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Abstract

The trend of urban land use in China is towards diversification, intensification and integration. As
a multi-functional complex development model, urban complex has become the mainstream of
urban development. The intensive layout of different types of land in the complex leads to a large
difference in peak parking demand for different land different. There is an imbalance between
supply and demand in parking demand. The number of parking spaces provided by urban com-
plexes is based on different properties calculated by the parking allocation index established by
the function of the land. The determination of parking allocation index takes into account the in-
fluence of different nature land use on parking demand, but it only accumulates the demand of
different nature land simply, which has a big gap with the actual parking demand. On the basis of
fully studying the domestic and foreign parking demand analysis methods and considering the
sharing, in order to maximize the utilization of berths, this paper establishes the more reasonable
urban complex parking demand analysis, so as to predict and guide the construction of the park-
ing of the urban complex more reasonably.
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Figure 1. Comparison of parking quantity between residential and office land
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Figure 2. Number of visits to different types of land after parking
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Figure 3. Survey results of walkable distance from stop to destina-
tion (unit: meters)
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Table 1. Parking selection behavioral factors

F 1 FERRFITARER

AR e :5'8 R A S 2 RN
Sex X1 el B LARE T, 2 RETLH
Trip purpose X2 HAT H 1 Her 1-8 K 8 BARMIIBAT A
P 2 4 i 1 7 1~5 B AT K
Parking time x3 ERRL (Lh LI, 1~2h, 2-3h, 3~4h, 4h Ll L)
Buildingnum X4 DS S AT 14 RFV L FALR 14 F
. e HF 15 RET K9
Walking distance X5 TR BB (100 m LLPY, 100-200m, 200~300m, 300~400 m, 400 m B I)
Accept X6 A E X I R R AR B L REFTLIEZ, 0 RERIESZ
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12, T Logit #4555 ) Hosmer Al Lemeshow A& 56 45 B2 2 fros, BER R A 5 O AH
Beilr, YEUZEEA 0 TSR A A& B, 6 3 LA ISR 25 2R Cox & Snell = 0.678,
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Table 2. Randomness of Hosmer and Lemeshow tests
%% 2. Hosmer FA Lemeshow &3 HOREHL 14 3%

LR =0 R =1 -
CaL W2 CaL e o
1 34 34.359 0 0.641 34
2 32 33.223 1 1777 33
3 17 16.237 16 18.763 33
4 10 8.528 24 26.472 34
5 5 5.226 30 28.774 35
YR
6 2 3.763 32 31.237 34
7 2 3.083 32 31.917 34
8 1 2.433 33 32.567 34
9 0 1.777 35 33.342 35
10 0 0.031 35 34.969 35
Table 3. Form of test for fitting degree
3 MEEREME
=2 XHIRME Cox & Snell R? Nagelkerkr R?
20.804 0.678 0.871

R4 ICEAT NIRRT R A TR, R LR K LR 2RI RS, 0
TAZ . fE4H8 296 PIME G T, A 239 Pl FEEPi It s, KB4 235 4], 15
ik 98.3%, FERMIMER AL 92.2%. U WIZMEAINS TP 65 AT IE B A TN HE B Pk vt

Table 4. Model prediction accuracy table
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o
YN LR H A RS TE
0 1 (%)
0 38 19 66.7
LR
1 4 235 98.3
BUFE (%) 92.2

ok, AR ) o R R R AT B AR g, B RS R 5 R, Sig. < 0.05 B li%
DR300 - F P s Pk A 2 R s ) 2 S5 PRI % 6 O Logit /M BT Y IR iR 28 S a5 R, 45 RIS T H
FUEFEILEAF RN R RIS B 3 9 AR KA A BB AT B (B fH K T 0).
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Table 5. Factor saliency test

#*5 EREZMRER

K il AT HE (EESEES Vi T G ST A BGATIR
Sig {8 0.937 0.648 0.001 0.564 0.002
BENE AE#H AE#H B AE#H ¥

Table 6. Variables in the model
6. HEAFHNTEE

A B SEE. Wals df Sig. Exp(B)
P57 0.032 0.411 0.006 1 0.937 1.033
HATH B -0.034 0.076 0.208 1 0.648 0.966
(EEANEIS -0.612 0.119 2,011 1 0.017 0.035
Ui T G SRR 0.126 0.219 0.333 1 0.564 1.135
A AT -1.205 0.201 10.622 1 0.002 2.295
L= 4.095 4679 9.527 1 0.002 933.123

A ILE RIS ISR & AR AT A, AKX Q) PR,

p_1- ! 1)
1+ exp(4.095 —-0.612x, —1.205x5)

