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1. Introduction

The University, like many organisations, has limited parking available on its sites.  Over recent years it has become apparent that the limited resources must be better controlled to ensure the most appropriate use of the facilities.  In addition to this the University is committed to implementing its Sustainable Travel Plan to help reduce the number of vehicles travelling to University sites and the subsequent environmental impact that they have.  One of the options available to the University is to introduce charging for car parking at University sites.  To find out what the opinion is of the University community on this issue a survey was distributed to all staff over a two week period in February.  The results of the survey are summarised in this consultation report.  The information, comments and suggestions received will be used to shape a car parking policy which is as balanced as possible between the operational needs of the University, the needs of the University community and the environmental impact of travel.
2. Response Rates

Surveys were distributed both electronically, to staff with e-mail accounts, and in hard copy, to staff who do not have access to a computer.  In total 2,005 electronic returns were received which contained 138 spoiled returns
.  A total of 15 paper returns were received with no spoiled returns.  The overall total of valid returns was therefore 1,882.  With the current University staffing level being 3,204 an overall response rate of 58.7% was achieved.
3. Direct Data
3.10 Campus
Data indicated that the majority of respondents work at one of the two campuses directly affected by the proposed policy.

Figure 1.01: Which campus do you mainly work at?
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3.11 Travel Habits
Responses indicated that the majority of staff travel to work five days per week but with significant numbers travelling three, four and over five days per week.

Figure 1.02: How many days per week do you travel to your place of work?
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Responses indicated that the majority of staff arrive at work between 07:30 and 09:30.
Figure 1.03: Please indicate the approximate time you usually arrive at your place of work?
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Responses indicated that the majority of staff depart from work between 16:30 and 18:30.  Arrival and departure times confirm that the majority of staff would be affected by parking charges implemented between the hours of 10am and 4pm.
Figure 1.04: Please indicate the approximate time you usually leave your place of work?
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3.12 Policy
A small majority of staff indicated that there should not be an immediate parity of policy between Old Aberdeen and Foresterhill with a significant proportion of staff indicating that they didn’t know if there should be.
Figure 1.05: Should the University implement an immediate parity of policy on all sites based on the Old Aberdeen model?
[image: image5.emf]32.9%

39.3%

25.0%

2.8%

Yes No Don't Know No Response

Parity of policy


3.13 Authorised Users
No values are used in Figure 1.06 as respondents could select as many options as were appropriate.  The figure therefore represents a comparative assessment of who respondents believe should be excluded from using car parking facilities.  Primarily staff felt that students and residents should be excluded from car park use.  In addition there were significant numbers opposed to contractors, delivery vehicles and conference delegates using car parking facilities.  Extended responses detailing ‘Other’ users were mostly concerned with any person not on University business and any person who lives within Aberdeen or within various radii of Aberdeen (typically between one and five miles).  Students are already excluded from the majority of car parks at the University; further reductions in parking provision for students may alienate some students who have external responsibilities which benefit from the use of a car.  Contractors, delivery vehicles and University vehicles cannot be excluded from the University for operational reasons and it is inadvisable to exclude conference delegates and visitors for hospitality reasons.  Residents currently have limited and controlled parking areas which generally do not impact on facilities for staff however this situation may need to be reviewed to ensure the best use of available parking resources.
Figure 1.06: Are there any categories of user who you think should NOT be allowed to use University car parks?
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3.14 Projects (Prior to Implementation)
No values are used in Figure 1.07 as respondents could select as many options as were appropriate.  The figure therefore represents a comparative assessment of which projects staff would like to see developed prior to implementing a charging policy.  The three most popular options all centre on public transport issues.  Security and cycle facilities also feature strongly.  The relatively low numbers of staff who want to see pool cars introduced for business travel is notable.  The low desire for interest free loans to purchase cycling equipment is probably due to the existence of the ‘Bike to Work’ salary sacrifice scheme.  The spread of responses matches very accurately the responses received for what projects staff would like to see after the policy is implemented (see 3.32 below).
Figure 1.07: Are there any categories of user who you think should NOT be allowed to use University car parks?
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3.15 Permit Selection
A strong preference for selection criteria to be applied to permit applications is seen in Figure 1.08.  This is surprising since a criteria based system has been used at Foresterhill and anecdotal evidence from comments previously received suggest that it is unpopular.  It appears however that selection criteria are desirable but must be clearly defined and quantifiable to ensure integrity and a fair system for all concerned.
Figure 1.08: Do you think there should be selection criteria to restrict who is

