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Executive Summary
Overview
Integrated Transport Planning Ltd. (ITP) was commissioned by Cross River Partnership in December 2019 to develop a common framework and associated guidance document for the appraisal and evaluation of parking schemes on behalf of central and inner London boroughs that constitute the Central London Sub-Regional Transport Partnership.
The study developed recommendation two of ITP’s Benefits of Parking Management in London report for London Councils which advocates the adoption of a common framework-based approach to the appraisal and evaluation of parking schemes throughout London.
The adoption of a common framework-based approach would be expected to deliver the following benefits:
Enable a clear and consistent evidence base on parking scheme performance to develop, which accrues over time;
Provide an evidence-led approach to parking scheme design which supports central/inner London boroughs in their efforts to engage with the public as part of the public consultation process;
Enable boroughs to develop a set of key performance indicators to enable them to effectively measure the contribution that parking schemes make to the realisation of their targets and policy objectives; and
Facilitate a consistent basis for parking scheme design and evaluation which positions central/inner London boroughs as a best practice exemplar throughout the UK and internationally.
The framework itself is provided as an Excel file in Annex 1, while this report provides guidance for borough transport and parking officers on how to apply the framework and embed it within the parking scheme design process.  A worked example is then provided in Annex 2 where the framework approach is applied to appraise and evaluate a fictitious parking scheme.
Current Practice in Parking Scheme Design
Traditional approaches to parking scheme design in London have been predominantly reactive; usually in response to complaints or petitions from residents or ‘material change’.  They typically rely heavily on precedent schemes and officers’ local knowledge.
Increasingly, boroughs are seeking to become more proactive with parking scheme design to aid resilience and strategic planning capability.  This involves identifying issues before they emerge and proactively ‘designing them out’.
Proactive parking design necessitates a vision-led approach.  This requires setting objectives and targets in relation to parking schemes at the design stage and being explicit as to how parking schemes can contribute to the realisation of wider policy goals.  By contrast, reactive approaches more commonly lend themselves to ‘firefighting’ issues as they arise and trying to maintain an ‘acceptable status quo’.  They are backward looking by nature.
One of the key challenges to the adoption of a proactive approach to date has been the availability and quality of data.  The lack of good quality available data at the micro scale has been a significant factor in ensuring that parking scheme design has remained largely reactive.  However, this is changing; driven by advances in digital technology such as 5G, artificial intelligence, machine learning and the Internet of Things (IoT) that will eventually see users, vehicles and infrastructure seamlessly interconnected.
This will give the borough parking officer access to rich datasets in relation to the performance of their parking infrastructure continuously and in real time.  Such on-demand data will improve the quality of decision-making, whilst significantly reducing the need for, and the expense associated with, bespoke data collection.
The key objective of this framework is to facilitate this transition towards proactive design by giving borough transport and parking teams a structure within which to construct the appraisals and evaluations they undertake on their parking schemes.  The framework must be applicable at a variety of scales and it is therefore vital that the framework is sufficiently general to ensure it is appropriate to the diverse range of challenges presented to inner London parking teams.
Benefits of Parking Management
On average, the private car is estimated to spend 95% of its time parked with parking required at the start and end of almost every journey.  With 2,943,507 private cars registered for use in London in 2019, a minimum of 39 square kilometres of land is required in the capital for car parking alone – an area roughly the same size as the boroughs of Camden and Westminster combined.
However, the allocation of land for parking is ultimately a choice and all CLSRTP boroughs price to manage demand.  Local authorities should aim to ensure that between 15% and 20% of their total parking stock is available at any given time.  Where parking occupancy within a given area exceeds 85%, the area is considered to be under parking stress.
ITP’s Benefits of Parking Management in London report for London Councils (ITP, 2018) identifies the following eight benefits that parking schemes can deliver:
Reducing congestion
Improving road safety
Improving air quality
Ensuring good access and accessibility
Promoting the local economy
Maximising the productive use of land resource
Promoting health and wellbeing through travel choice
Providing funding for parking and wider transport scheme improvements, including the Freedom Pass concessionary travel scheme
ITP (2018) estimates the total benefit of parking management in London to be £3.6billion per annum and that parking schemes in London generate a return on investment of £10 for every £1 spent.  However, the magnitude of benefit is directly proportionate to the need to manage parking demand and it is therefore likely higher still amongst the CLSRTP boroughs.
In addition to the aforementioned benefits, parking management is also an important tool within the borough’s climate emergency response toolkit, principally as parking schemes can help support a reduction in CO2 emissions.  Boroughs are increasingly adopting emissions-based parking charges where the price of a parking permit or a parking session is differentiated based on the carbon footprint of the vehicle, thus incentivising mode shift and accelerating fleet renewal.
The Parking Assessment Framework
The Parking Assessment Framework is designed to give a structure to the activities of parking scheme appraisal and parking scheme evaluation.  The framework approach is designed to be integrated within the wider process of parking scheme design.
The appraisal component focusses on the process of option development.  It provides a basis for enabling boroughs to assess the merits of one or more options against the status quo (‘do-nothing’ scenario) to enable a preferred option to be identified and evidenced.  The evaluation component, meanwhile, focusses on capturing the impact of the scheme once implemented.  It provides for a binary comparison of the pre-scheme and post-scheme environments.
The Framework has been developed to be applicable to any type of parking scheme.  This could be a very localised lining scheme or a comprehensive area-wide Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) review.  While it has been developed on behalf of the central and inner London boroughs that constitute the CLSRTP, it is suitable for the appraisal and evaluation of parking schemes in any urban area where there is a need to manage demand.  For simplicity, this could be defined as any area that experiences parking stress.  We therefore expect that it could be adopted by any London borough or by counterpart local authorities in other UK towns and cities.
Figure 1 below presents a schematic of the parking design process in the context of a theory of change (ToC).  It sub-divides the process into six sequential stages which collectively represent best practice in parking scheme design.
Full detail on each stage is provided in the written guidance that follows on from this executive summary. 
Figure 1: Parking scheme design: A Theory of Change
[image: ]
Making the Framework Work
The full benefit of the framework approach will only be realised when scheme evaluation data comes to fruition.  This may take several years and will undoubtedly require the uptake and participation of several boroughs.
Therefore, in order to make the framework approach work to the fullest possible extent, we make the following four recommendations to Cross River Partnership for next steps and downstream programming:
1. Cross River Partnership should actively promote and encourage the adoption of the framework approach amongst member authorities.  Initially, a trial should be established to enable the framework approach to be tested and applied in the real-world and to be refined where necessary.
Cross River Partnership should undertake a review of the framework and guidance at the conclusion of the trial period to ensure it is fit-for-purpose and to make amendments to it where necessary.
Cross River Partnership should develop a common repository for parking scheme evaluations to be stored / uploaded online that is accessible to all boroughs to provide a consolidated evidence platform.
Central London Sub-Regional Transport Partnership
Parking Scheme Assessment Guidance
Central London Sub-Regional Transport Partnership
Parking Scheme Assessment Guidance
Once the framework-approach is beyond trial stage and the repository is in place, Cross River Partnership should promote the framework approach to Transport for London, London Councils, other London partnerships and other UK local authorities (perhaps through the Local Government Association) as a means of disseminating best practice throughout the country and encouraging wider uptake.
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[bookmark: _Toc55291895]Introduction
Integrated Transport Planning Ltd. (ITP) was commissioned by Cross River Partnership in December 2019 to develop a common framework and associated guidance document for the appraisal and evaluation of parking schemes on behalf of central and inner London boroughs that constitute the Central London Sub-Regional Transport Partnership.
[bookmark: _Toc55291896]Cross River Partnership
Cross River Partnership is a non-profit public-private partnership organisation which has been delivering positive change for London’s residents, businesses and visitors for over 25 years. CRP co-ordinates the Central London Sub-Regional Transport Partnership (CLSRTP) on behalf of Transport for London.
The CLSRTP is a collective of senior transport officers from ten London boroughs:
City of London
City of Westminster
London Borough of Camden
London Borough of Hackney
London Borough of Islington 
London Borough of Lambeth
London Borough of Lewisham
London borough of Southwark
London Borough of Wandsworth
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea.
The geography of the CRP area in relation to the rest of Greater London is presented in Figure 1‑1 below:
[bookmark: _Ref54949120][bookmark: _Toc55291936]Figure 1‑1: Map to show Cross River Partnership boroughs
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc55291897]Purpose
The study develops recommendation two of ITP’s Benefits of Parking Management in London report for London Councils which advocates the adoption of a common framework-based approach to the appraisal and evaluation of parking schemes throughout London.
This report provides guidance for borough transport and parking officers on how to apply the framework and embed it within the parking scheme design process.
The adoption of a common framework-based approach would be expected to deliver the following benefits:
Enable a clear and consistent evidence base on parking scheme performance to develop, which accrues over time;
Provide an evidence-led approach to parking scheme design which supports central/inner London boroughs in their efforts to engage with the public as part of the public consultation process;
Enables boroughs to develop a set of key performance indicators to enable them to effectively measure the contribution that parking schemes make to the realisation of their targets and policy objectives; and
Facilitates a consistent basis for parking scheme design and evaluation which positions central/inner London boroughs as a best practice exemplar throughout the UK and internationally. 
[bookmark: _Toc55291898]A Circular on the Implications of Covid-19
This study was developed during the time of the global coronavirus pandemic which began in 2019 (“Covid-19”) and which has implications for the application of the Framework.  It is important to understand that any scheme evaluation is dependent upon the ability to undertake a like-for-like comparison of pre- and post-implementation scenarios.  Evaluations are only successful (and only worth doing) where external factors can be suitably controlled for to ensure that the impacts observed post-implementation can be attributed to the scheme.
Covid-19 presents a very real challenge for evaluations because travel behaviour is in a state of flux and supply and demand are at a point of significant disequilibrium.  Moreover, it is not yet clear what the new equilibrium will be.  It is only clear that local authorities are keen to ensure that some of the positive trends in travel behaviour to emerge from the pandemic, such as increased walking and cycling, are retained.
It is imperative that the movement restrictions in place at the time of evaluation – as well as any changes to them – are clearly documented within a scheme’s evaluation report.  This will enable the reader to make a judgement on the appropriateness and transferability of the findings to other schemes that they are looking to bring forward to determine the extent to which the evaluation findings can form part of the evidence base for a future scheme’s appraisal.
Beyond these notes of caution, we want to stress that this Parking Assessment Framework has been designed to be applicable to the widest-possible range of parking schemes.  It can also be applied to other types of schemes where there is a need/desire to evaluate the impact on parking, such as Low Traffic Neighbourhood (LTN) schemes.  To that end it can be used to support boroughs in delivering schemes commensurate with their Covid-19 response.
Where applying it at this time, officers should consider the possible need to expand the criteria to include, for example, the promotion of social distancing, and consider the metrics they might want to adopt to data collection and evaluation.
[bookmark: _Toc55291899]Current Practice in Parking Scheme Design
[bookmark: _Toc55291900]A largely reactive approach
Traditional approaches to parking scheme design in London have been predominantly reactive; usually in response to complaints or petitions from residents or ‘material change’ e.g. in response to a major development coming forward.  They typically rely heavily on precedent schemes and officers’ local knowledge.
Reactive approaches are effective insofar as they act directly upon the requests of local stakeholders and therefore have the advantage of being particularly democratic.  However, they possess the significant drawback that action is usually only taken once a problem has emerged which, in some cases, may be difficult to reverse.
Increasingly, boroughs are seeking to become more proactive with parking scheme design to aid resilience and strategic planning capability.  This involves identifying issues before they emerge and proactively ‘designing them out’.  In many cases, it also involves using parking management as a Transport Demand Management (TDM) tool to proactively drive progress on transport, air quality and climate-related policy goals.
Proactive parking design necessitates a vision-led approach.  This requires setting objectives and targets in relation to parking schemes at the design stage and being explicit as to how parking schemes can contribute to the realisation of wider policy goals, as described above.  This also requires a robust programme of monitoring and evaluation be put in place to ensure that progress is captured.  By contrast, reactive approaches more commonly lend themselves to ‘firefighting’ issues as they arise and trying to maintain an ‘acceptable status quo’.  They are backward looking by nature.
One of the key challenges to the adoption of a proactive approach to date has been the availability and quality of data.  Traditional parking beat surveys, for example, can be expensive; especially if conducted over a large geography e.g. to inform the possible introduction of an area-wide Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ).  Meanwhile, the limited time period over which they are usually undertaken risks producing results that are not representative or that quickly become obsolete in the face of changing local circumstances.  The lack of good quality available data at the micro scale has been a significant factor in ensuring that parking scheme design has remained largely reactive to date.  However, this is changing.
Progress on the so-called Fourth Industrial Revolution (“4IR”) is delivering advances in data that will eventually see users, vehicles and infrastructure seamlessly interconnected.  5G communications, artificial intelligence, machine learning and the internet of things (IoT) are all contributing towards this end state.  This will give the borough parking officer access to incredibly rich datasets in relation to the performance of their parking infrastructure (as well as virtually every other component of the transport system) continuously, and in real-time.
Such on-demand data will improve the quality of decision-making, whilst significantly reducing the need for, and the expense associated with, bespoke data collection.  It will also ensure that local authorities are likely to embed monitoring and evaluation practices within a wider body of schemes as a matter of course, as concerns over cost will be considerably reduced.  Where these processes already exist, they will become more effective.
[bookmark: _Toc55291901]The contribution of the framework
The key objective of this framework is to facilitate this transition towards proactive design by giving borough transport and parking teams a structure within which to construct the appraisals and evaluations they undertake on their parking schemes.  The framework must be applicable at a variety of scales and it is therefore vital that the framework is sufficiently general to ensure it is appropriate to the diverse range of challenges presented to inner London parking teams.
In particular, we recognise that parking scheme design is becoming increasingly holistic and integrated within the borough’s wider policy agenda.  Parking policy is expected to support an overarching narrative on climate change mitigation, local air quality improvement, public health and spatial planning as well as promoting mode shift and reducing car dependency.  Parking management is no longer just about managing demand for the kerb and keeping traffic moving.  This framework-led approach aims to reflect this.
We also recognise that public engagement on parking schemes remains a challenge – not only because of the emotive nature of parking schemes and their tendency to court opposition, but also because of the public’s desire for increasingly-sophisticated approaches to consultation.  For example, many boroughs have chosen to partner with Commonplace for scheme consultation in order to reach a wider audience than would have ordinarily been possible through traditional methods of consultation.  This increases public participation and sets a healthy new precedent for expectations regarding the public consultation process.
However, it should be noted that engagement may become more challenging under a proactive approach because the justification for intervention could become increasingly abstract to some stakeholders and less reliant on what can be observed on the street.  This necessitates that local authorities place greater emphasis on communicating the benefits of parking schemes to their public as well as their responsibilities in law.  We strongly encourage boroughs to share the findings of scheme appraisals with the public in an appropriate format at the point of consultation.  This could be done through the use of interactive consultation platforms.
[bookmark: _Toc55291902]Benefits of Parking Management
On average, the private car is estimated to spend 95% of its time parked with parking required at the start and end of almost every journey.  With 2,943,507 private cars registered for use in London in 2019[footnoteRef:2], a minimum of 39 square kilometres of land is required in the capital for car parking alone – an area roughly the same size as the boroughs of Camden and Westminster combined[footnoteRef:3].  Further land is required for the parking of other vehicles and for vehicles in motion.  This is a considerable land requirement. [2:  SMMT data for 2019.]  [3:  Based on minimum car parking standards and best practices in terms of the level of supply.] 

