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Abstract

Online car-hailing accounts for a certain proportion of urban public travel services, and its park-
ing behavior in airports, railway stations and other urban external transport hub areas has trig-
gered new parking management needs. In order to deepen the study of parking demand in hub
areas for networked vehicles, this paper takes the parking behavior of airport network car ap-
pointment as the research object, the RP/SP method is used to collect and analyze parking beha-
vior data, screens the influencing factors of parking behavior. According to the utility theory, the
mathematical function relationship between the free parking time, the parking rate and other va-
riables and the parking choice probability is determined, and a BL model in which the parking
utility maximizes the target parking choice behavior is established. The result shows that parking
rate, free parking time, distance from parking point to terminal, and penalty for parking violation
have significant effects on parking choice behavior. When the parking rate is more than 10 Yu-
an/hour and less than 25 Yuan/hour, the change value of parking choice probability is larger;
when the free parking time is longer than 20 minutes and less than 40 minutes, the change value
of parking choice probability is larger; when the parking lot location is more than 250 m from the
entrance and exit, the probability of parking choice is significantly reduced, and the penalty
measures for parking violation have a significant impact on parking choice behavior. The research
results are helpful to optimize the management strategy, improve the operation efficiency of the
airport land parking system, improve the efficiency of passengers, and standardize the parking
behavior of the airport.
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Table 1. Scenario design scale
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11 60 <50 15 72 BIE A 3 Ak T

12 45 50~100 15 — BB RIAS SRV AL
13 45 >200 20 WA T

14 60 100~200 20 $I3K 100 TE/R

15 15 50~100 20 22 BIIE SN 3 Ak T

16 30 <50 20 — BB RIAS SR VE ik AL

2.2. BIEME SR
M R 3 R EUE, XTI 8.
1) NAESZE TR T

Table 2. Personal attribute distribution table
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Figure 1. Distribution of incoming and
outgoing airport orders
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Figure 2. Distribution of pick-up
and drop-off
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Figure 3. Distribution of pick-up
locations
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Figure 4. Distance from the entrance and exit
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Figure 5. Hub network about car driving to the airport length and parking waiting time distribu-
tion
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Table 3. BL model parameter calibration results
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Figure 6. Relationship between parking rate and parking selection
probability
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Figure 7. The relationship between the import and export distance
and the probability of parking selection
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Figure 8. Relationship between free parking time and probabil-
ity of parking choice
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Figure 9. Relationship between violation punishment measures and parking selection probability
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