 issued a permit?
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3.16 Permit Selection Criteria
No values are used in Figure 1.09 as respondents could select as many options as were appropriate.  The figure therefore represents a comparative assessment of which selection criteria staff would like to see applied to permit applications.  Distance features in the two most popular criteria, both from the University and from public transport infrastructure.  Carer and business travel responsibilities also featured highly.  Extended responses detailed under ‘Other’ where primarily used to qualify respondents’ choices in this question however some suggestions were received for car sharing, seniority within the organisation and disability.  Distance from the University and/or public transport infrastructure is relatively simple to quantify and check albeit requiring significant administrative work.  Consideration should be given to why this would be an appropriate criterion to adopt.  Using distance as a criterion would effectively encourage staff to live further from the University and subsequently travel more.  Carer responsibilities is far more subjective than distance and is difficult to confirm or deny.  Business travel responsibilities could be estimated by line managers and subsequently checked against mileage claim forms.  If criteria are used the system must have strong integrity and firm penalties for abusing the system.  All criteria must be able to be checked with a minimum of administrative burden.  Withdrawal of parking privileges in the event of false information on permit applications would be an effective deterrent to prevent abuse of the system.
Figure 1.09: What selection criteria do you think should be applied to restrict the users permitted to park?
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3.17 Charging Method
A slight preference is show towards daily charging in Figure 1.10.  The number of respondents preferring an annual charge, however, cannot be ignored.  If one solution is selected the University will be in a situation where approximately half of the staff affected are unhappy with the solution.  A system which incorporates elements of the two is therefore preferable.  The unusually high number of staff who declined to answer this question suggests that some staff are not willing to commit to a charging method if they firmly disagree with the principle of charging.  A system which allows the purchase of an annual permit or a book of daily tickets would address both requirements.  This would negate the need for pay and display machines and the associated costs of purchasing, installing and maintaining them.  The only perceived problem with adopting a system which allows both methods of charging is how to determine the number of daily and annual permits to issue.  Issuing too many annual permits or daily tickets would create a heavy demand for spaces and effectively charge staff for a product that doesn’t exist.  Similarly limiting either permits or tickets could block staff from using facilities that are available.  One potential solution to this is to provide a ‘bank’ of spaces and issue tickets/permits from that ‘’bank’.  Once the ‘bank’ of spaces is used up no more tickets/permits can be issued.  An example of how this could work is laid out in Appendix A.
Figure 1.10: Which method of paying for parking charges would you prefer?
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3.18 Charging Rate
The majority of staff indicated that a fixed charging rate for car parking was preferable to a variable rate based on personal criteria.  This could be due to the fact that all staff, irrespective of salary, are charged the same rates for fuel, cycling equipment, bus fares etc. and therefore parking should be no different.  In this situation a compromise cannot be achieved (as in Section 3.19 above) since the options cannot co-exist.
Figure 1.11: Do you think charging rates should be the same for everyone or variable based on personal criteria?
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3.19 Charging Rate Criteria
Responses relating to charging rate criteria are somewhat academic due to responses received regarding charging rate (Section 3.18 above).  The primary preferred criterion was salary followed by distance (both from University and from public transport infrastructure).  Carer responsibilities, vehicle emissions and business travel responsibilities all featured less prominently.
Figure 1.12: What criteria do you think should be considered when setting a charging rate?
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3.20 Ticket/Permit Transference
Figure 1.13 shows a strong preference for tickets/permits to be transferable between sites.  This has an implication on how tickets/permits are issued.  They cannot be issued per site if they are transferable which means that the total number of spaces across all sites should be considered when setting limits on the total number of permits available.  This does not allow for overuse at one site and under use at another.  This is likely to be the case with Foresterhill being over subscribed (due to its lower ratio of parking spaces to staff).  This could result in staff at Foresterhill being issued permits and being unable to find a parking space there while spaces are still available at Old Aberdeen.  A solution to this problem would be to cap the number of tickets/permits at each site.  This would need to be tightly controlled since staff could abuse the system by requesting a ticket/permit claiming they were based at a different site.  Similar deterrents to prevent abuse of the system as indicated for permit selection would need to employed to ensure fairness.
Figure 1.13: Do you think tickets/permits should be transferable between sites or be site specific?
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3.21 Enforcement
A clear majority supported enforcement measures indicating there is no reason to delay implementing enforcement measures at the earliest opportunity to protect parking facilities for genuine users.
Figure 1.14: Do you agree with the need to employ enforcement measures to control unauthorised parking?
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3.22 Revenue

