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REPORTS OF MEETINGS

THE LONDON TRANSPORT I)RESTIGE PROJECT
Roger Torode. London Transport
London Transport (LT) has initiated the PRESTIGE (Procurement of Revenue
Services) project to develop a new revenue collection service for London's buses
and Underground which, in time, could be extended to other transport service in
the London area. A team comprising staff from London Underground, LT Buses,
LT Marketing and Human Resources is developing the project.
The prime objective of PRESTIGE is to provide a customer focused ticketing
service and, therefore, its aims are to provide LT's customers with:
a ticket service that is quick, convenient and accessible;
fares and ticketing that give potential customers confidence to use
public transport;
fares and tickets that will maximise the demand for public transpOlt;
and
tickets that reduce journey transaction times and thus make it easier
to travel by public transport.
In addition, LT aims to develop a ticketing and revenue service that:
improves information about customers and their travel patterns;
reduces opportunities for fraud; and
offers the flexibility to adapt existing or introduce new fares and
ticketing policies as circumstances change.
In February 1994, London Transport (LT) launched the world's largest trial of
advanced Smaltcard ticketing on buses in the Harrow area of uOlth west London.
There had been considerable interest within LT for introducing a contactless
system: in 1990, London Underground had tested a contactless Smartcard at
three central London stations. In this trial 500 passengers and staff used the
system which made it easier to pass through the Underground entrance and exit
gates, and proved that Smartcards could be used on existing equipment that had
been adapted for their use.
The advantages of contactless smartcards are due to there being no moving parts
which reduces the chance of mechanical breakdown, less potential for vandalism
by people placing foreign objects in the system, greater secwity, greater
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passenger "comfort" by not making them insert a ticket and faster boarding
speeds.
Harrow Bus Smartcard Trial
The Smartcard trial took place for nearly two years on 21 bus routes centred on
Harrow in north-west London, involving 235 service buses which were fitted
with special cardreaders, five bus operators and 700 bus drivers. Over 75 LT
Pass Agents and 19 Underground stations were involved in issuing cards and in
recharging them.
Phase I
With Phase I ofthe trial, launched in FebJUaIY1994, regular bus passengers were
given the new card in exchange for their existing Photo card. A computer photo
image was taken and laser printed onto the card, whilst the passenger's ticket
details were recorded in the card's memory. As passengers boarded the bus, their
cards were checked by the cardreader next to the driver's ticket machine.

The main features of stored value tickets were:
an initial cost £10
£6 worth of travel given for every £5 top up
could be topped up at any Pass Agent or on any Srnartcard Bus
bus to bus transfer within one hour allowed
free optional FareProtect Scheme
and
there were 1,137 sold, making 70,000 journeys
89% used at least once
722 Farecards "topped up" 3,092 times
64% of users in Farecard scheme
Average use 1,539 times per week
Market research showed that 90% Smart Photocard users and 96% of Farecard
users thought the systems were a good idea
The "Prestige" Project

During Phase 1 of the trial, 16,600 Smart photo cards were issued which were
used for around 8,500 journeys each day, a total of 4.7 million transactions.
Passenger responses to the Smart Photo card were:
boarding was perceived as being quicker
Smartcards are easy to use
the driver's job is now believed to be easier
Driver responses to the trial were that:
there was less stress with
- faster boarding overall
- less need to check passes
it was seen as good idea
Phase II: Stored Value Ticketing
This was launched on 11 FebJUary 1995 to test stored value Farecards in Harrow.
The method is attractive to fairly frequent users who are not charged for days
when they do not travel (unlike travel cards). Advantages of stored-value
ticketing are that it is not restricted to specific zones and can pennit bus to bus
and bus to rail transfer. Stored value cards do not need a separate photo card as
they are transferable, could be recharged on bus and also used on any company's
buses operating in the Han'ow area.