BT RK R KA AT A TR, K LRE R RSP AT s A A R A AR

(1), HEAFES S MEER FEFR AR SRR 7 PR, 5 REERKF, T EL R

£ 4 /NI DL EFIL RO BER 5P AT B B AR R BOK, B M B3 M R, 4 N LR

IO ] J LA i B A 35 5 A ZEIHCAE 3 AN/ DL IR, 15540 5 B 2 (W28 47 BE RS 7 300 K

Wlﬁ% CRMPTRENEROR, AF AR 2 NI, DATHERIAE 200 K AL IOME R B, A SO
WEREVRHEAT 15 A S SR I, AN [ Y e ] F 25 4 1l 42 300 KA
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3.1 EMERS
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SR RS TR TR - b ) A2 308 4 5K 2 B 5 B R XA, AN A T B T M R S e, TS R R AL R FH R
M BN 25 AR SEBRF R TR K . ARSI “XAZH” BR8] RAEA [F) 2 L Hh 145 42 75 3R 32 X A7 2 1)
R, B EFEAS @ PR PE A I 2R A B B8, PR AN IR Dl e B X T8 AR R X DX A7 38 1 545 31 A2 i X
R IE R4, THEA W) R,

A=KM] @)
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Table 7. Probability of choosing berth sharing in specific situations

% 7. FEGR TR EEE

AR DPATIES

SRR 2 R

R BT

SR 6 R

ARBBATHE

HPEH AL AR

AR BBATHE

s 3 6 O R

R BPATIRS

Y P 6 O R

—IHF T ZERF ] 1 h BLIY)

100 m LN 100~200 m 200~300 m

0.9896 0.9549 0.8246

TRAE RO K (15 4RI ] 1~2 h)

100 m EAPY 100~200 m 200~300 m
0.9714 0.8830 0.6262
= AR (5 ZE )R] 2~3 h)
100 m BAP 100~200 m 200~300 m
0.9237 0.7289 0.3738

VU A= 0 < (5 ZE T 6] 3~4 h)

100 m LAY 100~200 m 200~300 m

0.7118 0.1893 0.1754

TLIETAS K (BT /] 4 h DLE)

100 m APy 100~200 m 200~300 m

0.4659 0.2545 0.0704

300~400 m

0.5107

300~400 m

0.2711

300~400

0.1170

300~400 m

0.0451

300~400 m

0.0465

400m BL k=

0.1882

400m BL |

0.0763

400 m LAk

0.028

6

400 m LAk

0.0104

400 m PA L

0.0037
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2. FLEEIRNE T IR G A5 45 7 R I AR 7Y

WAL R PSRN X AL B IE R A AT T B IE REIA AL L S e R B I R AL
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Figure 4. A complex commercial district in
Putian center
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Table 8. The potential correction coefficient of the traffic area for each property of complex
8. ZAMEMRARXNXBRUBEERK

3t A JEAE VAN P MR A
FHXT X ALH R 5L 0.981 0.997 1.03

4.2. REHITHALEE RS
A A E R, B2 @) A 2 RIIRE A X A AT B IE R EL, 45 R W% 9 Frs.

Table 9. Correction coefficient of public travel mode for each property of complex

®O. BRAKEMREAXHATHITAREERY

FIHE Y xS VIV PR AR AR
AT WHAT T REL 0.956 0.941 0.97

4.3. AN FHN AR RYWE RS

A2 R BB T M A 2R G R A B 2RI B i X E R AR R, AR @) HA 2N
P R RAB IR, 45 R 10 Pros.

Table 10. Correction coefficient of turnover rate for each property of complex

= 10. ZAKBERXNEEREERY

HIt A JEAE pAYN PRl B R R AR
JREFRIEIE R EL 0.84 1 1

4.4. ZRFEEFRAVLGSR

HNH i =R IE R BN LK), HEERIRVFAM IS 125 SRR RIS R, 45
Rl 11 PioR. GAARSATIRE RS AT, LG 742 ME AL, SATILEIRIG S, BRI R AT
TN RS G RL 80 645 A, RO RIS AL 1 97 A, T4 T 13%IE F B, X WIENZH
SR IT XS T4 AT 4 BRI DA A ORI -

Table 11. Prediction results of complex parking demand under shared strategy
11l HERBTHESHEETRTNER

FH 5 JEE pIYN AR
15 2R 5 R 250 422 70
X A8 IE R 4L 0.981 0.997 1.03
AT I B IE R AL 0.956 0.941 0.97
TAALE B IE R 0.84 1 0.75
(EX N UBSTMIERES 197 396 52
=a 645

5. B4

BT SR R 2 AT A e B A, H 28 R 2%, T & BRI ZR A AR RO A AR BRI, I SRR B
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CRE A DRI SRR B, ST 7SRO N A E R FAT OO, i 1RSI AR A L Rk
FEIS UL o AR SCAE AT 5 L 5 SR TO0I B0 (R Atk L, 5 E VA L S SRS T B0 25 A5 22 5 SR IR 7 V%
SINT XA T AT T3 QR A5 A R S 2 P b ) ) 2 A R i [R5, ] DA N 5 B
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