However, the allocation of land for parking is ultimately a choice and all CLSRTP boroughs price to manage demand.  Local authorities should aim to ensure that between 15% and 20% of their total parking stock is available at any given time.  Where parking occupancy within a given area exceeds 85%, the area is considered to be under parking stress.  Where parking stress exists, motorists will spend longer than usual circulating to find a parking space which adds unnecessary traffic to the network and exacerbates congestion, air pollution, etc. at a time where the journey is otherwise complete.
Equally, however, the overprovision of parking reflects an inefficient use of space which can prove detrimental to the economic performance of the area.  The key to parking management is to get the balance right by deploying a range of parking levers and mechanisms – together with other complementary policies – that encourage people to use more space-efficient and healthier transport modes where possible, while providing parking for those who need to drive or be driven.
ITP’s Benefits of Parking Management in London report for London Councils (ITP, 2018) identifies the following eight benefits that parking schemes can deliver:
1. Reducing congestion
Improving road safety
Improving air quality
Ensuring good access and accessibility
Promoting the local economy
Maximising the productive use of land resource
Promoting health and wellbeing through travel choice
Providing funding for parking and wider transport scheme improvements, including the Freedom Pass concessionary travel scheme
The first seven benefits are considered primary benefits, while the final benefit relates to the value of reinvesting surplus parking revenue which is a secondary benefit and one that is unique to local authorities with a demonstrated need to set above-cost tariffs to manage demand for parking.  Otherwise, local authorities must set parking tariffs at the level required to cover the cost of delivering the parking service; and not more.  Any surplus generated must be ‘accidental’.
ITP (2018) estimates the total benefit of parking management in London to be £3.6billion per annum and that parking schemes in London generate a return on investment of £10 for every £1 spent.  However, the magnitude of benefit is directly proportionate to the need to manage parking demand and it is therefore likely higher still amongst the CLSRTP boroughs.  This underlines the importance of implementing high-quality parking schemes that are well thought-out and rooted in a vision for the area and deliver upon public policy objectives.  Where schemes are thought to generate such benefit, it also makes sense to evaluate them to quantify the benefits delivered and to communicate these to the public and other stakeholders.  Over time, this will help to improve the public’s perceptions of parking schemes and civil parking enforcement services.
[bookmark: _Hlk55288412]In addition to the aforementioned benefits, parking management is also an important tool within the borough’s climate emergency response toolkit, principally as parking schemes can help support a reduction in CO2 emissions.  Boroughs are increasingly adopting emissions-based parking charges where the price of a parking permit or a parking session is differentiated based on the carbon footprint of the vehicle, thus incentivising mode shift and accelerating fleet renewal.
[bookmark: _Toc55291903]The Parking Assessment Framework
[bookmark: _Toc55291904]An overview
The Parking Assessment Framework is designed to give a structure to the activities of parking scheme appraisal and parking scheme evaluation.  The framework approach is designed to be integrated within the wider process of parking scheme design.
The appraisal component focusses on the process of option development.  It provides a basis for enabling boroughs to assess the merits of one or more options against the status quo (‘do-nothing’ scenario) to enable a preferred option to be identified and evidenced.  The evaluation component, meanwhile, focusses on capturing the impact of the scheme once implemented.  It provides for a binary comparison of the pre-scheme and post-scheme environments.
The Framework has been developed to be applicable to any type of parking scheme.  This could be a very localised lining scheme or a comprehensive area-wide Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) review.  This has been achieved because it is predicated on measuring performance against the aforementioned benefits of parking management that any parking scheme should be capable to support.
When undertaking assessments, borough officers are free to expand upon the criteria where there is a need to do so e.g. where a parking scheme is being delivered to help promote non-parking objectives e.g. the need to promote social distancing in response to Covid-19.
While the Framework has been developed on behalf of the central and inner London boroughs that constitute the CLSRTP, it is suitable for the appraisal and evaluation of parking schemes in any urban area where there is a need to manage demand.  For simplicity, this could be defined as any area that experiences parking stress.  We therefore expect that it could be adopted by any London borough or by counterpart local authorities in other UK towns and cities.
The Framework itself is held separately in a Microsoft Excel file (see Annex 1).  This represents a template that borough officers can develop in accordance with their needs.  Guidance notes to appraisers and evaluators on how to structure the appraisal and evaluation processes are provided in this file.  A worked example is also provided to practically demonstrate how the Framework should be applied (see Annex 2).  More detailed guidance, which sets out the development of the appraisal and evaluation processes within the context of a theory of change (ToC) for parking scheme design, is provided in the next section.
[bookmark: _Toc55291905]The parking scheme design process
Figure 3‑1 overleaf presents a schematic of the parking design process in the context of a theory of change (ToC).  It sub-divides the process into six sequential stages which collectively represent best practice in parking scheme design.
The feedback loop provided from the evaluation stage back to the diagnosis stage is designed to highlight the dynamic and evolving nature of parking in cities.  A scheme that represents the optimal solution today may not necessarily continue to do so into the future as travel patterns and land use mix and densities change.  There is no better example of this change than the current example of Covid-19.  It is therefore possible that evaluation activities help to diagnose new and emerging issues, enabling boroughs to take a proactive approach.
The remainder of this section describes each phase in turn.
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[bookmark: _Ref36835885][bookmark: _Toc55291937]Figure 3‑1: Parking scheme design: A Theory of Change
[image: ]

[bookmark: _Toc55291906]Stage 1: Diagnosis
The origin of any parking scheme is rooted in the need to address an existing or anticipated parking-related issue (or combination of issues).  This stage is called diagnosis.  Where the decision is taken to intervene, the process of scheme design begins.  Best practice in scheme design is presented in Figure 3‑1 above.
[bookmark: _Toc55291907]Stage 2: Plan
Vision creation and objective setting
When adopting a proactive planning approach, it is imperative to first set out a vision for any scheme.  To do so, borough officers need to think critically about the problem(s) at hand in the context of the policy objectives that the scheme needs to support.  Formulating a vision statement can help officers to communicate the purpose of the scheme to internal and external stakeholders.
Following the vision, it is also important to establish a set of objectives for the scheme.  Again, borough officers should think about their policy objectives (transport, environment, climate, economy, etc.), legal obligations, but also the known benefits of parking management (see Benefits of Parking Management, Chapter 4 (ITP, 2018)).  This is to understand which components of policy parking schemes are well placed to deliver on.
Each objective should be supported by at least one indicator against which performance on the objective can be monitored and quantified.  Indicators should be further supplemented by targets which are aligned to policy objectives.  Targets should accord to the SMART framework, ensuring that they are: Specific, Measurable, Agreed (amongst internal stakeholders), Realistic (but ambitious), and Time-bound.
In general, it is good practice to keep a vision statement broad and simple, and enable further detail to be explicated through the list of objectives.
Table 3‑1 below presents a series of ‘guiding questions’ which borough officers may wish to consider when planning a parking scheme and determining a vision and set of objectives.
The table provides a comprehensive list of desirable practical outcomes framed against each of the benefits of parking management, which are expressed below as ‘considerations’.  It is extremely unlikely that all of these questions will be of relevance to any given scheme.  They are designed to encompass a wide range of possible parking-related scheme objectives.  However, equally, the list is far from exhaustive and local authority officers are strongly encouraged to think beyond this list where relevant to their area and the challenges they face.
[bookmark: _Ref36303707][bookmark: _Toc55291927]Table 3‑1: Guiding questions for scheme design
	Consideration
	Guiding Questions

	Congestion
	Will the scheme lead to an overall reduction in the level of congestion experienced on the immediate road network?
Will the scheme result in displaced traffic elsewhere?
Will the scheme lead to a reduction in cruising for parking?

	Road safety
	Will the scheme reduce the speed of traffic on the immediate road network?
Will the scheme alter the composition of traffic on the immediate road network?
Will the scheme improve the inter-visibility between pedestrians and motorists?
Will the scheme compromise the function of other modes e.g. buses?

	Air quality
	Will the scheme lead to a reduction in the volume of NOx and PM emitted and thus improve air quality?

	Climate change
	Will the scheme lead to a reduction in the volume of CO2 emitted?

