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Future Parking and Access Challenges
•

The commercial centres have been designed more to accommodate vehicles rather than people
because for too long, parking policies have assumed that all trips will be by car and all parking
should be free.

•

Free parking contributes towards a host of expensive and undesirable consequences which are
not fully appreciated by many drivers.

•

Parking is a public asset that can be valued in terms of convenience, cost and land use. Parking
is also a tool that can be used to achieve long-term goals.

•

Based on the current ‘predict and provide’ approach, the estimated future requirement for
parking supply for development proposed over the next 30-40 years is unrealistic. In addition,
the current road network will not support the volume of traffic that will be created by this level of
parking.

•

Future strategies for the Town must therefore incorporate measures not only to curtail the
supply of parking, but also to manage parking so as to significantly alter current modes of travel.

•

The challenge for the Town is to find a balance between adequate parking supply to ensure the
vitality of the commercial centres, and the environmental, social and economic necessity
towards more efficient use of transportation infrastructure and travel demand management
techniques.

•

If growth of the commercial and business centres along Cambridge Street is to be achieved at
the scale currently being considered by the Town over the next 30 – 40 years, a fundamental
change to the way parking is managed is necessary (both pricing and supply).

•

A demand management approach is required, rather than the unsustainable demand
satisfaction approach.

•

It is recognised that changes to the management of parking and to existing attitudes towards parking
supply will not be achieved quickly. Gradual changes and education are necessary to alter the
mindset of stakeholders and to create a more sustainable transport and access environment in the
Town.

The next part of the study will look at practical ways to address these future parking challenges for
each of the four Cambridge Street commercial centres.

Summary
As Perth undergoes increased investment interest and rapid development, pressure for additional car
parking has been placed on the inner-ring older suburbs such as the Town of Cambridge (the Town).

Background
This study reviews the current management objectives, planning regulations and other arrangements for
car parking and the sustainable modes of transport into and within four commercial centres in the Town:
1.

Southport Street

2.

Cambridge 'High' Street Node (West Leederville Station)

3.

Medical Precinct (St John of God Hospital)

4.

Wembley Town Centre.

This report comprises Part 1 of a two-part study.

Report No. 004058
© ARRB Group Ltd 2011
FE-722-5-0-2-B

Town of Cambridge
Access and Parking Strategy

ii
3 November 2011

Part 1 examines issues and options associated with current planning, access and parking policies and
provides long-term strategic direction for the commercial centres. A Technical Note examines the
expected increase in traffic resulting from new development. The report deals with the land and
construction costs of supplying new car parking facilities and incorporates detailed analysis of cash-inlieu contribution schemes. It reviews various parking options and initiatives for the Town to deal with
the expected growth in development. The findings are summarised and appropriate long-term parking
strategies are proposed.
Part 2 will commence after the findings, strategies and recommendations in Part 1 have been
considered and endorsed by Council. Part 2 will focus on the supply of future access/parking
requirements and policies for the four centres and deliver practical parking management plans for
each commercial centre with detailed guidance on how to implement the strategic direction over a 520 year planning timeframe. It will also examine the design of on and off-street parking facilities in the
Town.
As there is considerable information in the report, together with appendices, an extended summary is
provided below, together with a reference to the relevant section in the report.
Section
Reference

Impact of increased development on traffic and parking
The potential additional growth expected in the four centres between 2011 and 2051 could
result in an increase of:

5.3.1

196% in the floor area of retail, office and industry
375% in residential dwellings
196% in consulting rooms
122% in hospital beds.
The current planning scheme for the Town has standards (known as parking ratios) on the
number of parking bays required for different land uses. Based on the current minimum
parking ratios applied in the Town, this growth will require approximately an additional
6,900 parking bays at a cost of $213 million, (in 2011 dollars) excluding the cost of land.

3.6.1

This increase is expected to generate between 4,000 and 12,000 extra vehicles per day to
and through the commercial centres. The level of increase in traffic cannot be achieved on
the local road network.

5.7

The current approach to development applications in the Town sets minimum parking ratios
based on measures such as the net floor area of the proposed development. The overall
capacity of the road network providing access to the Town or commercial centre has not yet
been taken into account. Setting a cap (maximum) on the supply of parking within a
commercial centre is an appropriate parking management and supply policy for the Town.

9.14.1

Clearly, the estimated future requirement for parking bays based on the current parking ratios
is unrealistic, in addition to the issues this will create in terms of future traffic. If parking were
to continue to be supplied and managed as it is at present, then the future development
potential of the four commercial centres would need to be much less than currently
envisaged. However, under a significantly different managed parking approach, the revised
estimates of additional parking supply and traffic generation are more sustainable.

5.7

Future strategies for the Town must therefore incorporate measures not only to curtail the
supply of parking, but also to manage parking so as to significantly alter current modes of
travel. This has been explicitly recognised by the 2010 State Planning Policy which
provides that planning of activity centres should inter alia:

3.1

• prioritise access by different users and modes, e.g. central locations for short-stay
parking with commuter and other long-stay parking near the edge of centres
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Reference

• enable most parking in higher-order centres to be supplied in the form of public or
common-user facilities rather than reserved for a class of users, e.g. customers of a
particular business
• identify necessary improvements to public transport, walking and cycling
infrastructure and capital and recurrent service funding needs.

Options and initiatives
A number of parking options and initiatives are considered appropriate for the Town’s
commercial centres in order to contribute to sustainable goals. These include regulating
the supply of public parking to support parking and transportation objectives including:

9

• regulating users and limiting the types of vehicles that may use certain parking bays
• favouring higher value uses – such as for service vehicles, deliveries, customers and
access for people with disabilities
• encouraging remote parking by offering benefits to commuters to encourage them to
use alternatives to a car
• pedestrian improvements
• reducing free parking bays to discourage long-stay car parking.
While the Town has accurate data on parking supply, there is no comparable current
information on parking demand. The Town has not undertaken surveys of parking
utilisation, vacancy and duration of stay at the public parking areas in the commercial
centres. It is essential to measure utilisation and confirm patterns of parking. Survey
findings will confirm whether and where on-street demand is very high and where bays are
not readily available or not being used as intended.

4.1

Changing the approach to parking
The traditional approach to parking has been that motorists should nearly always be able
to easily find convenient, free parking at every destination. Under this ‘predict and provide’
approach, parking planning is based on the premise that ‘parking problem’ means
‘inadequate supply’ and consequently:

6.1

• more parking is better and car parks should never fill
• every destination should satisfy its own parking needs (minimum ratios)
• parking should always be free or subsidised or incorporated into building costs.

6.1

More efficient use of existing transport infrastructure as an alternative to expanding roads
and parking facilities has been incorporated in a technique known as travel demand
management (TDM). TDM emphasises the movement of people and goods, rather than
motor vehicles, and gives priority to more efficient travel and communication modes (such
as walking, cycling, car sharing, public transport and telecommuting), particularly under
congested conditions.
Under this new ‘demand management’ approach as distinct from the unsustainable
demand satisfaction (‘predict and provide’) approach, parking facilities should be used
more efficiently. It does not mean that car parks should have sufficient capacity to cater to
once-a-week peak demand. It requires that motorists have a choice between paid parking
nearby (user pay), or free parking a reasonable distance away. It also requires a high
standard of walking conditions between parking facilities and the destinations they may
serve.

6.1
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The challenge for the Town is to find a balance between adequate parking supply to
ensure the vitality of the commercial centres, and the environmental, social and economic
necessity towards more efficient use of transportation infrastructure and travel demand
management techniques.
There is increasing recognition that sustainable cities require a balanced multi-modal
transport system and the parking system should support the transport system. It is
worthwhile to set out five parking principles which are to underlie future strategies relating
to travel behaviour in the Town:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Section
Reference
6.1

6.2

Focus on people access not vehicle access
Provide efficient and effective alternatives to car access
Parking policy and strategy must support sustainable transport
The appropriate amount of parking for a centre will be well below the unconstrained
demand for parking
The provision of parking requires a demand management, not a demand satisfaction
approach.

The Town’s parking strategy is to be identified with and coordinated as part of an
integrated transport strategy for the Town and the wider metropolitan area and should
incorporate the above five sustainable parking principles.
Controlling parking demand is the counterbalance to the management of parking supply,
but it is far easier, more flexible and less expensive to make better use of existing parking
capacity than to create additional parking. Parking management strategies must recognise
different hierarchies of users. Fees can be used to control demand and to encourage
alternative modes. Additionally, improvements to transport and access infrastructure can
be funded from additional income derived from parking.

6.2.5

Based on the findings in the Technical Note it is important that extra revenue generated
from parking and enforcement is transparently reinvested into improved transport access,
which may include upgrading of parking facilities, or the provision of better pedestrian,
cycling or public transport options.
If the Town intends to move towards a more sustainable, multi-modal transport system,
there needs to be a commitment by all stakeholders to implementing a policy to give effect
to these principles.

Stakeholders meeting
At a stakeholders meeting in July, and in subsequent emails and discussions with
developers and residents, a range of issues were raised. The issues can generally be
categorised in terms of supply or management. Supply issues include too few bays being
available and the expectation that a public or private organisation must provide more bays.
Management issues relate to available facilities not being used effectively.

7

Costs of parking
It is important to understand some of the costs associated with the provision of parking.
Each on-street kerbside parking space requires 15.6 m² of land and encroaches 2.4 m into
the roadway, effectively reducing the roadway by one lane. Off-street surface parking
generally requires 28 – 35 m² per space which includes an allowance for aisles and vehicle
access. The current cost of constructing above-ground deck parking is at least $31,000 per
space, plus the cost of land. The cost of below-ground parking is even higher at > $39,000
per space, plus the cost of land.

6.5
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The table below shows an estimate of the 2011 cost of provision of different types of
parking in the Town’s commercial centres.
Type of parking

Land
per bay

2

Land cost /m
$2,000-$3,500

Floor
area per
bay

Construction cost
per bay

Section
Reference
6.5

Estimated total
cost per bay

Off-street
surface (at-grade)

35 m

2

$70,000 $122,500

35 m

2

$3,500

$73,500 $126,000

Deck – 2 level

16 m

2

$32,000 $56,000

32 m

2

$31,000

$63,000 $87,000

Deck – 4 level

8m

2

$16,000 $28,000

32 m

2

$34,000

$50,000 $62,000

Basement – 2
level

8m

2

$16,000 $28,000

32 m

2

$39,000

$55,000 $67,000

The provision of free parking (or parking at a very low fee) has an opportunity cost which
can be measured in terms of the value of an alternative use of the land. For example the
land used for all day parking at the West Leederville Bowling Club could generate >$4 m if
sold for development. The provision of cheap parking has an opportunity cost to ratepayers
as the car park generates far less income per annum than the interest that could be earned
on the sale of the land.

Changing attitudes to travel and parking
The net effect of free or subsidised parking is reduced urban density, increased sprawl,
high rates of vehicle ownership and use, more expensive goods and services, as well as
increased congestion, air pollution, and noise. In short, current parking management
practices contribute towards a host of expensive and undesirable consequences. This
approach is unsustainable, especially with the anticipated growth of development in the
Town.

6.6

Despite every driver being a parker, the broader environmental, economic and social
impacts of parking are rarely understood or appreciated by users, unlike their understanding
of the effects of vehicle use. The clamour for more parking has been allowed to develop
without any communication of its negative effects, and its growing unsustainability.

6.7

Everyone who drives a car is a stakeholder. An education program needs to be aimed at all
stakeholders including planners, developers, designers, retailers, tenants, elected officials and
council officers, business and community groups, schools, residents, visitors, commuters and
the general public.
It is recognised that changes to the management of parking and to existing attitudes towards
parking supply will not be achieved quickly. Small changes and education are necessary to
alter the mindset of stakeholders and to create a more sustainable transport and access
environment in the Town.

Strategic parking directions
High level strategies are defined as measures that encapsulate the long-term strategic
vision for the provision of parking resources. In many cases these strategies will require
regulatory reform of policies and requirements in the Local Planning Schemes. The
effective implementation of high-level strategies will deliver benefits over a long timescale
that are consistent with the objectives of the local planning and policy framework.

8

When formulating Management Strategies to deal with specific issues, several parking
options and initiatives would be appropriate for the Town to use to contribute to its

9
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Reference

sustainable goals, particularly in relation to the achievement of land use and transport
outcomes. Many are currently being used in the Town.
Shared parking means that parking bays on the same site are shared concurrently by more
than one user, which allows parking facilities to be used more efficiently. Shared parking
takes advantage of the fact that most parking bays are only used part time by a particular
group, and many parking facilities have a significant portion of unused bays, with utilisation
patterns that follow predictable daily, weekly and annual cycles. Efficient sharing of bays
can allow parking requirements to be reduced significantly.

9.2

Another significant shared parking opportunity which will make more efficient use of many
unused additional bays is in residential streets near the commercial centres.
The Town has many opportunities to better manage the scarce parking facilities in the
commercial centres. Some actions such as regulating parking, shared parking and
overflow parking plans are currently being implemented, other actions that can be
undertaken include:
•

Wayfinding and improved user information

•

Encouraging the use of remote parking and walking

•

Pedestrian improvements

•

Improved access management

•

Flexible pricing

•

Alternative commuter benefits such as parking cash out

•

Reducing supply by reducing maximum parking ratios

•

Increased monitoring of compliance

•

Gradually expanding pay parking.

9.15

Pay parking
Pay parking is one of the most effective ways of influencing parking and travel demand.
Pay parking can influence parking location, destination, mode, travel time and, in particular,
parking duration. The impacts vary depending on the price structure and the relative
convenience of alternative parking facilities and modes.

10.1

As pay parking generally results in reductions in car use and traffic congestion among
other environmental benefits, it is one of the essential transport measures necessary to
ensure the long-term viability of the Town’s commercial centres.
Pay parking increases equity by charging users (user pay) for their parking costs and by
reducing the parking costs imposed on non-drivers. Paying directly rather than indirectly
benefits consumers because it reduces parking and traffic problems and allows individuals
to decide how much parking to purchase giving them an opportunity to save money.
Drivers may use a space as long as they want, as long as they are prepared to pay for it.
Several stakeholders have indicated expansion of pay parking areas as an acceptable
method of managing scarce parking facilities.
The introduction of pay parking is expensive requiring specialised control and ongoing
monitoring. As the Town already has such expertise for its on-street parking facilities, these
capabilities should be offered to small, privately owned car park owners that wish to
provide better management of their parking and minimise abuse by unauthorised parkers.
As better managed parking will create greater availability of spaces for private drivers,
consideration should be given by the Town to charging a fee for these services.

10.4
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Vacancy levels form the basis of pricing decisions on paid parking. For example, demand
at McCourt Street is very high during the mornings Monday to Friday. This is to be
expected as off-street parking in the grounds of the adjacent hospital is $2.20 per hour
whereas on-street it is $2 per hour. The cheaper fee for on-street bays encourages drivers
to cruise the streets looking for a vacant space rather than seek parking off-street where
they can stay for longer and thereby reduce the amount of traffic on-street.

Section
Reference
4.3

Cash-in-lieu for parking
Many cities give developers the option to pay a fee in-lieu of providing the required number
of parking bays imposed by parking ratios. Cash-in-lieu is particularly beneficial when
parking needs to be limited.

11.1

Cash-in-lieu provides many benefits, such as:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

8.

Flexibility – developers can pay the cash-in-lieu fee instead of constructing bays
Shared parking – public parking bays built with cash-in-lieu revenue allow shared
use among different sites
Park once – shared public parking allows drivers to park once and visit multiple sites
on foot, thereby reducing vehicle traffic and increasing pedestrian traffic
Historic preservation – cash-in-lieu fees make it easier to restore historic buildings
and to rehabilitate historic areas
Consolidation – some cities also allow developers and property owners to pay cashin-lieu fees to remove existing required parking bays
Fewer variances – by making fewer variances necessary, cash-in-lieu fees allow
cities to create a level playing field for all developers
Better urban design – parking requirements typically result in at-grade parking for
smaller buildings that cannot support the expense associated with providing their
own deck parking. Because cash-in-lieu fees allow businesses to meet their parking
requirements without on-site parking, they allow continuous storefronts without
‘dead’ gaps created by parking or parking driveways
True value – another important purpose of cash-in-lieu is that it reveals the high cost of
providing parking bays especially if they will be subject to a low parking fee or are
expected to be provided at no charge. Developers have the choice to pay for or provide
their own parking and the flexibility to charge a fee for its use, or provide it for free.

Cash-in-lieu payments, received by the Town to 30 June 2011, amount to $212,500. This
will not fund the supply of many parking bays if land must be purchased. Even where land
is already owned by the Town, this will not fund more than 7 bays in a deck car park.

11.3.1

The cash-in-lieu policies of 12 councils in WA have been summarised. The payment basis
of each is slightly different. Several options are considered in the report and a uniform
formula for all projects is recommended. The fee formula incorporates the cost of land per
space and the cost of construction. The fee sets the benchmark for the true cost that would
otherwise be included. The fee may be discounted by the Town to a maximum of 20%
subject to the development meeting certain criteria. (This cannot be granted in addition to
any reduction permitted under the parking ratios).

11.3

Limiting the use of cash-in-lieu generated funds to providing public parking is restrictive and
assumes that additional parking is both necessary and desirable. In view of the importance of
integrating transport policy and management and the competition for limited funding, it is
clearly desirable that the funds raised be available for transport purposes in general. This
should include services and infrastructure, such as wayfinding or parking guidance systems
or infrastructure to support a shuttle bus to serve the commercial centres.

11.4
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Reference

Constructing additional parking
In considering locations for future deck parking, potential options are restricted to those
where the Town either owns or has long-term tenure over the land. As the cost for each
100-bay deck car park will exceed $3 million (in current 2011 dollars), opportunities which
will require significant additional expense associated with the purchase of land should be a
low priority.

8.3

In addition to being controlled by the Town, potential locations for deck parking must also
have common characteristics:

8.3

•

they must have multiple generators of parking

•

they should be likely to be utilised during the day, night and on weekends

•

their shape must permit a practical layout for a deck parking facility

•

it is desirable that there be opportunities for vehicle access to/from more than one
street

•

they must be capable of linkage with pedestrian pathways to their major generators

•

the pedestrian pathways must provide a high standard of convenience and safety.

A review of the design and layout of some on-street parking (for example in Nanson Street)
may also yield a small increase in bays.
Options for revenue from parking come in various forms and are set out below in order of
their preference for most stakeholders:
•

cash-in-lieu for lack of parking supply from developers

•

parking meter charges on-street

•

off-street parking fees

•

parking fines.

Generally a combination of all four sources of revenue will be necessary for the Town to
fund increased parking capacity.

Major recommendations
The following summarises the major recommendations in Part 1 of the report.
Parking Policy
3.6

In the Draft Parking Policy:
•

reduce the number of individual parking ratios from the current 57 categories

•

state that a reduction of up to 20% may be permitted where demand for car parking
is reduced by the availability and attractiveness of alternative modes and the
location of the proposed development site

•

consider identifying projected or target public transport mode shares for the
commercial centres and other locations such as Cambridge Street as appropriate

•

definitions of reciprocal parking be replaced by the following:
Reciprocal parking: Parking facilities serving separate uses or a mixed-use
development, but not shared concurrently between the users and not necessarily on
one site
- Shared parking: Parking facilities on one site shared concurrently by a mixed-use
development or separate developments
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Reference

•

include guidance on what is meant by reciprocal parking locations being
‘conveniently located’

•

relax the requirement that reciprocal parking arrangements require legal assurances
to a requirement that reciprocal parking arrangements be ‘permanent’.
Incorporate into the Parking Management Plan Information Sheet, details of methods of
monitoring and enforcing compliance with the Plan.

3.7

Parking surveys
Parking occupancy should be surveyed annually to measure actual usage and to compare
changing patterns of usage from year to year.

4

Minimum and average percentages need to be monitored and if average vacancy across
the day on specific streets or at car parks is trending towards 20% or lower, measures to
curtail demand and/or create additional capacity will be required.
Management information
Additional management information is required from the parking meter system to make
informed decisions about parking fees and operational hours of parking meters.

4

If growth of the commercial and business centres along Cambridge Street is to be
achieved at the scale currently being considered by the Town over the next 30 – 40 years,
a fundamental change to the way parking is managed is necessary (both pricing and
supply).

5

6.1

A strategic vision for parking be set out according to the following broad timetable:
Short-term Vision
(by 2014)
•

More efficient use and
appropriate supply of
parking

Long-term Vision
(2021)

Medium-term Vision
(2015 and beyond)
•
•

Efficient and costeffective parking
Starting to use parking as
a TDM tool

•
•

Culture of public transport,
walking and cycling
Parking used strongly as a
TDM tool

Education program
All stakeholders in the Town need to be made aware of the true commercial capital and
ongoing costs of parking resources, in addition to their environmental and social burden.