LT plans to commence introduction of the contactless ticket based on Smartcard
technology. It will encompass both existing tickets such as Trave\cards and
concessionary fares, and the "stored value" cards. It will be introduced initially
on buses and the Underground and can be extended to train operating companies
(TOCs). It will allow the fare to be apportioned accurately between operators
and wiil provide more precise information on passenger demand for planning
servIces.
With the increasing diversity of travel patterns and the number of transport
operators in London, the new ticketing system will increase convenience for
passengers and increase travel choice.
The aim is to simplify fares with new tickets, eg stored value, that allow easier
interchange and faster entIy. The majority of tickets will be pre-pmchased,
giving discounts. LT will gain due to reduced fraud and automatic data captme
of passenger movements, allowing better planning of services.
Buses
All fOlmer LT bus operators are now privatised but, unlike the rest of Great
Britain, bus services in London are still regulated, with LT defining services and
fares. With the new arrangements for buses in London, PRESTIGE will offer
benefits through improved management information on passenger journeys and
enable improvements to be made in revenue and fraud control.
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Underground Business Case
This will be an innovative ticketing system for the underground where much of
the trdvel is to and within central London. It will have the following benefits:
reduce queuing
reduce costs
reduce fraud
provide better management information
The Prestige Objective is a customer focused ticketing service and, therefore, the
Vision - improving customer service - will be lead to:
easier access to tickets
stored value ticket
faster entry to stations and buses
better targeted discounts
better service planning
faster journeys
improved quality
less fraud
The Prestige project requires a consortium to provide:
bus and underground ticketing equipment
card manufacture and issuing
data analysis/management information systems integration
fmance which is proposed to be under the Private Finance Initiative
(PFI) which will give private sector innovation, transfer risk from
LT to the private sector, increase competition and give increased
value for money
The latest stage in development
Following the European Union procurement procedure and advertisements in the
Official Joumal, there were seven responses to pre-qualify in JanuarylFebruary
(1996) of which four were accepted for tender. Only one made a bid for the
contract and there has been a long phase of evaluation with a decision expected
soon. If approved the contract will be let in mid-1997 with Smartcards beginning
to appear in 1999. Currently, a full proposal has been presented to the LT Board
who are considering it with the new Govemment.

Discussion
Peter Gordon (Chiltern Railways) opened the discussion by asking if there is a
danger of other cards intelfering with the equipment, and how durable are the
cards? The speaker said that LT are currently developing anti-clash measures to
within 100mm of the reader. The cards are very durable; those used in Seoul are
claimed to last 55 years!
John Cartledge (London Regional Passengers Committee) asked if it was
possible to use exit reading so that the cards could be recorded when boarding
and alighting, allowing the exact fare to be charged and thereby eliminating
overriding? Roger Torode thought that it is probably easier to direct inspectors
to routes/locations where overriding is a problem. A revenue inspector could
have a hand-held device to check cards automatically thereby reducing fraud
even further.
John Cartledge followed up by saying that anything that undermined Londonwide ticketing would be a retrograde step and would be resisted. The speaker
remarked that the system can be made to work without the TOCs becoming fully
involved, by retaining elements of the existing system, but will work much better
with their full involvement.
Stephen Bennett (freelance consultant) indicated that anything that would help
negotiations between operators to share out revenues would be a benefit. Mr
Torode thought that, in the short term, surveys would still be required until
TOCs, underground and bus companies are fully involved.
Roland Niblett (Colin Buchanan & Partners) asked if police have requested
information from Smartcards on the movements of a suspect? The speaker said
there had been no request, and LT would be very wary since it could constrain
the use of Smartcards, although everything would be in line with data security
and data protection legislation.
Peter White (University of Westminster) enquired about validation at unstaffed
stations. Roger replied that operators would like gates as the best way to
validate cards. It is possible, in principle, to have unsupervised passenger
validation of their cards at entering an ungated station, together with roving
Inspectors.
Stephen Bennett sought to know whether PFI was likely to be used to develop
the system. The speaker replied that the project is being pursued under PFI, and
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LT are considering a proposal. However, PFI did constrain the number of bids
received - offour consortia invited to bid only one did so.

TRANSPORT TO THE MILLENNIUM EXHIBITION IN GREENWICH
Malcolm Buchanan, Director, Colin Buchanan & Partners

Mervyn Jones (Swansea Institute of Higher Education) enquired about bus
technology changes that would be required for entry and exit systems. The
speaker's view was that there are systems available but not at present in
combination with the read/write card required for deducting fares. It is important
to be confident that the technology would work which, therefore, needs more
evaluation into equipment and passenger behaviour.
John Cartledge was interested in the question of transferability (a) between
holders and (b) between routes. Roger explained that because of the need for
quick boarding, the system must not be complicated. However, there could be
two types of Srnartcard: personalised (similar to Travelcards) and transferable.