	Access / accessibility
	Will the scheme dissuade less desirable users from parking e.g. long-stay commuter parking?
Will the scheme improve access for freight / commercial vehicles?
Will the scheme improve access for Blue Badge holders?
Will the scheme help to preserve the integrity of the footway i.e. prevent pavement parking?
Will the scheme contribute positively to achieving a ‘sense of place’, reduce severance, and/or lead to improvements to the public realm?

	Local economy
	Will the scheme benefit local businesses?
Will the scheme capture any missed trade opportunities experienced due to practices such as railheading?
Will the scheme contribute to the consolidation of freight and/or promote more off-peak deliveries?

	Land take
	Will the scheme alleviate parking stress?
Will the scheme result in a more desirable apportionment of supply and demand?
Will the scheme promote more efficient forms of ‘car use’ such as car sharing and/or car clubs?

	Mode shift (as a means of calculating health and wellbeing benefits)
	Will the scheme encourage a mode shift towards walking, cycling and/or public transport?


Early optioneering
Once the vision and objectives have been established, borough officers can then begin to think about the types of interventions that could reasonably deliver on these.
In some cases, it will be fairly apparent at the point of problem identification what an optimal solution is likely to entail.  However, in others, scheme definition will require greater thought.  In any case, it is important that visioning and objective setting precedes consideration of scheme options so as not to prejudice objectives to a particular type of scheme.  This ensures that officers are not restricted in their capability to think creatively regarding interventions.
Officers may opt to involve the public directly in this option development stage, if desired, through an informal consultation; particularly if a range of interventions would be appear viable or if they want to tap into local knowledge and expertise.  This could be achieved using an interactive online consultation platform.  A collaborative approach could ensure that the aspirations of key stakeholders are better accounted for when consulting formally upon a preferred scheme at a later stage (see Stage 4: Engage).
The outcome of this task will be a list of possible scheme options or interventions and/or combinations of interventions, as appropriate, that respond to defined objectives.
Development of a Data Collection Plan
At this point, the strategic groundwork is complete and officers must shift their attention to consider the types of data needed to capture the impact of any scheme against the defined targets and objectives.
A Data Collection Plan should be developed which provides a consistent framework for data collection throughout the lifecycle of the design process; encompassing baseline data collection (pre-appraisal) through to post-implementation monitoring and evaluation.  A consistent approach is needed to ensure that the impact of the scheme can be effectively evaluated.  This needs to be based on a like-for-like comparison between before and after studies.
In addition to capturing progress on objectives, the Data Collection Plan should also be designed, where possible, to enable additional impacts to be captured as well as any unintended or undesirable consequences.  For example, it might not be an objective of a scheme to reduce traffic speeds on a given road, but this may be foreseen as a likely outcome of a particular intervention.  Therefore, the Data Collection Plan should be designed to capture this.  Similarly, a scheme may lead to undesired consequences such as displacement of traffic or parking.  The Data Collection Plan should enable these to be captured also.
When developing the Data Collection Plan, officers should consider if/how real-time data feeds that exist in the area of the intervention could be utilised.  Making use of available big data sources is one of the key justifications for routinely embedding appraisals and evaluations within the parking scheme development process because they can provide data of unprecedented quality and scale at no additional cost.  By contrast, traditional data collection approaches have relied on expensive processes that deliver marginal value, which is why reactive planning has prevailed.  For example, we are aware that Transport for London, Cross River Partnership and other bodies have invested in the products and solutions of Vivacity Labs.  Other providers of artificial intelligence solutions are available and it is likely to be a market of considerable growth in the years ahead.
Boroughs should seek to make use of this technology where it exists already and explore opportunities for adopting / embedding it where there is a desire to undertake routine data collection, particularly as part of scheme evaluations going forwards.  However, it is expected that a range of ‘old’ and ‘new’ approaches would be included in the Data Collection Plan in the immediate term.
Following the completion of the Data Collection Plan, officers should proceed to gather the baseline data.  As part of this process, officers will need to consider the appropriateness / usefulness of existing datasets as well as the value of collecting entirely new data.
Table 3‑2 below provides examples of types of data that could be programmed into a baseline data collection process with a view to enabling monitoring and evaluation of a scheme once up-and-running.  The composition of metrics selected will depend on the objectives of the scheme.
[bookmark: _Ref36546199][bookmark: _Toc55291928]Table 3‑2: Possible metrics for data collection
	Consideration
	Sub-consideration
	Possible metrics for data collection

	Congestion
	General congestion
	Traffic counts
Traffic speeds
Journey time variability
Queue length data

	
	Displaced traffic
	As above, but on surrounding links

	
	Cruising for parking
	Data from smart parking providers

	Road safety
	Road traffic collision data
Visibility splays
Vehicle composition data (if relevant)

	Air quality
	Data from air quality monitoring stations / devices

	Access and accessibility
	User surveys
User observation
Parking compliance / contravention surveys
Analysis of enforcement statistics

	Local economy
	Impact of trade
	Pedestrian counts in commercial areas
Business takings / performance

	
	Freight efficiency
	No. of unique deliveries
Volume of goods delivered per vehicle
Vehicle load factors

	Land take
	Parking occupancy surveys
Parking turnover surveys
Analysis of permit to space ratios

	Mode shift
	User surveys (household, workplace, school)
Parking permit renewals
Bus boarding data


Refinement of options
The empirical nature of data gathering will shed greater light on the nature of the issue(s) at hand and may identify additional weaknesses in the transport environment that a parking scheme could reasonably solve.  It may therefore be appropriate to revise the objectives and targets based on the additional knowledge and empirical evidence obtained through data collection and/or refine or firm up the shortlist of schemes to be progressed to appraisal.
[bookmark: _Toc55291908]Stage 3: Appraise
With an agreed set of options, officers can proceed to appraisal.  For this, we recommend that boroughs adopt a multi-criteria assessment (MCA) approach to assess the extent to which each option can deliver on scheme objectives, contextualised within the known ‘benefits’ of parking management.  We encourage officers to consult the Appraisal Results Table tab of the CLSRTP Parking Assessment Framework file which provides a template for structuring the appraisal and to draw upon the worked example provided in Appendix A.
An MCA is a streamlined form of appraisal which lends particularly well to comparisons between direct alternatives.  The MCA approach establishes the relative benefits of each option being considered.
Where data from previous interventions exists (i.e. previous scheme evaluations of a similar nature in similar contexts), it is strongly recommended that this be drawn into the appraisal process.  It is hoped that widespread adoption of the Parking Assessment Framework by a range of boroughs will enable a rich source of comparable scheme evidence to be assembled over time.  This comparability is a key justification to encourage boroughs not to diverge from the template framework; although the precise approach will be for each individual borough to determine.  However, in early years, without the presence of robust evaluations from other boroughs that will take time to accrue, appraisals are likely to draw more heavily upon theory and qualitative assessment.
The conclusion of the appraisal process should enable a preferred option to be identified upon which the borough wishes to consult.  Alternatively, the borough may decide to consult on a range of possible schemes, particularly if the results of the appraisal show comparable benefits between alternatives.  This will be a decision for officers.
At this point, officers should prepare a ‘before’ study to record the findings of the data collection process and to document the appraisal results.  This should be produced in a way that is suitable for the view of the general public.
Provide a brief summary of the challenge
Present the results of the data gathering (including, briefly, the methodology used)
Describe the option(s) available / under consideration
Present the appraisal results (including, briefly, the methodology)
Outline next steps
[bookmark: _Toc55291909]Stage 4: Engage
Once a preferred option has been identified and evidenced, borough officers will need to reach out to obtain wider support.  The first point of engagement should be with internal political stakeholders.  The precise approach taken and the level of engagement required will depend on the type of scheme and the relationship had with Ward Councillors, Cabinet Members, etc.  However, for larger schemes, such as the introduction of a CPZ, it is advised that officers seek buy-in at all relevant political levels prior to undertaking a public consultation.  It will be important to obtain buy-in from the relevant Cabinet Member early if a final decision is to be Member-led.
Once the relevant political stakeholders are aware, officers should proceed with a wider public consultation.  The precise approach taken will depend on the nature and scale of the scheme.
Officers should present the results of the appraisal to all stakeholders engaged in a summarised and digestible form, including any options discounted and the rationale for discounting them.
The findings of the consultation process will inform a decision on whether to progress with the identified scheme or, where consulting on multiple options, inform which scheme or relevant components should be progressed.  At this point, depending on the nature of the scheme, officers may be required to further consult the Cabinet Member to enable a Member-led decision.
If the scheme does not obtain a sufficient level of public and/or political support, the scheme may require revision and a further consultation, or it may be abandoned completely.
[bookmark: _Toc55291910]Stage 5: Implement
Where the requisite approval is obtained, and the decision is taken to proceed to implementation, officers must develop a Monitoring & Evaluation Plan to enable the impact of the scheme to be captured.
This should represent a development of the original Data Collection Plan which sets agreed timeframes for monitoring activities to take place and outlines the resource requirements to deliver.  The scope of data collection activity should have already been determined at the planning stage and diversion from this framework is not recommended to ensure consistency and therefore the most robust evaluation.
The number of monitoring periods will be for officers to consider.  However, in most cases, it is expected that some monitoring activity will take place immediately after implementation (e.g. within a month, as appropriate to the scheme) to capture the immediate impacts, with an additional period of monitoring activity at a more distant point (e.g. a year after implementation or after the initial baseline data collection stage) to enable the impact to be captured once the scheme has bedded in and users have had time to respond.  However, as good practice, we would recommend the following suggested monitoring programme:
1. First monitoring period – 1 month after implementation
Second monitoring period – 12 months after baseline data collection
Third monitoring period – 12 months after scheme implementation
Depending on the scheme, it may be deemed beneficial to design in interim monitoring periods and/or extend the monitoring period beyond a year.  However, with more distant monitoring, it may be difficult to attribute observed changes back to the original scheme and to disentangle them from other schemes and developments that have since taken place.
Where using to evaluate a Covid-19 response scheme, it may be necessary to condense the monitoring and undertake more intensive, and possibly continuous, monitoring.
Once the Monitoring & Evaluation Plan is in place, officers can proceed with implementation.
[bookmark: _Toc55291911]Stage 6: Evaluate
The evaluation phase centres on the implementation / delivery of the Monitoring & Evaluation Plan.  This is critical and will enable the scheme’s impact to be captured and compared with the expected impact set out during the appraisal phase.  We strongly encourage officers to consult the Evaluation Results Table tab of the CLSRTP Parking Assessment Framework file which provides a template for reporting on the findings of the evaluation as well as drawing upon the worked example.
Once captured, the results should be uploaded to a central repository to facilitate knowledge sharing with other boroughs and to inform future scheme development in the borough concerned and elsewhere.  This should be accessible to all boroughs.
The time-series nature of the data captured as part of the monitoring process will help to identify any changes in the relative performance of the scheme against objectives that may occur through time.  This can inform whether any tweaks or more fundamental revisions need to take place to the scheme in due course.
At the conclusion of the evaluation phase, borough officers should prepare an ‘after’ study to report on the findings of the evaluation.  This should cover the methodology adopted as well as, crucially, the results.  This report should be concise with the aim of enabling borough officers to dive into it in the future to understand the evaluation process and to build the results into future scheme appraisals.  It could be a standalone report, or an additional chapter to the original ‘before’ study.
[bookmark: _Toc55291912]Making the Framework Work
As noted above, the full benefit of the framework approach will only be realised when scheme evaluation data comes to fruition.  This may take several years and will undoubtedly require the uptake and participation of several boroughs.
As the framework approach is sufficiently general to reflect a range of schemes and contexts, there is nothing to prohibit other boroughs or indeed other local transport authorities around the UK from adopting it and applying it.  Importantly, the higher the adoption rate, the sooner the critical mass of parking scheme evaluation material will emerge that can be usefully fed back into scheme appraisals.
[bookmark: _Toc55291913]Recommendations
In order to make the framework approach work to the fullest possible extent, we make the following four recommendations to Cross River Partnership for next steps and downstream programming:
1. Cross River Partnership should actively promote and encourage the adoption of the framework approach amongst member authorities.  Initially, a trial should be established to enable the framework approach to be tested and applied in the real-world and to be refined where necessary.
It may not be possible to define the duration of the trial period right away, as this will be influenced by the level of participation, the initial experiences of boroughs using the framework, and the time at which schemes transition from planning to implementation (which will vary depending on scheme type).  However, given the 12-month period required for monitoring and evaluation activity, the duration of the trial would need to reflect the time required to bring forward every scheme, plus the 12-month monitoring and evaluation period.
However, where trialling in relation to Covid-19 response schemes, the evaluation period could be shorter with condensed evaluation milestones or even continuous monitoring given the focus on delivering instantaneous rather than long-term behaviour change.
We strongly encourage a number of boroughs and a range of scheme types to be represented in the trial.  Larger and more complex schemes may take longer to bring to fruition, but the trial would benefit from having such schemes involved.  As a minimum, three use cases should be tested, but ideally more, and the more the better; however, this will be dependent on funding.  We would therefore suggest that any scheme is a worthy trial candidate, but maximum value would be obtained where applying to schemes in areas of parking stress[footnoteRef:4] as the impact of intervention will be greatest and monitoring and evaluation outcomes will be less sensitive to exogenous background factors that can distort evaluations. [4:  Where parking occupancy exceeds 85%.] 

