Barter, P. A. (2014). A parking policy typology for clearer thinking on parking reform.

A
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Parking Approach: Conventional

. . Z0\Urban Mobility India
Parking Policy Approaches | 2D Framework chfe,ence & Expo
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Parking Approach: Conventional

oy @pop @b o
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2
Parking Policy Approaches | 2D Framework 9@&3:&1?&2?%16
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Parking Approach: Conventional

oy @pop @b o

Minimum Parking Requirements
No On-street Parking charges

A
9“1 Z0\Urban Mobility India
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy

Parking Approach: Conventional

gbdip dGban db s

Parking Policy Approaches | 2D Framework
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy

Parking Approach: Conventional

Gty ciity ity iy ity iRy Gy ity Gy

Parking Policy Approaches | 2D Framework
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Parking Approach: Conventional

Gt ity Rty Gty Rty G Gy Ky G> O

Gty ciity ity iy ity iRy Gy ity Gy

> Gty Rt G G GRE CR> CR GO ORI
0 Q0 QO G0 G0 0 G0 Q0 o o

0 0 G0 Q0 Q0 I > <m0 G0 0

. . Z0\Urban Mobility India
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Parking Approach: Conventional

Gt ity Rty Gty Rty G Gy Ky G> O

Gty ciity ity iy ity iRy Gy ity Gy

> Gty Rt G G GRE CR> CR GO ORI
0 Q0 QO G0 G0 0 G0 Q0 o o

0 0 G0 Q0 Q0 I > <m0 G0 0

Increase Minimum Parking Requirement

. . Z0\Urban Mobility India
Parking Policy Approaches | 2D Framework chfe,ence & Expo

« Planning Mobility for City’s Sustainability



Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Parking Approach: Conventional

Gt ity Rty Gty Rty G Gy Ky G> O

Gty ciity ity iy ity iRy Gy ity Gy
(i ity ity iy ity iRy iy Rty Gy

0 Q0 QO G0 G0 0 G0 Q0 o o

0 0 G0 Q0 Q0 I > <m0 G0 0
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Parking Approach: Conventional

Gt ity Rty Gty Rty G Gy Ky G> O

Gty ciity ity iy ity iRy Gy ity Gy

> Gty Rt G G GRE CR> CR GO ORI
0 Q0 QO G0 G0 0 G0 Q0 o o

0 0 G0 Q0 Q0 I > <m0 G0 0

Further Increase Minimum Parking Requirements?

. . Z0\Urban Mobility India
Parking Policy Approaches | 2D Framework chfe,ence & Expo
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Parking Approach: Conventional

R
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy

Parking Approach

|s the emphasis of parking site focused or
public f neighbourhood focused?

- Public / Area Site
Emphasis Emphasis
-
RESPOMSIVE LE
APPROACH g
o
=
a
=
AREA COMVENTIONAL ]
WA M AGEN SITE FOCUSED g
kPR [ (YA i
APPROAC APPROACH g
=
-

Is parking a market good

or is it infrastructure?

Parking Policy Approaches | 2D Framework

Source and Diagrams adapted from: Barter, P. A. (2014). A parking policy typology for clearer thinking on parking reform.

Paul Barter’s 3 Parking Paradigms
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> Gty Rt G G GRE CR> CR GO ORI

Contentious issues in Parking Policy

Parking Approach: Area Management

Giit> R (> i Gty (K> > Gy R (R
¥
P
3 Area Management Approach: Travel
% demand management the problem
L
¥

o dbdd b %

¥ On Street Parking has its own

0 Q0 0 ) Q0 0 om0 ) e D utility, but needs management

Parking Policy Approaches | 2D Framework
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy

Parking Approach: Area Management

Giit> R (> i Gty (K> > Gy R (R

¥
¥
3 Area Management Approach: Travel
% demand management the problem
| 1. Charged Parking as disincentives
¥

o  dbdd  goad| ¥
2
¥

0 <m0 G0 G0 Q0 0 > <m0 0 0

Parking Policy Approaches | 2D Framework

Z0\Utban Mobility India
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Parking Approach: Area Management