6.7

The Town is to focus on the short and long-term need to continually educate all
stakeholders on the broader impacts of parking, its environmental and other costs, and the
benefits of sustainable transport policies. The education program is to be updated with
actions being taken within the community to improve and to provide information about
different options for transport access.
9

Parking initiatives:
•

improve the current website information on parking to include detailed information
about all public parking facilities, fees, hours of operation and time restrictions

•

develop a wayfinding and parking signage package which assists drivers to know
where to look for parking and apply this uniformly across the entire Town equally to
council and privately owned public car parking areas

•

implement principles of CPTED at all existing and new car parks, especially at-grade
sites.
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Maximum and minimum parking standards
Mandatory maximum and minimum parking requirements will be necessary to achieve an
appropriate level of parking supply in the commercial centres.

9.14

A maximum is to be set on the total supply of parking in each commercial centre.
Regulations relating to the provision of parking are to include measures to maximise the
use of all non-resident parking for the public as shared parking, and the expansion of time
limited and pay for parking to encourage turnover of bays.
Pay parking
Gradually expand pay parking areas based on regular and comparative surveys of usage.

10.4

Offer the provision and enforcement of pay parking in privately owned public car parks and
expand enforcement resources as appropriate to provide this service. The Town may
consider implementing a fee for this service.
Cash-in-lieu
A cash-in-lieu fee for all projects is charged, but with regular adjustment to the fee. The fee
is to be based on a formula which takes into account the land value in each commercial
centre and the cost of construction. The land values are to be reviewed every 2 years.

11

Criteria for cash-in-lieu
Property owners/developers may apply to make payments to a parking cash-in-lieu fund as
an alternative to providing a proportion of required on-site parking in cases where:
1.

The Town may consider it undesirable for efficiency, traffic operation, pedestrian
amenity, traffic demand management, achievement of transport objectives or other
reasons for the specified parking to be provided totally on-site, or

2.

The developer can show access to alternative options to accommodate the transport
access requirements of those potential users of the development for whom on-site
parking will not be provided, or

3.

There exists adequate provision for car parking in the proximity of the proposed
development, or

4.

The development will contribute significantly to the streetscape and will encourage
the upgrading of the locality, or

5.

The Town is satisfied that public transport facilities are available to satisfy the transport
access demands of employees, residents and visitors to the development, or

6.

The physical constraints of the site (including geophysical constraints, small block
size, etc.) make on-site provision impracticable, or

7.

It is impractical, because of the need to construct basement parking lower than two
levels, owing to the significant cost associated with deep basement parking spaces.

All applications are to be signed by the owner of the premises and accompanied by a
Parking Management Plan.
Payment basis
Property owners/developers complying with the criteria shall make payments in lieu of
providing a proportion of required on-site parking in accordance with the following:

11
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1.

Not less than the sum of the construction cost to the owner plus the value of that
area of the applicant’s land that would have been allocated to parking spaces
including access and manoeuvring areas

2.

The value of the land shall be based on a valuation for each commercial centre set
by the Town every 2 years

3.

The cash-in-lieu fee shall be based on a formula. This fee sets the benchmark for
the true cost that would otherwise be incurred by the lessee/developer

4.

The fee may be discounted by the Town to a maximum of 20%, subject to the
development meeting any of the criteria 2 – 5 (Section 11.3.3). This discount cannot
be granted in addition to any reduction permitted under the parking ratios.

5.

The agreed fee shall be paid in two equal instalments, one immediately prior to
commencement of the development and the balance prior to practical completion of
the development.

Income received as parking cash-in-lieu be allocated to a special fund for accessibility
improvements including:
•

purchase of land for parking

•

construction of parking spaces by council or within a joint venture

•

a shuttle bus service in the Town

•

improving parking information system

•

real-time transit information system

•

security lights and improved pathways to access parking area

•

cycle paths and other cycling support facilities

•

upgrading the design of on-street parking facilities.

11.3.3

11

All of the recommendations are detailed and cross referenced in Section 12.
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Introduction

As Perth undergoes increased investment interest and rapid development, pressure for additional car
parking has been placed on the inner-ring older suburbs such as the Town of Cambridge (the Town).
The expansion of St John of God Hospital (SJOG) and the surrounding medical precinct, together with
the influence of neighbouring Subi Centro will increase the volume of vehicles in the Town.
This study reviews the current management objectives, planning regulations and other arrangements for
car parking and the sustainable modes of transport into and within the following four commercial centres
as highlighted in Figure 1 and shown in greater detail in Figures 2a and 2b.
1.

Southport Street

2.

Cambridge 'High' Street Node (West Leederville Station)

3.

Medical Precinct (SJOG)

4.

Wembley Town Centre.

This report comprises Part 1 of a two-part study.
Part 1 examines issues and options associated with current planning and access/parking policies, and
provides long-term strategic directions for the Town’s commercial centres. A technical note considers
the expected increase in traffic resulting from new development. It deals with the land, construction and
operational costs of supplying new car parking facilities and incorporates detailed analysis of cash-inlieu contribution schemes.
The methodology used in Part 1 reviews the context of parking in State and Council planning documents
and then examines parking supply and demand with reference to stakeholder feedback and field
observations.
The report then reviews various parking options and initiatives for the Town to deal with the expected
growth in development. Cash-in-lieu is examined in detail. The findings are summarised and then
appropriate long-term parking strategies are proposed.
Part 2 will commence after the findings, strategies and recommendations in Part 1 have been
considered and endorsed by Council. Part 2 will focus on the supply of future access/parking
requirements and policies for the four defined centres and deliver practical parking management plans
for each commercial centre with detailed guidance on how to implement the strategic direction over a 520 year planning timeframe. It will also examine the design of on and off-street parking facilities in the
Town.
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Figure 1: Cambridge Street commercial centres
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Figure 2a: Commercial centres – 1. Southport St and
2. Cambridge 'High' St Node (West Leederville Station)

Figure 2b: Commercial centres – 3. Medical Precinct (SJOG) and
4. Wembley Town Centre
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Background

For any commercial centre, parking is an essential part of the overall transportation system, and not a
stand-alone service. The transport system needs to reflect convenience and ease of traffic circulation,
reduced congestion, more emphasis on multimodal connectivity and convenient parking. In particular, it
is recognised that while planning must accommodate the reasonable need for car access to the
commercial centres, other transport modes – walking, cycling, public transport and multi-occupant cars –
must play an increasingly significant role.
An important factor is to ensure that the existing road network amenity is maintained and improved by
successfully incorporating design outcomes sympathetic to facilitating the economic viability of
development as well as the needs of residents, workers and visitors. This report specifically examines
the effect of increased traffic volumes under various development scenarios for the commercial centres.
A number of parking options and initiatives are considered appropriate for commercial and high activity
centres in order to contribute to sustainable goals. These include regulating the supply of public parking
1
to support parking and transportation objectives including :
•

regulating users and limiting the types of vehicles that may use certain parking bays

•

favouring higher value uses – such as for service vehicles, deliveries, customers and access for
people with disabilities

•

encouraging remote parking by offering benefits to commuters to encourage them to use
alternatives to a car

•

pedestrian improvements

•

reducing free parking bays to discourage long-stay car parking.

The role of parking supply requires policy to develop a balanced and equitable distribution of parking
facilities to support competitive business and a varied community.
It is clear that the availability of convenient car parking is one of the major influences on how or whether
people travel to a particular place. While it is necessary to encourage the use of alternative means of
transport, the realities of widespread car ownership, the dispersed population and other features of the
Town’s commercial centres mean that adequate car parking is essential.
2

The current planning scheme for the Town has standards (known as parking ratios ) on the numbers of
bays required for different land uses. These are based on predictions of likely traffic generation
observed from similar developments interstate or in capital cities. Often in the Town of Cambridge
context, these generic standards may not be realistic or achievable; particularly so for larger mixed use
developments.
The development pattern particular to the Town does not always make it possible or desirable to provide
the standard allocation of car bays specified by the planning scheme. Car parking does not generally
add to the aesthetics of development in the Town and when inappropriately located, can lead to an
inefficient use of sites and poor urban design outcomes.
The nature of development in some of the commercial centres means there is very high demand for
public bays and little scope for the private sector to supply car parking.

1
2

Detailed in Section 9 of the report.
Refer to Section 3.6.1.
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Council has a number of initiatives to promote sustainable modes of transport, including the recent
development of a Bicycle Parking Policy which has been incorporated into the Town Planning Scheme
3
draft Parking Policy. These have not however been part of a holistic approach considered with other
modes of transport nor have the needs of sustainable transport been integrated into Council planning
regulations.
As a result of the findings and recommendations in this report, the Town should be well placed to
determine the optimum quantity and most appropriate management regimes for car parking in the
commercial centres, taking into account:
•

forecasting of future needs

•

the need for ready parking access

•

the increased traffic volumes

•

the encouragement of sustainable modes of transport

•

the Town’s desire to continually improve the amenity of the commercial centres.

Recommendations in the report are shown in bold type and summarised in Section 12.

3

Town of Cambridge – Bicycle Parking Information Sheet, 08/02/2010.
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Documentation review

This section summarises relevant parking-related State documents, planning studies and draft policies
of the Town. A critical review of the Town’s Draft Parking Policy dealing with parking ratios is included. It
includes recommendations for improvement to existing policy/strategy.

3.1

State Planning Policy

The approach to lessening the overall amount of parking and using what parking that is provided more
efficiently is supported by the West Australian Planning Commission’s updated State Planning Policy
4
(SPP) 4.2 Activity Centres for Perth and Peel (August 2010) . It provides (at 5.3.2) that the planning of
activity centres should:• take account of the need for access and parking priority accorded to different users and modes
including public transport, freight/delivery, people with a disability, bicycles, pedestrians and
private cars, and balance competing user needs such as workers and visitors;
• promote an efficient supply of car parking by an appropriate allocation of on-street, off-street
public and shared parking including cash-in-lieu and reciprocal/shared use arrangements;
• prioritise access by different users and modes, e.g. central locations for short-stay parking with
commuter and other long-stay parking near the edge of centres;
• enable most parking in higher-order centres to be supplied in the form of public or commonuser facilities rather than reserved for a class of users, e.g. customers of a particular site or
business; and
• identify necessary improvements to public transport, walking and cycling infrastructure and
capital and recurrent service funding needs.
SPP 4.2 also states in Section 5.3.2 that:
(3) For land within the boundary of an activity centre, the responsible authority should as a rule,
set upper limits to car parking in view of opportunities for reciprocal and shared parking,
availability of on-street or other public parking and the need for land efficiency. [and]
2

2

(4) As a guide, two bays per 100m [1 bay per 50m ] for showrooms and offices and 4-5 bays per
2
2
100m [1 per 20-25m ] for shops. Minimums may be required, however, there should be flexibility
for developers to provide less or no parking on-site and contribute cash-in-lieu towards facilities
and services for common-use parking, public transport and alternative modes.

3.2

Proposed Metropolitan Centres Parking Policy Framework

The Department of Planning (DoP), on behalf of the WAPC, has commenced preparing the draft of a
new SPP to be called Metropolitan Centres Parking Policy Framework. This is intended to address
parking supply and management at ‘Strategic’ and ‘Specialised’ level Activity Centres identified in SPP
4.2. There is a separate West Leederville centre categorised as a ‘District’ level centre, as are
Wembley/Jolimont and Floreat. (These will not be covered by the policy.) As the initial part of that work,
the Department of Planning and Infrastructure (now Department of Planning) commissioned consultants
to prepare a data collection and audit of parking provisions and management in Perth Metropolitan
5
Centres . Key issues derived from this October 2009 report were:

4
5

West Australian Planning Commission SPP 4.2 for Perth and Peel (August 2010).
Luxmoore Parking Consulting, Data Collection and Audit of Parking Provisions and Management in Perth Metropolitan
Centres, Final Report 20 October 2009: Report No. 286. Prepared for Department of Planning and Infrastructure.
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• the parking standards used in local schemes no longer generally reflect the existing or desired
quality of access by public transport, walking and cycling (most council planners consider that
the current standards of provision are out of date);
• time management and pricing of parking needs to be used;
• there is a lack of parking strategies, and where they do exist, different approaches in
philosophy and scope are being used e.g. ‘predict and provide’ verses ‘future demand
management’ (where parking is timed/not always free and cash-in-lieu is used to shift some
parking to public control);
• inconsistent cash-in-lieu policies and scheme clauses, including calculation of parking bay
costs in terms of construction standards and land cost, discretion to waive, and the timing and
use of funds generated;
• the need for parking ‘caps’ for town centres or precincts in terms of commuter (long stay)
parking with an associated parking strategy and overall management including better
integration of parking provision with public transport improvements (i.e. decreasing the number
of parking spaces, especially all-day commuter bays, in a centre needs to go hand-in-hand
with more frequent and convenient public transport services being provided); and
• lack of overall guidance and the need for a metropolitan parking policy, strategies and
guidelines.
The preparation of this proposed new SPP will take some time and may not apply to smaller centres
such as Wembley Town Centre and transit oriented development (TOD) areas. It appears that it will also
not provide guidance on parking provision standards or model scheme parking provisions, including for
cash-in-lieu.

West Leederville Planning and Urban Design Study 6

3.3

Major issues addressed in Part 1 of this Study included balancing the car parking needs of a mix of
street oriented uses with the objectives of TOD. The Study’s Principles of Access, Movement and
Parking included several specific references to parking:
• Make public transport infrastructure more appealing as a convenient alternative to the use of
private motor vehicles
• Retain short-term, kerbside car parking to service the commercial needs of street front
businesses and residential visitors
• Make provision for several small scale, off-street public car parking areas in strategic locations
for short-term parking
• Reflect proximity to public transport in varied car parking standards
• Set minimum and maximum limits for car parking provision
• Consolidate and share the provision of car parking where different land uses have
complementary car parking demands
• Provide access to off-street car parks and servicing from side streets and laneways to limit the
number of ‘Main Street’ crossovers
• Locate off-street car parks behind or below street front buildings.

6

Town of Cambridge – West Leederville Planning and Urban Design Study Part 1. March 2009.
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The Study examined three scenarios for Modest, Targeted and Significant Change, and in all three
7
scenarios it identified potential locations in the Town for public car parks as shown in grey in Figure 3.

Tower St, north of the
Town Hall

Between Northwood and
Kimberley Sts in the
Cambridge High St node

West of Abbotsford St

West of Southport St

East of Southport St

Figure 3: Potential locations for public car parks

7

Town of Cambridge – West Leederville Planning and Urban Design Study Part 1. March 2009, at p.5.
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8

Part 2 of the Study also considered the opportunity to have other uses integrated with a redeveloped
town hall car park (Figure 4).

Figure 4: Potential location for public car park at Town Hall

Preliminary Car Parking Provision Review – Cash-in-Lieu9

3.4

This details the two statutory bases for the control of parking – Town Planning Controls and Powers and
non-planning Statutory Control Development and Management. It undertakes a comparison of cash-inlieu with other councils and examines how cash-in-lieu could work in the Town.
It recommends inter alia that:
The Council should consider the formulation of a planning policy based on the parking supply and
management strategy, either to be prepared under clause 48 of TPS No. 1 or to be included in the
relevant policy provisions in an Outline Development Plan if that is the intended implementation
mechanism for the West Leederville redevelopment; and
In the interim, prepare an amendment to TPS No. 1 to include cash-in-lieu parking provisions
(along the lines of draft provisions contained in Appendix C), as well as the revised parking
standards already formulated as part of the Town’s review of its Policy No. 5.1.

8
9

Town of Cambridge – West Leederville Planning and Urban Design Study Part 2 – Detailed Planning. Sept 2010, at p.17.
Town of Cambridge – Preliminary Car Parking Provision Review – Cash-in-Lieu. Prepared by Planning Consultants Australia
Pty Ltd Feb 2011.
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Town Planning Scheme – Draft Parking Policy
10

The Town’s draft Policy 5.1 provides guidelines for the provision of parking for cars, bicycles and other
vehicles for non-residential developments to meet community expectation for parking supply while
supporting a shift toward active and sustainable transport modes.
The policy also includes guidelines for the design of parking areas and the submission of parking
management plans and transport assessments. The policy aims:
• To promote a choice of transport options by ensuring the provision of a mix of car, bicycle and
other vehicle parking.
• To ensure that the supply of parking encourages alternative, more sustainable modes of
transport.
• To facilitate the development of adequate, safe and convenient parking.
• To promote a high standard of design for parking areas.
Recognising that some parking requirements such as office and retail have a greater impact than others,
as a first stage Council may consider a review of parking ratio table with a view to reducing the number
of specified land uses/activities and identifying those ratios that have the potential to be standardised
relatively easily.
The decision of the appropriate ratios to be used should take into account the findings of surveys of
actual parking demands undertaken in Perth and elsewhere in Australia as well as an analysis of the
practical implications of the differences between the Planning Scheme requirements for specific land
uses/activities. It is important that it be kept in mind that the parking ratios are no more than
approximations in any case.
The existing ratios have an important deficiency. They do not distinguish between short-stay or
operational needs and staff/employee car parking. The ratios set out a minimum number of parking
spaces that must be supplied with each type of land use. This deals only with the supply side. It does
not mandate how the parking provided is to be used. This is different to the bicycle ratios which separate
short-stay from long-stay.
The ability to distinguish employee car parking from short-stay car parking would certainly assist in
determining the appropriate mode splits and appropriate parking provision and use. The development of
short-stay car parking ratios for selected land uses such as office and retail should be investigated.
The Town’s Draft Parking Policy is critically reviewed in the following Section 3.6.

3.6

Review of Draft Parking Policy

3.6.1

Parking ratios
11

Within the Draft Parking Policy, Policy 1 Parking Ratios are set out in a Table (refer to Appendix 2
Town of Cambridge, TPS, Parking Ratios) which gives the car and short and long-stay bicycle parking
requirements for a range of land uses. Parking requirements are to be rounded to the nearest whole
number and in the case of 0.50 (or more) rounded up.

10

Town of Cambridge – Town Planning Scheme, Policy Manual (revised DRAFT Sept 2010).
Draft Parking Policy revised after consideration by Council Mar 2010.
11
Town of Cambridge – Town Planning Scheme, Policy Manual (Revised DRAFT Sept 2010) Table 1: Parking Ratios at p.3.
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It also states that:
• Parking spaces for motorcycles, scooters and gophers may contribute up to 5% of the total
number of car parking spaces required.
• Car parking provision exceeding the requirements specified in Table 1 will generally not be
supported, in order to limit traffic congestion and encourage more sustainable modes of
transport.
Section 1.3 Requirements for End-of-trip Facilities, requires that these facilities be provided in
accordance with Table 2: End-of-trip Facilities. This table states that one locker is to be provided for
each long-stay bicycle space required. In addition, 1 shower is to be provided for 3-5 long-stay bays; 2
showers (one male, one female) for 6-10 parking bays; 4 showers for 11-20 long-stay bicycle bays etc.
Primary and secondary schools are exempt from having to provide end of trip facilities.
Long-stay bicycle parking is defined as bicycle parking for employees and students of educational
establishments where bicycles are parked for extended periods of time. Short-stay bicycle parking is
defined as bicycle parking for shoppers, customers or visitors to premises.
This means in effect that:
•

Car parking must be provided at the amount specified in Table 1: Parking Ratios, with the
exception that 5% of the required car parking bays may be replaced by motorcycle, scooter or
gopher parking.

•

Application for car parking in excess of the number required will generally not be supported. In
other words the parking ratios represent the maximum amount of car parking that is likely to be
permitted.

•

The number of bicycle parking bays provided must at a minimum meet the requirements specified
in Table 1.

•

With the exception of primary and secondary schools, the number of car parking bays in the
parking ratios may be reduced by the number of long-stay bicycle parking bays up to 5% of the
total number of car parking bays required.

The general approach is appropriate. The inclusion of specific rates for bicycle parking is particularly
suited to the trend towards sustainable modes of transport.

3.6.2

Individual parking ratios

The parking ratios in the draft Policy appear broadly consistent with parking ratios elsewhere in the
Perth Metropolitan area (as illustrated in Appendix 3); however three areas for improvement have been
identified.
1. The number of separate land uses identified is, however, relatively large and many of the categories
are very similar.
• Hotel and private hotel have identical parking requirements. Motels differ only in so far as the
long-stay bicycle parking requirement is omitted. It is unclear why this is the case and it may be
possible to combine hotels, private hotels and motels into one category.
• ‘Fish Shop’ has the same requirements as ‘Local Shop’. Also Fish Shop and Local Shop differ
from ‘Shop’ only in so far as the Shop ratio refers to a separate alternative bicycle provision in a
District Centre zone. A single Shop category may suffice.
• Take away food outlet, and take away food outlet (drive through) could be combined by adding
‘Add 4 car queuing bays for drive through operation’ to the ‘Cars’ column.
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Recommended
In the Parking Policy, consideration is given to reducing the number of individual parking ratios
as identified in Section 3.6.2.
2. The bicycle parking requirements for ‘shop’ in a District Centre imply that a shop in a District Centre
zone must provide a minimum of 6 short-stay bays and 10 long-stay bays. As the intention is the
minimum requirements shall apply to the zone rather than an individual shop, this should be clarified.
Recommended
The Shop bicycle parking requirements for District Centres are clarified in the Parking Policy.
3. Methodology in calculating car parking reductions. The following are example applications of the car
parking reductions:
2

A 1,000 m net leasable area (NLA) office development would be required to provide 33 car parking
bays, 2 short-stay bicycle bays, and 5 long-stay bicycle parking bays. The provision of 5 long-stay
bicycle parking bays would permit the number of car parking bays to be reduced by 5% or 1.65.
Assuming 5% of the bays are allocated to motorcycles/scooters, the number of required bays may be
reduced by 5% of 33 or a further 1.65 bays. This gives a total reduction of 4 or 3 bays depending on
whether the rounding up is based on each individual reduction of 1.65 bays or the combined reduction of
3.3 bays.
2

A 500 m retail development would be required to provide 25 car parking bays, 3 short-stay and 2 longstay bicycle parking facilities. The provision of 2 long-stay bicycle parking bays would permit a reduction
of 5% or 1.25 bays. Again assuming 5% of car parking bays are allocated to motorcycles/scooters, the
number of bays may be reduced by a further 1.25 bays. This gives a total reduction of 2 or 3 bays
depending on whether the rounding up is based on each individual reduction of 1.25 bays or the
combined reduction of 2.5 bays.
Recommended
State in the Parking Policy that car parking reductions should be added together prior to
rounding to the nearest whole number.