However, given the times, it may be most appropriate to trial on Covid-19 response schemes where they remove or are designed to reduce demand for parking.  Of these, schemes that impact on businesses would be particularly interesting to include as they would provide for a richer context for evaluation.  However, residential schemes would be a no less valid use case.
We appreciate that different authorities have displayed differing appetites for adopting the framework approach at this time and we believe that a trial would be best served by engaging boroughs that are most enthusiastic for its use.
1. Cross River Partnership should undertake a review of the framework and guidance at the conclusion of the trial period to ensure it is fit-for-purpose and to make amendments to it where necessary.
This could be facilitated through focus group research with the boroughs that have taken part in the trial.  This would promote an open forum to discuss experiences (positive and negative) and encourage a consensus view on the scope of any revisions.
Even if the approach is deemed to be sound, we recommend replacing the existing worked example (which is fictitious) with real examples from the trial reflecting a range of contexts and scheme types, if possible.
1. Cross River Partnership should develop a common repository for parking scheme evaluations to be stored / uploaded online that is accessible to all boroughs to provide a consolidated evidence platform.
This repository should include recourse for uploading the Evaluation Results Table (quantitative data), but also enable recourse for uploading before and after written study reports to ensure that qualitative insights on schemes are documented.  A common repository would greatly benefit knowledge sharing between boroughs and would become the ‘go to’ source for evidence on past parking scheme performance.
This should be established at the conclusion of the trial period and once any amendments to the framework-approach (which could feasibly include how information / data is captured and reported) are reflected.
Once the framework-approach is beyond trial stage and the repository is in place, Cross River Partnership should promote the framework approach to Transport for London, London Councils, other London partnerships and other UK local authorities (perhaps through the Local Government Association) as a means of disseminating best practice throughout the country and encouraging wider uptake.
This would enable the best practice approach that has been developed and adopted amongst CLSRTP boroughs to be adopted more widely, leading to better quality outcomes on parking schemes throughout the UK.
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Annex 2
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CLSRTP Parking Assessment Framework
Appraisal Results Table

		Central London Sub-Regional Transport Partnership

		Parking Assessment Framework

		Appraisal Results Table



						Scheme		Appraisal Criteria																Overall

								Reducing Congestion		Improving Road Safety		Improving Air Quality		Combating Climate Change		Improving Access & Accessibility		Promoting the Local Economy		Achieving Land Take Efficiency		Delivering a Positive Mode Shift

						Option 1																		ERROR:#DIV/0!

						Option 2																		ERROR:#DIV/0!

						Option 3																		ERROR:#DIV/0!

						Option 4																		ERROR:#DIV/0!

						Option 5																		ERROR:#DIV/0!

		General notes to appraisers:

		1. Scheme options should be set out in column C.

		2. A minimum of two scheme options are required: a) the do-nothing (baseline case) b) the do-something (intervention case).

		3. Additional scheme options should be inserted as new rows.

		4. The suggested appraisal criteria are based on the 'benefits' of parking management, as set out in ITP's report for London Councils 'Benefits of Parking Management in London'.

		5. Boroughs may diverge from the template appraisal criteria if necessary, but are recommended to do so only if there is good reason.

		6. Boroughs should ensure consistent appraisal criteria are adopted across schemes of a similar nature.

		7. Not all appraisal criteria will be deemed relevant for every scheme.  However, borough officers should be capable of demonstrating that a scheme will not have a detrimental impact against each criterion.  This ensures that the potential for unintended consequences is minimised.

		8. Each appraisal criterion must comprise at least one 'test'.  Tests are to be defined by the borough officer as appropriate and based on the data available

		9. Where an appraisal criterion comprises multiple 'tests', these may be weighted at the descretion of the borough officer.  However, any decision to weight must be justified.

		Guidance for undertaking appraisals:

		1. Each appraisal criterion should be scored in accordance with the following 5-point scale.  This aides ease of comnprehensive and communication to the public:

				5. Delivers a significantly improved outcome on the current situation

				4. Delivers an improved outcome on the current situation

				3. No change or no detriment

				2. Delivers a worse outcome on the current situation

				1. Delivers a significantly worse outcome on the current situation

		2. Wherever possible, appraisal scores must be based on quantitative data.

		3. Where relevant, appraisals should consider the results of previous evaluations.

		4. As a general rule, borough officers must be capable of demonstrating that the preferred option achieves no detriment or better in relation to each criterion.  Exceptions may be applied in circumstances where there is an overwhelming benefit to other more important criteria.  However, any propensity for a new scheme to result in a deterioration of a particular condition must be made clear to stakeholers.

		5. The do-nothing scenario would normally be expected to score a 3. across the appraisal criteria.  In some instances, it would be expected to perform worse on certain criteria where the status quo would be reasonably expected to result in a deterioration of existing conditions.

		6. Borough officers should determine boundaries between appraisal scores when analysing quantitive data.  However, these boundaries should be aligned to the qualitative descriptions given (see point 1.)





Evaluation Results Table

		Central London Sub-Regional Transport Partnership

		Parking Assessment Framework

		Evaluation Results Table



						Monitoring Activity		Commencement date		Completion date		Evaluation Criteria

												Reducing Congestion		Improving Road Safety		Improving Air Quality		Combating Climate Change		Improving Access & Accessibility		Promoting the Local Economy		Achieving Land Take Efficiency		Delivering a Positive Mode Shift

						Baseline

						1st Monitoring period

						2nd Monitoring period

						3rd Monitoring period

						4th Monitoring period

		General notes to evaluators:

		1. A scheme should comprise at least two points of evaluation.  Larger, more complex schemes would be reasonably expected to benefit from more.

		2. The number of monitoring periods should be set out in Column C, accompanied by dates of activity.

		3. Additional monitoring periods should be set out below.

		4. The evaluation criteria should be aligned to the appraisal criteria to ensure relevance and comparability between the data collected as part of the baseline assessment and the data collected as part of the evaluation.

		Guidance for undertaking evaluations:

		1. Evaluations should report quantitative statistics which capture performance against the baseline e.g. as percentage changes
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Introduction

Integrated Transport Planning Ltd. (ITP) was commissioned by Cross River Partnership (CRP) in December 2019 to develop a common framework and associated guidance document for the appraisal and evaluation of parking schemes on behalf of central and inner London boroughs.

This technical note provides a worked example reference for borough officers to use when applying the framework to support parking scheme design.  The note serves as Annex 2 to the main guidance document.

Worked Example

This example is predicated on the parking scheme design theory of change presented in Figure 3-1 of the main guidance document; which is repeated below (as Figure 1).

It is important to understand that this worked example is a fictitious example, which uses largely fictitious data, but which has been embedded within a real-world context.  It should therefore be relatable and applicable.

Borough officers should not seek to emulate this worked example verbatim when developing their before and after studies on the schemes they implement.  This example is pitched to try and articulate the thinking in the process to the reader.  It therefore acts to complement the guidance document as a walk-through guide.

Annex 2 – CLSRTP Parking Assessment Framework – Worked Example

For example, the worked example does not go into detail on the workings that an officer might undertake as part of a scheme appraisal or evaluation.  This is a matter for each officer to consider in relation to type and scale of scheme they are considering, and we do not wish to be prescriptive on that matter.  Naturally, larger schemes will reasonably require a more involved appraisal and evaluation.  Instead, this example aims to provide borough officers with a view of how appraisal and evaluation results should be recorded to ensure that outcomes can be consistently interpreted between boroughs. 

	1	[image: ]	

[bookmark: _Ref35507091]Figure 1: Parking scheme design: A Theory of Change
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Diagnose

This worked example reflects the following problem statement:

CA-A is a Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) within the London Borough of Camden.  The area covered is predominantly residential; however, it contains four schools, three places of worship, a library and a range of healthcare facilities (including three pharmacies, two dentist’s surgeries, a GP’s practice and an optician’s).

The zone consists of a mix of residents’ parking bays (75%), general use parking bays for sessional parking (20%) with the remaining 5% made up of disabled, car club and loading bays.  The CPZ is operational between the hours of 08:30 and 18:30, Monday to Friday, whilst sessional parking is charged at £3.30 per hour, also between the hours of 08:30 and 18:30, Monday to Friday.  It is free at other times.

The area has seen a gradual increase in traffic levels in recent years and competition for parking spaces at shoulder periods has led to complaints from some residents that they are unable to get parked.  Traffic levels have also created concern for the safety of children attending the local schools; three of which are primary schools.

The London Borough of Camden has committed to reviewing arrangements.

Figure 2: Extent of CA-A CPZ with schools shown

[image: ]

Plan

Creating a vision and a set of objectives for the scheme

The London Borough of Camden has a range of policy documents that could be deemed relevant to designing an area-wide transport scheme.  The principal policy document is the Camden Transport Strategy 2019-2041 (CTS) which sets out how the Borough will contribute to the delivery of the Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS) as well as delivering on local transport objectives.

The CTS outlines the following vision for transport, as a whole, in the borough:

“To work alongside residents and partners in transforming transport and mobility in Camden, enabling and encouraging people to travel sustainably; nurturing healthier lifestyles; creating radically less polluting places; and upgrading the transport network to meet Camden’s needs and those of London as a growing capital city.”

Camden Transport Strategy, p.62

In support of this vision, the CTS lists the following seven objectives:

To transform our streets and places to enable an increase in walking and cycling.

To reduce car ownership and use, and reduce motor traffic levels in Camden.

To deliver a sustainable transport system and streets that are accessible and inclusive for all.

To substantially reduce all road casualties in Camden and progress towards zero killed and seriously injured (KSI) casualties.

To reduce and mitigate the impact of transport-based emissions and noise in Camden.

To deliver an efficient and well-maintained highways network and kerb-side space that prioritises the sustainable movement of goods and people.

To ensure economic growth and regeneration is supported by, and supports, a sustainable transport network. 

Each objective is supported by a range of indicators and targets to measure performance on these objectives.  These can be viewed on pages 163-169 of the CTS.

Other relevant policy documents include:

Mayor’s Transport Strategy

Camden 2025 and Our Camden Plan

Camden Clean Air Action Plan 2019-2022

Green Action for Change 2010-2020

Camden’s Parking and Enforcement Plan

Reflecting on the vision and objectives of the CTS, the challenges outlined in the problem statement and the many identified benefits of parking management, we have developed the following vision for our hypothetical area-wide parking scheme in CA-A:

“To prioritise existing parking spaces for local residents and reduce traffic levels, particularly around local schools, whilst facilitating a transition towards cleaner vehicles and encouraging the use of public transport, walking and cycling.”