Figure 1.15 shows a clear preference for car parking revenue to be ring-fenced for both car parking and sustainable transport initiatives.
Figure 1.15: Do you agree with car parking revenue being ring-fenced for car parking and sustainable transport initiatives?
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3.23 Projects (Post Implementation)

No values are used in Figure 1.16 as respondents could select as many options as were appropriate.  The figure therefore represents a comparative assessment of which projects staff would like to see developed once a charging policy has been implemented.  The options selected plot very accurately to the opinions expressed on which projects should be developed before a policy is implemented.  This suggests that there is desire for these projects irrespective of when they occur although there is likely to be a strong preference for seeing them implemented as soon as possible.
Figure 1.16: Once the policy is implemented, what projects would you like to see developed using car parking revenue?
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3.24 Lobbying

A clear majority of staff want to see the University lobbying appropriate Government and Non-Government organisations.
Figure 1.17: Should the University lobby Aberdeen City Council, NESTRANS, First Bus and Stagecoach for improvements to environmentally sustainable transport infrastructure and services?
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3.25 Lobbying Issues

A clear desire for public transport issues to be addressed is shown in Figure 1.18.  All other issues receive approximately the same amount of support and there is obviously a desire for the University to become more active on all of the issues covered.  Information provided under the banner of ‘Other’ issues was generally qualifying the exact issues staff would like to see resolved but which already fell under one of the existing categories.
Figure 1.18: What issues would you like the University to cover?
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4. Comparative Data
4.10 Policy

It was expected that staff based at Foresterhill, who currently have a criteria based permit system, would prefer not to have that system and immediately adopt a first come first served system as is employed at Old Aberdeen.  On cross-referencing the responses received regarding parity of policy with the campus the respondents are based at we observe quite a different result.  A larger majority of staff based at Foresterhill would prefer not to adopt the Old Aberdeen system than staff based at Old Aberdeen.  This brings into question the issue of whether or not different policies should apply at different campuses although this cannot occur if tickets/permits are to be transferable (as suggested in Section 3.20).  The issue of permit selection (Section 3.15 above) suggests that a criteria based permit system is what is desirable at all sites (confirmed in Section 4.11 below).
Figure 2.01: Parity of policy responses arranged by campus.
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4.11 Permit Selection

Figure 2.02 confirms that selection criteria to control the issuing of permits is desirable at all campuses.  Anecdotal evidence, in the form of telephone and e-mail complaints received from staff at Foresterhill, previously suggested that this was not the case.  It is likely that a selection criteria system is desirable but that tighter controls and firmer deterrents than those currently in use at Foresterhill will be required to prevent abuse of the system.
Figure 2.02: Permit selection (criteria or no criteria) responses arranged by campus.
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4.12 Charging Method

Daily charging was marginally preferential at both Old Aberdeen and Foresterhill while staff at other sites tended to show a small preference for annual charging.  Due to the negligible difference in opinion the most appropriate course of action is to develop a system which allows both annual and shorter term charging options (as suggested in Section 3.17 above).
Figure 2.03: Charging method (daily or annual) responses arranged by campus.
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4.13 Charge Rate

The majority of staff supported a fixed rate over a variable rate based on criteria.  This is interesting to note since the majority of staff supported criteria being used in the permit selection process.
Figure 2.04: Charging rate (fixed rate or based on criteria) responses arranged by campus.
[image: image22.emf]
4.14 Ticket/Permit Transference