> Gt Cry Oy

0 I o o

iiry ity ity iy Gty iRy Gy Ty G

0 G0 <0 0 0 w0

Parking Policy Approaches | 2D Framework

Area Management Approach: Travel
demand management the problem
1. Charged Parking as disincentives

”‘“ﬁ ; 7@Urban Mobility India
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Parking Approach: Area Management

> Gt Cry Oy

0 I o o

iiry ity ity iy Gty iRy Gy Ty G

0 G0 <0 0 0 w0

Parking Policy Approaches | 2D Framework

Area Management Approach: Travel
demand management the problem
1. Charged Parking as disincentives
2. Parking Caps and Low minimums

”‘“ﬁ ; 7@Urban Mobility India
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy

Parking Approach: Area Management

Giit> R (> i Gty (K> > Gy R (R
¥
¥
3 Area Management Approach: Travel
¥ demand management the problem
1. Charged Parking as disincentives
A 2. Parki ini
3 . Parking Caps and Low minimums
e i i ol o> > > > > | )
2
¥
O 0 G0 G G G Q) GO o <m0

Parking Policy Approaches | 2D Framework

«
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Parking Approach: Area Management

> Gt Cry Oy

0 I o o

Aol

iiry ity ity iy Gty iRy Gy Ty G

iiry ity ity iy Gty iRy Gy Ty G

0 G0 <0 0 0 w0

Parking Policy Approaches | 2D Framework

Area Management Approach: Travel
demand management the problem
1. Charged Parking as disincentives
2. Parking Caps and Low minimums
3. Neighbourhood level parking facilities

A
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C(Jnference&Expo :

s Planning Mobility for City’s Sustainability



45

Contentious issues in Parking Policy

Parking Approach

|s the emphasis of parking site focused or
public f neighbourhood focused?

- Public / Area Site
Emphasis Emphasis
-
RESPC | 13
APPR L@
P m
=
a
=
AREA COMVENTIONAL i
MAMAGEMEMNT SITE FOCUSED =
AFPROACH APPROACH "
d=
=
-

Is parking a market good

or is it infrastructure?

Parking Policy Approaches | 2D Framework

Source and Diagrams adapted from: Barter, P. A. (2014). A parking policy typology for clearer thinking on parking reform.

Paul Barter’s 3 Parking Paradigms
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Parking Approach: Responsive

Gy Gty Gy Gy Rty G Gy Ky > O

3
3
¥ Responsive Approach: Economic inefficiencies
¥ (Cruising and Queueing)
% Market will do the planning
by
¥
»:
O OO 0 QO <m0 0 Omb O O <)

LA
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Parking Approach: Responsive

Giit> R (> i Gty (K> > Gy R (R
¥
P
¥ Responsive Approach: Economic inefficiencies
¥ (Cruising and Queueing)
3 Market will do the planning
i 1. Demand responsive charges
33
¥
»:
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Parking Approach: Responsive

- ...
abad dDabaEDEDED D
¥
P
¥ Responsive Approach: Economic inefficiencies
(Cruising and Queueing)
3} Market will do the planning
3 1. Demand responsive charges
L} . .
P On-street parking charges high enough
¥ to create a few free parking slots per

W W W block.

A
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Parking Approach: Responsive

Gty Gty Gty Gy O GHD G (N> D>

Responsive Approach: Economic inefficiencies
(Cruising and Queueing)
Market will do the planning
1. Demand responsive charges

G o G o G

o G deo e dmb G0 md
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Parking Approach: Responsive

Gty Gty Gty Gy O GHD G (N> D>

Responsive Approach: Economic inefficiencies
(Cruising and Queueing)
Market will do the planning
1. Demand responsive charges
2. Deregulate parking requirements

G o G o G

o G deo e dmb G0 md
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Parking Approach: Responsive

Gty Gty Gty Gy O GHD G (N> D>

Responsive Approach: Economic inefficiencies
(Cruising and Queueing)
Market will do the planning
1. Demand responsive charges
2. Deregulate parking requirements

G o G o G

o G deo e dmb G0 md
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy

Parking Approach: Responsive

Gty Gty Gty Gy O GHD G (N> D>

iy Ciity ity Gty O

G o G o G

o G deo e dmb G0 md

Parking Policy Approaches | 2D Framework

Responsive Approach: Economic inefficiencies
(Cruising and Queueing)
Market will do the planning
1. Demand responsive charges
2. Deregulate parking requirements
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Parking Approach

Conventional Approach: Spill-over the problem
1. Free/Subsidised Parking

ls the emphasis of parking site focused or 2. Minimum parking requirements
public / neighbourhood focused?