Further to the vision, a set of objectives are outlined below:

1. To eliminate parking stress

1. To reduce traffic volumes on local streets, especially at school opening and closing times

1. To improve air quality for people living and working in the area.

1. To encourage a modal shift amongst residents from private car use to public transport, walking and cycling.

Table 1 outlines a series of indicators that will be used to measure performance on each objective as well as a series of indicative targets to set out the scale of impact desired.  These will be reviewed and targets firmed up following the initial data collection phase.

[bookmark: _Ref36404849]Table 1: Scheme objectives with indicators and targets

		Objective

		Indicator

		Indicative Target



		To eliminate parking stress

		Parking occupancy surveys on residents’ bays and sessional parking bays

		Maximum occupancy level of 85% on any given street



		To reduce traffic volumes on local streets, especially at school opening and closing times

		Traffic counts

08:00 – 09:00 (AM peak / school opening time)

15:00 – 16:00 (school closing time)

17:00 – 18:00 (PM peak)

		5% reduction in traffic volumes at each time period



		To improve air quality for people living and working in the area

		Roadside air pollutant concentrations, measured using air quality monitoring apparatus:

NO2 concentrations

PM10 concentrations

PM2.5 concentrations

		5% improvement in annual average roadside concentrations for each pollutant



		To combat climate change through reducing greenhouse gas emissions

		CO2 emissions, measured through emission modelling drawing on detailed traffic monitoring data

		5% reduction in road transport generated CO2 emissions



		To encourage a modal shift amongst residents from private car use to public transport, walking and cycling

		Residents’ parking permit applications / renewals

		5% reduction in residential parking permit renewals



		

		Classified traffic counts

08:00 – 09:00 (AM peak / school opening time)

15:00 – 16:00 (school closing time)

17:00 – 18:00 (PM peak)

		5% reduction in traffic volumes at each time period

20% increase in cycle volumes at each time period



		

		Pedestrian counts

08:00 – 09:00 (AM peak / school opening time)

15:00 – 16:00 (school closing time)

17:00 – 18:00 (PM peak)

		25% increase in pedestrian volumes at each time period



		

		Bus stop boarding counts

08:00 – 09:00 (AM peak / school opening time)

15:00 – 16:00 (school closing time)

17:00 – 18:00 (PM peak)

		2% increase in boardings



		

		Household surveys to ascertain scope and reasons for travel behaviour (evaluation only)

		Corroboration of the above targets





Early optioneering

Once scheme objectives have been determined, we can begin to think about types of interventions that could be reasonably introduced to fulfil the objectives.  To begin with, we encourage parking officers to think broadly and be creative, before refining ideas based on what is feasible and what is deliverable.  Table 2 below matches possible interventions to objectives.  Where a particular type of intervention delivers against more than one objective, it has been listed more than once.

[bookmark: _Ref36405001]Table 2: Mapping objectives to possible interventions

		Objective

		Interventions that could deliver on objectives



		To eliminate parking stress

		Adjustments to the CPZ hours of operation for residents’ bays – to prioritise the parking needs of residents against other users

Increase sessional parking charges – to discourage marginal users of private vehicles and to encourage increased turnover of existing general use spaces

Increase permit prices – to discourage local residents who are occasional car users from purchasing a residents’ parking permit

Improved enforcement – to mitigate instances of illegal or obstructive parking



		To reduce traffic volumes on local streets, especially at school opening and closing times

		Bring CPZ hours of operation forward from 08:30 to 08:00 (or earlier) to discourage school-related traffic and parking

Implement a road-user charge on school streets at opening and closing time to dissuade drop-offs and pick-ups

Increase sessional parking charges at school opening and closing times



		To improve air quality for people living and working in the area

		Adoption of NOx/PM emissions-based permit prices

Adoption of NOx/PM emissions-based sessional parking charges

Reallocate general use parking bays to electric vehicle bays, car club, cycle parking bays or take some away entirely



		To combat climate change

		Adoption of CO2 emissions-based permit prices

Adoption of CO2 emissions-based sessional parking charges

Reallocate general use parking bays to electric vehicle bays, car club, cycle parking bays or take some away entirely



		To encourage a modal shift amongst residents from private car use to public transport, walking and cycling

		Increase permit prices – to discourage local residents who are occasional car users from purchasing a residents’ parking permit

Reduce the quantum of residents’ parking bays or reallocate some to e.g. electric vehicle bays, car club or cycle parking bays

Provide fresh investment in public transport, cycling and/or pedestrian facilities





In terms of an initial sense check, all interventions appear feasible in relation to a scheme for CA-A with the possible exception of altering residents’ parking permit prices which may require a borough-wide approach.

Meanwhile, providing fresh investment in public transport, cycling and/or pedestrian facilities would be welcomed to support the scheme; however, it is not a core part of a parking scheme and has thus been excluded from consideration for simplicity.

Therefore, the shortlist of possible interventions under consideration is as follows:

Expanding the hours of CPZ operation.

Increasing sessional parking (pay and display) tariffs.

Varying sessional parking (pay and display) tariffs in response to demand i.e. dynamic pricing.

Graduating sessional parking (pay and display) tariffs based on either NOx/PM or CO2 vehicle emissions.

Reallocating a proportion of general use sessional (pay and display) parking bays to be electric vehicle only bays, car club only bays and/or cycle parking e.g. dockless bike parking bays.

Reallocating a proportion of residents’ parking bays to be electric vehicle only bays, car club only bays and/or cycle parking e.g. dockless bike parking bays.

Implementing a road-user charge on school streets.

Stepping-up enforcement in key areas to mitigate illegal and obstructive parking.

Developing the Data Collection Plan

At this point, we want to gather some data on the performance of the transport system to refine the intervention options set out above and move them towards a set of defined schemes to appraise.

Crucially, we need to gather data on the indicators against which we are measuring our objectives.  However, we also need to think about any other impacts, positive and negative, that an area-wide parking scheme could feasibly have that are not defined within our scheme objectives.

A positive impact could be, for example, an improvement in the turnover of sessional parking spaces as a result of increasing tariffs where the increase in tariffs was designed to relieve parking stress rather than drive turnover.  This could be seen as a positive impact that was beyond the core objectives of the scheme.

Meanwhile, a negative impact could be, for example, that the expansion of CPZ operating hours leads to a displacement of parking to neighbouring areas.

While collecting data on indicators should be regarded as the bare minimum, it is important to collect a wider pool of data to obtain the fullest insight into the impact of the scheme.

Table 3 below sets out our Data Collection Plan for this scheme.  ‘Primary objectives’ reflect the direct objectives of the scheme, as defined above.  ‘Secondary objectives’ reflect the other impacts, positive and negative, that we are seeking to gather data on.  This Data Collection Plan incorporates three new surveys together with the analysis of two existing data sources.

While the survey approach set out assumes the installation of temporary equipment, borough officers should consider whether merit exists in installing permanent equipment to give provide real-time, continuous data.  This could, for instance, include installing permanent sensors in parking bays or installing permanent air quality monitoring apparatus.

Figure 3 presents a locational plan of the surveys described in Table 3.  Traffic survey locations are aimed to reflect a variety of street character types whilst relating to school locations (as per Objective 2).  We have tied air quality monitoring sites to traffic survey sites to aid comparability.  For the parking occupancy surveys, we have expanded the spatial scope of these surveys to beyond the CPZ boundary to enable displacement impacts to be quantified.

[bookmark: _Ref36494404]Table 3: Data Collection Plan

		Survey / Analysis type

		Approach / Equipment

		Survey Spec

		Data Gathered

		Primary Objectives

		Secondary Objectives



		Parking occupancy surveys with duration of stay

		Parking beat surveys

		2hr beats, 06:00 – 22:00

Selected streets

7-day period, neutral week

Disaggregated by street and bay type

		Parking inventory

Parking occupancy (counts)

Vehicle Registration Mark (VRM)

		To eliminate parking stress

		To determine any changes to parking turnover

To determine the extent of any parking displacement that may take place

To determine the extent of illegally / obstructively parked vehicles in the area



		Classified traffic and pedestrian counts

		Camera-based with vision analysis; plus ANPR cameras at selected locations

		06:00 – 22:00

Selected streets

7-day period, neutral week

Disaggregated by street

		General traffic counts

Cycle counts

Pedestrian counts

Modal composition of all traffic-related counts

Traffic speed data

Euro class vehicle breakdown

		To reduce traffic volumes on local streets, especially at school opening and closing times

To encourage a modal shift amongst residents from private car use to public transport, walking and cycling

		To determine whether traffic speeds are appropriate

To determine impact on bus speeds



		Air quality surveys

		Air quality monitoring devices

		24 hours

Selected streets

Continuous over a 12-month period ‘before’ and ‘after’ intervention

Disaggregated by street

		NO2 concentrations

PM10 concentrations

PM2.5 concentrations

		To improve air quality for people living and working in the area

		None



		CO2 emission modelling

		Appropriate emission model

		Modelling of CO2 emissions using classified traffic count data and Euro class emission data (see above)

		CO2 emissions (tonnes) at monitored sites 

		To combat climate change

		None



		Bus stop boarding data

		TfL data from tap-ins

		06:00 – 22:00

All bus stops in the area

7-day period

		Boarding counts

		To encourage a modal shift amongst residents from private car use to public transport, walking and cycling

		None



		Analysis of parking permit ratios

		N/A

		In-house parking permit inventory

		Parking permit ratios by type by street

Parking permit ratios by type for the full area

		To eliminate parking stress

To encourage a modal shift amongst residents from private car use to public transport, walking and cycling

		None







[bookmark: _Ref36494931]Figure 3: Survey locations by survey type
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Interpreting the results of data collection

Following the initial data collection phase, borough officers will be able to test the extent to which their original understanding of the issues at hand are true, while it might also have given them sight of additional challenges of which they were not previously aware.

Based on this, borough officers may wish to revisit the vision, the objectives, targets and/or the list of interventions drawn up at the preceding stage.  However, crucially, data collection should enable officers to firm up their ideas as to the components of the scheme and any potential phasing of interventions.

For the purposes of this example, we will assume that the data collection phase has shown that all original objectives remain valid, but that the components of the scheme to be progressed to appraisal are as below:

Increase in sessional parking charges from £3.30 to £5.00 per hour with an additional £1.00 surcharge for diesel vehicles.

Extension of CPZ operating hours and sessional parking charges to 08:00 – 19:00, Monday to Friday (originally 08:30 – 18:30).

Road-user charge of £2.50 for motorists driving along school streets between 08:00 and 09:00 and 15:00 and 16:00.

Appraise

The appraisal takes the scheme and applies it to the existing situation – referred to as the do-nothing scheme.  In many cases, ‘doing nothing’ might be expected to lead to a deterioration of the current situation, particularly where new development is coming online which will add additional strain to traffic and parking; however, for the purposes of this example, we will assume that it leads to no change.

The first stage of appraisal is to define the appraisal criteria.  We recommend keeping to the criteria as set out in the Appraisal Results Table (see Annex 1) to ensure consistency between schemes and between boroughs; however, officers may decide that they want to disaggregate the criteria into sub-criteria.  For example, a scheme might be designed to improve road safety in general, but an officer might want to give a particular emphasis to improving road safety at a particular junction if this is a known hotspot.  This might be a key objective that should be reflected in the criteria.

Once the criteria have been defined, the next step is to gather as much evidence as possible to support the scheme.  The expectation is that, over time, the results of scheme evaluations undertaken from the application of this framework approach will form an important part of the evidence used in scheme appraisals.  However, that does require that the framework be used and applied over a period time to enable that evidence base to accrue.  Until then, it is likely that other sources of quantitative evidence together with qualitative theory-based assessments will form the bedrock of the appraisal approach.  Borough officers may, for instance, wish to explore price elasticities of demand for parking charges when assessing the impact of pricing / tariff changes.  Some evidence to this end can be found online.