3.6.3

Further car parking reductions

Section 2.3 of the Draft Parking Policy states that the Council may consider reducing the requirement for
car parking bays ‘where demand for car parking may be lessened due to the availability and
attractiveness of alternative modes’. Applicants must ‘detail within the Parking Management Plan the
strategies to be employed to manage parking demand and encourage alternative modes of transport’.
Table 3 of the Draft Parking Policy (Alternative Modes of Travel) gives a parking reduction of 5% for
each of the following:
•

Users of the development have safe, close and convenient access to frequent and regular public
transport at the times of operation of the development.

•

Cycling to the development is convenient and safe and is supported through the provision of
additional bicycle facilities above those required by Table 1 and/or Table 2 of this policy.

•

The development is located in a centre that promotes good pedestrian amenity supported by a
mix of land uses, active frontages and weather protection.

•

Other alternative mode.

The above percentages appear arbitrary. In addition it is not made clear whether they represent a range
(up to 5%) or are a fixed percentage.
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Potential implications of these policies can be tested relatively easily for office parking. Assuming that
office parking is determined by the number of employees and that the vehicle occupancy is 1.2 persons
2
per vehicle, then for an office parking ratio of 1 car parking space per 30 m net floor area (NFA):
•

the car mode share is 100% if the development accommodates 1 employee per 25 m NFA

•

the car mode share is 80% if the development accommodates 1 employee per 20 m NFA.

2

2

This clearly demonstrates that the potential public transport mode share reduction is strongly influenced
by the assumed floor area per employee (as the car parking ratio is fixed irrespective of the
development use characteristics). A reduction of more than 5% may be appropriate in the first example,
whereas a reduction based on the public transport mode share could be difficult to justify in the second
example.
2

The long-stay/employee bicycle parking requirement is 1 space per 200 m NFA. Assuming an average
2
2
space per employee of 20 m - 25 m NFA, this is equivalent to 1 bicycle parking space per 8-10
employees or a bicycle mode share of 10-12.5%. As this is relatively high, increasing the number of
long-stay bicycle parking bays may not have a significant effect on employee parking demand on-site.
Recommended
Rather than identify a percentage reduction for each of the car parking reduction categories in
Table 3, the Parking Policy should state that a reduction of up to 20% may be permitted where
demand for car parking is reduced by the availability and attractiveness of alternative modes and
the location of the proposed development site. Any such reduction must be evidence-based and
supported by a report from a recognised traffic or transport practitioner in the field identifying
appropriate actions to achieve the proposed car parking reductions. This should form part of the
Parking Management Plan. This cannot be granted in addition to any discount permitted under
cash in lieu (Section 11.3.3).
Recommended
To reduce the cost of preparing applications for car park reductions, the Council should
consider identifying projected or target public transport mode shares for the commercial centres
12
and other locations such as Cambridge Street as appropriate.

3.6.4

Shared and reciprocal parking for mixed-use developments

The definition of reciprocal parking in the draft Policy is ‘parking facilities serving separate uses, but not
shared concurrently between the uses, on multiple sites’, e.g. a church which uses its bays in the
evenings and on weekends but allows its parking to be used during weekdays by long-term parkers.
The definition of shared parking in the draft Policy is ‘parking facilities serving mixed use development,
but not shared concurrently between the uses, on the same site’.
The definition of shared use parking is too restrictive. If shared parking is to be effective in reducing
parking demand, it should be shared concurrently, e.g. shared parking for retail and restaurants during
the day and in the evening. The key point recognised in Section 2.1 of the draft Policy is that the land
uses sharing the available parking have peak demands that occur at different times meaning that the
combined demand is less than the sum of the separate peak demands.
Reciprocal parking is to be ‘conveniently located to both developments’. Some guidance on what is
13
regarded as conveniently located would be useful. In this regard it is noted that the TDM Encyclopaedia
gives a table of acceptable walking distances to parking. These include distances of less than 250 m for

12
13

Section 5 of the report at page 18 targets a car driver mode share of 45% by 2031.
Victoria Transport Policy Institute BC. Canada – Transport Demand Management (TDM) Encyclopaedia.
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residents, professional services and medical facilities; less than 350 m for general retail, employees,
restaurants etc.; and less than 500 m for overflow parking and major events.
Legal assurances are necessary for reciprocal use arrangements to ensure that such arrangements are
secured and that any future change in use will not result in a parking shortfall especially when there is a
charge of use. This can be a significant impediment as enduring legal arrangements can be very difficult
to arrange. As an alternative, the City of Stirling for example, simply requires that the parking
arrangements are permanent (e.g. through an easement, amalgamation, legal agreement, restrictive
covenant or any other formal arrangement acceptable to Council such as a condition of a planning
approval).
Recommended
In the Parking Policy the definitions of reciprocal and shared parking be replaced by the
following:
Reciprocal parking: Parking facilities serving separate uses or a mixed-use development, but not
shared concurrently between the users and not necessarily on one site.
Shared parking: Parking facilities on one site shared concurrently by a mixed-use development
or separate developments.
Recommended
In the table in Section 2.1, insert (8am-6pm) under Daytime and (6 pm-12 am) under Evening to
provide clarity regarding the time periods concerned.
Recommended
Include guidance on what is meant by reciprocal parking locations being ‘conveniently located’.
Recommended
Relax the requirement that reciprocal parking arrangements require legal assurances to a
requirement that reciprocal parking arrangements be ‘permanent’. The reciprocal parking
arrangements should be secured in a form acceptable to Council.

3.6.5

Parking Management Plan and Transport Assessment

No comment. As outlined above, it is recommended that the Council provide information to assist in
determining the applicable public transport mode share for the type of use and its location.

3.7

Parking Management Plan
14

The Town of Cambridge’s Parking Management Plan (PMP) is an innovative tool to manage parking
demand by identifying the future users of a parking area (e.g. staff, tenants, customers, deliveries) and
planning for their respective parking needs. It is required for all new non-residential development
applications (including change-of-use applications) where 10 or more parking bays are provided on site,
or a concession on the required car parking ratios is being sought.
The Guiding Document which forms part of the Parking Management Plan is comprehensive. However,
it does not indicate what sanction or penalty may be imposed by the Town for reckless and ongoing
breaches of a commitment to a Plan.
Recommended
The Town incorporates into the Parking Management Plan Information Sheet, details of methods
of monitoring and enforcing compliance with the Plan.

14

Parking Management Plan Information Sheet, 8 Feb 2010
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Current parking supply and demand

This section considers the available information on current demand for parking to assess its value in
managing parking more efficiently.

4.1

Parking supply

The Town has very detailed data on the current supply of parking. Details are available on every bay
associated with each land use and on all on-street bays. The data is summarised in Table 1.
Table 1: On and off-street parking
Commercial
centre

Area surveyed

On-street
bays

Off-street
bays

Total
bays

Wembley Town
Centre

Cambridge St between Marlow St &
Pangbourne St

34

797

831

Medical Precinct

Salvado Rd/Railway Pde between Station
St & McCourt St, and Cambridge St
between Connolly Street & McCourt St

112

1,787

1,899

Cambridge High
Street Node

Cambridge St between Northwood St and
Holyrood St and Railway Pde between
Northwood St and Kerr St

76

665

741

Southport Street
commercial

Cambridge St and Railway Pde between
Abbotsford St & Loftus St, Southport St
between Cambridge St and Railway Pde,
Macewan St, Bermondsey St, Harrogate
St and Oxford Cl

139

955

1094

Total

361

4,204

4,565

4.2

Current demand for parking
15

Data from the Australian Bureau of Statistics confirms that the number of registered passenger
vehicles in Western Australia has grown by more than 68,090 additional vehicles a year since 2005. As
Perth represents approximately 70% of the State’s population it is reasonable to assume that an
additional 47,633 cars a year require parking in the Perth metropolitan area.
Although there is a perceived shortage of public parking in the commercial centres, several observations
carried out by Luxmoore on weekdays between 10 am and 1 pm in August 2011 indicate a significant
number of unoccupied parking bays. This indicates that in a normal week, the existing capacity is not
being fully utilised. The actual level of vacancy can only be more accurately measured by survey.
While the Town has accurate data on parking supply, there is no comparable accurate information on
parking demand. The Town has not undertaken detailed surveys of parking utilisation, vacancy and
duration of stay at the public parking areas in the commercial centres. It is essential to measure
utilisation and confirm the regular times of peak demand. This requires determining for each centre, the
days and times of peak demand (e.g. Thursday between 11 am and 4 pm). Each commercial centre will
be different. This information can only be obtained by surveys or from technology that provides
comprehensive information on patronage.

15

Register of Motor Vehicles per Australian Bureau of Statistics - www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/mf/9309.0.
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Surveys should be undertaken on normal trading days unaffected by school holidays, public holidays,
long weekends or special events. The data collected during the surveys will provide information on how
parking occupancy varies throughout the day and can be used to identify peak parking periods. The
duration of stay and the level of compliance with parking restrictions should also be assessed.
Findings will confirm whether and where on-street demand is very high and where bays are not readily
available or are not being used as intended.
Recommended
Parking occupancy should be surveyed annually in the same format and at the same time each
year to measure actual usage and to compare changing patterns of usage from year to year in
different commercial centres. The surveys can be undertaken internally by Council staff.

4.3

Paid on-street parking

In 2009/10 the Town implemented paid parking on-street as shown in Table 2. The 30 parking meters
installed cover 337 parking bays. Some of the meters operate 7 days a week with charges varying
between 30c and 50c for 15 minutes ($1.20 - $2.00 per hour). Parking in some areas is limited to a
maximum of 2 hours and in others there is no maximum time restriction but a maximum fee of $8.00 per
calendar day.
For the year ended 30 June 2011 the meters generated revenue of $617,496 with an average ticket
value of $4.05.
Table 2 summarises the metered areas and analyses the data for the year ended 30 June 2011. The
average duration of stay in these metered streets is also shown.
Table 2: On-street paid parking
No. of
meters

No. of
bays

Fee per
hour

Avge
ticket
value

Avge stay
(minutes)

Cambridge Street (2 hrs)

3

28

$2.00

$2.45

73

Connolly Street (2 hrs)

2

16

$1.20

$1.76

88

Harrogate Street (2 hrs)

2

21

$1.20

$2.18

109

Harrogate Street (10 hrs)

2

22

$1.20

$5.92

296

McCourt Street (2 hrs)

6

49

$2.00

$2.59

78

Oxford Close (2 hrs)

6

50

$1.20

$1.40

70

Salvado Road (2 hrs)

1

8

$2.00

$1.85

55

Station Street (2 hrs)

2

23

$2.00

$2.67

80

West Leederville Town Hall Car Park
(10 hrs)

1

63

$1.20

$4.03

202

Railway Parade 3 (2 hrs)

1

7

$1.50

$2.36

94

Railway Parade 4 & 5 (10 hrs)

2

15

$1.20

$5.58

279

Railway Parade 6 & 7 (2 hrs)

2

13

$1.20

$1.42

71

30

337

Location and maximum
permitted stay

TOTAL
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While there is considerable financial data available from the meters, there have not been surveys on the
level of compliance, the peak demand times and importantly, the level of vacancy (unoccupied bays) in
the metered areas at times of peak demand.
These vacancy levels form the basis of pricing decisions on paid parking. For example, stakeholders
have advised, and it has also been observed during site visits in August 2011, that demand at McCourt
Street is very high during the mornings Monday to Friday. This is to be expected as off-street parking in
the grounds of the adjacent SJOG Hospital is $2.20 per hour whereas on-street it is $2 per hour. The
cheaper fee for on-street bays encourages drivers to cruise the streets looking for a vacant space rather
than seek parking off-street where they can stay for longer and thereby reduce the amount of traffic onstreet.
The goal of efficient parking management in commercial centres is to optimise the use of parking. Shoup
(2004) examines the recommendations of several transport economists and confirms that if cities charge
the right price for on-street parking they can do away with time limits as a way to generate turnover
(churn) of parking bays. Prices should be set so that about 15% of bays (1 in 7) should be vacant and
16
generally available at all times.
Recommended
Additional management information is required from the parking meter system to make informed
decisions about parking fees and operational hours of parking meters.
Minimum and average percentages need to be monitored from year to year and if average
vacancy across the day on specific streets or at car parks is trending towards 20% or lower,
measures to curtail demand and/or create additional capacity will be required.

16

The High Cost of Free Parking – Donald Shoup. American Planning Association 2004, p.299.
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Traffic increase and increased development – Technical Note

In order to understand the expected future growth in traffic in the commercial centres, Sinclair Knight
17
Merz (SKM) was requested to prepare a Technical Note to support the Access and Parking Strategy
prepared by Luxmoore Parking Consulting for the Town of Cambridge’s commercial and business areas
along Cambridge Street.
The overall boundary of the Town of Cambridge is shown in Figure 5 and the four commercial centres
being studied are shown in Figure 1. The four centres are referred to as follows:
1.

Southport Street

2.

Cambridge 'High' Street Node (West Leederville Station)

3.

Medical Precinct (SJOG)

4.

Wembley Town Centre.

5.1

Purpose of the Technical Note

SKM were requested to:
1.

Provide advice on the likely increase in traffic that would be associated with a potential increase in
development yield, assuming a business-as-usual approach to parking in each centre.

2.

Provide advice on likely increased traffic for the same development yield, for priced parking and a
lower level of parking supply (described in Section 5.4).

3.

Provide advice on the impact of the traffic generated from the above two options on the existing
street network.

4.

Provide advice on the feasibility of the above two options from a traffic and transport perspective.

5.2

Methodology

The methodology used to estimate the existing/future traffic volumes for each of the centres was as
follows:
1.

Calculate existing development traffic for each centre based on the conventional parking
standards/trip rates and existing development yields.

2.

Calculate future development traffic based on conventional parking standards/trip rates and
projected future development yields to represent a ‘business-as-usual’ scenario.

3.

Calculate future development traffic based on constrained parking numbers and projected future
development yields to represent a ‘managed parking’ scenario.

17

Sinclair Knight Merz – Technical Note, September 2011 (Project PB50357) – Emmerson Richardson.
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Figure 5: Town of Cambridge boundary
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The Town of Cambridge provided an indicative development yield scenario for each of the four
commercial centres over the next 30 – 40 years. Table 3 provides a comparison between the existing
and the future indicative yield for each centre.
Table 3: Existing and future development yield
Centre

Southport
18
Street

Cambridge
High Street
18
Node

Medical
20
Precinct

Wembley
21
Town Centre

TOTAL

Land use and unit of
measurement
Retail (m² NLA)
Office (m² NLA)
Industry (m² NLA)
Total (m² NLA)
19
Residential (Dwellings)
Retail (m² NLA)
Office (m² NLA)
Industry (m² NLA)
Total (m² NLA)
19
Residential (Dwellings)
Retail (m² NLA)
Office (m² NLA)
Industry (m² NLA)
Total (m² NLA)
Consulting Rooms (Rooms)
Hospital (Beds)
19
Residential (Dwellings)
Retail (m² NLA)
Office (m² NLA)
Total (m² NLA)
19
Residential (Dwellings)
Retail, office & industry (m² NLA)
Residential (Dwellings)
Consulting Rooms (Rooms)
Hospital (Beds)

Existing
development yield
6,093
18,128
13,821
38,042
295
8,270
13,498
7,401
29,169
59
753
920
177
1,850
238
546
23
10,783
8,613
19,396
23
88,457
400
238
546

Future
development yield
13,766
57,951
13,300
85,017
895
13,547
28,900
0
42,447
359
753
920
177
1,850
466
666
123
13,494
30,714
44,208
123
173,522
1,500
466
666

In summary the potential additional growth expected by 2051 is an increase of:
196% in the floor area of retail, office and industry
375% in residential dwellings
196% in consulting rooms
122% in hospital beds.
18

Future development yield for retail, office and industry net lettable area is based on figures prepared by Pracsys for the West
Leederville Economic Analysis (May 2010).
19
Future residential dwellings were informed by housing targets identified in the draft Central Metropolitan Perth Sub-regional
Strategy (2010).
20
Future projections were calculated for the predominant land uses within this centre being ‘hospital’ and ‘consulting rooms’.
Number of future hospital beds provided by St John of God Hospital and are indicative only. An average plot ratio of 1:5:1 was
used to calculate future development yield. An average size of 135 m2 was used to estimate future number of consulting
rooms. Under current Scheme provisions retail (shop, restaurant) is not permitted in a Medical Zone.
21
An average plot ratio of 1:1 was used to calculate future development yield (retail, office). Retail net lettable area calculations
are based on street frontage by shop depth (13 metres).
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Parking scenarios

Two distinct parking scenarios are presented for analysis to provide a point of comparison on the level of
traffic generation.

5.4.1

Option 1 – Existing ratio scenario

In this option it is assumed there will be no charge for parking, and parking will be provided at existing
ratios specified in the Town Planning Scheme (TPS), with the exception of hospitals, where the level of
parking relates to current practice based on bays per bed. Minimum levels of parking required in the
TPS were based on suburban-type centres with high levels of car use.
In this business-as-usual analysis, the following grouping of land uses for estimation of parking provision
and traffic generation have been assumed:
•

Retail based (includes entertainment and recreation)

•

Office based ( includes service industry health and community)

•

Industry / Manufacturing

•

Consultancy Rooms

•

Hospital

•

Residential.

In Option 1 the following parking ratios and estimated traffic trips per day have been assumed.
Table 4: Parking and traffic rates (uses existing ratios)
Land use

Parking

Traffic trips per day

Retail

6.6 bays / 100 m

2

80 per 100 m

2

Office

3.3 bays / 100 m

2

10 per 100 m

2

Industry

1.3 bays / 100 m

2

4 per 100 m

Consulting Rooms
Hospital
Residential

5.4.2

2

4 bays /room

40 per room

2.5 bays / bed

18 per bed

2 bays / dwelling (on average)

6 per dwelling

Option 2 – Managed future parking scenario

With this option it is assumed firstly that a commercial charge will apply to the provision of parking and
secondly, a maximum level of parking at lower levels will apply.
In Option 2 the following levels of parking ratios and traffic generation have been assumed.
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Table 5: Future parking ratios and traffic rates
Land use

Parking (max)

Parking (target)

Traffic trips per day

2

4.5 bays / 100 m

55 per 100 m

Retail

5 bays / 100 m

Office

1.5 bays / 100 m

Industry

2

1.2 bays per 100 m

Consulting Rooms
Hospital
Residential

1.25 bays / 100 m
2

1.0 bays / 100 m

2

2

2

5 per 100 m

2

3 per 100 m

2

3.5 bays / room

3.0 bays / room

30 per room

2.5 bays / bed

2.5 bays / bed

18 per bed

1.5 bays / dwellings
(average)

1.2 bays / dwellings

4.5 per dwelling

5.5

Existing and estimated future traffic

5.5.1

Existing traffic

The existing daily traffic travelling to and through the four centres has been estimated based on the
surveyed level of traffic on the major roads serving the centres. The daily traffic volumes on the following
streets have been included for each centre:
Table 6: Streets included in traffic volumes
Centre

Streets included in traffic volumes

Southport Street

Cambridge Street
Southport Street

Abbotsford Street
Railway Parade

Cambridge High Street

Cambridge Street
Railway Parade

Northwood Street
Kimberley Street

Medical Precinct

Cambridge Street
Station Street

McCourt Street
Railway Parade/Salvado Road

Wembley Town Centre

Cambridge Street
Salvado Road

Alexander Street
Jersey Street

Table 7: Estimated existing traffic on network
Existing daily street
traffic volumes

Existing daily traffic to
development within
commercial centre

Existing daily traffic
through
commercial centre

Southport Street

44,276

8,479

35,767

Cambridge High Street

39,415

8,510

30,905

Medical Precinct

42,744

20,146

22,598

Wembley Town Centre

28,861

9,584

19,277

Centre

As could be expected the level of through traffic decreases as one moves westward from the freeway
towards the coast.
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Estimated future traffic

There are a number of different components of traffic including:
•

traffic generated within each commercial centre

•

through traffic not generated in any of the commercial centres

•

through traffic in each commercial centre that is generated in the other three commercial centres.