4 Public/Area Site Area Management Approach: Travel demand
Emphasis Emphasis
""""""""""" : management the problem
g 1. Charged Parking as disincentives
RESPONSIVE 9 . .
APPROACH '8 2. Parking Caps and Low minimums
L= . . Py
L= . :
= I parkingamarket good 3. Neighbourhood level parking facilities
o Orisitinfrastructure? . o -
AREA conventonaL | 2 Responsive Approach: Economic inefficiencies
N rroacn | aerronce ; (Cruising and Queueing)
£ Market will do the planning
>

1. Demand responsive charges

2. Deregulate parking requirements
Source and Diagrams adapted from: Barter, P. A. (2014). A parking policy typology for clearer thinking on parking reform.

nference & Expo 2016
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Parking Approach

Is the emphasis of parking site focused or
public f neighbourhood focused?

M Public / Area Site
Emphasis ______IE_r_'r]Er_'lfa_fti_g_____
‘o
0
.
RESPOMSIVE 19
APPROACH iy
‘= s parking a market good
1 orisitinfrastructure?
[at]
5
AREA CONVENTIONAL | T
MANAGEMENT SITEFOCUSED | =
f"’_‘ APPROACH APPROACH E
3 =
<
£ >
£ xvﬁb
o Kty
s/ gm! @ 0000 == = == = — — o™
& o How much of parking should be
it
———————— W supplied, more than demand, match
™ demandto supply or constrain supply ?

Reform Thrust 2

Source and Diagrams adapted from: Barter, P. A. (2014). A parking policy typology for clearer thinking on parking reform.

= (')Urban Mobility India

nference &Expo 2016

Planning Mobility for City’s Sustainability

Paul Barter’s 3 Parking Paradigms




Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Parking Approach

Parking (especially off-street) should be viewed as a market good and not as
infrastructure

Large off-street parking spaces (such as those in apartments and commercial
buildings) should be made accessible to the neighbourhood and not just to site
inhabitants

Parking supply should be in excess of parking demand, never undersupplied

Z0\Urban Mobility India
Canerence & Expo
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Parking Problem

Spill-over of parking from within plots onto streets is the parking problem

Queuing and cruising in search of unoccupied parking spaces is the parking

problem

Increasing Travel Demand, especially that of private motor vehicles is the parking

problem

Z0\Urban Mobility India
Canerence & Expo
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Responsibility to Provide Parking

http://Wwi. photopassjapan.com/jitensha/im

LA
th -
. . ] MUrban Mobility India
Japanese Proof of Parking Requirement “shako shomeisho” 9 ¢Onference & Expo 2016
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Responsibility to Provide Parking

It should be the government’s responsibility to construct off-street parking
facilities

It should be mandatory to produce ‘proof of parking space’ before registering a
vehicle.

Z0\Urban Mobility India
Canerence & Expo

« Planning Mobility for City’s Sustainability



Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Unbundling the cost of parking

9. Off-street parking should be included in FSI

10. The cost of supplying off-street parking should be unbundled (charged
separately) from rents and real-estate costs.

Z0\Urban Mobility India
Canerence & Expo
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
On-Street Parking

11. On-street parking should be reduced and eventually completely removed.

12. On-street parking charges for residents should be lower than visitors and
commuters.

Z0\Urban Mobility India
Canerence & Expo
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Park and Ride

13. Park and Ride facilities should be provided (as far as possible) with mass transit
stations (eg. Metro, BRTS).

14. Park and Ride facilities reduce overall vehicle kilometres travelled.

Z0\Urban Mobility India
C(/nference & Expo
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Parking and Retail

15. In commercial (retail) establishments, increasing the number of parking spaces
would ensure better turnover.

Z0\Urban Mobility India
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Disincentives vs. Revenue