Following the gathering of evidence, officers should then seek to map this evidence against the criteria.  An example is shown in Table 4 below.  Note that the figures / statistics presented in this table are fictitious but are designed to illustrate the type of information that should be captured / considered.

[bookmark: _Ref36503200]Table 4: Mapping of scheme impacts to Appraisal Criteria

		Appraisal Criteria

		Option 1 (do-nothing)

		Option 2 (intervention)



		Reducing congestion

		No change

		Evaluated schemes in other boroughs [Lewisham, Islington, RBKC] show that similar increases in sessional parking tariffs can lead to a 6%-16% reduction in traffic.

A comparable road-user charge of £3.00 introduced on a school street in another part of Camden last year reduced traffic by 45% whilst operational.

We also expect that our scheme will reduce cruising activity at peak times.



		Improving road safety

		No change

		We expect that the reduction in traffic and parking activity on school streets will lead to a safer environment for pupils at the school gate.  However, we do not have a quantifiable evidence to support this hypothesis at this time.  Previous studies show no to weak correlation.



		Improving air quality

		No change

		Potential reductions in traffic volumes of between 6% and 16% would lead to a commensurate reduction in roadside pollutant concentrations.

A diesel surcharge would lead to a 2% improvement in roadside pollutant concentrations.

A potential 45% reduction in traffic volumes on school streets as a result of a road user charge would lead to a commensurate improvement in air quality at school gates.



		Combating climate change

		No change

		Potential reductions in traffic volumes of between 6% and 16% would lead to a commensurate reduction in CO2 emissions.

A diesel surcharge would have a neutral effect on CO2 emissions due to people switching from diesel to a combination of petrol (worse) and electric or hybrid (better) vehicles.



		Improving access and accessibility

		No change

		We expect the increase in sessional parking charges and the expansion of the CPZ’s operating hours to result in an improvement in the ability of residents to park at shoulder times.

However, we acknowledge that the road-user charge might cause some parking displacement within the CPZ as some pupils are dropped-off and picked-up slightly further from the school gate.  This might impact residents parking bays in these areas for a short time.



		Promoting the local economy

		No change

		The area is largely residential and supports relatively few local businesses (no detriment).



		Achieving land take efficiency

		No change

		Evaluated schemes in other boroughs [Lewisham, Islington, RBKC] show that similar increases in sessional parking tariffs can lead to a 7%-15% reduction in parking space occupancy rates.



		Delivering a positive mode shift

		No change

		An evaluated scheme in Islington showed that a £2.00 hourly increase in sessional parking charges led to a 12% increase in walking, a 9% increase in cycling and a 1.5% increase in train use amongst local residents.





Once the mapping of evidence is complete, officers should complete the Appraisal Results Table (see Annex 1 for the template) to score the scheme(s) under consideration against the criteria based.  This should be completed in accordance with the guidance provided in the Excel template.

An Appraisal Results Table for the scheme presented here is embedded below:






At this point, borough officers should prepare the before study to document all components of scheme development to date (please refer to the Guidance document for further detail).

Engage

Now, officers can progress the scheme to engagement.  Borough officers should refer to the Guidance when designing and undertaking engagement, and align this with their existing engagement protocols.

Engagement presents a further opportunity to revise elements of the scheme based on the feedback received from stakeholders.  For the purposes of this example, we will assume that there are no amendments to be made.

Implement

It is vital that, prior to actually implementing the scheme or any components of it, officers ensure that they have a robust Monitoring & Evaluation Plan in place.  This is because the period immediately after implementation is likely to be really crucial time in the monitoring programme and in quantifying some of the impacts that arise.  We recommend that a minimum of two monitoring periods be generally adopted as below:

1. Within a month of implementation (except for air quality monitoring)

1. 12 months on from implementation or from the initial baseline data collection (to ensure comparable results)

Depending on the scheme, interim monitoring periods may be appropriate.  It may also be appropriate to extend monitoring activity beyond a year from implementation, especially if the scheme is being developed with the expectation that it will evolve in the near future or if it involves components that will be phased in over time.  However, officers should be wary of extending monitoring timeframes too far into the future without specific reason because changes will become increasingly difficult to attribute to the scheme.  Where a scheme is being phased in over time, monitoring periods should closely respond to phasing activity.

An indicative Monitoring & Evaluation Plan is set out in Table 5 below.  It corresponds directly to the Data Collection Plan presented in Table 3.  It is expected that the original data collection programme will be re-run at each of these monitoring periods. Once the Monitoring & Evaluation Plan is in place, officers should move to implement the scheme.

[bookmark: _Ref36510375]Table 5: Monitoring and Evaluation Schedule

		Survey / Analysis type

		First Monitoring Period

		Second Monitoring Period

		Third Monitoring Period



		Parking occupancy surveys with duration of stay

		1 month after implementation

		12 months after baseline data collection

		12 months after implementation



		Classified traffic and pedestrian counts

		1 month after implementation

		12 months after baseline data collection

		12 months after implementation



		Air quality surveys

		-

		12 months after implementation

		12 months after implementation



		CO2 emission modelling

		1 month after implementation

		12 months after baseline data collection

		12 months after implementation



		Bus stop boarding data

		1 month after implementation

		12 months after baseline data collection

		12 months after implementation



		Analysis of parking permit ratios

		1 month after implementation

		12 months after baseline data collection

		12 months after implementation



		Household surveys

		1 month after implementation

		12 months after baseline data collection

		12 months after implementation





Evaluate

At the conclusion of all monitoring periods, officers will have full view of the impact of their scheme.  At this point, officers should produce an evaluation report (after study) and complete the Evaluation Results Table (see Annex 1 for the template).

It will be important for the purposes of the local authority to evaluate the scheme against the scheme objectives, and this should be presented within the reporting.  However, the Evaluation Results Table encourages officers to align the scheme impacts with the benefits of parking management and therein the standardised Appraisal Criteria.  This is because the objectives of virtually every scheme will be different, and therefore it could be challenging to draw useful comparisons between the impacts of schemes at different scales, of different types in different places.  By contrast, the benefits of parking management provide for a standard framework against which all schemes – irrespective of type, scale, location, etc. – can be compared.  This aids the capability of officers to incorporate data from evaluated schemes in new scheme appraisals.

The embedded file below provides an example of how borough officers should seek to complete the Evaluation Results Table.  For simplicity and ease of understanding, we have only presented findings against the primary scheme objectives.  However, borough officers would be encouraged to populate this with data gathered on secondary objectives as well (as articulated in the Data Collection Plan, see Table 3).  In the case of this example, these would include impacts on parking displacement, traffic speeds, bus speeds, etc.





Once evaluated, the findings of the evaluation (Evaluation Results Table together with the evaluation report) should be uploaded to a central repository for the view and the use of other boroughs.
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CLSRTP Appraisal Results Table_EXAMPLE

Appraisal Results Table


			Central London Sub-Regional Transport Partnership																																	INSERT ITP LOGO


			Parking Assessment Framework


			Appraisal Results Table





									Scheme			Appraisal Criteria																								Overall


												Reducing Congestion			Improving Road Safety			Improving Air Quality			Combating climate change			Improving Access & Accessibility			Promoting the Local Economy			Achieving Land Take Efficiency			Delivering a Positive Mode Shift


									Option 1:
Do Nothing			3			3			3			3			3			3			3			3			3


									Option 2:
- Increase in sessional parking charges from £3.30 to £5.00 per hour with an additional £1.00 surcharge for diesel vehicles.
- Extension of CPZ operating hours and sessional parking charges to 08:00 – 19:00, Monday to Friday (originally 08:30 – 18:30).
- Road-user charge of £2.50 for motorists driving along school streets between 08:00 and 09:00 and 15:00 and 16:00.			4			3			4			4			4			3			4			4			3.75


			General notes to appraisers:


			1. Scheme options should be set out in column C.


			2. A minimum of two scheme options are required: a) the do-nothing (baseline case) b) the do-something (intervention case).


			3. Additional scheme options should be inserted as new rows.


			4. The suggested Appraisal Criteria are based on the 'benefits' of parking management, as set out in ITP's report for London Councils 'Benefits of Parking Management in London'.


			5. Boroughs may diverge from the template Appraisal Criteria if necessary, but are recommended to do so only if there is good reason.


			6. Boroughs should ensure a consistent Appraisal Criteria is adopted between schemes of a similar nature.


			7. Not all Appraisal Criteria will be deemed relevant for every scheme.  However, borough officers should be capable of demonstrating that a scheme will not have a detrimental impact against each criterion.  This ensures that the potential for unintended consequences is minimised.


			8. Each Appraisal Criteria must comprise at least one 'test'.  Tests are to be defined by the borough officer as appropriate and based on the data available


			9. Where an Appraisal Criteria comprises multiple 'tests', these may be weighted at the descretion of the borough officer.  However, any decision to weight must be justified.


			Guidance for undertaking appraisals:


			1. Each appraisal criterion should be scored in accordance with the following 5-point scale.  This aides ease of comnprehensive and communication to the public:


						5. Delivers a significantly improved outcome on the current situation


						4. Delivers an improved outcome on the current situation


						3. No change or no detriment


						2. Delivers a worse outcome on the current situation


						1. Delivers a significantly worse outcome on the current situation


			2. Wherever possible, appraisal scores must be based on quantitative data.


			3. Where relevant, appraisals should consider the results of previous evaluations.


			4. As a general rule, borough officers must be capable of demonstrating that the preferred option achieves no detriment or better in relation to each criterion.  Exceptions may be applied in circumstances where there is an overwhelming benefit to other more important criteria.  However, any propensity for a new scheme to result in a deterioration of a particular condition must be made clear to stakeholers.


			5. The do-nothing scenario would normally be expected to score a 3. across the Appraisal Criteria.  In some instances, it would be expected to perform worse on certain criteria where the status quo would be reasonably expected to result in a deterioration of existing conditions.


			6. Borough officers should determine boundaries between appraisal scores when analysing quantitive data.  However, these boundaries should be aligned to the qualitative descriptions given (see point 1.)
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CLSRTP Evaluation Results Table_EXAMPLE

Evaluation Results Table


			Central London Sub-Regional Transport Partnership																																				INSERT ITP LOGO


			Parking Assessment Framework


			Evaluation Results Table





									Monitoring Activity			Commencement date			Completion date			Evaluation Criteria


																		Reducing Congestion			Improving Road Safety			Improving Air Quality			Combating Climate Change			Improving Access & Accessibility			Growing the Local Economy			Achieving Land Take Efficiency			Delivering a Positive Mode Shift


																		Traffic volumes						Roadside pollutant concentrations			CO2 emissions									Parking occupancy			Residents' parking permits			Traffic volumes			Cycle volumes			Pedestrian volumes			Bus boardings			Household surveys


									Baseline			6/15/20			6/21/20			Add baseline data from initial data gathering			N/A			Add baseline data from initial data gathering			Add baseline data from initial data gathering			N/A			N/A			Add baseline data from initial data gathering			Add baseline data from initial data gathering			Add baseline data from initial data gathering			Add baseline data from initial data gathering			Add baseline data from initial data gathering			Add baseline data from initial data gathering			N/A