Roland Niblett, originally to have presented the talk, could not attend at the last
moment. Malcolm Buchanan very kindly stepped in and gave the talk on
transport to the Millennium Exhibition. There are two inter-related components
of transport to the exhibition site in Greenwich: the off-site transpOit strategy and
the on-site transport proposals. Colin Buchanan & Paltners were commissioned
in April 1996 to prepare the fIrst of these components. The TranspOit Strategy
supported the planning application, and was the subject presented by Malcolm
Buchanan.
It was difficult to do original forecasting when it is not known exactly what the

exhibition will contain. However, the consensus view was that Millennium
Exhibition is expected to attract 12 million visitors during the Millennium year
(subsequently reduced to 10m) with around 100,000 people on a peak day and up
to 12,000 evening visitors attending special events. The analysis also involved
sensitivity testing with low market penetration of 8.8m and a high of 17.3rn
The distribution of day visitors to Millennium Exhibition has been assumed as:
Table 1: Source of Visitors to Millennium Exhibition
Origin of day visitors

Number (thousands)

United Kingdom
Europe

8,800
100

Visitors to London:
from UK
from overseas

1,452
2,138

Total

12,490

Of the UK visitors, 62% were assumed to come from Greater London, 21% from
the rest of South East England and 17% from outside the South East. Malcolm
thought that the proportion from London was too lrigh with the others being too
low (which could have an effect on the modal shares).
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Figure 2:

Public transport links to Millennium Exhibition Site
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The Millennium Exhibition site is surrounded on three sides by the River Thames
(see figure 1), presenting unique access problems. It is one of the most
inaccessible places in London which, prima facie, is well served by the
B1ackwall tunnel and its approach roads. However, the tunnel is seriously
congested and there is no likelihood of a third crossing by the time of the
exhibition. In fact there will be only some improvements to Woolwich Road
(between the AI02(M) and Woolwich) and a new access road to the AI02(M) the Blackwall Tunnel Southern Approach road. Therefore, the Millennium
Exhibition at this location would be unthinkable without the Jubilee Line
Extension (JLE). The JLE from Green Park to Stratford was originally designed
to capture people for Canary Wharf from railway termini at Waterloo and
London Bridge. With the station being constructed at North Greenwich, the JLE
will provide an equally good link into the Millennium Exhibition. Two other
railways that will aid access to the site (see figure 2) are:
the Docklands Light Railway (DLR) and its extension south of the river to
Greenwich Town Centre and Lewisham, and
two branches of the North Kent Railway between London and Gillingham
through Greenwich and Lewisham with Charlton being the nearest station
to the site.
The strategy seeks to maximise use of walking, cycling, rail and bus, and is
designed not to allow cars near the site except for disabled people and VIPs.
(Some planners still think that there will be a need for more car parking.
However, there is general consensus that the emphasis on alternatives is the right
one.) To assist in keeping cars away from the site, the strategy is summarised to:
provide good local access by bus, walk and cycle especially to Greenwich,
encourage use of the river to Greenwich pier and central London,
maximise access by Jubilee Line and ensure service and station capacities
are adequate,
ensure there is a convenient connection to Charlton or Westcombe Park on
the North Kent Line,
encourage use of coaches to the site and ensure there is adequate and
convenient coach parking,
provide intercept car parks on road approaches to the site with coach/sail
services to link them to the site,
strictly control the supply and price of parking at the site so that it is
confmed to those who genuinely need to use a car (e.g. disabled people),
control car parking in the area around the site,
encourage walking/cycling from all directions,
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provide high quality travel information to ensure visitors understand how
to comply with these principles,
provide efficient booking and ticketing (e.g. all-in-one tickets) facilities,
ensure, as far as possible, transport facilities are provided commercially by
the private sector,
seek to achieve lasting benefit to the community (i.e. "legacy value").
Modal split to the site was based on research into modal choice to similar
locations and modelling of each market segment by origin Oftlip. Table 2 below
gives an estimate of the modal split to the Greenwich site, subject to further
sensitivity tests and the emergence of new data, such as the likelihood of people
arriving by coach.
Table 2: Mode of travel to Millennium Exhibition
Final mode of travel

Percent

Tube
Rail (North Kent Line)

JLE
Millennium Transit

36
5

JLE
Coach
Ferry

12

Car (park & ride/sail)

Main mode of travel

Coach
Riverbus
Taxi/kiss and ride
Scheduled bus
Walk/cycle
Car (disabled/VIP)
Total