16. Parking fees collected (by the government) are to be considered disincentives,
not earnings.

Z0\Urban Mobility India
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Contentious issues in Parking Policy
Parking Mechanism, Pricing and Revenue use

17. What is your preferred off-street parking policy mechanism?
18. The price of on-street parking should (be):
19. Revenue generated from parking fees should be utilised within

20. Revenue generated from parking fees should be used to

Multiple Choice Question Z0)Urban Mobility India
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Survey Results

Online Questionnaire — 20 Questions

16. Parking fees collected (by the government) are to be considered
disincentives, not earnings. *

Strangly ; Neither
. Disagree agree nor Agree
Disagree - -
- disagree

Strongly

Agree Mo Opinion

Results

7.1t should be the government’s responsibility
to construct off-street parking facilities

0 5 10 15 20 25
Strongly Disagree N 9
Disagree IS 14
Neither Agree Nor Disagree N 3
Agree I 6

Strongly Agree Il 3

9 23% 14 35% 8 20% 6
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15%

Analysis
Tastle and Wierman’s Consensus Measure

3

Consensus Measure (Cns)

n
X —
Cns(X) =1+ Zpi log, (1 — M)
i=1

dy

Strength of Consensus (sCns)

n
sCns(X) =1+ Zpi log, (1
i=1

_ |Xi _Xlornl

a.")

X =the range in question; i = 1 to n; Xi = Likert items;
pi= probability of Likert item I; ux=the mean of the
responses; dx=width of the range (n-1).

Consensus Measure Range
Strength of Consensus

8%

2.5

DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

0.53

0-1(>0.5)
0.5-1(>0.7)

0.67

0 0%

A
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Survey Results

20 Questions | 44 Responses to the Survey | 40 Valid Responses

3% Respondant's Profession

= Planning Consultant
‘ * NGO /NPO
= Academic
= Public Transport Organisation
= Administration (Government)

= Urban designer

= Urban Planner- Government

Years of experience in this field

G

A
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1. Parking a market good and not infrastructure

2. Parking spaces should be made accessible to the
neighbourhood and not just to site inhabitants

3. Parking supply should be in excess of parking demand,
never undersupplied

4. Spill-over of parking from within plots onto streets is
the parking problem

5. Queuing and cruising in search of unoccupied parking
spaces is the parking problem

6. Increasing Travel Demand, especially that of private
motor vehicles is the parking problem

7. It should be the government’s responsibility to
construct off-street parking facilities

8. It should be mandatory to produce ‘proof of parking
space’ before registering a vehicle

9. Off-street parking should be included in FSI

10. The cost of supplying off-street parking should be
unbundled from rents and real-estate costs.
11. On-street parking should be reduced and eventually
completely remove
12. On-street parking charges for residents should be
lower than visitors and commuters

13. P&R fadilities should be provided with mass transit
station
14, Park and Ride facilities reduce overall vehicle
kilometres travelled
15. In commercial (retail) establishments, increasing the
number of parking spaces would ensure better turnover

16. Parking fees collected (by the government) are to be
considered disincentives, not earning

DISAGREE 100.00%

th ¢ :
9 Z0YUrban Mobility India
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sCNS
0.83

0.70
0.78
0.62
0.62
0.80
0.67
0.78
0.75
0.86

0.65
B Strongly

056 Disagree
W Disagree
0.74
Neither Agree
nor Disagree
0.62 " Agree

0.75

0.75 M Strongly Agree

100.00% AGREE




1. Parking a market good and not infrastructure

2. Parking spaces should be made accessible to the
neighbourhood and not just to site inhabitants

3. Parking supply should be in excess of parking demand,
never undersupplied

4. Spill-over of parking from within plots onto streets is
the parking problem

5. Queuing and cruising in search of unoccupied parking
spaces is the parking problem

6. Increasing Travel Demand, especially that of private
motor vehicles is the parking problem

7.1t should be the government’s responsibility to
construct off-street parking facilities

8. It should be mandatory to produce ‘proof of parking
space’ before registering a vehicle

9. Off-street parking should be included in FSI

10. The cost of supplying off-street parking should be
unbundled from rents and real-estate costs.
11. On-street parking should be reduced and eventually
completely remove
12. On-street parking charges for residents should be
lower than visitors and commuters