Staff across all campuses felt that a transferable ticket/permit was the best option rather than have site specific tickets.  This allows things to be kept simple for staff using the system but does create a problem in how permits/tickets are issued as there is a potential for oversubscription.  Careful distribution of permits and tickets would be required to ensure full utilisation of the available resources without overselling tickets for spaces which won’t be available.
Figure 2.05: Ticket/permit transference responses arranged by campus.
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4.15 Enforcement
All sites recognise a strong need for better enforcement of car parks.
Figure 2.06: Enforcement requirement responses arranged by campus.
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4.16 Policy/Selection

It was anticipated that staff who wanted a parity of policy would also not want a criteria based system as is currently in place at Foresterhill.  This was largely borne out by the results shown in Figure 2.07.  However it is interesting to note that a significant proportion (over 33%) of staff who wanted parity of policy did want selection criteria to be adopted indicating that it is either the manner in which it is operated or the fact that the same system is not applied at all sites that is cause for discontent.
Figure 2.07: Parity of policy and permit selection response comparison.
[image: image25.emf]
5. Comments & Suggestions
5.10 Enforcement Measures
Various different enforcement measures were suggested mainly focused, in no particular order, around barriers, towing, clamping, fines, employing additional attendants, window stickers, name and shame systems and disciplinary action.  Of these suggestions towing and clamping cannot be achieved as they are not legally enforceable.  Barriers are not appropriate for the majority of car parks due to the potential for vehicles backing up onto major routes and causing traffic congestion.  The employment of additional attendants would not, on its own, solve the problem of unauthorised parking since the staff do not have any authority to move anyone on or take any action other than to “ask politely”.  Window stickers are currently used to little effect.  Using name and shame tactics may infringe on data protection legislation and is generally not a socially acceptable way of dealing with problems of this sort – it also has little scope to correct errors before embarrassment is caused.  Disciplinary action is somewhat heavy handed but may be useful to employ in extreme cases such as abuse of the system or verbal/physical abuse of car park attendants.  This leaves Parking Charge Notices (PCN) as the remaining practical solution.
5.11 General Comments
A very wide variety of comments were received, some qualifying answers previously given, some offering suggestions to resolve various car parking issues and some expressing disagreement with the concept of charging for car parking.  Many views conflicted with one another suggesting that whatever system is introduced a significant proportion of staff will be unhappy.  Many suggestions were out with the control of the University being under the control of local or central Government or private transport operators.  Similarly some suggestions would not be legal to implement.
6. Conclusion & Recommendations
There were numerous concerns regarding car parking controls and many of the responses conflict strongly with one another.  Many responses where based on individuals’ personal circumstances to ensure they benefit most from the resulting policy which is to be expected.
The results of some of the questions put to staff cannot co-exist without compromises in other areas (annual permits being transferable for example; since controls to ensure permits are not oversold restrict the ability to transfer them between campuses).  When considering all the responses the main aim of the policy, to reduce single occupancy car journeys to the University, must remain as the highest priority.  This is particularly important when considering any criteria for permit selection.  Some criteria, for example, help meet the needs of certain categories of staff, which is desirable, but effectively encourage environmentally unsustainable behaviour.  In addition, an overcomplicated system can cause confusion for staff and create opportunities for abuse of the system.
It is recommended that the most popular result received for most of the questions be followed.  The exceptions being:

Parity of Policy – It is recommended that a single policy, which applies to all campuses which have parking problems, is adopted.  This would ensure fair treatment of staff as far as is possible.

Charging Method – Given the virtually 50:50 split, a system which allows multiple payment methods would be beneficial and should be adopted.
Permit Selection – Although there is strong support for a criteria based system the most popular criteria viz. distance, would encourage staff to live further away and be contrary to the aims of the policy.  Carer responsibilities would be desirable to include however the range of carer responsibilities that can occur and the lack of evidence of these responsibilities would mean that this area would be open to abuse.  Business mileage is an acceptable criterion but, like distance, could encourage staff to travel more in order to obtain a permit which is contrary to the main aim of the policy.