8
8
13
7

direct to
site

5
4
1
1

100

Malcolm Buchanan then described the main elements of the transpOlt strategy in
more detail.
Walking and cycling
It is important to encolll"agewalking and cycling to the exhibition from all points.
However, the current footpaths do not provide good access with nan·ow
footways, obstructions and some blind bends and it will be a challenge to link
Greenwich with the site. This route and others approaching the site will have to
be improved if maximum use is to be made of these modes. This is cWTently
subject to negotiations between Greenwich Council and Millennium Central.
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North Kent Line
In the off-peak, Charlton is served by four trains per hour between central
London and Dartford via Greenwich and two trains per hour between central
London and Gillingham via Lewisham. Therefore, this station provides a
potentially good interchange to the Millennium site if there is a dedicated link.
The original idea was a cable-hauled tram but this was rejected. Greenwich
Council would have liked a tram but this would be very difficult to achieve. A
route has now been identified for a bus-based high-frequency shuttle system at a
cost of some £12m. It is expected that some 5% of visitors could use this
system.
Jubilee Line Extension
With a station at North Greenwich, this will be the principal transport link (36%).
It will have direct interchange connections to most of the London underground
network, the railway termini of Waterloo and London Bridge and to Stratford for
railway services to Fa<;tAnglia and north east London. Additionally, this is seen
as a link to park and ride facilities (12%). Whilst there have been arguments
over the capacity of the station, the applicant considers that escalator and
entrance facilities at North Greenwich Station will be able to cope with the
estimated 11,200 passengers alighting during the peak hour.
River transport
Whilst there are doubts over the long teIID future for a liver bus service, the
legacy value of providing this would be construction of piers and the opening up
of the area to tourism. It is estimated that 7% of visitors could use this service
direct to the Millennium site, a total of 7,000 people on a peak day, from central
London and Greenwich Town Centre. There is also a potential for park and sail
sites further downstream, adding an additional 8% arriving by river. The
question raised by the speaker was whether the conditions are created for these
services to be operated commercially or whether they should be specified and the
services bought in.
Park and ride
It is estimated that between 6,000 and 8,000 parking spaces will be required and
nineteen sites were considered within the M25 (except Epping) representing
about 20,000 spaces. A choice has to be made on the sites to go forward with
planning applications. The inner zone sites are located both sides of the Thames
so that no-one need use the Blackwall Turtnel to get to the Millennium site. The
outer zone sites are all existing car parks at rail stations which are easily
accessible from North Greenwich via the Jubilee Line. The location of these
sites is shown in figure 3.
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Four of the sites are within the Borough of Greenwich, two of which, Woolwich
Arsenal and Tharnesmead, could easily be park and sail sites. The other two
sites which were suggested by Greenwich are both located on the strategic road
network: Well Hall close to the A2 and A205 and Falconwood Field close to the
A2. However both have their problems: Well Hall is very close to housing and
Falconwood Field is Metropolitan Open Land, and the Council now appears to
be opposed to them. Malcolm was of the view that at least one of these will be
required. Further work will be required to provide traffic impact assessments
when they come forward as separate planning applications.

Finally, the speaker was of the opinion that other items were required to control
anivals/ departures through:
ticketing so that the cost of travel was linked with purchase of tickets,
telematics to control capacity/demand of car parks and routes to the
exhibition.

Stratford is additionally important because there is to be an international and
domestic station on the Channel Tunnel Rail Link. However, the JLE station is
on the wrong side of the Great Eastern Railway.
Roads and traffic
The Millennium Exhibition site is within the area owned by British Gas and the
planning application includes slip roads from Blackwall Tunnel Southern
Approach. However, the traffic generation is very low compared to the ultimate
development of Port Greenwich (British Gas and British Urban Development).
VelY few road schemes will be in place with the A13 in disanay and the crossing
at Gallions Reach not being built in time for the millennium. However, the MIl
extension and the Barking Relief Road are both likely to be built before the
exhibition opens.
Coaches
Some 13% of visitors will come by coach and, with most approaching from
outside London, it is hoped that the main route will be via the A2 from the M25.
The fear is that they will use the Blackwall Tunnel or come tlu'ough central
London and Greenwich Town Centre.
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Discussion
Neil Roth (London TranspOlt Planning) opened the discussion by asking, of the
10-12m trips, how many were repeat visits. MB answered by saying that, of the
places investigated, Seville had the most repeat trips because the ticketing system
encouraged them. The Millenium Exhibition will be quite expensive which is
likely to discow·age repeat visits, except maybe for special events.
James Skinner (Parry People Mover) felt it was a good opportunity for fly-wheel
technology and it would be nice to have innovative fOlm of transport. MB
agreed that new technology would be good to include; the important aspect is
high frequency. He hoped that there would be some fOlm of competition. JS
rejoined by saying that the cost of Parry People Mover is very similar to a bus
and, since the rails can be moved around, it is therefore flexible with a capacity
that can be 100 per velucle running at 1-2 minute intervals.
Rob Lane (University of Westminster) asked if a risk analysis had been done on
not obtaining all parts of the transpOlt plan especially, if park and ride does not
work, can the rest of the plan work? And, what happens if the CPZ is not
implemented? MB replied that the plan is an integrated transport strategy and
therefore all palts are required. That is why they are currently running with
20,000 spaces on the assumption that some will not happen. The difficulty in
park and ride is access and there is nothing in it for local residents. MB was
optimistic about mode choice.