A number of assumptions underpin this analysis including:
•

The generated traffic in each commercial centre has been calculated based on the lower rates in
Table 5.

•

The through traffic not generated in any commercial centre is based on a reduction of existing
through traffic of 20% over the 30 to 40 year period to 2050. The rationale for this is that car
driver mode share is predicted to reduce over this time. The Department of Transport’s long-term
public transport plan is estimating the overall car driver mode share will reduce from 58% to 51%
by 2031 for the whole of Metropolitan Perth (a percentage reduction of 12%). Car driver trips to
the Perth City centre are predicted to drop from 35% to 15%, with public transport mode share
increasing from 50% to 70% of all trips. Given that a percentage of traffic on Cambridge Street
and Railway Parade will have a destination in the City of Perth, a reduction of through traffic of
20% on these routes by 2040/50 is a reasonable estimation.

•

An estimated 20% of traffic generated in each commercial centre will travel through adjacent
commercial centres.

The estimated traffic travelling to and through the four centres for each of the two scenarios (Option 1
and Option 2) is shown in Table 8 and Table 9.
Table 8: Estimated future traffic and network – Option 1 (existing parking ratios)

Centre
Southport Street
Cambridge High Street
Medical Precinct
Wembley Town Centre

Generated
traffic within
commercial
centres
21,099
15,235
31,846
14,383

Traffic generated
within adjacent
commercial
centres
4,645
5,824
4,829
3,060

Through
traffic

DAILY
TOTAL

28,638
24,724
18,102
15,421

54,381
45,783
54,777
32,864

Table 9: Estimated future traffic on network – Option 2 (managed parking scenario)

Centre
Southport Street
Cambridge High Street
Medical Precinct
Wembley Town Centre

Generated
traffic within
commercial
centres
13,687
10,027
26,821
9,345

Traffic generated
within adjacent
commercial
centres
3,324
4,062
3,078
2,093

Through
traffic

DAILY
TOTAL

28,638
24,724
18,102
15,421

45,649
38,813
48,002
26,859
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A comparison between existing daily traffic and the estimated future daily traffic for the two options is
provided in Table 10.
Table 10: Comparison between existing and future estimated daily traffic
Daily traffic to and through commercial centres
Centre

Existing

Future
Option 1

% Increase

Future
Option 2

% Increase

Southport Street

44,276

54,381

23%

45,649

3%

Cambridge High Street

39,415

45,783

16%

38,813

-2%

Medical Precinct

42,744

54,777

28%

48,002

12%

Wembley Town Centre

28,861

32,864

14%

26,859

-7%

5.7

Estimated future parking

On the basis of the parking ratios set out in Table 5, the estimated additional future parking
requirements under Option 1 – Existing parking ratios (business-as-usual) scenario, and Option 2 –
Managed future parking scenario, are shown in Table 11 which incorporates on and off-street parking to
be supplied by both the Town and the private sector.
Table 11: Estimated additional future parking requirements

Land use

Option 1 –

Option 2 –

existing parking
ratios

managed parking
scenario

Difference

Retail

1,034

705

329

Office

2,552

967

1,585

-103

-79

-24

Consulting Rooms

912

684

228

Hospital

300

300

0

2,200

1,320

880

6,894

3,896

2,998

$213,726,338

$120,779,100

$92,947,238

Industry

Residential
Total
Total cost (at $31,000/bay)

22

The total cost of providing this amount of parking in current 2011 dollars excludes any cost associated
with land.
Unless parking demand is significantly centralised, the potential development in the Town over the next
20 years will require an additional 2,998 parking bays at an extra (2011) cost of $93 million. As the onstreet parking supply may only be increased marginally as a result of improved design, the bulk of the
additional parking capacity will need to be provided off-street.
Clearly, the estimated future requirement for parking bays based on the current parking ratios is
unrealistic, in addition to the issues this will create in terms of future traffic on the network. In a
managed parking scenario, the estimates are more sustainable. The future strategy for the Town must
therefore contain recommendations not only to curtail the supply of parking, but also to supply and
manage parking so as to significantly alter current modes of travel.
22

Refer Section 6.5
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It can be seen that the existing (business-as-usual) approach to parking would result in a continuation of
existing high levels of traffic generation. With the indicative level of yield being considered by the Town
of Cambridge, this would result in between 4,000 and 12,000 additional vehicles per day travelling to
and through the different precincts – an increase in traffic flow of between 14% and 28%, depending on
the precinct.
This level of increase in traffic cannot be achieved on the existing local road network within the
precincts, along Cambridge Street and Railway Parade. Furthermore, traffic increases of this level
would have a significant negative impact on regional traffic routes such as the Mitchell Freeway. This
leads to the conclusion that, if parking were to continue to be managed as it is at present, then the future
development potential of the four centres would need to be much less than currently envisaged.
By implementing a parking management plan in the Southport Street centre with paid parking and lower
levels of supply, along the lines suggested, the total traffic to and through the precinct can be kept to an
additional 1,400 per day. Traffic volumes in Cambridge High Street and Wembley Town Centre are
forecast to reduce by 600 and 2,000 vehicles per day respectively. On this basis the traffic growth in the
Southport, Cambridge High Street and Wembley Town Centre precincts could be accommodated on the
existing road network.
For the Medical Precinct centre, estimated traffic growth to and through the precinct is higher at 12%.
The estimated increase in traffic is forecast to be approximately 5,250 per day. Hospitals are high
generators of car traffic and a more rigorous strategy would need to be undertaken to determine if an
increase in hospital growth at this scale is appropriate in this area.
Growth at the scale proposed by the Town is likely to take between 30 to 40 years. During this time
dependence on car use is likely to decrease with better options for cycling and public transport
increasing the share of travel by these modes. In addition, denser, mixed- use developments such as
those being considered in the Cambridge Street centres will increase opportunities for more walking as
the primary means of transport.
This opens the way for a staged implementation of a parking policy that will assist in managing down the
demand for traffic associated with future development.
More vigorous investigation of parking demand and sustainable supply for each centre will be
undertaken in Part 2 of the report.
Recommended
A change to the way parking is managed (both pricing and supply) is necessary, if growth of the
commercial and business centres along Cambridge Street is to be achieved at the scale
currently being considered by the Town over the next 30 – 40 years.
The future parking and access strategies for the Town must curtail the supply of parking and also
manage parking more stringently so as to curtail travel demand.
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Fundamental parking issues

It is essential to consider some important issues and strategic approaches in relation to the nature of
parking management in a modern urban environment. This section first considers some fundamentals
in relation to the ongoing supply and demand for parking. These will form the underlying basis of
several recommendations. Based on an examination of these issues, several key objectives are
recommended for a parking strategy for the Town.

6.1

Changing approach to parking

Historically, the approach by local government to the provision of parking in Australian cities has
embodied four key factors:
1.

Mandatory minimum parking required

2.

In addition to public parking, parking is to be provided by developers

3.

Cities are to contain both on-street and off-street parking

4.

Each development (land use) is to provide its own parking.

The traditional approach to parking has been that motorists should nearly always be able to easily find
23
convenient, free parking at every destination.
Under this ‘predict and provide’ approach, parking planning is based on the premise that ‘parking
problem’ means ‘inadequate supply’ and consequently:
•

more parking is better

•

every destination should satisfy its own parking needs (minimum ratios)

•

car parks should never fill

•

parking should always be free or subsidised or incorporated into building costs.

However, in the last ten years there has been an increasing trend towards more efficient use of existing
transport infrastructure as an alternative to expanding roads and parking facilities incorporated in a
technique known as travel demand management (TDM). TDM emphasises the movement of people
and goods, rather than motor vehicles, and gives priority to more efficient travel and communication
modes (such as walking, cycling, car sharing, public transport and telecommuting), particularly under
congested conditions. Environmental concerns and rising fuel costs are other factors prompting a
reduction in the reliance on private motor vehicles.
This change in approach to the strategic management of parking has been termed a paradigm shift (a
fundamental change) and it has developed and is being increasingly applied in urban areas where
sustainability is a major objective.
Under this new demand management approach as distinct from the unsustainable demand satisfaction
(predict and provide) approach, parking facilities should be used more efficiently. This means that car
parks at a particular destination may often fill (typically more than once a week), provided that alternative
options are available nearby, and drivers have information on these options. It does not mean that car
parks should have sufficient capacity to cater to once-a-week peak demand. It requires that motorists
have a choice between paid parking nearby (user pay), or free parking a reasonable distance away. It
also requires a high standard of walking conditions between parking facilities and the destinations they

23

The concept has been clearly articulated by Litman, T (2006) Parking Management Strategies Evaluation and Planning –
Victoria Transport Policy Institute.
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may serve. Parking planning should therefore include shared and reciprocal parking, parking pricing
and regulations, parking user information, and pedestrian improvements.
The challenge for the Town is to find a balance between adequate parking supply to ensure the vitality
of the commercial centres, and the environmental, social and economic necessity towards more efficient
use of transportation infrastructure and travel demand management techniques.
Parking management policies under this new approach will be effective in reducing the trend in motor
vehicle use and ownership and help to share the cost of parking infrastructure equitably. This will
provide all users (including the elderly, people with a disability, employees, shoppers, children, students,
traders, residents and visitors) with safe and appropriate access to parking in the Town, whilst enabling
adequate road access for pedestrians, cyclists, emergency vehicles, buses and street maintenance and
delivery vehicles.
Recommended
A strategic vision for parking be set out according to the following broad timetable:
Short-term
Vision
(by 2014)

Medium-term
Vision
(2015 and beyond)

• More efficient
use and
appropriate
supply of parking

• Efficient and costeffective parking
• Starting to use
parking as a
travel demand
management tool

6.2

Long-term
Vision (2021)
• Culture of public
transport, walking
and cycling
• Parking used
strongly as a
travel demand
management
tool

Sustainable parking

There is increasing recognition that sustainable cities require a balanced multi-modal transport system
and the parking system should support the transport system. In particular, parking supply, utilisation,
location and price are primary determinants relating to travel behaviour mode choice and it is worthwhile
to set out five parking principles which are to underlie future strategies relating to travel behaviour in the
Town:
1.

Focus on people access not vehicle access

2.

Provide efficient and effective alternatives to car access

3.

Parking policy and strategy must support sustainable transport

4.

The appropriate amount of parking for a centre will be well below the unconstrained demand for
parking

5.

The provision of parking requires a demand management, not a demand satisfaction approach.

6.2.1

People access

This requires the development of innovative access programs targeted on a more active community.
This preferred scenario is set out in many of the attributes listed in the West Leederville Planning Urban
24
Design Study.

24

Town of Cambridge – West Leederville Planning & Urban Design Study, Part 2 – Detailed Planning, Sep 2010, at p.4.
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Provide alternatives

This requires the promotion of accessibility, rather than the promotion of parking, such as the availability
of a shuttle bus (e.g. the Route 97 Shuttle to conveniently connect with the Leederville station). The
provision of high quality reliable public transport is a fundamental pre-requisite for parking policies which
seek to maintain supply within acceptable limits, reduce congestion and encourage alternative modes of
transport.

6.2.3

Encourage sustainable transport

The integration of commuter parking with public transport is a major opportunity to reduce the
dependency on cars coming into a centre. Additionally, there need to be better bicycle paths and
particularly, quality end-of-trip bicycle facilities. This is recognised by the Town in several of the
background documents summarised in Section 3 of this report.

6.2.4

Provide adequate parking

This is not contradictory to the above. It is an acknowledgement that parking must be provided,
especially for special groups such as the disabled, or other needs-based groups who must use a car
such as parents with prams. However, the available parking supply should be adequate, not excessive.
It need not cater to occasional peak demand, or ensure that every driver will always be able to find a
bay. Rather it seeks to eliminate over-supply and unused capacity. Consolidated parking is a means of
making better use of available supply. Shared parking does not require each land use to provide its own
parking.

6.2.5

Manage demand

Controlling parking demand is the counterbalance to the management of parking supply, but it is far
easier, more flexible and less expensive to make better use of existing parking capacity than to create
additional parking. Parking management strategies must recognise different hierarchies of users. Fees
can be used to control demand and to encourage alternative modes. Additionally, improvements to
transport and access infrastructure can be funded from additional income derived from parking.
The future strategy for the Town must therefore contain recommendations not only to curtail the supply
of parking, but also to manage parking so as to constrain travel demand.
25

Based on the findings in the Technical Note it is important that extra revenue generated from parking
and enforcement is transparently reinvested into improved transport access, which may include
upgrading of parking facilities, or the provision of better pedestrian, cycling or public transport options.
If the Town intends to move towards a more sustainable, multi-modal transport system, there needs to
be a commitment by all stakeholders to implementing such a policy to give effect to these principles.
Recommended
The Town’s parking strategy is to be identified with and coordinated as part of an integrated
transport strategy for the Town and the wider metropolitan area. The strategy is to incorporate
five sustainable parking principles:

25

1.

Focus on people access not vehicle access

2.

Provide efficient and effective alternatives to car access

3.

Parking policy and strategy must support sustainable transport

Section 5, page 24.

Report No. 004058
© ARRB Group Ltd 2011
FE-722-5-0-2-B

Town of Cambridge
Access and Parking Strategy

43
3 November 2011

4.

The appropriate amount of parking for a centre will be well below the unconstrained
demand for parking

5.

The provision of parking requires a demand management, not a demand satisfaction
approach.

6.3

Integrated transport strategy

It is important to acknowledge that a parking strategy is only one part of an integrated transport strategy
which should also incorporate:
•

a road safety strategy

•

a green travel plan

•

a pedestrian strategy

•

a bicycle strategy

•

local area traffic management plans

•

specific parking management plans.

Several of these are already in place in the Town.
There is no doubt that the volume of cars within and entering Cambridge Street on a daily basis is not
declining (refer to Section 5). As cars are usually parked more than 22 hours per day, parking is an
essential component of the infrastructure required to support private vehicle travel. Management of
parking is also important in order to enable multi-modal journeys, as endorsed by other State and Town
strategies and policies as summarised in Section 3.

6.4

Free parking

The majority of public on and off-street parking in Cambridge is non-fee paying. It is fundamental to
recognise that there is no such thing as free parking; the costs are simply subsumed elsewhere in the
economy. Reserving vast quantities of land for parking directly impacts the affordability of property and
goods and services, e.g. the cost of providing parking for residential dwellings can add 10-30% to the
total costs of development. In many medium to high density residential developments the costs
26
associated with providing parking facilities can exceed the capital value of the land . The true cost of
parking is hidden in higher development costs, and consequently higher rents and prices to consumers.
Ratepayers fund on-street parking, a large portion of which is used by non-ratepayers. Town of
Cambridge ratepayers are not only paying for the cost of cleaning, insurance and maintenance of these
bays, they are subsidising parking on valuable land that could be generating income or could be put to
other uses.
Many councils in Australia provide free public parking both on-street and off-street. Paying for public
provision and management of parking from general rates is regressive and disproportionately impacts
those on low and fixed incomes, such as students and the elderly and those ratepayers who elect to use
alternative forms of transport and do not normally drive cars.
Owners of private vehicles are expected to cover the costs associated with owning and operating a car
and constructing and maintaining road infrastructure. However, in most instances the costs associated
with vehicle storage, e.g. parking, are not usually charged directly to users.

26

Shoup, D.C. (2005). The high cost of free parking. Chicago: Planners Press, American Planning Association.
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Cost of provision of parking

It is important to understand some of the costs associated with the provision of parking. (A detailed
analysis of the capital and ongoing costs of a deck car park in the Town will be included in Part 2 of the
project.)
Each on-street kerbside parking space requires 15.6 m² of land and encroaches 2.4 m into the roadway,
effectively reducing the roadway by one lane. Off-street parking at-grade, generally requires 28 – 35 m²
per space which includes an allowance for aisles and vehicle access. The current cost of constructing
above-ground deck parking is at least $31,000 per space, plus the cost of land. The cost of below27
ground parking is even higher at > $39,000 per space, plus the cost of land.
According to recent land sales, the price of commercial land varies from > $2,800 per m² in the
Cambridge High Street Node to $3,935 per m² in the Medical Precinct. Table 12 is an estimate of the
2011 cost of provision of different types of parking in the Town’s commercial centres.
Table 12: Estimated 2011 cost of providing one public parking bay in Town of Cambridge
commercial centres
Type of parking

Off-street
surface (at-grade)
Deck – 2 level
Deck – 4 level
Basement – 2 level

Land
per bay

35 m

2

16 m

2

8m

2

8m

2

2

Land cost /m
$2,000-$3,500

$70,000 - $122,500
$32,000 - $56,000
$16,000 - $28,000
$16,000 - $28,000

Floor
area
per bay

Construc
tion cost
per bay

Estimated total
cost per bay

35 m

2

$3,500

$73,500 - $126,000

32 m

2

$31,000

$63,000 - $87,000

32 m

2

$34,000

$50,000 - $62,000

32 m

2

$39,000

$55,000 - $67,000

The provision of free parking (or parking at a very low fee) has an opportunity cost which can be
measured in terms of the value of an alternative use of the land. For example the land used for all day
parking at the West Leederville Bowling Club could generate >$4 m if sold for development. The
provision of cheap parking has an opportunity cost to ratepayers as the car park generates far less
income per annum than the interest that could be earned on the sale of the land.

6.6

Minimum parking ratios

Minimum parking ratios are also known as parking minimums or parking standards or minimum parking
requirements. The parking ratios require that new developments provide a certain number of parking
28
bays. This has been the approach taken in The Town of Cambridge’s Policy 5.1: Parking which is
related to the size and nature of the development, where size is generally measured in terms of net floor
area. The Town’s current draft policy has been referred to in Section 3.6 where recommendations have
been proposed to improve the draft.
To a large extent, minimum parking ratios are a historical by-product of plentiful and inexpensive land
and a lack of convenient payment technologies. The ratios were seen as a means for shifting
responsibility for catering for parking demand onto private developers, thereby ensuring the safe and
29
efficient operation of the local road network.

27

Rawlinsons. Australian Construction Handbook 2009. Edition 27. Rawlhouse Publishing P/L.
Town of Cambridge - Town Planning Scheme Policy Manual (Revised DRAFT September 2010) Policy 5.1:Parking at p. 3
29
Strategic Parking Report for Waitakere City Council - McCormick Rankin Cagney - Feb. 2008.
28
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The methodology underlying minimum parking ratios is considered to lack accuracy and efficiency in the
following ways:
•

Uses conservative design standards: Minimum parking ratios are typically designed so as to cater
for most peak demands. This considers developments independently of the surrounding urban
environment and ignores the potential to share parking resources between adjacent
developments, leading to an oversupply of under-utilised parking.

•

Results in fragmented parking supplies: Because of the requirement for individual developments
to cater for their parking demands, urban areas are increasingly dominated by fragmented parking
areas (e.g. the businesses on Mullane Lane off Southport Street).

•

Ignores value: Minimum parking ratios are ignorant of value and give no consideration to the
marginal benefits and costs provided by additional parking bays. The costs of meeting minimum
parking ratios tend to increase in district centres and growth corridors where land values are
higher (Medical Precinct), thereby preventing intensification and redevelopment. This works
against regional and local strategies designed to intensify development.

•

Is unresponsive to demand management: There are numerous examples of cost-effective parking
management measures that do not require increasing the supply of parking. Examples include
shower and locker facilities for employees who walk or cycle, unbundling employee parking from
salary packages, providing free passenger transport passes for employees, and developing
workplace travel plans. Minimum parking ratios fail to account for demand management
strategies and therefore provide no incentive for consideration of alternative transport modes.

For all of these reasons, minimum parking ratios are considered to be inaccurate and inefficient. It is
also significant that the costs associated with minimum parking ratios have become disproportionately
high in relation to their advantages.
30

With the benefit of studies overseas , it is apparent that the unintended negative consequences of
minimum parking requirements outweigh their benefits in urban areas. These detrimental impacts have,
to large extent, been self-reinforcing and have created a cycle of motor vehicle dependence. This cycle
occurs as a result of the following processes:
•

Increased vehicle use creates additional demand for parking.

•

This increased demand is then reflected in increased minimum parking ratios.

•

These increased parking ratios then result in reduced urban density.

•

Reduced urban density then stimulates increased vehicle use, repeating the cycle.

The net effect of free or subsidised parking is reduced urban density, increased sprawl, high rates of
vehicle ownership and use, more expensive goods and services, as well as increased congestion, air
pollution, and noise. In short, current parking management practices contribute towards a host of
expensive and undesirable consequences. This approach is unsustainable, especially with the
anticipated growth of development in the Town.