Appendix A

Car Parking Spaces ‘Bank’

Old Aberdeen

1,069 spaces are available each day over a period of 258
 days

A total of 275,802 spaces are therefore available each year

Including an oversell of 25% this gives a grand total of 344,752
Potential ticket:permit splits (Old Aberdeen)

	
	Tickets (Books of 20)
	Permit (Annual)

	75:25
	12,928
	392

	50:50
	8,619
	784

	25:75
	4,309
	1,175


Foresterhill

245 spaces are available each day over a period of 258 days
A total of 63,210 spaces are therefore available each year

Including an oversell of 25% this gives a grand total of 79,013
Potential ticket:permit splits (Foresterhill)

	
	Tickets (Books of 20)
	Permit (Annual)

	75:25
	2,963
	90

	50:50
	1,975
	180

	25:75
	988
	269


Each annual permit issued would subtract 220
 days from the ‘Bank’.  Each book (assuming a book of 20) of daily tickets would subtract 20 days from the ‘Bank’.  A limit to the number of daily tickets each individual can purchase would also need to be set to ensure they weren’t being purchased instead of a more appropriate annual permit.  A limit of six books of twenty per staff member would be appropriate.
Parity of Policy by Campus


It was suggested by anecdotal evidence and trade unions that staff at Foresterhill were unhappy with the policy there and wanted it immediately brought in line with Old Aberdeen – from these results that does not seem to be the case as the majority of staff at Foresterhill did not want to adopt the Old Aberdeen model.





Ticket/Permit Transference


Support for tickets to be transferable was strong.  This has some practical difficulties when charging for parking since it is inadvisable to sell tickets/permits when spaces don’t exist.  A suggested solution was detailed above under ‘Charging Method’.





Parity of Policy


The majority of staff do not want immediate parity of policy however it is recommended that a single policy is applied to Old Aberdeen and Foresterhill as soon as possible to ensure all staff, working at sites which have parking problems, are treated as fairly as possible.








Charging Rate


A clear preference for a fixed rate was observed.  Since this has previously been discussed and agreed at £2 per day through UMG implementing this rate would appear to be the best course of action.





Charging Method


Both daily and annual charging had strong support.  A system which adopts the two would therefore be advisable.  Books of daily tickets in addition to annual permits would address this.  A difficulty occurs with how to define the limit on how many tickets/permits are issued.  Car parking space availability per annum can be calculated and, with an oversell of 25% (to account for sick days, days away at conferences etc.), an annual total availability ‘bank’ could be used to limit the number of tickets/permits issued on a first come first served basis.  This limit would need to be further divided for staff based at each campus to prevent issuing too many tickets/permits at a single campus leading to a situation where staff have a ticket/permit but cannot obtain a parking space.  An example of how this could work is laid out in Appendix A.





Permit Selection


Selection criteria was clearly more popular.  The criteria suggested were most likely selected as they meet the personal criteria of the respondents.  This could lead to a system which is both unfair and open to abuse.  Distance and business travel are relatively simple to quantify and qualify however carer responsibilities is open to abuse.  Three options are available – 1) issue permits based only on criterion which can be quantified and qualified. 2) issue permits based on all criterion and use strong deterrents to prevent abuse (withdrawal of parking privileges). 3) do not issue permits based on criteria on the grounds that it is both unfair and encourages unnecessary business mileage and living further from the University in order to qualify for a permit.





Authorised Users


Numerous requests for students, residents, contractors, conference delegates, delivery vehicles, visitors and University vehicles to be excluded were received.  In practice contractors, delivery vehicles and University vehicles cannot be excluded for operational reasons while visitors and conference delegates cannot be excluded on grounds of hospitality.  Student residents and students could be excluded however this may discourage some students from attending the University and it may be better to simply limit the resources that are provided for students.





Projects


Generally speaking staff want all projects to occur either before or after the policy is implemented.  Realistically these all have financial implications and decisions must be made on what projects will have the biggest impact for the smallest cost before implementing the policy.  I would recommend that a single project for each transport mode is selected to pursue viz. shuttle service, cycle storage, pool cars.





Enforcement Measures


Most enforcement measures that were suggested were either not legally enforceable (clamping, towing), not practical (barriers) or not effective (stickers, additional staff).  This leaves the two which are practical which are Parking Charge Notices (PCN) and the removal of parking privileges.








� Returns were considered spoiled only if all response fields were null.


� Based on 365 days each year and subtracting 104 weekends and 3 closed days.


� Based on 365 days each year and subtracting 104 weekends, 30 days annual leave, 8 public holidays and 3 closed days.
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