Parking
A controlled parking zone is proposed in a wide area around the site stretching to
Charlton Road, Vanbrugh Park and Charlton Church Lane. Greenwich Council
want Millennium Central to pay for tlus and wish to extend it as far as the A2
across Blackheath.

Neil Roth queried why it was necessary to have park and ride inside the M25
with councils' concern about drawing traffic across their boroughs. MB agreed
that in south London there are problems wluch do not occur on the Jubilee Line
stations.

Fun and games!
Malcolm finished by talking about a few "fun and games" items including a cable
car from DLR to the site and even linking southwards.
However, no
entreprenelU"shave had their imagination fired.

MelVyn Jones thought there is an opportunity for operators to get into
Millennium Exhibition site. MB replied that a lot of people are writing in with
ideas and schemes and noted that British Gas do not want an elevated people
mover through the site because this would conflict with their architect's concept.
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Peter Gordon (University of Westminster) asked how robust is the number
attending the exhibition? MB was not palty to the calculation of total visitors but
maybe the number limited by sale of tickets.
Derek Done (consultant) was interested in the method of forecast when it is not
known what is going to be at the exhibition, and wondered how the problem had
been tackled? MB replied that forecasting had predicted the numbers in peak
hours - a complicated procedure of number of events and profiles of entry and
departure. All the forecasts are up against capacity of 100,000 and events up to
20,000.

THE ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS

Mark Valleley, Transport Studies Group, University of Westminster

Mark Valleley began his talk setting out the six themes he was going to discuss:
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iii
IV

Neil Roth enquired about the attitude to kiss and ride? MB replied that it was an
impOltant means of getting to the exhibition but it is the most inefficient. The
view is that this will be permitted but it will require regulating.
Report by Laurie Baker, London Borough of Camden

OF PARKING POLICY

V
VI

Patterns of parking activity
Role of parking policy
Parking policy as an element of transport policy
Relationship between parking policy and
economic policy
Parking as an economic activity
The Canterbury PARC plan

Restraint
Regeneration
Revenue

The three R's, restraint, regeneration and revenue, represent conflicting
objectives for parking policy which the speaker illustrated as pulling at three
corners of a triangle, viz:
Revenue

Regeneration

Restraint

Revenue is of interest to both local authorities and private operators such as NCP
(National Car Parks) whilst, e.g., regeneration can be about ensuring shoppers
have access to parking at shops. Restraint is about controlling the supply of
parking space to manage car trips. A balance between these competing
objectives has to be struck.
An analysis of the National Travel Survey had been done which showed that the
majority of parking acts by journey end purpose were to home (41%) with the
journey to work being the second largest at 15%. The distribution of parking by
all journey purposes is shown in figure 1.
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figure

1:

Parking

acts by journey
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to 1989 (growing from l.2rn in 1966 to 4.8m in 1990). With the forecasts for
increase in the number of dwellings and car ownership the number of vehicles
parking on-street is predicted to double to 9.6m by 2025. Whilst much of the
housing stock in urban areas pre-dates mass car ownerstlip, the determination to
own a car outweighs any difficulties there might be in parking.

end purpose
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The speaker introduced the idea of "The Parking System" where demand is a
function of the operation of socio-economic and land use systems which relies on
the ability of people to travel from place to place. The demand for parking can
be seen as one of the static manifestations of travel. The system has a dynamic
element, in that the pattern of parking supply is continually changing and an
imbalance often occurs between demand and supply. Figure 2 shows the pattern
of parking activity resulting from the interaction between the demand and supply
of parking space. This means that the supply of parking space has to be managed
to make the most efficient use of the available space and to distribute it equitably
between the competing needs of different groups of users. It is, therefore,
essential for there to be an understanding of two factors:
(i)

parking behavioW' both of the way in which this demand is expressed, and
of the likely effect of any attempt to manage demand by controlling
supply;

(ii)

public attitudes to the way in which parking space is provided and
regulated, and the way in which these controls are enforced.