									1st Monitoring period			10/26/20			11/1/20			- 67% reduction in traffic volumes between 08:00 and 09:00 compared to baseline
- 44% reduction in traffic volumes between 15:00 and 16:00 compared to baseline
- 16% reduction in traffic volumes between 17:00 and 18:00 compared to baseline			No primary indicators assessed.  Improvements can be inferred from other indicators			Not assessed - monitoring period too short to make comparisons			-3% reduction in CO2 emissions			No primary indicators assessed.  Improvements can be inferred from other indicators			N/A			- 19% reduction in parking stress in general use bays compared to baseline
- 80% reduction in parking stress in residents' only bays compared to baseline			- 0% reduction in total residents' parking permits compared to baseline			- 67% reduction in traffic volumes between 08:00 and 09:00 compared to baseline
- 44% reduction in traffic volumes between 15:00 and 16:00 compared to baseline
- 16% reduction in traffic volumes between 17:00 and 18:00 compared to baseline			- 11% increase in cycle volumes between 08:00 and 09:00 compared to baseline
- 7% increase in cycle volumes between 15:00 and 16:00 compared to baseline
- 5% increase in cycle volumes between 17:00 and 18:00 compared to baseline			- 23% increase in pedestrian volumes between 08:00 and 09:00 compared to baseline
- 17% increase in pedestrian volumes between 15:00 and 16:00 compared to baseline
- 4% increase in pedestrian volumes between 17:00 and 18:00 compared to baseline			- 1% increase in bus boardings between 08:00 and 09:00 compared to baseline
- 10% increase in bus boardings between 15:00 and 16:00 compared to baseline
- 1% increase in bus boardings between 17:00 and 18:00 compared to baseline			- 4% of respondents surveyed stated that they walk, cycle or use public transport more often as a result of the introduction of the parking scheme


									2nd Monitoring period			6/14/21			6/20/21			- 71% reduction in traffic volumes between 08:00 and 09:00 compared to baseline
- 56% reduction in traffic volumes between 15:00 and 16:00 compared to baseline
- 18% reduction in traffic volumes between 17:00 and 18:00 compared to baseline			No primary indicators assessed.  Improvements can be inferred from other indicators			- 10% reduction in roadside NO2 concentrations compared to baseline
- 7% reduction in roadside PM10 concentrations compared to baseline
- 5% reduction in roadside PM2.5 concentrations compared to baseline			-6% reduction in CO2 emissions			No primary indicators assessed.  Improvements can be inferred from other indicators			N/A			- 24% reduction in parking stress in general use bays compared to baseline
- 92% reduction in parking stress in residents' only bays compared to baseline			- 2% reduction in total residents' parking permits compared to baseline			- 71% reduction in traffic volumes between 08:00 and 09:00 compared to baseline
- 56% reduction in traffic volumes between 15:00 and 16:00 compared to baseline
- 18% reduction in traffic volumes between 17:00 and 18:00 compared to baseline			- 24% increase in cycle volumes between 08:00 and 09:00 compared to baseline
- 17% increase in cycle volumes between 15:00 and 16:00 compared to baseline
- 12% increase in cycle volumes between 17:00 and 18:00 compared to baseline			- 27% increase in pedestrian volumes between 08:00 and 09:00 compared to baseline
- 19% increase in pedestrian volumes between 15:00 and 16:00 compared to baseline
- 6% increase in pedestrian volumes between 17:00 and 18:00 compared to baseline			- 2% increase in bus boardings between 08:00 and 09:00 compared to baseline
- 12% increase in bus boardings between 15:00 and 16:00 compared to baseline
- 2% increase in bus boardings between 17:00 and 18:00 compared to baseline			- 6% of respondents surveyed stated that they walk, cycle or use public transport more often as a result of the introduction of the parking scheme


									3rd Monitoring period			10/25/21			10/31/21			- 74% reduction in traffic volumes between 08:00 and 09:00 compared to baseline
- 59% reduction in traffic volumes between 15:00 and 16:00 compared to baseline
- 18% reduction in traffic volumes between 17:00 and 18:00 compared to baseline			No primary indicators assessed.  Improvements can be inferred from other indicators			- 10% reduction in roadside NO2 concentrations compared to baseline
- 8% reduction in roadside PM10 concentrations compared to baseline
- 5% reduction in roadside PM2.5 concentrations compared to baseline			-10% reduction in CO2 emissions			No primary indicators assessed.  Improvements can be inferred from other indicators			N/A			- 25% reduction in parking stress in general use bays compared to baseline
- 101% reduction in parking stress in general use bays compared to baseline			- 5% reduction in total residents' parking permits compared to baseline			- 74% reduction in traffic volumes between 08:00 and 09:00 compared to baseline
- 59% reduction in traffic volumes between 15:00 and 16:00 compared to baseline
- 18% reduction in traffic volumes between 17:00 and 18:00 compared to baseline			- 19% increase in cycle volumes between 08:00 and 09:00 compared to baseline
- 14% increase in cycle volumes between 15:00 and 16:00 compared to baseline
- 8% increase in cycle volumes between 17:00 and 18:00 compared to baseline			- 26% increase in pedestrian volumes between 08:00 and 09:00 compared to baseline
- 17% increase in pedestrian volumes between 15:00 and 16:00 compared to baseline
- 6% increase in pedestrian volumes between 17:00 and 18:00 compared to baseline			- 4% increase in bus boardings between 08:00 and 09:00 compared to baseline
- 14% increase in bus boardings between 15:00 and 16:00 compared to baseline
- 3% increase in bus boardings between 17:00 and 18:00 compared to baseline			- 7% of respondents surveyed stated that they walk, cycle or use public transport more often as a result of the introduction of the parking scheme


			General notes to evaluators:


			1. A scheme should comprise at least two points of evaluation.  Larger, more complex schemes would be reasonably expected to benefit from more.


			2. The number of monitoring periods should be set out in Column C, accompanied by dates of activity.


			3. Additional monitoring periods should be set out below.


			4. The Evaluation Criteria should be aligned to the Appraisal Criteria to ensure relevancy and comparability between the data collected as part of the baseline assessment and the data collected as part of the evaluation.


			Guidance for undertaking evaluations:


			1. Evaluations should report quantitative statistics which capture performance against the baseline e.g. as percentage changes
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Focus Group 30/01/2019 – Technical Note 


 1  


Title Outcomes of focus group with parking 
representatives  


 


Date 07/02/2020 


Author(s) RS 


Project Code 3099 


Version 1 


1. Introduction 
1.1 ITP has been commissioned by Cross River Partnership to develop a common 


framework for the appraisal and evaluation of parking schemes throughout 
central/inner London. As part of this commission ITP committed to collecting primary 
data from the central/inner London boroughs concerned through a structured focus 
group. 


1.2 This note combines the responses from a focus group held with five representatives 
from four London Boroughs (City of London, Westminster, Royal Borough of 
Kensington and Chelsea (RBKC) and Lewisham), with remote responses via a pro forma 
document from three further boroughs (Camden, Wandsworth and Richmond).  


1.3 The focus group was held on 30th January 2020 at Cross River Partnership in Victoria, 
London, and explored topics around how parking schemes are implemented in the 
boroughs and the main challenges faced in designing and implementing them. The 
focus group introduced the concept of a unified evaluation framework (part of the 
recommendations from the London Councils report ‘The Benefits of Parking 
Management’ and the focus of this study), investigating the borough’s reactions to the 
concept and their thoughts about how current data collection practices might fit into 
the framework. The topic guide used for the focus group is included as Appendix A. 


2. How are schemes currently developed? 


Lewisham 
2.1 Scheme development depends on size/type of scheme. 


1) CPZ (biggest) scheme development steps:  


a) Borough collate residents’ requests and those of interested parties (e.g. 
Cycling groups / Emergency Services etc.) 


b) Consideration given to prioritisation 
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c) Local Ward Members are consulted 


d) Public consultation 


e) An Officer led decision is made 


f) Council Executive approves the decision 


2.2 Note that there are also development-led CPZs which follow a slightly different path 
but are still subject to public consultation. The Borough can also impose CPZs and only 
consult on the design. LB Lewisham currently operates 22 CPZs. 


2) Minor parking projects: Requests and issues raised by residents and local Ward 
Members and a programme of works is prioritised based on the following criteria 
(a basic appraisal framework with each factor scored on a 0-3 point scale which is 
being trialled over 3 years) and is reviewed regularly: 


a) Public opinion (only implemented where supported) 


b) Road safety issues / implications 


c) Technical requirements 


d) Likely impact in terms of supporting the local economy 


e) Likely impact in terms of maintaining traffic flow 


3) Disabled people’s parking bays are handled separately based on requests from 
residents (only mandatory bays not advisory). 


2.3 Approaches above therefore tend to be mainly reactive. 


Westminster 
2.4 Not a dis-similar approach to LB Lewisham but due to the central London location the 


difference (other than providing bays for diplomats and having their own disabled 
persons’ parking scheme) is the requirement to be 50:50 proactive: reactive with an 
emphasis on being more proactive in designing the bigger schemes in the borough. 


2.5 They don’t have a defined appraisal system for parking schemes and tend to draw on 
experience (referred to as the ‘Old School approach’) but it’s a very different 
environment that they are managing with a well-established CPZ system (7 CPZs) 
which just requires the odd ‘tweak’. Chelsea Barracks (gated community) is the only 
non-permitted residential area in the Borough.   


2.6 There is no real ongoing commitment therefore to reviewing parking allocation (more 
managing existing system based on resident complaints / local member views) but the 
impact of policy objectives (e.g. Healthy Streets approach) requires a proportional 
response. 
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RBKC 
2.7 Same approach as Westminster (parallel drawn with balance of proactive / reactive 


approach).  There have been more consultation objections recently based on the need 
to consider sustainable transport planning but consideration being given to less of a 
requirement to consult on smaller schemes. 


2.8 Planning colleagues and sustainable transport teams are tending to exert a greater 
influence on parking allocation due to Healthy Street / Climate Change agendas and 
therefore existing scheme (based, uniquely on a single CPZ zone) is tweaked to allow 
for development of cycling schemes / cycle parking and electric vehicle parking bays / 
charging points etc. 


City of London 
2.9 A different case as no requirement for resident parking schemes.  A proactive 


approach taken mainly based on a regular review of on-street parking provision (pay 
and display) and provision of motorcycle parking and vehicle loading bays are a big 
issue (although last review of the latter was 4 or 5 years ago). 


2.10 Biggest driver on scheme assessment would appear to be traffic reduction targets. 


Camden 
2.11 CPZ Reviews are made only if there was a material change which significantly impacted 


on parking availability (e.g. neighbouring borough changes, large developments, HS2 
etc.), or if the council receives a petition from 10% of people who live within a given 
CPZ. 


2.12 Parking permits/charges/terms and conditions reviews are done at least twice a year. 
The effectiveness of current of fees and charges are evaluated against Camden’s 
Transport Strategy and other objectives (air quality, climate change etc.). 
Recommendations for consultations are then made based on this data. 


2.13 Camden state that their process is reactive and proactive. CPZ reviews are 
transitioning to becoming more proactive (references current ITP project) but are still 
reactive from petitions or ‘material change’. For parking permits/charges/terms and 
conditions they view it as being proactive. 
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Richmond 
2.14 Richmond use standard CPZ signage and use “Permit Parking Areas” (PPA) signage 


where there are cul-de-sacs and/or areas with low through traffic.  A small scheme may 
just involve the PPA signage or fewer CPZ entry signs. 


2.15 The borough uses phone parking/pay and display in commercial areas, and residential 
permits in residential areas. 


2.16 Richmond consult the communities affected on the design of a scheme before 
implementation.  They do this before the traffic orders are advertised. 


Wandsworth 
2.17 Wandsworth use standard CPZ signage in their larger scheme. They differ in their all-


day schemes with all bays signed as shared-use Permit Holder / Pay and Display/Pay 
by Phone. In shorter hours CPZs, all bays are signed “Permit Holder” bays. 


2.18 Wandsworth consult the communities affected on the scheme but as part of the traffic 
order process.  They do not separately consult specifically on the design. 


2.19 In respect of existing scheme reviews, Wandsworth have used data on black spots to 
assess any changes that may be needed. 


Richmond and Wandsworth 
2.20 Previous schemes are important as there are lessons learned from signage used, how 


the schemes deliver (too many posts, confusion etc.). 