30

Litman, T. (2006). Parking management best practices. Chicago, III, American Planning Association.
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Education

Despite every driver being a parker, the broader environmental, economic and social impacts of parking
are rarely understood or appreciated by users, unlike their understanding of the effects of vehicle use.
The clamour for more parking has been allowed to develop without any communication of its negative
effects, and its growing unsustainability. This is true in the Town whose website relating to parking is
very regulatory oriented. An upgraded and ongoing campaign of communication on the unsustainability
of current parking practices is required.
Everyone who drives a car is a stakeholder. An education program needs to be aimed at all
stakeholders including planners, developers, designers, retailers, tenants, elected officials and council
officers, business and community groups, schools, residents, visitors, commuters and the general
public. Education and appreciation of the current unsustainability of current parking demand should be
available and regularly communicated in the Town’s publications. As a minimum, it should deal with the
following issues:
•

drivers cannot expect unlimited parking close to their destination

•

unlimited supply has environmental, social and economic drawbacks

•

the principles of sustainable parking (refer to Section 6.2)

•

the true cost of parking (refer to Section 6.5)

•

the principle of user pay

•

benefits of parking management plans

•

options for reinvestment of income from parking services into improving transport infrastructure.
31

For example, the City of Bunbury has a very informative parking website for shoppers, visitors,
employees and residents that helps different users consider a range of possible parking options.
Bunbury has also established a Parking Committee which includes Council staff and representatives of
the Chamber of Commerce, residents and other stakeholders. This is a valuable and pragmatic working
group.
Recommended
All stakeholders in the Town including ratepayers, property owners, developers, community
representatives, business groups and everyone who drives a car, need to be made aware of the
true commercial capital and ongoing costs of parking resources, in addition to their
environmental and social burden.
The Town is to focus on the short and long-term need to continually educate all stakeholders on
the broader impacts of parking, its environmental and other costs, and the benefits of
sustainable transport policies. The education program is to be updated with actions being taken
within the community to improve and to provide information about different options for transport
access.
It is recognised that changes to the management of parking and to existing attitudes towards parking
supply will not be achieved quickly. Small changes and education are necessary to alter the mindset of
stakeholders and to create a more sustainable transport and access environment in the Town.

31

www.bunbury.wa.com.au
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Stakeholder consultation

An important element of the investigation for this report was engagement with stakeholders to identify
issues and potential options and incentives to assist the Town to achieve its planning objectives.
Stakeholders were invited to a public forum at Council’s offices on 25 July 2011.
The forum commenced with a PowerPoint presentation of current parking patterns and issues to prepare
a basis for discussion. The purpose of the forum was to obtain stakeholder opinions and concerns and
to inform the development of the strategy.
The forum was attended by 21 stakeholders representing residents, workers, developers, the hospital
and property and business owners.
A copy of the forum presentation, a list of attendees and minutes of the meeting are attached in
Appendix 1.
It is intended that a further report-back session will be held to present the major findings and
recommendations contained in this report.
In regard to parking, a range of issues were raised at the meetings and subsequently in discussions and
by emails from members of the public. The issues can generally be categorised in terms of supply or
management. Supply issues include too few bays being available and the expectation that a public or
private organisation must provide more bays. Management issues relate to available facilities not being
used effectively.
The main topics raised by stakeholders are listed in Table 13 below.
Table 13: Parking issues raised at Stakeholder Workshops
Supply-related issues

Management-related issues

Need a paradigm shift by Council to change the
way parking can be supplied
Need for motorcycle parking – includes parking
for scooters/ mopeds
Height of multi-decked parking areas – restrictive
for larger vehicles
Commercial owners pay for parking on their site.
They are not going to share their parking for free
New developments are being given concessions
on parking
More ACROD parking bays as number of older
people increases
Council should have a plan for how it will spend
cash-in-lieu for parking before collecting
Parking ratios – out-dated and inconsistent
Cash-in-lieu – fee too low, opportunity for staged
payment
Reciprocal parking between residents and
commercial, e.g. Northwood Street

Abuse of free parking at Wembley IGA as 'park n
ride'
Support for paid parking as long as there is a free
period for shoppers
Wembley Primary School – overflow of parking
into adjacent Community Centre
Reciprocal parking should be promoted amongst
landowners
Residential flats could provide 'worker' parking
during the day
SJOG is already trying to reduce parking demand
– issue is poor public transport links to the
hospital from the train stations, poor access at
night/security issues
Shared parking contracts
Educate businesses on shared parking
Parking benefit districts
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Cash-in-lieu used to fund joint ventures between
private developers and Council
Consider undertaking joint developments with
developers to supply public parking
Cash-in-lieu to be used for anything but parking
as it is too expensive – channel cash-in-lieu into
other modes of transport
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Management-related issues
Expanded pay parking – needs to be applied
consistently
Encourage alternative travel plans
Support pay parking in high demand areas, e.g.
Rosslyn Street
West Leederville spillover parking
Resident support for timed and paid parking
Paid parking in some but not all streets. Support
expanding paid parking into other streets
Kimberley Street – opportunity to use residential
street during the day for parking
Would not support commercial parking in
residential streets – frequently overstay parking
limits
Time restrict parking in residential areas to be
limited to working hours
Stickers to indicate resident vehicles are allowed to
park for free – all parking becomes paid parking
Support for a consistent approach over an area
Positive/helpful parking signage versus
negative/punishment signage
Parking meters to include 10 minute free parking
to allow short-term visits
Support paid parking in Wembley Town Centre
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High level parking strategies

High level strategies are defined as measures that encapsulate the long-term strategic vision for the
provision of parking resources. In many cases these strategies will require regulatory reform of policies
and requirements in the Local Planning Schemes. The effective implementation of high-level strategies
will deliver benefits over a long time scale that are consistent with the objectives of the local planning
and policy framework.

8.1

Parking hierarchy

When different parking user groups are competing for the same parking space and demand exceeds the
supply there occurs a saturation of parking facilities. There needs to be recognition of different user
priorities through the introduction of a parking hierarchy.
The objectives of the parking hierarchy are to:
•

uphold the safety and convenience of all road users

•

encourage the use of alternative transport modes such as walking, bus, train and cycling

•

promote equitable and transparent allocation of parking spaces across all user groups

•

facilitate consistent decision making regarding parking infrastructure.

8.1.1

Parking user groups

To enable equitable sharing of parking resources, it is necessary to identify all the different parking user
groups and prepare a parking hierarchy. The parking hierarchy assumes there are no other competing
interests for the kerbside or off-street parking spaces e.g. pedestrian paths and footpath trading or
eating, bus priority or cycle lanes. The following is a list in no specific order of parking user groups, their
definitions and priority requirements.
Public transport
Parking restrictions are applied to indicate a bus or taxi zone specifically reserved for these
vehicles/users. This user group should generally have priority when considering kerbside allocation.
Loading
Service vehicles are vital to the operation of a town centre. They should have a high priority for the
allocation of a limited number of on-street parking spaces. However, planning requirements should
ensure all new developments provide for service vehicles within the development itself. Loading zones
should not be provided unless off-street loading facilities are not available.
They should cater for the needs of legitimate goods-carrying vehicles only. These vehicles are usually
permitted to stand in a loading zone for 30 minutes while engaged in picking up or setting down goods.
Proper enforcement is necessary to prevent loading zones from becoming private parking for owners or
staff of commercial businesses. Private use motor vehicles should not be entitled to park in loading
zones during business hours, but signage should permit short-medium stay parking after hours.
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Disability permit holders
The Australian Disability Parking Scheme helps eligible people park nearer to their destination.
32
ACROD permit holders in WA are entitled to park:
•

in any space provided for a person with a disability in an on-street or off-street parking location,
such as shopping centres, hospitals etc.

•

in local government metered or regulated parking areas on-street for double the maximum time
allowed.

Spaces allocated for persons with a disability should be given particular priority in the immediate vicinity
of uses that have a high demand for disability access, such as hospitals and other community services.
Wherever possible parking bays for the disabled should be located off-street to provide additional
convenience and safety to the driver.
Drop-off/pick-up
Short-term parking for drop-off/pick-up (e.g. 5-15 minute parking) should be given priority in premium
parking locations in close proximity to facilities i.e. at schools, public transport nodes and hospitals.
Enforcement should ensure the turnover of this parking.
Short to medium-stay
Short to medium-stay parking for business and retail needs. Generally short-stay parking is for up to 2
hours and medium-term parking between 2 and 4 hours. These user classes should be provided for
town centres, hospitals, sports facilities, entertainment centres and hotels. Enforcement should ensure
compliant turnover of this parking.
Long-stay/commuter
Long-stay parking (4-24 hours) is provided to cater for employees, commuters and other long-term
parkers. This user class should generally be allocated a relatively low priority, particularly on-street and
in areas with high public transport accessibility.
Park and ride
This parking is provided to cater for people transferring to another mode of transport to complete their
journey (e.g. catching a bus or train). Park and ride should be given priority at satellite/remote public
transport nodes. This type of parking is generally not considered appropriate in town centres or at transit
oriented developments.
Residents
Parking for residents and their visitors. Most residential properties in the Town currently have access to
at least one off-street car parking space. However this may not be the case in the future in high density
areas. Residential parking policy/permit schemes should manage the demands of resident and visitor
parking, whilst discouraging motor vehicle use. Enforcement must ensure that access is not blocked to
residents’ off-street parking.

32

Formerly the Australian Council for Rehabilitation of Disabled, now renamed National Disability Services Limited
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Cyclists
Parking for cyclists falls into two broad categories:
•

all-day parking for employees and park-and-ride parking at public transport stations

•

short-term parking for visitors to shops, restaurants, offices, recreational facilities and other
institutions (within 50 m of destination).

Parking for cyclists should be given a high priority and planning requirements should ensure that
adequate parking provisions and end-of-trip facilities for cyclists be incorporated into all new
developments.
Motorcycle and scooter parking
Motorcycle/scooter parking is generally treated no differently to that of cars. If vehicles are to be charged
for parking, this should apply equally to motorcycles if they use spaces allocated to cars. An incentive for
these motorcycles is to provide them with free parking in dedicated motorcycle spaces.
As car parking spaces can be easily divided into two motorcycle spaces, there is flexibility to convert
spaces depending on demand. Planning provisions should identify the environmental benefits of
motorcycle/scooter use over cars and provide developers with incentives to provide motorcycle/ scooter
parking in lieu of car spaces.
A program to encourage parking for motorcycles in appropriate locations in the commercial centres
should be considered. These parking spaces should be well signed and promoted in Council
communications.

8.1.2

Proposed hierarchy for the commercial centres

Table 14 shows the desirable parking user hierarchy for different parking precincts. This hierarchy is
desirable to support growth and intensification goals. The user groups are reflected in the tables.
The parking user hierarchy should be applied to planning decisions in the Town. Policies should achieve
the parking hierarchy through pricing, time regulations and enforcement. It is noted that parking
restrictions required for road safety reasons, pedestrian crossings, emergency purposes and city
services take precedence over all other users.
Requests for alterations to kerbside allocation should be reviewed according to Table 14 to determine if
they fit within the parking hierarchy for the precinct or location.
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Table 14: Proposed commercial centre parking user hierarchy
Priority

Essential

Commercial centre

Outside commercial centre

On-street

Off-street

On-street

Off-street

Loading

Disability permit
holders

Public transport

Long-stay/
commuter

Public transport

Short to mediumstay

Residents

Short to mediumstay

Drop-off/pick-up

Drop-off/pick-up

Short to mediumstay

Drop-off/pick-up

Short to mediumstay

Loading

Disability permit
holders

Park and Ride

Motorcycle/scooter

Least important

Not allowed
in this zone

Loading

Residents

Motorcycle/scooter
& cyclists

Long-stay/commuter
& residents

Long-stay/
commuter

Motorcycle/scooter

Disability permit
holders

Cyclists

Drop-off/pick-up &
motorcycle/scooter
& cyclists

Disability permit
holders & loading
& cyclists

Long-stay/commuter
& park and ride

Park and ride

Park and ride

Public transport

Residents

Public transport

For example, disabled parking is inconvenient and unsafe on-street and consequently a low priority in
commercial centres. Disabled parking is therefore given a high priority in off-street car parks.

8.2

Funding car parking and TDM initiatives

The construction and maintenance of car parks, cycle paths, cycle lanes, footpaths and bus
infrastructure can be economically difficult for a small Council and hence the rate of construction of this
infrastructure can seem to take years when it is needed in the present. Programs for planned works for
these facilities can be brought forward with increased funding.
Footpaths and cycleways are unable to create revenue as charging for their use is very complicated and
a significant deterrent. However, revenue through car parking management is an ideal tool and achieves
multiple goals. The cost of parking changes the behaviour of the driver, motivating them to consider
alternative options and the revenue from the parking can be used to provide these alternatives as well
as provide and maintain car parking facilities.

8.3

Build parking facilities – deck car park feasibility

The use of public resources to construct parking facilities has traditionally been the method of
addressing parking shortfalls. It has the advantage that the Town controls when and where parking
supply is added. However it tends to be expensive, is slow to implement and represents a public
subsidy for driving. Public Private Partnerships (PPP) may be another potential model for the provision
of new car parking infrastructure.
The Town needs to develop a plan to identify and prioritise potential sites for the construction of parking
decks to serve the commercial centres. This will be addressed in Part 2 of the report.
In considering locations for future deck parking, potential options are restricted to those where the Town
either owns or has long-term tenure over the land. As the cost for each 100-bay deck car park will
exceed $3 million (in current 2011 dollars), opportunities which will require significant additional expense
associated with the purchase of land should be a low priority.
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A further factor in considering deck parking is its impact on the urban landscape. Free standing deck
car parks are generally not attractive buildings and are best constructed where they can be contained
within or above or below other uses, not as single use structures.
In addition to being controlled by the Town, potential locations for deck parking must have common
characteristics:
•

They must have multiple generators of parking.

•

They should be likely to be utilised during the day, night and on weekends.

•

Their shape must permit a practical layout for a deck parking facility.

•

It is desirable that there be opportunities for vehicle access to/from more than one street.

•

They must be capable of linkage with pedestrian pathways to their major generators.

•

The pedestrian pathways must provide a high standard of convenience and safety.

A review of the design and layout of some on-street parking (for example in Nanson Street) may also
yield a small increase in bays.
The options of revenue from parking come in various forms and are set out below in order of their
preference for most stakeholders:
•

cash-in-lieu for lack of parking supply from developers

•

parking meter charges on-street

•

off-street parking fees

•

parking fines.

Generally a combination of all four sources of revenue will be necessary for the Town to fund increased
parking capacity.
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Management strategies – parking initiatives

When formulating management strategies to deal with specific issues, several parking options and
initiatives would be appropriate for the Town to use to contribute to its sustainable goals, particularly in
relation to the achievement of land use and transport outcomes. Many are currently being used in the
Town. A series of initiatives to reduce the demand for parking and make more effective use of the
33
existing supply are discussed below.

9.1

Regulate parking

Regulate the supply of public parking to support parking and transportation objectives. This is already
being achieved in a number of ways including:
•

Time restrictions limit the maximum time a vehicle can park in more convenient bays, to
encourage turnover and shift long-term parkers to facilities designated for a longer length of stay.

•

Regulating users limits the types of vehicles that may use certain parking bays. This includes
loading zones, taxi zones, permit bays and bays designated for use by people with a disability.

•

Specify the allocation of parking ratios for particular type of developments such as customer or
staff parking (short or long-term parking). This will be achieved by the Town’s Parking
Management Plan (refer to Section 3.6).

•

Regulate on-street parking by prohibiting on-street parking on certain routes at certain times (e.g.
providing clearways on busy streets during peak periods) to increase traffic lanes.

•

Favour higher value uses, e.g. service vehicles, deliveries and access for people with disabilities.

9.2

Shared parking

Shared parking means that parking bays on the same site are shared concurrently by more than one
34
user, which allows parking facilities to be used more efficiently. Shared parking takes advantage of the
fact that most parking bays are only used part time by a particular group, and many parking facilities
have a significant portion of unused bays, with utilisation patterns that follow predictable daily, weekly
and annual cycles. Efficient sharing of bays can allow parking requirements to be reduced significantly.
There are various degrees of shared parking. A reserved parking space assigned to a specific user is
not shared at all. This includes loading bays, which could be shared by making them available to all
drivers outside of normal business hours. Loading bays in the Town are time limited, but drivers are not
well aware that they can be freely used outside these hours. Partial sharing occurs when arrangements
are made by one facility to use another’s parking facilities at certain times (e.g. if a restaurant allowed its
unused parking bays to be used during the day by visitors to the Medical Precinct).
Other opportunities for shared and reciprocal parking are bays behind the cheesecake shop off Nanson
Street and overflow parking off Salvado Road as well as parking for employees in nearby apartment
parking facilities which remain vacant during weekdays.

33
34

With acknowledgement to Draft Commercial Precincts Car Parking Plan – Stage 1 Glenorchy (Glenorchy City 2007).
This differs slightly from the Town’s draft policy definition referred to in Section 3.6.3 and 3.6.4.
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Another significant shared parking opportunity which will make more efficient use of many unused
additional bays is in residential streets near the commercial centres. For example on-street bays in
Connolly, Station, Tate, McCourt and Barratt Streets could be used between 8.30 am and 5 pm by many
employees in business within a reasonable walking distance. It will of course be necessary to ensure
strict compliance with the 5 pm cut off time in order to provide unrestricted parking to local residents.
Such shared use of existing bays is much cheaper and more flexible than constructing new bays.

Figure 6: Opportunities for shared parking off Nanson Street and at West Leederville
Early Learning centre

9.3

Improved user information

This involves the provision of information on parking availability and price using signage, brochures,
maps, websites and apps (iphone applications). Parking information and the negative messages
currently available on the Cambridge Council website, as illustrated in Figure 7, can be substantially
improved and made easier to access and print for motorists.
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Figure 7: Extract from current Town of Cambridge website
There are also opportunities to provide real-time information on the location of available parking bays
although providing this information can be difficult and expensive. Good parking information tends to
reduce motorist delay and frustration, and increase the satisfaction of drivers visiting and parking in an
area. An example of good practice in the provision of positive parking information is the City of Bunbury
website www.bunbury.wa.com.au.

Figure 8: Confusing signage near the Coles Centre
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Wayfinding

Parking wayfinding refers to a system of signs, directories and other design features which provide an
early warning navigational aid. Most of the Town’s public and private parking areas are advertised by an
inconsistent array of signs and ‘P’ logos which are usually located within 5 m of the car park entrance.
They do not assist drivers coming into the town centres to plan their route well in advance so as to
reduce their search time, and traffic congestion. There is a presumption that ‘drivers know where the
parking is’.
Drivers want to know where to look for wayfinding information when they need it, understand the way
the information is communicated and obtain the information quickly and without fuss.
A single, consistent system should guide drivers to all car parks. Once drivers are at the car park, then
individual branding and signage can be used. Similarly, Council maps and the website should show all
public parking facilities, not just Council’s car parks.
A coherent wayfinding system is a cost-effective means to reduce searching time for bays and
unnecessary circulation of cars. Predictable, consistent and authoritative public information is the key to
building confidence.

Figure 9: Examples of consistent car park and wayfinding signage in Parramatta

9.5

Encourage use of remote parking

This involves encouraging long-term parkers to use off-site or at-fringe parking facilities through
regulation and pricing for example at Harrogate Street, Railway Parade and the Town Hall car park. It
can free up significant quantities of parking for short-term visitors to a commercial centre.
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Pedestrian improvements

Pedestrian improvements to paths and footpaths, creating or improving shortcuts, ensuring weather
protection through continuous building awnings and street trees, pedestrian crossings and addressing
security concerns, all contribute to increasing the range of parking facilities that can serve as a
destination if they create a safer and more pleasant experience for users. Principles of crime prevention
through environmental design (CPTED) can help create more open and pedestrian-friendly
streetscapes.

9.7

Access management

Access management refers to improved coordination between roadway design and land use to reduce
traffic problems. It results in fewer driveways and improved pedestrian connections by converting
car-orientated strip development into more clustered development, and allowing for shared parking to
occur. Examples of poor access management are the adjacent multi-lane driveways for the Coles
basement and upper deck and the dentist’s parking near the Coles Centre in Cambridge Street.

9.8

Overflow parking plans

This involves developing plans to deal with occasional periods of high demand (e.g. sports events). The
plans may include prioritising the use of parking (e.g. for customers), information for motorists on where
to find additional parking, the provision of free shuttle bus services between remote parking and the
destination and special programs to encourage the use of alternative travel modes. Fund-raising groups
and schools can provide shuttle services for a token donation subject to compliance with any insurance
conditions. The development of overflow parking plans can be a quick and cost-effective solution to
occasional parking problems. For example, the permission granted to Floreat Forum for use of the
Croquet Court and Bowling Club for additional parking in December.
Overflow parking can be managed by coordination and cooperation between the Town and event
organisers using shuttle bus services. Well lit, secure and signposted walking paths are also necessary
to encourage remote parking for these events.
Sporting and other events are held in various locations around Cambridge at locations such as the
Patterson Stadium. When large events are held at these locations there is often an overflow of parking
that needs to be accommodated. Generally these events are held outside of normal business hours
(evenings and weekends) and it should be possible to make better use of off-street parking in the
commercial centres to provide overflow parking to cater for these events. This is already being
undertaken by private owners.
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Figure 10: Example of overflow parking

9.9

Flexible pricing parking

Parking prices should be structured to achieve particular objectives, e.g. more convenient parking bays
priced to favour customers and clients, other parking priced to favour long-term parkers (refer to Section
4.3). Flexible parking pricing is an effective demand management measure. It involves setting different
fee structures at different times to manage different types of demand. It addresses parking congestion
problems and supports objectives to reduce private vehicle travel. It typically results in parking demand
reduction as well as reducing traffic volumes. It can be used to some extent by the Town in some
streets such as Railway Parade where the time restrictions and fee structure can be different at night
and on weekends in response to changing demand patterns. A flat fee could be available in these areas
after 4 pm and on weekends. The current parking meters installed in the Town will accommodate
flexible fees.