Home
Leisure

Travel Surve

A ftuther breakdown of car jowneys showed the type of parking used at each
trip-end pwpose. This showed that the jowney to work was dominated by
parking at the fum/work car park (>70%) whilst at the home end of the joumey
just under 70% parked off-street. Public off-street parking was impOltant for
shopping (nearly 60%) and sociaVleisure (>40%). When visiting friends, onstreet parking is the largest element (70%), whilst on business (personal and in
the course of work) it is used for 40% of the parking acts.
When considering the type of parking at home, this changed markedly with the
type of residence. For example, 90% of detached houses had off-street parking,
falling to 70% for semi-detached houses. On the other hand, terraced houses and
flats only had around 40% of the parking off-street with on-street parking being
the largest component (between 50 and 60%). Residential parking on-street has
become a very large problem in towns and cities, it increasing fourfold from 1966
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The pivotal role of parking policy in the parking system, illustrated in figure 2,
represents the interface between the parking system and the socio-economic and
land use system, of which it is one constituent pmt. As a consequence of its
position in the system, Mark Valleley sees two basic roles for parking policy:

Figure 2: The Parking System

Socio-economic
and
land use system

The Parking

System

(i)

to determine the way in which parking management actions are to be used
to meet the specific objectives set for the parking system, such as
achieving a balance between supply and demand or ensuring that the
system generates sufficient revenue to cover its costs;

(ii)

to determine the way in which these parking management actions are to be
used to meet the objectives of other policy areas, outside the parking
system, such as the use of parking controls as traffic management tools, or
the provision of parking space as a means of enhancing accessibility of
new developments or of town centres to car users.

Parking Policy as an Element of Transport Policy
PPG 13 (Planning Policy Guidance Note on Transport) recognises that the
availability of car parking has a major influence on the choice of means of
transport. It proposes the control of parking to reduce the number of journeys
made by car, through:
(i)

PARKING

/._~I
,

lon-street

adopting reduced requirements for parking in locations which have
good access to other means of travel than the private car,
being flexible in the requirements for off-street residential parking
space,
ensuring parking requirements are kept to the operational minimum,
not requiring developers to provide more spaces than they
themselves wish,
ensuring that parking provision at peripheral office, retail and
similar developments is not set at high levels which would
significantly disadvantage central areas;

SUPPLY

I I

.

Off-street

use of parking standards in development control by local authorities by:

I I""

(ii)

use of on-street restraint measures to complement land use policies and
avoid on-street parking pressures in areas of parking restraint on
developments;

(iii)

parking charges to encourage use of alternative modes, and to target
pmticular forms of travel for restraint, such as commuting journeys;
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(iv)

adequate enforcement to back up (i) to (iii).

The speaker sought to answer the question: do parking policy measures offer an
effective means of restraint? He suggested that parking controls affect traffic
flows in two ways:

flows largely due to a stock of 17,000 PNR parking spaces, representing 65%
of the total central area parking stock. With such a problem that is repeated
throughout the country, the Department of Transport is to study the options for
influencing the use of existing PNR. A similar study was conducted in 1977
but did not, unfortunately, lead to any new controls.

(i)

Relationship

(ii)

the effect of parked and parking vehicles upon moving traffic and, to this
end, Priority (Red) Routes use parking controls as a traffic management
measure;
controlling the volume of traffic by limiting the availability of parking in an
area, with parking controls very often put forward as an alternative to road
pricing.

The problem of congestion!
Much effort has been put into the use of plicing of parking and restrictions on
supply to regulate traffic flow. These have a number of advantages and
disadvantages:
Advantages:
system of parking restrictions is already in place
there is public acceptability
they are quick, easy and relatively cheap to introduce and amend
parking charges are a direct cost incurred by private transpOIt users.

between Parkin2 Policy and Economic Policy

Parking prOVISIon is about access to economic activity, where developers,
retailers and employers are very often anxious to secure generous amounts of
parking in new development as a means of enhancing accessibility. However,
parking consumes land and decreases the density of development, and its
provision is now a challenge to achieving sustainable development.
The
search is to relate transport demand to the capacity of the surrounding
infrastructure, not just highway capacity but also public transport as an
alternative mode.
LPAC (London Planning Advisory Committee) has been vigorously attempting
to develop a suitable policy for use in development control by the London
Boroughs that can reinforce economic activity. The overall approach has been
to develop a matrix for determining parking standards applicable in any
particular area.
The matrix, shown in figure 3, has public transport
accessibility on one axis and the desired level of traffic restraint on the other.
The amount of parking broadly equates to an operational requirement
excluding any goods vehicle loading requirements.