13. P&R facilities should be provided with mass transit
station

14. Park and Ride facilities reduce overall vehicle
kilometres travelled

15. In commercial (retail) establishments, increasing the

number of parking spaces would ensure better turnover

16. Parking fees collected (by the government) are to be
considered disincentives, not earning

DISAGREE 100.00%

RESPONSIVE APPROACH

INCREASING TRAVEL DE S

ON THE INDIVIDUAL

P&R PREFERRED E

80.00% 60.00% 40.00% 20.00% 0.00%

20.00% 40.00% 60.00%

h

0

1. PAUL BARTER’s
PARKING POLICY
APPROACH

2. THE PARKING
PROBLEM

0.80

3. RESPONSIBILITY
TO SUPPLY
PARKING

4. UNBUNDLING
OFF STREET
PARKING

5. ON-STREET
PARKING

6. PARK AND RIDE

OTHERS

10000%  AGREE

R
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17. What is your preferred off-street 18. The price of on-street parking
parking policy mechanism? should (be):

.. . . Free
Minimum parking requirement
Recover the cost of land...

Maximum parking cap Recover the cost of land, ...

Recover the opportunity cost...

Both minimum and maximum

together Based on demand

. . High enough to create few...
No parking requirements F 3 Highest of the above

19. Revenue generated from parking 20. Revenue generated from parking
fees should be utilised within fees should be used to:

10 15

The City Supplement the general...

The same ward L
Improve parking infrastructure

The same street

Shared among all Improve accessibility

Mobility India
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Survey Results

Questions LTI Disagree Agﬁla?ﬁgr S D
Disgree Diagree A ~ S Agreement on:
12.  On-street  parking 1. Responsive Approach

charges for residents 5 g .5 4300 7 190 13 36% 3 8% 057 056 2 6% 2 Increasing travel demand
should be lower than the problem

visitors and commuters

4. Spill-over of parking 3. Responsibility on the

ithi individual
from within plots onto 4 11% 8 21% 6 16% 15 39% 6 16% 051 062 1 3% ST
streets is the parking 4.  Parking Costs should be
problem o unbundled
5. Queuing and cruising in .
search of unoccupied 3 8% 10 25% 5  13% 17 43% 5 13% 053 | 062 0 o o arkand Ride preferred
parking spaces is the 0 0 0 0 e : ° 6. Parking chargeis a
parking problem disincentive
15. In commercial (retail)
establishments, increasing 7. Regl‘!lated thro‘fgh
the number of parking 3 8% 16 40% 10 25% 10 25% 1 3% 063 062 0 0% Maximum parking cap
spaces would ensure 8.  Priced as per demand or

better turnover q
_ create free parking spaces
11. On-street parking p g sp

should be reduced and 0 . . . . . 9. Revenue used for
eventually completely 3 8% 8 20% 9 23% 10 25% 10 25% 0.50 0.65 0 0% accessibility

rem0\r11e S— improvements at the city
7.1t shou e the / ward level.

government’s
responsibility to construct
off-street parking facilities

9 23% 14 35% 8 20% 6 @15% 3 8% 053 067 0 0%

A
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Synthesis

Public / Area Site
> | Emphasis | Emphasis
4 Public/ Area Site W = ;
. ]
Emphasis Emphasis g
..................... 3
¥
RESPONSIVE .0 | B
APPROACH L g | ~76% "
68t B iE G | en | conmmonn |3
; | _+ MANAGEMEN TEFOCUSED | 2
: [ I |~ I ADDROWA - APPROAL -
0 | £
E i’y ,
= 4%
AREA CONVENTIONAL | T °
MANAGEMENT SITEFOCUSED | 2
APPROACH APPROACH E
10% &% =
r 4
Parking Approaches | 2D Parking Approaches | 3D
O@xralffi3.5%, 12.5%, 7.5% and 5%. Goeerdil 48%, 8%, 3% NA=38%
NA=22.5%
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Synthesis

Public / Area Site
a | Emphasis Emphasis
o
L8
s
A0
g
-
=
|
2
| . i ) =
AREA COMVENTIONAL | T
MAMAGEMENT SITE FOCUSED E
APPROACH APEROACH o
=
=
- . Draft Policy Approach