9.10

Parking taxes

Special parking taxes or levies can be used to reduce total parking demand, create a disincentive to
drive and raise revenue. These schemes have encountered considerable opposition from the private
sector in many cities such as Sydney, Melbourne and Perth. However, where the income from the tax
has been transparently hypothecated to improving public transport (e.g. the Perth central area transit
(CAT) bus) the levy has been more acceptable to owners of parking bays.
Changing tax policies to support parking management objectives typically results in parking demand
reduction as well as reducing traffic volumes. The introduction of these will require new legislation.

9.11

Alternative commuter benefits

This means that commuters are offered an alternative to parking subsidies, which is an effective way to
reduce parking demand. Options could include:
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•

Parking cash out means that commuters who are offered subsidised parking are also offered the
cash equivalent if they regularly use alternative travel modes. The system is offered by the City of
Subiaco to its employees.

•

Travel allowances are a financial payment to employees to cover commuting costs instead of
using free parking. Commuters can use this money towards the cost of another travel mode.

•

Transit and rideshare benefits are free or discounted public transport fares/vouchers provided by
employers.

These types of solution can be implemented by Council as part of employment contracts with staff and
encouraged in the private sector as workplace travel planning initiatives. They could also be used by
developers completing the parking management plan.

9.12

Reduce parking supply

Reducing the physical capacity of parking supply can be achieved in many ways and can help to
achieve strategic transportation and land-use objectives.
Specific strategies for reducing parking supply (some of which are described above) include:
•

reducing the minimum parking requirements in planning schemes and development policies

•

reducing minimum parking requirements for developments in more accessible locations, such as
near bus stations, in areas with good walking facilities, etc.

•

reducing minimum requirements if developers install travel demand management programs

•

using cash-in-lieu to fund shared parking instead of each site having its own off-street parking

•

limiting the maximum amount of parking that can be built, either at individual sites, or by
establishing a cap on total parking in an area.

9.13

Compliance

Parking restrictions throughout the Town are enforced by a team equivalent to 3 ½ FTE officers who are
responsible for inspecting more than 23,500 Council parking bays and another 1,359 on private
property. This department issued approximately 11,000 enforcement notices in 2010/11. Annual parking
infringement income is approximately $780,000.
In most parking facilities in the Town (where parking meters are not installed) the current system of
monitoring compliance is inefficient. The system whereby a parking enforcement officer must patrol an
area twice in order to firstly chalk mark a tyre and then return one or two hours later to check the tyre, is
an expensive use of labour resources. The efforts of the officers are often thwarted by technology such
as email and SMS, which allow long-term users (e.g. employees) of short-term bays to shift their
vehicles.
Increased compliance is not a reason for expanded implementation of parking meters, but it is certainly
a benefit as it allows an enforcement officer to patrol once and to easily determine whether a vehicle has
parked in excess of any time restrictions.
The current $60 / $80 fine for overstaying the time or contravening other parking restrictions is a
sufficient deterrent for many drivers. Surveys have not been undertaken on the level of compliance with
parking restrictions. These should be undertaken to assess the effectiveness of the parking enforcement
regime. The benefit of more efficient and simplified parking enforcement is the creation of additional
capacity and improvement in the churn (turnover) of on-street parking bays.
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Council should consider charging a fee for monitoring compliance on private property. It is also
worthwhile to consider a reciprocal monitoring arrangement whereby private parking is permitted to be
used by any user outside of business hours.
Recommended
The current website information on parking in the Town is improved to include detailed
information about all public parking facilities, fees, hours of operation and time restrictions.
A wayfinding and parking signage package is to be developed which assists drivers to know
where to look for parking and obtain the information quickly and without fuss.
The system should be applied uniformly across the entire Town equally to council and privately
owned public car parking areas.
Principles of CPTED are to be implemented at all existing and new car parks, especially at-grade
sites.

9.14

Parking ‘caps’ and maximum parking standards

Minimum parking ratios (refer to Sections 3.6 and 6.6) are generally set in isolation of broader policy
objectives. In their current form they do not explicitly take into account accessibility by alternative modes
of travel and other factors that might reduce demand for travel by car. Consequently, they may
encourage an oversupply of parking and the use of cars in locations where good alternatives exist.
While it is generally recognised that parking ratios need to be reviewed, the possible replacement of
minimum parking ratios with maximum (permitted) parking standards (parking caps) for new
developments does not appear to have been given very much detailed consideration in the Perth
35
Metropolitan area .
Maximum standards (without any associated minimums) are a more market-driven approach as they
permit developers to determine how much parking they wish to provide in a new development up to the
maximum amount. Over time, replacing minimum parking standards with maximum standards would
reduce the incentives to the use of the car resulting from the oversupply and underpricing of parking. It is
likely to be most appropriate for those centres where public transport offers a good alternative to the car.
It should however be noted that parking maximums are not compatible with cash-in-lieu as developers
are no longer required to provide parking for the land uses concerned.

9.14.1

Parking caps

The current approach to development applications in the Town sets minimum parking ratios based on
measures such as the net floor area of the proposed development (refer to Appendix 2). The overall
capacity of the road network providing access to the Town or commercial centre has not yet been taken
into account.
In Section 5, SKM have considered scenarios of increased traffic associated with potential increased
development in the Town and the impact of providing parking based on the current parking ratios and
new reduced ratios. The forecasts in Section 5, based on continuing with the existing (business-as36
usual) approach, clearly indicate that it will be necessary to limit parking supply in the commercial
centres.
Setting a cap (maximum) on the supply of parking within a commercial centre is an appropriate parking
management and supply policy for the Town.

35

Data Collection and Audit of Parking Provisions and Management in Perth Metropolitan Centres – Dept for Planning and
Infrastructure ARRB Report, 20 Oct 2009. Section 2.4.
36
Section 5.4.1, Option 1.
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Maximum parking standards in other councils

In Rockingham, the initial Rockingham Village Policy included a proposed parking policy with a
combination of minimum and maximum parking standards plus cash-in-lieu, although the approach has
since been replaced with minimum standards (combined with compulsory cash-in-lieu for a proportion of
the required parking).
37

The Access and Parking Strategy for the proposed Stirling City Centre found that if a restraint on
parking supply is not applied, it will be necessary to significantly limit the floor spaces and dwelling units
38
to below that currently envisaged.
The Strategy for the Stirling City Centre proposes that the maximum amount of parking on all land within
the city centre be regulated on a hectare-of-land basis similar to the City of Perth’s Parking Policy
regulations. The Strategy recommends a maximum of 250 bays per hectare and 200 around the Stirling
train station.
Maximum parking standards have been introduced in the UK, and are included in the recently published
Auckland Regional Parking Strategy (ARPS) where they apply only to non-residential development in
the designated high density (mixed use) town centres and corridors. In the latter case it has been
suggested that maximum parking standards initially be set at the same level as current minimum
standards for the land uses concerned. According to the ARPS, maximum standards should be
introduced as an integral part of the implementation of a comprehensive parking management plan for
each town centre concerned.
Recommended
In order to achieve an appropriate level of parking supply in the commercial centres, mandatory
maximum and minimum parking requirements will be necessary.
Regulations relating to the provision of parking are to include measures to maximise the use of
all non-resident parking for the public as shared parking, and the expansion of time limited and
pay for parking to encourage turnover (churn) of bays.
A maximum is to be set on the total supply of parking in each commercial centre. Additionally,
parking maximums are to be established for residential and non-residential developments.
Further clarification and recommended maximums for each centre will be undertaken in Part 2 of the
report.

9.15

Benefits of better managed parking

It is recognised that changes to the management of parking and to existing attitudes of stakeholders
towards parking supply cannot be changed quickly. Small changes are necessary to alter the mindset of
stakeholders and to create a more sustainable transport and access environment in the Town.
The Town has many opportunities to better manage the scarce parking facilities in the commercial
centres. Implementation of these will have many positive benefits.
•

37
38

Economic – They support increased development in the Town Centre with more efficient use of
land for both parking and other land uses. The user pay principle is likely to mean businesses will
pay for parking spaces which are more likely to be available. Development opportunities will
increase and become more cost-effective when parking costs can be minimised and congestion is
managed.

City of Stirling – Stirling City Centre Access and Parking Strategy – SKM, 13 Aug 2010.
City of Stirling – Stirling City Centre Access and Parking Strategy – SKM, 13 Aug 2010, at p.2.
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•

Social – They support a shift to higher density which allows more housing and jobs which are
easily accessible but may also reduce the amount of available land, because at-grade parking
may be converted to building, which may or may not incorporate parking.

•

Cultural – More effective monitoring of compliance will create more turnover of spaces in high
activity areas and free up more bays for the correct users. This will attract more activity and
investment to higher density areas.

•

Environmental – until cars become electric and do not emit pollution, emissions would be less
than if an increased parking supply was provided. This will attract more vehicles to the Town
Centre.

One of the major management strategies to make more effective use of existing parking and to create
greater availability of spaces for the correct users is pay parking. This is considered separately below.
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10 Pay parking
10.1

General principles

Pay parking is one of the most effective ways of influencing parking and travel demand. Pay parking can
influence parking location, destination, mode, travel time and, in particular, parking duration. The
impacts vary depending on the price structure and the relative convenience of alternative parking
facilities and modes.
As pay parking generally results in reductions in car use and traffic congestion among other
environmental benefits, it is one of the essential transport measures necessary to ensure the long-term
viability of the Town’s commercial centres.
Pay parking increases equity by charging users (user pay) for their parking costs and by reducing the
parking costs imposed on non-drivers. Paying directly rather than indirectly benefits consumers because
it reduces parking and traffic problems and allows individuals to decide how much parking to purchase
giving them an opportunity to save money. Drivers may use a space as long as they want, as long as
they are prepared to pay for it. Several attendees at the stakeholder meeting (refer to Section 7)
indicated expansion of pay parking areas as an acceptable method of management of scarce parking
facilities.

10.2

Pay parking objectives

It is important to define the objectives for pay parking in order to determine how fees will be structured:
•

For traffic management – peak period fees should be high enough to encourage a shift in travel
modes or times

•

For parking management – fees during peak demand periods and at the most convenient
locations should be high enough to generate a maximum 85% occupancy rate. If prices are too
low, parking becomes saturated causing motorists to cruise around in search of a space. The
target is to ensure that at times of peak demand, 15% spaces (one in seven) are available (refer
to Section 4.3).

Guidelines to efficient pay parking pricing 39

10.3

The following guidelines are separated into what is currently implemented and what should be
implemented in the future in the Town.
Currently applied in the Town:
•

Charge drivers directly rather than indirectly.

•

Offer convenient locations and several options for payment including acceptance of coin, credit
card, eftpos and notes (eftpos and notes not yet required).

•

Use small time units so drivers can avoid paying for more time than they need, e.g. for short-term
parking charge in 5 minute blocks, for long-term charge by the hour rather than the day.

39

With acknowledgement to Todd Litman “Parking Management Best Practices” American Planning Association 2006.
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Future applications:
•

Charge higher fees and provide shorter time periods at the most convenient spaces (on-street) to
encourage high churn.

•

Use incremental price structures to favour short-term users, e.g. $1 for first hour then $1.50 for
second hour etc.

•

Daily rates should be set at > 6 x hourly rate, and monthly rates at > 20 x daily rate.

•

Eliminate weekly and monthly parking passes which encourage commuting.

•

Minimise discounts for long-term parking.

•

Ensure that fee structures are flexible and can be amended up or down in order to manage
demand. It is inefficient to review fees only once a year in accordance with budget timetables.

•

Set parking fees with some reference to popular public transport fares e.g. all day parking should
be higher than a two-zone return train fare.

•

Encourage businesses to price parking and offer discounts or refunds to their bona fide clients.

•

Provide discount parking to multi-passenger vehicles (car sharing).

•

Ensure a high level of compliance by means of regular and unpredictable enforcement.

•

Implement flexible parking pricing at different times of the day and the week.

•

Minimise the exceptions to pay parking e.g. all residents, ratepayers, loading vehicles, couriers
and ACROD parkers using public parking spaces should pay.

10.4

Private parking areas

The introduction of pay parking is expensive requiring specialised control and ongoing monitoring. As
the Town already has such expertise for its on-street parking facilities, these capabilities should be
offered to small, privately owned car park owners that wish to provide better management of their
parking and minimise abuse by unauthorised parkers. As better managed parking will create greater
availability of spaces for private drivers, consideration should be given by the Town to charging a fee for
these services.
Recommended
The Town is to gradually expand pay parking areas based on regular and comparative surveys of
usage. Pay parking fees are to be structured to favour short-term users and encourage a high
churn of spaces.
The Town is to offer the provision and enforcement of pay parking in privately owned public car
parks and to expand its enforcement resources as appropriate to provide this service. The Town
is to consider implementing a fee for these services.
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11 Cash-in-lieu
Many cities give developers the option to pay a fee in-lieu of providing the required number of parking
bays imposed by parking ratios. Cash-in-lieu is particularly beneficial when parking needs to be limited.

11.1

Benefits of cash-in-lieu
40

Cash-in-lieu provides many benefits (as summarised by Shoup ).

40

1.

Flexibility. Developers gain a new option. If providing all the required parking bays on-site
would be difficult or too expensive, developers can pay the cash-in-lieu fee instead of
constructing bays.

2.

Shared parking. Public parking bays built with cash-in-lieu revenue allow shared use among
different sites whose peak parking demands may occur at different times (e.g. a bank and a
bar), and fewer bays are needed to meet the combined peak parking demands.

3.

Park once. When all businesses have individual parking bays (as is currently the case in the
Southport Street area), they want only their own customers to park there. Once customers
have left the premises, the owners want them out of the parking bays as soon as possible,
requiring the customers to drive to another parking area in order to make a second stop in a
nearby business. Shared public parking allows drivers to park once and visit multiple sites on
foot, thereby reducing vehicle traffic and increasing pedestrian traffic.

4.

Historic preservation. Parking requirements can discourage adaptive reuse of historic
buildings if the additional parking bays required for a new use are difficult to provide on-site. By
removing the requirement for on-site parking bays, cash-in-lieu fees make it easier to restore
historic buildings and to rehabilitate historic areas.

5.

Consolidation. Some cities also allow developers and property owners to pay cash-in-lieu
fees to remove existing required parking bays. This option consolidates scattered parking
bays, assists infill development, improves urban design, and encourages conversion of parking
areas to higher-and-better uses that provide more services, yield more revenue, and employ
more people. All property owners, not just developers, can use more of their land for buildings
and less for parking.

6.

Fewer variances. Where providing the required parking is difficult, developers often request
variances to reduce the parking requirements for their sites. These variances weaken the
general plan, require administration, and can create unearned economic windfalls for some
developers but not others. By making fewer variances necessary, cash-in-lieu fees allow cities
to create a level playing field for all developers.

7.

Better urban design. Parking requirements typically result in at-grade parking for smaller
buildings that cannot support the expense associated with providing their own deck parking.
Because cash-in-lieu fees allow businesses to meet their parking requirements without on-site
parking, they allow continuous storefronts without ‘dead’ gaps created by parking or parking
driveways (as occurs at the Coles Centre, refer to Figure 8). Public parking structures
consume less land than would be required if each site provided its own on-site parking, and
cities can place the structures where they interfere least with vehicle and pedestrian
circulation. The cash-in-lieu policy thus contributes to a better-looking, safer and more
walkable environment.

The High Cost of Free Parking by Donald C Shoup. American Planning Association 2005. Chapter 9 at p.231.
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True value: Another important purpose of cash-in-lieu is that it reveals the high cost of
providing parking bays especially if they will be subject to a low parking fee or are expected to
be provided at no charge. Developers have the choice to pay for or provide their own parking
and the flexibility to charge a fee for its use, or provide it for free. Note that developers who pay
the cash-in-lieu do not subsidise the commercial centre, and the commercial centre does not
subsidise developers. Instead, developers subsidise parking.

Concerns
41

It is recognised that there are drawbacks to cash-in-lieu. However, developers’ concerns as well as
potential solutions are summarised below.
1.

Lack of on-site parking. Parking is a valuable asset for any development, and a lack of onsite, owner-controlled parking can reduce a development’s ability to attract tenants and
customers and thereby reduce the value of the investment. This may be a valid objection, but
its solution is simple: developers can provide the required parking rather than pay the cash-inlieu fee.

2.

High fees. Cities may not build and operate parking facilities as cheaply as the private sector.
Cities may pay extra to improve the architectural design of parking structures and these higher
costs may increase the cash-in-lieu fees. Although this might happen, most cities set their
cash-in-lieu fees lower than the full cost of providing a public parking space.

3.

No guarantees. Cities use the cash-in-lieu fee revenue to finance public parking, but they do
not guarantee when or where the bays will be provided. To address this concern, some cities
build the public parking first and accept cash-in-lieu fees only for the number of public bays
already provided. The cities then use the cash-in-lieu fees to retire the debt incurred to finance
the bays. Other cities such as the City of Vincent, are obliged to refund the in-lieu fees if they
have not built the public parking within a certain time. Cities can also allow developers to defer
payment of the cash-in-lieu fees until the public parking bays are built. The need for staged
payments has been raised at the stakeholders meetings (refer to Section 7).

4.

Fewer parking bays. Cities use cash-in-lieu fees to finance public parking bays, but they do
not commit to provide one public space for every private space not provided. Often they
provide fewer. Some provide two public parking bays for each three cash-in-lieu fees paid.
When this happens, the cash-in-lieu programs reduce the total number of parking bays. A
smaller parking supply may lead to fewer customers and put businesses at a competitive
disadvantage. There are two responses to this last concern. First, the more efficient use of
shared public parking enables a smaller parking supply to meet the combined peak parking
demand. Instead of many individual parking areas being underused much of the time, the city
has fewer but larger parking facilities used throughout the day. Second, if the city collects
cash-in-lieu fees to finance public parking bays instead of granting variances to reduce parking
requirements, the cash-in-lieu policy actually increases the parking supply.

11.3

Options for calculation of the fee

There are two basic approaches to setting cash-in-lieu fees. The first is to calculate an appropriate fee
on a case-by-case basis for each development or change in land use. The second is to charge a uniform
fee for all projects. The case-by-case approach is complicated, time consuming and expensive to
administer. It also creates uncertainty for developers.
The issue that then needs to be addressed is the actual fee.

41

The High Cost of Free Parking by Donald C Shoup. American Planning Association 2005. Chapter 9 at p.232.
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Fees charged by cities in Australia, the USA, Canada, the UK and other countries vary from different
percentages of the cost of constructing a space in a deck parking facility (estimated $31,000 in Perth in
2012) to the expected NPV (net present value) of the capital and operating costs of the space minus the
expected net income from charges for parking in the structure over a 30 year term. The cash-in-lieu
calculation here is therefore the expected value of the parking subsidy implicit in constructing a new
parking space. The cost of land is not included in this calculation. This is a complex method which
assumes a market-related fee will be charged for the public parking provided. The calculation of the
NPV would create administrative difficulties for the small Town of Cambridge.

11.3.1

Town of Cambridge

Cash-in-lieu payments, received by the Town to 30 June 2011, amount to $212,500. This will not fund
the supply of many parking bays if land must be purchased (refer to Section 6.5). Even where land is
already owned by the Town, this will not fund more than 7 bays in a deck car park.

11.3.2

Other WA councils
42

Table 15 summarises the cash-in-lieu policies of 12 councils in WA as at October 2009 . The payment
basis of each is slightly different.
With the exception of Fremantle, the payment basis used by other councils explicitly includes both a
construction and a land cost component. Some Planning Schemes refer to the costs to the
owner/developer, while others refer to the costs of providing public parking at a suitable alternative site.
Some explicitly relate the land cost to the area sufficient to accommodate a deck parking space
2
including access and circulation space. The area varies from 27 to 30 m depending on the council.
Some councils base the fee on the cost of constructing on a site designated in a plan. Others are less
specific.
The City of Subiaco is prepared to offer a discount of 50% in the cost per shortfall space if the cash-in-lieu
payment has not been fixed in a planning policy over the previous 12 months. Joondalup allows for the
council to discount the payment. Mandurah and Vincent may refund the payment if it has not been used for
the stated purpose within 10 years. Some councils allow developers to provide land in-lieu.
Clearly it would be desirable if the councils agreed on a consistent basis for determining the cash-in-lieu
payment. This should reflect the full cost to the council of providing alternative parking bays in the area
or centre concerned.