Disadvantages:
Figure 3:

prime fimction of parking regulations is to achieve optimal allocation of
parking space
increased parking charges discourage short-distance trips but encourage
longer distance trips
they have no effect on through traffic
need flexibility on level of charges throughout the day to restrain
commuters
lack of comprehensive control in, e.g., PNR (private non-residential),
private ownership of public car parks, regional co-ordination.

Matrix for determining parking standards for A2 (Financial
and Professional Services) and B1 (Business) uses

One space per x sq.m.
LOW

Level of
Public
Transport
Accessibility

gross floor area

1

35

100

160

225

285

350

2

60

160

265

370

475

580

3

80

225

375

520

665

810

4

105

290

480

665

855

1040

5

125

355

585

815

1040

1270

6

150

420

690

960

1230

1500

A

B

C

D

E

F

VJ

HIGH

The PNR problem
The example of Cambridge was cited where there is a city centre controlled
parking zone with high all-day charges and the establishment of park and ride
sites around the city. However, there is no evidence of a reduction of peak-hoW'

NONE

>RIGOROUS
Level of Restraint

Source:

LPA C (1993)
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Thus, where public transport accessibility is high and the level of restraint
desired is rigorous (e.g. in central London) only one space for every 1500 square
metres of development would be allowed. The amount of parking per unit
floorarea is allowed to increase as public transport accessibility becomes lower
and the level of restraint required becomes less rigorous.
A different method was developed by Hammersmith and Fulham that was also
based on the level of public transpOlt accessibility (PTAL). The difference is in
the method of application whereby, the parking per unit site area (@ 1 space per
600 sqrn) remains the same but the plot ratio is determined by the level of public
transport accessibility. Thus with a low PTAL the plot ratio is 0.5:1 whereas
with a high PTAL the plot ratio is 2:l.
This is designed to encourage
development to locate in areas with a high PTAL and, if developers want more
development at lower PTALs, then they will have to fund improved public
transport. This policy is now in place through the adoption of their UDP
(Unitary Development Plan).
The Department of the Environment is to examine the different approaches for
setting parking standards which will lead to further planning guidance.
Parking as an Economic Activity

The charactelistics of Canterbury are:
an historic city
a population of 42,000
located 70 miles south east of London
visited by 2.5 million tourists each year
a sub-regional shopping centre with a catchment of 400,000 people
the city supports 27,000 jobs, mainly in service industries
50% of workers commute into the city
which has a planning goal of development restraint to protect the historic city
centre but allow local business to thrive and expand.
The principle of restraint lies behind Canterbury's overall transpOlt strategy:
"The district's transport system is under great pressure. The need to move
people and goods will increase significantly over the next decade, but a balance
has to be struck between transport and economic needs, personal mobility, the
quality of life and conserving all that is best about the district.
/I

This overall strategy led to the development from 1988 of the PARC (Park and
Ride in Canterbury) Plan as the main focus of their balanced transport strategy.
The objectives of this plan are to:

Parking can also be seen as an economic activity in its own right which generates
income for the operators/owners. At Blitish AirpOlts, for example, car parks are
the second most significant revenue generator (£64m in 1995/96) after duty free
shopping.
Local authorities originally viewed parking as a "social" service that was
provided by them for their residents and in support of local business. However,
it has increasingly become seen as a business with the decriminalisation of
parking enforcement which has led to the accumulation of surpluses. Parking
income has to be used specifically for transport with the provision of parking
being the highest pliority (the Road Traffic Act of 1991 requires parking to be
self-fmancing). After providing extra parking, the income can be used for traffic
management measures and public transport.
The Canterbury PARC Plan
Mark Valle ley concluded his talk by describing and example of the introduction
of a co-ordinated parking strategy which utilises the various instruments available
to achieve mban planning goals - the Canterbury PARC plan.

achieve a balance between supply and demand for parking space, to ensure
the city remains accessible, and
ensure that future traffic levels are controlled to protect the environment.
The strategy use all four parking management instruments available to the City:
(i)

Quantity controls:
increasing provision to make up an identified shortfall with 1,500
additional spaces provided 1988 to 1995
two 600 space park and ride sites were established to the NE and
SW of the city centre (see figure 4)
allow redevelopment of temporary car parks in the city centre.
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Figure 4: Canterbury Park and Ride Sites 1995

(ii)
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Figure 5: Canterbury On-street Parking Zones 1995

Locational controls allowing an increased provision whilst restraining
traffic growth:
the development of park and ride with a 12 minute sefYlce
frequency 7.30arn to 6.30pm to the city centre
on-street parking control with three concentric zones (figure 5) (a)
city centre zone with only disabled and residents allowed
(b)
voucher parking zone for residents, and visitors parking up to
a maximum of two hours
(c)
buffer zone where parking limited to four hours with
exemption for residents.