Approved Pollcy
Approach

Bangalore Existing
Approach

Combined Parking Policy Approaches | National, Draft and Approved Parking Policy, Existing Bangalore

A
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Synthesis

Draft A d Draft Approved
Parking ppr?ve BDA Collective Literature Parking PP . BDA
. Policy ) Policy
Policy Policy

Spill over Disagree Co:tentlon Agree Agree Agree Contention -E P&R with city mass Bieree Consensus Feen P _ Consensus
(Agree) x transit station (Agree) (Literature)
i i ®
Queul‘n‘g and e Contention _ _ _ Contention o
Cruising (Agree) re . Consensus Consensus
T P&R reduces VKT Disagree = - - .
a (Agree) (Literature)
Increasing Consensus
Agree Agree Agree - Consensus
Travel Demand g (Agree) J g Parking charge a
disincentive, not Agree Consensus Agree Agree - Consensus
Disagree (Agree)
Government ) Contention . revenue
. (Responsive . Agree Agree - Contention
Responsible J——) (Disagree)
How much to . . Cost - )
. Responsive  Responsive Affordability - Contention
charge parking Recovery
Proof of Parking Agree C?K;f:;;’ ° Agree Disagree - Contention
'S Parkingincrease ) Contention .
- c Disagree ] = = = Contention
Unbundling . turnover (Disagree)
., A Consensus X . o
parking cost in Agree e Agree Disagree - Contention
buildin
B - Preferred off-street Cap, Both, Higher .
Parking q A = L ° ° L Contention
X ) Consensus . parking mechanism minimum Minimum
included in FSI Agree - - - Contention
(Agree)
(FAR)
Where should
Reduce and : Contention . a revenue from Street City / Ward = - - Contention
remove OI:I- Disagree e Agree Agree - Contention E parking be utilised
street parking q
Residents . E Revenuegenerated
charged lower e e o - - Contention o from parking fees Accessibility  Accessibility - - - Consensus
than visitors Agree ) should be used to:

R
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" twes | Sgiteance | Reommenons

Lack of political will Delays Policy Adoption

Fear of public backlash
Inconvenience

Affordabilit Reasoning behind low
y parking charges

Dependence on public

Greatest concern of
policy makers

Burden on limited city
finances

infrastructure and public
money

Lack of planning powers
with the city Incomplete reforms
Inability to respond
quickly to changing
ground conditions

Reforms process slowed

74

Conclusion

Planner as a consensus builder, allay the fears of the policy maker. Bring clarity into the debates.

Public need to be part of the process.
Public respond to reasoning. Nobody likes paying for parking unless they see the utility in it.

1. Unbundle parking prices. Only users pay. Increases affordability in general.
2. Parking prices just high enough to create few unoccupied parking slots is a utility, reduces waiting / cruising time
3. Incentivise residents and businesses to participate by returning revenue back to local level (better streets, public

transport etc. )

Accessibility not Affordability
Link parking reforms to PT accessibility. Greater the accessibility, greater can be the extent of parking reform.

1. The markets have to be part of the solution, as the government can’t construct all the parking required. E.g.. In
CBD, where demand is high enough to create high prices.

2. Proof of parking generates demand for commercial parking, while charges In lieu of parking generates revenue
for government to build parking for those who can not / did not.

3. Parking Permits reduce cost for residents while increasing acceptability of parking charges, also increases
revenue.

Cities should have control over their Land Use plans and byelaws for Co-ordination between Policy and Development
Plan. Success of the On-street parking policy will depend greatly on the off-street policy.

Land Use plans and byelaws are reviewed in 10yrs. Parking Policy implementation required 7yrs.
1. Parking reform is an incremental process. Build in the incrementalityinto the policy. Phase the strategies. Such
as an increase in parking charges with the opening of new stretch of the metro.

A

9th 7f)Urbon Mobility India
Canerence &Expo 2016

Planning Mobility for City’s Sustainability

Policy Recommendations




9th 7f3Urbon Mobility India
nference &Expo 2016

Planning Mobility for City’s Sustainability

Thank you
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