42

Data Collection and Audit of Parking Provisions and Management in Perth Metropolitan Centres – Dept for Planning and
Infrastructure ARRB Report, 20 October 2009.
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Table 15: Cash-in-lieu conditions
Precinct

Council conditions
Payment basis

Use of funds

Other criteria

City of Bayswater

Not less than estimated cost
to owner of providing and
constructing plus value of
land that would have been
occupied by parking bays.

To provide public parking
stations anywhere in the
District.

Council must have provided
a public parking facility
nearby or have firm
proposals to do so.

City of Canning

Not less than sum of
construction cost plus value
of that area of applicant’s
land that would have been
occupied by parking bays
including access etc.
Note: Land of sufficient area
to accommodate the parking
bays may be accepted as an
alternative.

For acquisition and/or
development of land as a
public car park in the locality
of the proposed
development, or related
expenses.

Council must prepare and
adopt a program to acquire
and develop land as a public
car park prior to accepting
cash-in-lieu.
Council must define areas to
which cash-in-lieu applies.

City of Fremantle

Not less than the cost to the
owner of providing and
constructing the car parking
bays required by the Council

The provision of public car
parking stations in the
locality or the provision of
transport infrastructure (incl.
infrastructure for cyclists,
pedestrians and public
transport).

Council has adopted a policy
detailing costs of providing
car parking in the area and
the uses of funds.

City of Joondalup

Based on estimated cost of
construction of the parking
area or areas suitable for the
proposed development and
includes value of the land
which would have had to be
provided to meet Council’s
requirements. May be
discounted by the Council.

Used to provide public car
parks in the locality as
deemed appropriate by
Council.

There is adequate provision
for car parking or a
reasonable expectation in
the immediate future that
there will be adequate
provision in the proximity of
the proposed development.

City of Mandurah
City Centre

Sum of fair market value of
the space on a designated
site identified in City Centre
Parking Plan assuming an
2
area of 30 m plus average
construction cost (ground or
decked depending on
location) plus admin costs.

Acquisition of land for the
provision of additional
parking bays in accordance
with City Centre Car Parking
Plan. Approx 10% to be
used for alternative mode
facilities. May be refunded if
not used within 10 years.

Where a public car park
exists or is proposed which
may adequately serve the
car parking demands.

City of Melville

Sum of the cost of
construction of a bay as set
out in Council’s schedule of
fees and charges plus the
2
cost of land based on 30 m
per bay for parking stations
2
and 15 m per bay for verge
parking in road reserves
(with verge parking
acceptability at Council
discretion).

To the development and
maintenance of car parking
facilities and, where
necessary, the cost and
acquisition of land for that
development.

May be considered only if
adequate parking exists in
the locality or can be
provided by acquisition of
land in the locality, and/or:
where there are restrictions
on the site
where no foreseeable
problems are likely to exist in
the future.
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Council conditions

Payment basis

Use of funds

Other criteria

City of Nedlands

A construction component
cost assessed at time
development is charged plus
a land value component
based on land value and no.
2
of bays @ 29 m /bay.
(There is a separate policy for
a Government Road)

Paid into the City
Development Welfare and
Services Reserve Fund for
use in providing public
parking stations anywhere in
the District.

Council has provided or has
firm proposals to provide a
Council car parking station in
close proximity to the
development site within 24
months from time of agreeing
to cash payment.
Also ‘exceptionally good’
reasons exist for wanting the
development to proceed rd
th
refer to 3 and 4 bullet
points under Rockingham.

City of Rockingham

Not less than the estimated
cost to the owner or
developer of providing and
constructing the parking
bays required plus the value
of their land that would have
been occupied by the
parking bays and
manoeuvring area.

For the provision of public
car parking facilities within
reasonable proximity to the
site concerned.

• Availability of existing

City of Stirling

Estimated average cost
including land and
construction (may include
both on-street and off-street
bays).

Parking – land,
construction, improvements,
loan servicing,
maintenance.
PT infrastructure where it
would reduce parking
demand.

An identified location exists
within close proximity for
provision of additional bays.

City of Subiaco

The amount fixed as such in
a planning policy, or if the
Council has not made a
policy over the 12 months
prior to the application =
2
50% of (27 m x land value
2
per m + at-grade
construction cost) per
shortfall space.

For the provision of public
parking or facilities,
infrastructure and services
for cyclists, pedestrians and
public transport users, and
for reimbursing the Council
for any expenses for the
purpose of the above
including loan repayments.

Council must be satisfied
that public parking facilities
or public transport services
are available to satisfy the
parking demands or such
public parking facilities are
proposed to be available.

City of Swan

None identified.

Town of Victoria
Park

Contribution rate based on
estimated cost of land in the
vicinity, the cost of
constructing the bay and
any other related costs.

To acquire land for parking
in appropriate areas or as a
contribution towards the
cost of providing existing
parking facilities in the area.
Contributions may be cash
or land or a combination of
both.
Note: The land on which
parking facilities are
provided is not limited to
that purpose.

Only permitted in localities
where the Council is
proposing to provide a
public car park in the near
future or where one already
exists.
Contributions may comprise
all or part of the on-site
parking requirement.

and proposed car parking
within the vicinity of the
development.
• Development’s
contribution to
streetscape.
• Need for such a facility or
service in the locality.
• Whether proposal would
encourage the upgrading
of the area.
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Use of formula

In Canberra, a formula has been proposed for the calculation of the fee.

43

C = A1 x (((A2/A3) x A4) + (A5 x A6))
The six variables for the formula are set out in Table 16. It requires a land value for each commercial
centre and a construction cost per space. The land value should be based on a valuation for each
commercial centre set by the Town every 2 years.
Table 16: Variables for formula
Variable
name

Unit

C

$

A1

spaces

A2

m

A3

levels

Total cash-in-lieu contribution

2

A4

$/m

A5

m

A6

Variable description

Land area per space
2

2

$/m

Number of parking spaces required under planning scheme which are not
being supplied

2

Number of building levels (including parking levels)
Land value per m

2

Floor area per parking space
Construction cost per parking space

It is worthwhile to illustrate the effect of the use of the formula with an example.
The developer is required to provide 50 car spaces under the applicable planning scheme. The
developer has advised the Town that it will be unable to meet this requirement and the Town has agreed
to accept cash-in-lieu for 50% of the required spaces. The developer is now only required to construct
25 spaces and will contribute cash-in-lieu for the remaining 25 spaces. The applicable land value is
2
$2,800/ m . The development is a 5 storey office building and the applicable construction method is 2
levels of deck parking. The contribution component is set at 100%.
The formula to determine the cash-in-lieu contribution amount payable would be applied as follows:
A1 = 25 spaces
2
A2 = 32 m
A3 = 5 levels
2
A4 = $2,800/m
2
A5 = 32.00 m
2
A6 = $969/m
C = A1 x (((A2/A3) x A4) + (A5 x A6))
Total contribution = (25 X ((32/5) X 2800) + (32 X $969)) = $1,223,200
The formula to calculate the contribution per space is represented as C / A1.
Thus

43

$1,223,200/25 = $48,928 per space.

ACT Government, Parking Supply Option Study, Luxmoore Parking Consulting Report No. 001239, 24 May 2010.
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It would be practical for the fee to be discounted by the Town to a maximum of 20%, subject to the
development meeting any of the following criteria:
•

The developer can show access to alternative options to accommodate the transport access
requirements of those potential users of the development for whom on-site parking will not be
provided

•

There exists adequate provision for car parking in the proximity of the proposed development

•

The development will contribute significantly to the streetscape and will encourage the upgrading
of the locality

•

The Town is satisfied that public transport facilities are available to satisfy the transport access
demands of employees, residents and visitors to the development.

This discount would provide a benefit to both the Town and the developer, and thereby encourage
investment.
Note: A developer shall not receive the benefit of both the reduction in the parking ratios and the
discount on the cash-in-lieu fee. The town may grant a reduction of up to a maximum of 20% either
under the planning ratios (Section 3.6.3) or under cash-in-lieu (Section 11.3.3) but not both.

11.3.4

Compulsory cash-in-lieu

Another option is to implement compulsory cash-in-lieu for all new developments as recommended for
the planned new Stirling City Centre where parking supply will be severely constrained by the capacity
44
of the road network. For the Stirling City Centre, SKM in association with Luxmoore Parking Consulting
proposed the following principles for cash-in-lieu:
•

All cash-in-lieu revenue shall be hypothecated for improvements to transport infrastructure for
public transport, walking or cycling, or for the provision of public parking within the city centre.

•

The cash-in-lieu payment shall be based on a proportion of the cost of provision of a parking bay,
including the cost of land.

•

The benefit of the cash-in-lieu payment shall increase as the level of on-site parking is decreased
in a manner that ensures the overall cost to the developer is reduced.

11.3.5

Residential cash-in-lieu

Cash-in-lieu for each residential dwelling in the Stirling City Centre is proposed to be based on a fixed
cost and a variable cost. The costs will be taken as a proportion of the discounted cost of a parking bay
and indexed each year. It is proposed that two charges are introduced:
•

A fixed cash-in-lieu is based on 10% of the discounted cost of a parking bay.

•

A variable cash-in-lieu, which increases as the amount of parking provided decreases below
1 bay/unit. The cash-in-lieu payment to be set at 30% of the cost saving from the reduced level of
parking provided, e.g. if 0.6 parking bays/unit is provided on site, the variable cash-in-lieu is
calculated at 0.4 bays of the discounted indexed cost of a parking bay.

44

Stirling City Centre Access and Parking Strategy PB50196. SKM 13/08/2011.
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Non-residential cash-in-lieu

Cash-in-lieu for non-residential development in the Stirling City Centre would contain a fixed and a
variable component:
•

A fixed cash-in-lieu payment to be set at 50% of the discounted cost of a parking bay.

•

A variable cash-in-lieu which increases as the amount of parking is reduced below the maximum
level of parking permitted. The variable cash-in-lieu payment is to be set at 50% of the saving
from the reduced level of parking at the discount rate.

11.4

45

Use of funds

Most councils specify that the funds be used to provide off-street public car parking, either in the vicinity
or anywhere in the commercial centre or precinct. Fremantle states that the funds may also be used for
transport infrastructure; Mandurah allows 10% to be used for alternative mode facilities; and Stirling
allows the funds to also be used for public transport infrastructure ‘where it would reduce parking
demand’.
Limiting the use of cash-in-lieu generated funds to provide public parking is restrictive and assumes that
additional parking is both necessary and desirable. In view of the importance of integrating transport
policy and management and the competition for limited funding, it is clearly desirable that the funds
raised be available for transport purposes in general. This should include services and infrastructure,
such as funding a shuttle bus to serve the commercial centres.

11.5

Other criteria

Most councils state that cash-in-lieu may only be considered where the council has public parking
available in the vicinity and/or has firm proposals to provide such a facility.
The City of Subiaco must be satisfied that public parking or public transport services are available to
satisfy the parking demands. Fremantle states simply that the Council must have adopted a policy
detailing the costs of providing car parking in the area and the uses of funds.
It is preferable that councils do not link cash-in-lieu policy solely to the availability or planned availability
of public car parking in the vicinity of the proposed development. Such a limitation is inconsistent with a
policy enabling wider application of the funds generated.
When a cash-in-lieu submission is provided for consideration it must be signed by the owner of the
premises and not by any business owner or tenant as it is the owner who will obtain the long-term
benefit of any cash-in-lieu concession.
It is recommended that the following are incorporated into the parking cash-in-lieu policy for the Town.
Recommended
A cash-in-lieu fee for all projects is charged, but with a regular adjustment to the fee. The fee is to
be based on a formula which takes into account the land value for each commercial centre set by the
Town every 2 years and the cost of construction.

45

Discounted cost is 75% of construction and land cost to the developer.
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Criteria
Property owners/developers may apply to make payments to a parking cash-in-lieu fund as an
alternative to providing a proportion of required on-site parking in cases where:
1.

The Town may consider it undesirable for efficiency, traffic operation, pedestrian amenity,
traffic demand management, achievement of transport objectives or other reasons for the
specified parking to be provided totally on-site, or

2.

The developer can show access to alternative options to accommodate the transport
access requirements of those potential users of the development for whom on-site parking
will not be provided, or

3.

There exists adequate provision for car parking in the proximity of the proposed
development, or

4.

The development will contribute significantly to the streetscape and will encourage the
upgrading of the locality, or

5.

The Town is satisfied that public transport facilities are available to satisfy the transport
access demands of employees, residents and visitors to the development, or

6.

The physical constraints of the site (including geophysical constraints, small block size,
etc.) make on-site provision impracticable, or

7.

It is impractical, because of the need to construct basement parking lower than two levels,
owing to the significant cost associated with deep basement parking spaces.

All applications are to be signed by the owner of the premises and accompanied by a parking
management plan.
Payment basis
Property owners/developers complying with the criteria shall make payments in lieu of providing
a proportion of required on-site parking in accordance with the following:
1.

Not less than the sum of the construction cost to the owner plus the value of that area of
the applicant’s land that would have been allocated to parking spaces including access
and manoeuvring areas.

2.

The value of the land shall be based on an independent valuation that is current at the time
of the application.

3.

The cash-in-lieu fee shall be based on the formula as set out below.
C = A1 x (((A2/A3) x A4) + (A5 x A6))
The six variables for the formula are set out in Table 16. It requires a land value for each
commercial centre and a construction cost per space. The land value would need to be
reviewed every two years.
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Table 16: Variables for formula
Variable
name
C

Unit
$

Total cash-in-lieu contribution

A1

spaces

A2

m

A3

levels

2

A4

$/m

A5

m

A6

Number of parking spaces required under planning scheme which
are not being supplied
Land area per space

2

2

$/m

Variable description

Number of building levels (including parking levels)
Land value per m

2

Floor area per parking space
2

Construction cost per parking space

This fee sets the benchmark for the true cost that would otherwise be incurred by the
lessee/developer.
4.

The fee may be discounted by the Town to a maximum of 20%, subject to the development
meeting any of the following criteria and no other reduction on parking supply having been
permitted:
• The developer can show access to alternative options to accommodate the transport
access requirements of those potential users of the development for whom on-site
parking will not be provided
• There exists adequate provision for car parking in the proximity of the proposed
development
• The development will contribute significantly to the streetscape and will encourage the
upgrading of the locality
• The Town is satisfied that public transport facilities are available to satisfy the transport
access demands of employees, residents and visitors to the development.

5.

The agreed fee shall be paid in two equal instalments, one immediately prior to
commencement of the development and the balance prior to practical completion of the
development.

Allocation of income
Income received as parking cash-in-lieu be allocated to a special fund for accessibility
improvements including:
•

purchase of land for parking

•

construction of parking spaces by council or within a joint venture

•

a shuttle bus service in the Town

•

improving parking information system

•

real-time transit information system

•

security lights and improved pathways to access parking area

•

cycle paths and other cycling support facilities

•

upgrading the design of on-street parking facilities.
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12 Recommendations for the Town’s parking strategy
The following consolidates the recommendations for long-term strategic direction for the Town’s Access
and Parking Strategy.
Section and name
3.6

Review of Draft
Parking Policy

Page
ref

Recommendation
In the Parking Policy, consideration is given to reducing the number
of individual parking ratios

26

The Shop bicycle parking requirements for District Centres are
clarified in the Parking Policy

26

State in the Parking Policy that car parking reductions should be
added together prior to rounding to the nearest whole number.

26

Rather than identify a percentage reduction for each of the car
parking reduction categories in Table 3, the Parking Policy should
state that a reduction of up to 20% may be permitted where demand
for car parking is reduced by the availability and attractiveness of
alternative modes and the location of the proposed development site.
Any such reduction must be evidence-based and supported by a
report from a recognised practitioner in the field identifying
appropriate actions to achieve the proposed car parking reductions.
This should form part of the Parking Management Plan. Plan. This

27

cannot be granted in addition to any discount permitted under
cash in lieu.

3.7

Parking
Management Plan

To reduce the cost of preparing applications for car park reductions,
the Council should consider identifying projected or target public
transport mode shares for the commercial centres and other locations
such as Cambridge Street as appropriate

27

In the Parking Policy the definitions of reciprocal parking be replaced
by the following:
• Reciprocal parking: Parking facilities serving separate uses or a
mixed-use development, but not shared concurrently between the
users and not necessarily on one site
• Shared parking: Parking facilities on one site shared concurrently
by a mixed-use development or separate developments
In the table in Section 2.1, insert (8 am-6 pm) under Daytime and
(6 pm-12 am) under Evening to provide clarity regarding the time
periods concerned

28

Include guidance on what is meant by reciprocal parking locations
being ‘conveniently located’

28

Relax the requirement that reciprocal parking arrangements
require legal assurances to a requirement that reciprocal parking
arrangements be ‘permanent’. The reciprocal parking
arrangements should be secured in a form acceptable to Council

28

The Town incorporates into the Parking Management Plan
Information Sheet, details of methods of monitoring and enforcing
compliance with the Plan

28

28
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ref

Recommendation
Parking occupancy should be surveyed annually in the same format
and at the same time each year to measure actual usage and to
compare changing patterns of usage from year to year in different
commercial centres. The surveys can be undertaken internally by
Council staff

30

Additional management information is required from the parking
meter system to make informed decisions about parking fees and
operational hours of parking meters

31

Minimum and average percentages need to be monitored from year
to year and if average vacancy across the day on specific streets or
at car parks is trending towards 20% or lower, measures to curtail
demand and/or create additional capacity will be required

31

Traffic increase
and increased
development

A change to the way parking is managed (both pricing and supply) is
necessary, if growth of the commercial and business centres along
Cambridge Street is to be achieved at the scale currently being
considered by the Town over the next 30 – 40 years

39

6.1

Changing
approach to
parking

A strategic vision for parking be set out according to the following
broad timetable:
Short-term Vision
Medium-term Vision
Long-term Vision
(by 2014)
(2021)
(2015 and beyond)
• More efficient use
• Efficient and cost• Culture of public
and appropriate
effective parking
transport, walking
supply of parking
and cycling
• Starting to use
parking as a TDM
• Parking used
tool
strongly as a TDM
tool

41

6.2

Sustainable
parking

The Town’s parking strategy is to be identified with and coordinated
as part of an integrated transport strategy for the Town and the wider
metropolitan area. The strategy is to incorporate five sustainable
parking principles:
1. Focus on people access not vehicle access
2. Provide efficient and effective alternatives to car access
3. Parking policy and strategy must support sustainable transport
4. The appropriate amount of parking for a centre will be well below
the unconstrained demand for parking
5. The provision of parking requires a demand management, not a
demand satisfaction approach

42

6.7

Education

All stakeholders in the Town including ratepayers, property owners,
developers, community representatives, business groups and
everyone who drives a car, need to be made aware of the true
commercial capital and ongoing costs of parking resources, in
addition to their environmental and social burden

46

The Town is to focus on the short and long-term need to continually
educate all stakeholders on the broader impacts of parking, its
environmental and other costs, and the benefits of sustainable
transport policies. The education program is to be updated with
actions being taken within the community to improve and to provide
information about different options for transport access

46

5

Current parking
supply and
demand
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Recommendation
The current website information on parking in the Town is improved to
include detailed information about all public parking facilities, fees,
hours of operation and time restrictions
A wayfinding and parking signage package is to be developed which
assists drivers to know where to look for parking and obtain the
information quickly and without fuss
The system should be applied uniformly across the entire Town
equally to council and privately owned public car parking areas

61

Principles of CPTED are to be implemented at all existing and new
car parks, especially at-grade sites

61

In order to achieve an appropriate level of parking supply in the
commercial centres, mandatory maximum and minimum parking
requirements will be necessary

62

Regulations relating to the provision of parking are to include
measures to maximise the use of all non-resident parking for the
public as shared parking, and the expansion of time limited and pay
for parking to encourage turnover (churn) of bays
A maximum is to be set on the total supply of parking in each
commercial centre. Additionally, parking maximums are to be
established for residential and non-residential developments
The Town is to gradually expand pay parking areas based on regular
and comparative surveys of usage. Pay parking fees are to be
structured to favour short-term users and encourage a high churn of
spaces

62

62

65

The Town is to offer the provision and enforcement of pay parking in
privately owned public car parks and to expand its enforcement
resources as appropriate to provide this service. The Town is to
consider implementing a fee for this service

65

A cash-in-lieu fee is charged. The fee is to be based on a formula
which takes into account the land value for each commercial centre
and the cost of construction. The land value is to be reviewed every 2
years.
Criteria
Property owners/developers may apply to make payments to a
parking cash-in-lieu fund as an alternative to providing a proportion of
required on-site parking in cases where:
1. The Town may consider it undesirable for efficiency, traffic
operation, pedestrian amenity, traffic demand management,
achievement of transport objectives or other reasons for the
specified parking to be provided totally on-site, or
2. The developer can show access to alternative options to
accommodate the transport access requirements of those
potential users of the development for whom on-site parking will
not be provided, or
3. There exists adequate provision for car parking in the proximity of
the proposed development, or
4. The development will contribute significantly to the streetscape
and will encourage the upgrading of the locality, or
5. The Town is satisfied that public transport facilities are available
to satisfy the transport access demands of employees, residents
and visitors to the development, or
6. The physical constraints of the site (including geophysical
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Recommendation
constraints, small block size, etc.) make on-site provision
impracticable, or
7. It is impractical, because of the need to construct basement
parking lower than two levels, owing to the significant cost
associated with deep basement parking spaces
All applications are to be signed by the owner of the premises and
accompanied by a parking management plan