KEY

mE City Centre
D Voucher Parking
1"1

Buffer

Zone

Zone
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(iii)

(iv)

Access controls with a controlled parking zone to protect residents parking
needs, a time limit on visitor parking and displacing commuter parking.
Price is used to influence duration of stay where there is a £50 excess
charge for anyone staying more than five hours in designated short-telm
car parks, and a price differential between park and Jide and city centre
long-term parking.

Results of the P ARC Plan

In summary, the results ofthe PARC plan are:
there is now an excess of supply over demand
no redevelopment of car park sites has taken place
there are now more vehicles in city centre car parks but for shorter
durations of stay
during the peak period, 10% of vehicles now stop at park and ride sites
there is a decrease of 9% in the amount of traffic crossing the urban
cordon
two-thirds of those using park and ride do so for shopping oJ' sightseeing
purposes.
In the future, the objective is to get more commuters to use park and ride. The
success achieved so far is because the City Council has total control over public
parking by owning public off-street sites and with only a small amount of PNR.
Discussion

Stephen Belmett (freelance consultant) opened the discussion by commenting
that the Canterbwy plan was interesting because of its success, largely due to the
lack of PNR. The speaker agreed, adding that although there was no control
over PNR it was a small amount and the council owned all the public off-street
parking.
Stephen Bennett asked if this amount of PNR in Canterbmy was historic?
According to Mark Valleley, it appeared that on-site PNR had been provided
where there had been an ability to do so. This compares with other cities where
there is a lot of PNR because of the policy of getting cars off the street.
Although the agenda had changed, there is a lot of "old" PNR which the DoT
study may lead to legislation to control.
Peter Collins (London Transport) suggested that submban London town centres
tend to wony about the competition, and asked if the speaker had any ideas how

policies may be developed? Mark Valle ley suggested that although local
authOlities may see parking provision as a competitive tool, more regional cooperation along the lines suggested by PPG 13 may help. Charges should be
increased at good quality shopping centres.
Peter Gordon (Chiltern Railways) enquired whether any consideration had
been given to hypothecating money to provide or improve public transport.
The speaker was not aware of any authority having done this. Peter Jones
(University of Westminster) commented that parking charges are being used
for bus services at Heathrow.
Peter Wiltshire pointed out that parking is big business - £S-16m income per
annum for every 1rn population.
Since studies show that there are large
variations in attitudes to parking, he queried whether a consensus can be
achieved? Mark Valle ley said that this was the classic problem of introduction
of CPZs (controlled parking zones) where there tends to be some who support
and some are opposed. For example in Chiswick the whole CPZ was dropped
because of opposition when a large scheme was proposed to tackle a small are
around the station. Now that the problems have got worse, the same people
are supporting introduction of a CPZ. Peter Jones added that it very much
depends on the size of area where people are canvassed, the loudest voice. It
is important that the strategic objectives of a scheme are stated.
Jeremy Drew (independent consultant) opined that whilst the Road Traffic
Regulation Act, 1991 stated that parking should be self-financing this
restricted local authorities use for making money and other purposes. In the
speaker's view, the legislation did not restrict the amount but its use which
must be for transport.
Further

reading

Mark Valleley's report Parking Perspectives is available from Landor
Publishing, Quadrant House, 250 Kennington Lane, London SEll 5RD (0171582 6626) at £38 + £5 p&p per copy.

Report by Laurie Baker, London Borough of Camden
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TEGNEWS

TEG Committee

Members may like to know that the studies by Oscar Faber and Salford
University on the Manchester Metrolink have now been published. For further
details contact GMPTE, 9 Portland Street, Piccadilly Circus, Manchester M60
IHX. Two talks to TEG on the Manchester Metrolink were reported in The
Transport Economist, volumes 21(2) of summer 1994 and 23(3) of autumn 1996.
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