2.21 Both Richmond and Wandsworth use data from parking beat surveys and any 
comments they have received from colleagues or the public concerning specific issues 
in an area. 


2.22 Parking schemes implemented before a large development is completed can provide 
the protection needed in advance – “perceived problem”. 


2.23 Parking charges can deter car usage and encourage other modes to be used. 


2.24 Nearly all schemes implemented by Richmond and Wandsworth are reactive, i.e. in 
response to complaints/petitions received. 
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3. Current challenges and how to overcome them 


Focus group discussion 
3.1 Resident’s objections were considered to be a significant barrier to parking schemes 


for all the present boroughs 


3.2 Westminster raised (and others agreed) that planning practices have become more 
holistic, sometimes putting more pressure onto parking schemes as they form a part of 
a wider pre-determined plan for an area 


3.3 Requiring councillor approval was raised as another issue, something which is closely 
tied to resident objections in terms of how significant an impact it has on the 
implementation of schemes. 


3.4 Delays in the timeline of schemes, when prompted, was thought of as something which 
happened fairly often (especially on large schemes) but which rarely had a significant 
impact on the implementation of schemes in the long run. 


3.5 RBKC in particular felt that Grenfell has had an impact in terms of the way in which 
consultation responses now have to be scrutinised (more heavily so) for all Council 
services and hence more careful thought being given to how frequently to consult 


3.6 A lack of evidence base was, when prompted, thought to be a challenge to 
implementing schemes, particularly in relation to appeasing residents. More 
importantly though, Westminster in particular highlighted the importance of 
communicating the supporting information for the scheme in a clear and relevant way, 
using appropriate channels including social media and online advertisements. 


3.7 There is a demand now for better quality consultation information to be provided in 
online formats and taking social media channels into account but also providing an 
opportunity for earlier / more detailed feedback (e.g. Commonplace being utilised in 
Lewisham in order to set the policy agenda for the Borough within which parking 
policy and scheme development sits). 


3.8 Much more of a complex decision-making process with respect to parking scheme 
development now, taking into account the number of (possibly conflicting) planning 
and policy objectives and a new breed of local Council members (younger / more 
dynamic / more in-tune with Climate Change agenda). 


3.9 Organised campaign groups can represent a considerable challenge by whipping up 
public opinion on schemes that might ordinarily be implemented with limited 
objection. 
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3.10 Cost was not considered a barrier to implementation – although of course cost had to 
be considered, for most schemes funding was available through one channel or 
another, and often had been written into the borough’s plans for a long time. 


Camden 
3.11 There is limited resource availability to review, design and consult on parking issues 


(WPL, fees and charges, housing estate work). Camden currently only have 1.5 full time 
employees dedicated to it. 


3.12 Open consultation stages of schemes are typically only represented by those who have 
cars in Camden. Non-car owners do not provide feedback and so are excluded. To 
better include most people would require extensive and time-consuming reports and 
involving scrutiny committees. 


3.13 There is often little support for change overall due to it tends to mostly be only a few 
vocal residents who voice their opinion in a certain area. This means that CPZ changes 
often happen on a street-by-street basis which is inefficient. 


3.14 Processes overall usually take at least one year due to various legal requirements. 


3.15 Slow uptake of technology means innovative methods of charging are difficult to 
implement (e.g. emissions-based charging or surge pricing for paid for parking). 


Richmond and Wandsworth 
3.16 Prioritising (especially during busy periods), funding, resourcing, and timing of 


consultation since last one. 


3.17 Dealing with the high volumes of correspondence (especially Richmond) and the 
consideration of the various arguments for/against. 


3.18 Having to designate long lengths of yellow lines in areas where emergency service 
access is impeded and where residents have parked there for many years.  Residents 
will have become used to it even though the loss of parking capacity is not very 
popular. 


3.19 Considering the needs of the disabled, visually impaired can be challenging in areas of 
high resident parking demand. 


3.20 In order to overcome these challenges, the main points highlighted for Richmond and 
Wandsworth were: 


• More resources / funding. 


• Review of Transport/Transport/Traffic policies both in the borough and across the 
country on car usage. 
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• Good member involvement on the overall work programme 


• Good communication from the start with the community and ensuring that the 
consultees understand the Borough’s obligations regarding the RTRA 1984 and 
the Equality Act 2010. 


4. What should ‘best practice’ look like? 


Focus group discussion 
4.1 Participants focussed largely on best practice in public consultation as follows: 


• Online consultation (as opposed to more traditional public exhibition / meeting 
approach) has the advantage of providing better quality information and presents 
an opportunity for a wider audience to engage; 


• More holistic approaches are now being taken to consultation due to the ability to 
assimilate public responses more widely / more easily via online / social media 
channels – e.g. Commonplace approach to area master plans. 


• Utilisation of communication specialists (rather than transport planners / parking 
managers as technical rather than comms specialists) in the consultation planning 
process is a major step forward in getting public consultation right. 


Camden 
4.2 Camden believe that data-led and evidence-based approaches with clear evidence that 


proposals will meet scheme and wider objectives should be used. As a minimum, 
monitoring of impact and review of proposals if not meeting those objectives. Camden 
also say that the public can play an important role. They want to be able to reach out 
to both more people, and specifically non-car owners. 


Richmond and Wandsworth 
• Data-led - Using all available information available (feedback, beat survey data, 


issues) in making a balanced decision in line with the Borough’s policy and the 
issues in an area 


• Public Role - Ensuring that the best response rate is encouraged by way of the use 
of all available means – postage questionnaires, media, street notices, neighbour 
groups.  The public should be invited to assist in the process from start to finish 
(identifying the main problems, design and feedback after a scheme has been 
implemented. 
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• Approaches – Approaches are generally the same but can vary dependant on the 
issues and the groups that need to be considered (residents/businesses). 


• Future practice – acknowledge that this is likely to change as the country tackles 
key issues such as climate change.  Understanding whether boroughs should be 
encouraging car use (shoppers, residents etc), or if they should be more proactive 
and progress non-car measures cycling, walking schemes, car clubs is a key 
challenge for developing best practice. 


5. Thoughts on proposed framework 
5.1 Camden, Richmond, Wandsworth and Lewisham all welcomed the concept of the 


framework. Richmond and Wandsworth both believe that it can only help by 
combining experience and expertise across the boroughs.  It’s a contentious and 
demanding area of the Council service and any measures that can improve its 
operation (benchmarking etc) will only help overall in the longer term. Lewisham are 
already trialling an appraisal framework, meaning they support the overall concept of 
the framework as well. 


5.2 For some boroughs, particularly Westminster, a standardised approach to parking 
scheme appraisal / evaluation was thought to be ‘too tricky’ (even within the borough 
as opposed to across different boroughs due to an inconsistent approach to an 
evidence led approach for different types of schemes) and ‘too costly’ to implement 
particularly for Westminster to consider without demonstrating the positives of 
implementing it when taking into account the competing needs of different Council 
departments with respect to planning / policy objectives.  Westminster suggested that 
thought should be given to TfL leading on such approach as opposed to the Inner 
London Boroughs themselves. 


6. Data requirements 


Focus group discussion 
6.1 Despite the concerns raised in the previous section there was an agreement that there 


are certain types of data utilised/collected locally that could form the basis of a 
standardised / consistent approach to appraisal / evaluation.  From the list provided 
(Appendix B) this included: 


• Air Quality and Road Safety data which are statutory requirements for LBs to 
report and therefore are collected in a consistent way; 
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• Congestion data e.g. traffic speeds, traffic counts etc. which are collected in a 
consistent way but maybe not to a consistent frequency; and 


• Data on land allocation benefits although again the level and frequency of data 
collection activities would depend on the nature of each scheme. 


6.2 Data to enable a demonstration of the benefits of ‘promoting the local economy’ was 
thought to be a really useful potential addition to the evidence base for justifying local 
schemes if this could be built into the evaluation / appraisal framework as this is 
something that could be used to persuade local members as to the validity of parking 
schemes but this type of data is not something that is currently available to the parking 
officers we talked to. 


Camden 
6.3 Camden believe street-by-street parking occupancy data would be very beneficial but 


is difficult to collect. 


6.4 They also want to better understand what some individual spaces are specifically used 
for (such as commuting, school run, leisure etc.). 


6.5 Origin-destination data of where people who park in different parts of the borough 
come from (in order to better understand intra-CPZ driving and also movements to 
and from private schools). 


Richmond and Wandsworth 
6.6 The feedback from the public and the parking beat survey analysis as part of a review 


of an existing scheme are very important but also officers’ local knowledge is 
invaluable. 


6.7 Ongoing monitoring of feedback received throughout the year and of on street officer 
observations would be additional to what is currently collected (current resources only 
allow for limited amounts of such work). 


  







Focus Group 30/01/2019 – Technical Note 


 10  


Appendix A 


Topic Guide 
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Title Focus group with parking representatives of London 
boroughs 


 


Date 30/01/2020 


Author(s) Ruby Stringer, Frederik Schneider 


Reviewer(s) Tom Fleming 


Project Code 3099 


Version 1-0 
 


Welcome, context and introductions [Approx. 15 mins] 


• Introductions 
• Ground-rules 
• Context and purpose of discussion 


 


Question 1 – How are schemes currently developed in your borough?  


[Approx. 20 mins] 


• How does the design process differ by the size and type of scheme? 
• How important are previous schemes (from within your borough or from elsewhere) in this 


process? 
• What is the role of the public in developing schemes and how do your team engage with 


the public and other stakeholders through this process? 
• How do you use data in defining and developing parking schemes? 
• Is the current process: 


o proactive (i.e. projects are aiming to reduce parking in advance of problems 
developing to work towards reducing car use)? 


o reactive (i.e. projects are responding to a challenge/need as raised by 
residents/other stakeholders)? 


 
 


Questions 2 + 3 – Current challenges and how to overcome them  
[Approx. 25 mins] 


• What are the current challenges for developing parking schemes? 
• How severe are they (e.g. how big an obstacle is this to implementing schemes)? 
• How frequent are they (e.g. how often do they act as an obstacle to implementing a 


scheme)? 
• How can we overcome these challenges? 
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Question 4 – What should ‘best practice’ look like? [Approx. 10 mins] 


- Is this data-led? 
- What role should the public play? 
- Are different approaches required for different types or scales of scheme? 
- Is best practice in the future likely to differ from best practice today? Encourage a 


discussion around realistic time horizons e.g. 5 years 
- What aspects of how things are currently done shouldn’t be included in best practice? 


Introduction of evaluation framework [Approx. 5 mins] 


• Evaluation framework proposed to address some of the challenges we’ve discussed and 
contribute to the delivery of best practice. 


• The framework and accompanying guidance document would provide a structure for 
boroughs to work within when designing, appraising and evaluating parking schemes. 


• The borough officer would undertake a multi-criteria assessment of each scheme option 
against the baseline to determine which option best delivers against aims and objectives 
and which is least likely to generate unintended consequences.   


• Data would be at the heart of this process and would help to provide an additional layer of 
legitimacy to proposals when engaging with the public and other stakeholders through 
the consultation process. 
 


Question 5 – Thoughts on proposed framework [Approx. 10 mins] 


• To what extent do you think this framework would help to address the challenges we’ve 
discussed? 


• What problems do you think the appraisal framework should try to solve? 
• How do you see it integrating with existing processes/best practice processes? 
  


Question 6 – Data requirements [Approx. 20 mins] 


A key part of developing this framework is defining the data which boroughs would need to 
collect in order to appraise and evaluate their parking schemes.  


• Which data sources seem most effective / reliable? 
• Which are already collected as a matter of course? 
• Is any of this data likely to be too cost intensive to collect, and if so, why? 
• What challenges do you foresee with evaluation? 


 


Wrap up - End of Questions 


 


Total: Approx. 2 hours 
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Appendix B 


Data types handout (provided during focus group 
discussion)
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