11

Cash-in-lieu

Payment basis
Property owners/developers complying with the criteria shall
make payments in lieu of providing a proportion of required onsite parking in accordance with the following:
1. Not less than the sum of the construction cost to the owner plus
the value of that area of the applicant’s land that would have been
allocated to parking spaces including access and manoeuvring
areas
2. The value of the land shall be based on a valuation for each
commercial centre set by the Town every 2 years
3. The cash-in-lieu fee shall be based on the formula as set out
below:

74

C = A1 x (((A2/A3) x A4) + (A5 x A6))
This fee sets the benchmark for the true cost that would otherwise
be incurred by the lessee/developer
4. The fee may be discounted by the Town to a maximum of 20%,
subject to the development meeting any of the following criteria
and no other reduction on parking supply having been permitted:
• The developer can show access to alternative options to
accommodate the transport access requirements of those
potential users of the development for whom on-site parking
will not be provided
• There exists adequate provision for car parking in the
proximity of the proposed development
• The development will contribute significantly to the streetscape
and will encourage the upgrading of the locality
• The Town is satisfied that public transport facilities are
available to satisfy the transport access demands of
employees, residents and visitors to the development.
This discount cannot be granted in addition to any reduction
permitted under the parking ratios.
5. The agreed fee shall be paid in two equal instalments, one
immediately prior to commencement of the development and the
balance prior to practical completion of the development
Allocation of income
Income received as parking cash-in-lieu be allocated to a special fund
for accessibility improvements including:
• purchase of land for parking
• construction of parking spaces by council or within a joint venture
• a shuttle bus service in the Town
• improving parking information system
• real-time transit information system
• security lights and improved pathways to access parking area
• cycle paths and other cycling support facilities
• upgrading the design of on-street parking facilities.
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Appendix 1 – Access and parking stakeholder forum
Forum presentation
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List of attendees
ACCESS AND PARKING STAKEHOLDER FORUM
HELD ON MONDAY 25 JULY 2011 - 1.30PM
Attendance list
Attendee

Interest

Nathalie Brooks

St John of God Hospital

Ivan Helman

Acton

Hugh Bamford

Acton

Aaron Krauth

St John of God Hospital

Vince Belladonna

Wembley Supa IGA

Bruce Johns

Wembley Hotel

Mike Frawley

Commercial property owner, West Leederville

Carole Duffill

Resident - St Leonards Ave

Ly Mach

Australand

Fiona Hogg

West Leederville Ratepayers Association

Margaret Putt

Wembley Resident

Steve Gaffey

St John of God Hospital

Peter Shorter

Resident - Northwood Street

Dale Neligan

Marian Centre

George Sheldon

Architect (Consultant Team)

Paul O’Keefe

ToC

Stevan Rodic

ToC

Ian Birch

ToC

Matt Burnett

ToC

Heidi Taylor

ToC

Larry Schneider

Luxmoore Parking (Consultant)
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Minutes of forum
Following a presentation by Larry Schneider, the following comments were raised in open discussion:
• Need a paradigm shift in Government to change the way parking can be supplied - supply of
parking as part of a new development is important for building a business case to obtain funding
•

Parking ratios are out of date and inconsistently applied across similar uses i.e. hotel, hotel with
bar, restaurant etc.

•

No paid parking currently in Wembley - would you recommend paid parking in Wembley?

Response from Larry: Recommendation of the study will be to undertake surveys to see if demand
increases over time - and to see if cars are staying… look then at time restrictions and paid parking
depending on the outcome.
•

People using free parking at Wembley IGA as 'park n ride' parking i.e. commuters parking all
day (no benefit to the shopping centre)

•

General support for paid parking as long as there is a free period for shoppers

•

Wembley Primary School - overflow of parking into adjacent Community Centre

Ian Birch advised this issue falls outside the brief of this study and is currently being investigated as part
of a separate study by Council.
•

Commercial owners (as part of lease agreement) pay for parking on their site - need to take this
issue into consideration when investigating options for shared parking - they are not going to
share their parking for free

•

Need for motorcycle parking and shelter for motorbikes - should be encouraging this form of
transport – includes parking for scooters/mopeds

•

Height of multi-decked parking areas – restrictive towards larger vehicles (limited height
clearance)

•

Payments in lieu – has to be a fair figure (i.e. realistic value for money) and options to stagger
payments (versus one off payment)

•

Reciprocal parking should be promoted amongst landowners – suggestion to educate
businesses on shared/reciprocal parking to make them aware of the need and benefits for
shared parking

•

Compile a list of the large residential flats which could provide 'worker' parking during the day –
sharing/renting of residential bays – more residential/commercial parking arrangements to make
better use of residential parking bays

•

It was more onerous on existing landowners/businesses as they had to provide parking in full –
new developments are being given concessions on parking

•

St John of God Hospital (SJOG) is already trying to reduce parking demand among its staff by
introducing allowance to use other modes/public transport, leasing Subiaco Oval for overflow
parking - issue is poor public transport links to the hospital from the train stations, poor access
at night/security issues

•

Wish list for SJOG – just to cope with the influx in demand for parking

•

More ACROD parking bays – number of older people increasing

•

Concern with overflow of commercial parking into residential areas. Resident support for timed
and paid parking in the commercial areas as it helps to free up bays for customers and visitors
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•

Notice there is paid parking in some but not all streets - would support paid parking in other
streets

•

Council should have a plan for how it will spend cash-in-lieu for parking before collecting it

•

Council to consider undertaking joint developments with developers to supply public parking –
would avoid Council having to purchase land for parking outright

•

Kimberley Street – opportunity to use residential street during the day for parking

•

Would not support commercial parking in residential streets – comes down to enforcement of
times they are allowed to park – frequently overstay parking limits (Northwood Street)

•

Time restrict parking in residential areas - limited to working hours (mixed support)

•

Stickers to indicate vehicles are allowed to park for free - all parking becomes paid parking

•

Happy for people to use my bays if spending money at my business

•

General support for a consistent approach over an area - overcoming the ripple effect – an issue
started when timed parking was introduced at Cambridge Forum pushing the demand for
parking onto other nearby streets

•

Positive/helpful parking signage versus negative/punishment signage

•

Parking meters to include 10 minute free parking or introduce system where to put tag/timer on
vehicle to allow short-term parking
Lee Rowley advised: parking machines installed are able to allocate a certain period of free
parking - this function is just not presently utilised

•

Opportunity for short-term (i.e. 10 min) free parking

•

Shared bike system has been introduced in other cities

•

Would support paid on-street parking in Wembley Town Centre

•

Use cash-in-lieu for anything but parking as it is too expensive - channel cash in lieu into other
transport
Comments noted on white board:
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Parking ratios - outdated and inconsistent
Shared parking contracts
IGA - abuse of short-term spaces
Wembley Primary School - conflict with Community Centre parking
No motorcycling parking provided
Height/ width design of multi-decked parking areas
Cash-in-lieu - fee too low, opportunity for staged payment
Educate businesses on shared parking
Parking benefit districts
Expanded pay parking - needs to be applied consistently
Encourage shared/reciprocal parking between residents and commercial e.g. Kimberley Street,
Northwood Street
Encourage alternative travel plans
Bus shuttle between Leederville Train Station and Medical Precinct
More ACROD parking
West Leederville spillover parking
Support pay parking in high demand areas e.g. Rosslyn Street
Cash-in-lieu for parking needs to be used/allocated
Cash-in-lieu used to fund joint ventures between private developers and Council
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Appendix 2 – Town of Cambridge, TPS, Parking ratios
Land use
Cars
2
1 space/20 m NFA

Amusement centre
Bed and breakfast
accommodation
Betting agency

1 space/guest bedroom

Caretaker’s dwelling
Child day care centre
Cinema/theatre

1 space
1 space/5 children
2
1 space/5 m seating area

Civic use

Assessed on component uses

Club premises

Assessed on component uses

Community purpose

Assessed on component uses

Conference centre
Consulting rooms
Consulting rooms (group)
Dry cleaning premises
Educational establishment:
Pre-school:

1 space/5 m seating area
4 spaces/practitioner
4 spaces/practitioner
2
1 space/20 m NFA

2

1 space/20 m NFA

Primary school:

Secondary school:

Technical
institution/university:
Fish shop
Health studio:
Indoor bowling centre:

Indoor sports stadium:

Squash and tennis courts:
Other:
Home occupation
Home store
Hospital

2

1 space/staff member &
1 space/5 students
1 space/staff member and
14 drop off spaces/100
students (maybe on-street)
1 space/staff member and
7 drop off spaces/100
students (maybe on-street)
1 space/staff member &
1 space/10 students
2
1 space/20 m NFA

4 spaces/lane &
2
1 space/30 m NFA open to
the public
2
1 space/50 m NFA used for
games & 1 space/4 spectator
seats
3 spaces/court & 1 space/4
spectator seats
2
1 space/15 m NFA
1 space
Short-stay parking (may be
on-street)
2
1 space/30 m net
administration area &
1 space/3 licensed beds

Number of parking spaces
Bicycles (short-stay)
2
1 space/50 m NFA
Min 2 spaces
-

Bicycles (long-stay)
-

2

1 space/150 m NFA
Min 2 spaces
2
1 space/100 m seating area
Min 2 spaces
2
1 space/50 m NFA
Min 2 spaces
2
1 space/200 m NFA
Min 2 spaces
2
1 space/200 m NFA
Min 2 spaces
1 space/4 practitioners
1 space/4 practitioners
-

1 space
2

1 space/300 m NFA
1 space/8 practitioners
1 space/5 students over
Year 4
1 space/20 students

1 space/20 students
2

1 space/150 m NFA
Min 2 spaces
2

1 space/200 m NFA
Min 2 spaces

2

1 space/300 m NFA

-

2

1 space/400 m NFA

1 space/200 m NFA
Min 2 spaces
2
1 space/200 m NFA
Min 2 spaces
2 spaces

2

1 space/400 m NFA

1 space/30 licensed beds
Min 2 spaces

1 space/15 licensed beds

1 space/200 m NFA
Min 2 spaces

2

2

2

1 space/400 m NFA
-
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Land use

Industry (light)
Industry (service)
Laundromat
Local shop

Cars
2
1 space/30 m net
administration area &
1 space/3 licensed beds
1 space/room, & parking for
any public drinking or public
dining in accordance with
‘Tavern’
2
1 space/75 m NFA
2
1 space/75 m NFA
2
1 space/20 m NFA
2
1 space/20 m NFA

Massage rooms

1 space/20 m NFA

Market

1 space/40 m of market area

Motel

1 space/room, & parking for
any public drinking or public
dining in accordance with
‘Tavern’
2
1 space/100 m display area

Hospital special purposes

Hotel

Motor vehicle & marine
sales
Motor vehicle wash

Nursing home

Office
Open air display
Petrol and convenience
store
Private hotel

2

2

3 spaces/car wash bay & 1
2
space/30 m net
administration area
2
1 space/30 m net
administration area &
1 space/3 licensed beds
2
1 space/30 m NFA
2

Private recreation

1 space/100 m display area
3 spaces/service bay &
2
1 space/20 m NFA
1 space/room, & parking for
any public drinking or public
dining in accordance with
‘Tavern’
Assessed on component uses

Public worship

1 space/5 m seating area

Reception centre
Restaurant

1 space/5 m public area
2
1 space/5 m of seating area

Restricted premises

1 space/20 m NFA

Retirement village

As per R-Codes (Aged
Persons Dwelling)
3 spaces/service bay &
2
1 space/20 m NFA

Service station

2

2

2

Number of parking spaces
Bicycles (short-stay)
1 space/30 licensed beds
Min 2 spaces
If public drinking or public
dining is provided, bicycle
parking is to be in
accordance with ‘Tavern’
2
1 space/150 m NFA
Min 2 spaces
2

1 space/150 m NFA
Min 2 spaces
2
1 space/50 m of market
area Min 2 spaces
If public drinking or public
dining is provided, bicycle
parking is to be in
accordance with ‘Tavern’
-

1 space/60 licensed beds

2

Bicycles (long-stay)
1 space/15 licensed beds

If public drinking or public
dining is provided, bicycle
parking is to be in
accordance with ‘Tavern’
2
1 space/300 m NFA
2

1 space/300 m NFA
-

-

1 space/30 licensed beds

2

1 space/500 m NFA
Min 2 spaces
2 spaces

1 space/200 m NFA

If public drinking or public
dining is provided, bicycle
parking is to be in
accordance with ‘Tavern’
2
1 space/200 m land area
available to the public
Min 2 spaces
2
1 space/100 m seating area
Min 2 spaces
2
1 space/100 m NFA
Min 2 spaces
2
1 space/150 m NFA
Min 2 spaces
2 spaces

If public drinking or public
dining is provided, bicycle
parking is to be in
accordance with ‘Tavern’
2
1 space/400 m land area
available to the public

-

-

2

1 space/750 m public area
2
1 space/100 m NFA

-

Report No. 004058
© ARRB Group Ltd 2011
FE-722-5-0-2-B

Town of Cambridge
Access and Parking Strategy

91
3 November 2011

Land use
Shop

Showroom
Small bar
Take away food outlet

Take away food outlet
(drive through)

Tavern

Veterinary clinic
Veterinary hospital

Warehouse

Cars
2
1 space/20 m NFA

2

1 space/40 m NFA
1 space/5 persons
2
1 space/5 m of seating area
2
& 1 space/3 m of
counter/queuing area
2
1 space/5 m of seating area
2
& 1 space/3 m of counter/
queuing area & 4 car queuing
spaces
2
Bar: 1 space/2 m of net
drinking or seating area &
Lounge and outdoor:
2
1 space/5 m of seating area
4 spaces/practitioner
4 spaces/practitioner for the
first 2 practitioners and 2
spaces/practitioner thereafter
2
1 space/75 m NFA

Number of parking spaces
Bicycles (short-stay)
2
1 space/150 m NFA
Min 2 spaces
or
if in a District Centre zone,
2
1 space/500 m NFA
Min 6 spaces
2
1 space/1000 m NFA
2 spaces
2
1 space/50 m NFA
Min 2 spaces
2

1 space/50 m NFA
Min 2 spaces

2

Bar: 1 space/25 m of net
drinking or seating area &
Lounge and outdoor: 1
2
space/100 m of seating
area
1 space/4 practitioners
1 space/4 practitioners

-

Bicycles (long-stay)
2
1 space/300 m NFA
or
if in a District Centre zone,
2
1 space/1000 m NFA
Min 10 spaces
2

1 space/750 m NFA
1 space
2
1 space/100 m NFA

2

1 space/100 m NFA

2

1 space/100 m NFA of bars
and public areas, including
lounges, beer gardens and
restaurants
1 space/8 practitioners

-
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Appendix 3 – District Planning Scheme Non-Residential Parking Standards in Perth metropolitan area
City or Town

Office
2

Bayswater

4/100 m GLA

Canning

1/30 m GFA
2
except 1/15 m for
areas open to public

Fremantle

1/30 m GLA
Minimum of 3
spaces

Joondalup

1/30 m NLA

Shop or
shopping centre

Factory,
warehouse,
industry

Medical centre

Secondary
school

Restaurant

Hotel

2

Warehouse and
factory/ factory units
2
2/100 m GLA

6/practitioner +
1/staff member

14/100 students

10/100 m GLA

1/bedroom + 1/5 m
bar and public area

2

Warehouse 2
1/100 m GFA
Yards, depots etc. 2
1/75 m GFA or
1/employee
(whichever is
greater)

6 + 4 for each
additional
practitioner if 2 or
more

1/employee +
student parking to
be negotiated with
Council

1/2.5 m available
for seating
(unless part of a
shopping centre)

2

1/2 m public
drinking area
2
1/7 m restaurant
1/bedroom
2
1/4 m other public
areas

Warehouse 2
1/100 m GLA
General, light and
service industry 2
1/50 m GLA

5/practitioner

1/classroom + 1/25
year 12 students

1/5 seats or 1/5 m
dining area
whichever is greater

Industrial 2
1/50 m NLA

5/practitioner

2/classroom with a
minimum of 10 bays

1/5 m dining area
or 1/ 4 guests
whichever is greater

7/100 m GLA
2
6/100 m if over
2
5000 m

2

6/100 m NLA
If floorspace <
2
1,500 m Council
may vary the rate to
2
5/100 m NLA

2

Local shop - 1/20 m
Shopping centre:
2
1/16 m NLA if
2
<5,000 m GLA
2
1/18 m NLA if 5,000
2
-10,000 m GLA
2
1/20 m NLA if
2
>10,000 m GLA

2

7/100 m NLA for
2
first 10,000 m NLA
2
& 6.25/100 m from
2
10,000 -30,000 m
2
NLA & 5.25/100 m
from 30,0002
50,000 m NLA &
2
4.8/100 m
2
>50,000 m NLA

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

1/2.5 m public bar
area
2
1/5 m lounge or
garden area
1/bedroom

1/bedroom +
2
1/3 m drinking area
2
+ 1/5 m seating
area
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Shop or
shopping centre

Factory,
warehouse,
industry

Secondary
school

Medical centre

Restaurant

Hotel

Mandurah
City Centre &
Planning
Scheme

Inner core
2
1/50 m GLA
Outer core
2
1/40 m GLA
Scheme No 3
2
1/35 m GLA

Inner core
2
4/100 m GLA
Outer core
2
5/100 m GLA
Scheme No 3
2
6/100 m GLA

Service Industry
(All areas)
2
6/100 m GLA

Inner core & outer
core
4/practitioner
Scheme no 3
4/practitioner +
1/staff member

Inner core & outer
core
1.5/classroom or as
determined by
council
Scheme no 3
As determined by
Council

Inner core
2
1/6 seats or 1/4 m
eating area if
greater
Outer core
2
1/4 seats or 1/4 m if
greater
Scheme no 3
1/4 seats

Inner core & outer
core
2
1/bedroom, 1/2 m
public bar area,
2
1/4 m eating area
Scheme no 3
2
1/bed + 1/2 m
public bar area +
2
1/3 m lounge area

Melville

Professional/
commercial 2
1/30 m NLA
Government 2
1/40 m NLA +
service bays as
appropriate

Community centre 2
8/100 m NLA
District Centre –
2
7/100 m NLA
Regional Centre –
2
5.5/100 m GLA

Warehouse 2
1/40 m NLA
Light and service
industry
2
1/50 m NLA with
minimum 4 bays
Industry general 1/staff member +
2/customer or
service bay

3/practitioner +
1/staff member
(including
practitioners)

2/classroom + 1/10
students of driving
age

1/4 patrons at
capacity + 1/staff
member

Licensed
2
1/2 m or 1/ 2 seats
in drinking areas, +
1/bedroom
Unlicensed
1/bedroom + 1/staff
2
member + 1/4 m of
any function NLA

Rockingham

1/20 m NLA
City centre -min
2
1/30 m max.
2
1/20 m NLA

Industry, Showroom,
Warehouse –
2
1/50 m NLA for
factory units and
showrooms, +
2
1/100 m NLA for
warehouses or
1/employee,
whichever is greater

5/practitioner

N/A

1/4 persons building
is designed to
accommodate
City centre –
Min 1/6 and max
1/4 persons

1/bedroom + 1/5 m
bar and public areas
City centre –
Min as above
Max. 1/bedroom +
2
1/4 m bar and
public areas

2

2

6/100 m NLA
City centre –
2
min 1/17 m
2
max 1/15 m NLA

2
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Shop or
shopping centre

2

8/100 m for 02
5,000 m GLA +
2
7/100 m for 5,000 –
2
10,000 m GLA +
2
6/100 m for GLA
2
>10,000 m

2

1/20 m NLA

2

1/10 m retail floor
area

Stirling

1/30 m GFA

Subiaco

1/40 m NLA

Victoria Park

1/40 m net floor
area

2

Factory,
warehouse,
industry

Secondary
school

Medical centre

Restaurant

Hotel

2

1/bedroom + 1/3 m
public floorspace
(including dining
areas and function
rooms)

2

2

N/A

Warehouse,
Industry General
and Industry Service
2
– 1/50 m (GLA)

10 bays +
2/practitioner in
excess of 2
practitioners

N/A

1/7 m GFA

2

Warehouse
2
1/50 m NLA

3/consulting room

1/classroom + 1/10
students

1/4 m eating,
drinking or lounge
area

2

Warehouse/Industry
2
3 for the first 150 m
of net floor area
2
then 1/75 m net
floor area or part
thereof

4/consulting room

Public 14/100 students
+0.08/student for
staff parking
Private 14/100 students +
0.07/student

1/4.5 m of sit down
dining area

2

1/bedroom or 1/3
beds provided
whichever is greater
2
+ 1/2 m net drinking
2
area and 1/4.5 m
net seating area for
dining and drinking
areas
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