
  

 
 

Abstract—The escalation in urban private car ownership has 

worsened the urban parking predicament, necessitating 

effective parking availability prediction for urban planning and 

management. However, the existing prediction methods suffer 

from low prediction accuracy with the lack of spatial-temporal 

correlation features related to parking volume, and neglect of 

flow patterns and correlations between similar parking lots 

within certain areas. To address these challenges, this study 

proposes a parking availability prediction framework 

integrating spatial-temporal deep learning with multi-source 

data fusion, encompassing traffic demand data from multiple 

sources (e.g., metro, bus, taxi services), and parking lot data. 

The framework is based on the Transformer as the 

spatial-temporal deep learning model and leverages K-means 

clustering to establish parking cluster zones, extracting and 

integrating traffic demand characteristics from various 

transportation modes (i.e., metro, bus, online ride-hailing, and 

taxi) connected to parking lots. Real-world empirical data was 

used to verify the effectiveness of the proposed method 

compared with different machine learning, deep learning, and 

traditional statistical models for predicting parking availability. 

Experimental results reveal that, with the proposed pipeline, the 

developed Transformer model outperforms other models in 

terms of various metrics, e.g., Mean Squared Error (MSE), 

Mean Absolute Error (MAE), and Mean Absolute Percentage 

Error (MAPE). By fusing multi-source demanding data with 

spatial-temporal deep learning techniques, this approach offers 

the potential to develop parking availability prediction systems 

that furnish more accurate and timely information to both 

drivers and urban planners, thereby fostering more efficient 

and sustainable urban mobility. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

With rapid urbanization and the significant increase in 
private vehicle ownership, the challenge of urban parking has 
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emerged as a critical concern in metropolitan areas. Parking 
inaccessibility not only leads to longer driving times but also 
exacerbates urban traffic congestion, driver frustration, and 
environmental pollution [1]. The challenge of finding parking 
spaces, especially during peak periods, is not solely due to the 
scarcity of parking spots but also largely attributed to the lack 
of predictive analytics on parking availability. Parking 
dynamics, which involve the constant turnover of vehicles 
entering and exiting parking spaces, directly impact the 
availability of parking spots. Precise prediction of parking 
availability empowers city authorities and drivers to make 
informed decisions, optimize the utilization of parking 
resources, and effectively alleviate traffic congestion.  

To estimate and predict parking availability, some 
pioneering studies have been developed. For example, 
Caliskan et al. proposed a continuous-time Markov chain 
based model to predict future parking lot availability [2]. 
Drawing from real-time data, Rajabioun and Loannou devised 
a spatiotemporal autoregressive model tailored for forecasting 
parking availability [3]. Attributed to the inherent instability 
of parking sensors and the dynamic changes in parking lots, 
the predictive accuracy of these sensor-based parking studies 
remains suboptimal. Furthermore, with the proliferation of 
smart parking guidance and information systems (PGIS), 
some researchers began to focus on analyzing and predicting 
parking behavior. Through accurate prediction of parking 
behavior, PGIS can effectively guide drivers to reach vacant 
parking spaces in a shorter time [4].  

Methodologies for parking prediction can be broadly 
categorized into two groups: knowledge-based methods and 
data-driven approaches. The knowledge-based approach 
typically relies on extensive prior knowledge and complex 
underlying assumptions, making it suitable for simple 
problems with strong regularities. However, parking 
availability prediction is a complex issue influenced by 
numerous factors, rendering knowledge-based methods 
unsatisfactory. Regarding data-driven parking prediction 
methods, three major phases have been experienced: statistical 
learning, machine learning (ML), and deep learning (DL). In 
short-term parking prediction, traditional statistical learning 
techniques like Kalman filters [1], Autoregressive Integrated 
Moving Average (ARIMA) [5], and Historical Average (HA) 
[6] have demonstrated strong performance. However, for 
long-term forecasts, typical statistical approaches struggle to 
achieve high prediction accuracy due to spatial-temporal 
fluctuations and parking system complexity. To address the 
spatial-temporal variability and complex dynamics of parking, 
a number of studies turned to ML techniques. For example, 
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Feng et al. employed ML algorithms, such as linear regression 
(LR), decision tree (DT), and random forest (RF), to analyze 
and predict parking behavior, with the RF model 
demonstrating the highest accuracy [7]. Some other studies 
have also compared the performance of algorithms such as 
support vector machine (SVM), K-nearest neighbors (KNN) 
and artificial neural networks (ANN) in parking prediction [8]. 
These traditional ML algorithms require extensive 
hyperparameter tuning and training, struggle with processing 
large volumes of data, and are prone to regional overfitting. 

In recent years, deep learning techniques have emerged as 
prominent methods in parking prediction research. For 
instance, Qiu et al. combined recurrent neural networks (RNN) 
and genetic algorithms to develop an effective parking space 
forecasting model [9]. Shao et al. introduced a unique 
framework for predicting parking space availability and 
duration using the Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) neural 
network, which outperformed traditional models with superior 
performance [10]. To compensate for the spatial-temporal 
correlation between parking lots, Ghosal et al. developed a 
deep learning model for parking availability prediction that 
incorporates a convolutional neural network (CNN) and a 
stacked LSTM autoencoder [11]. Given that parking networks 
are typically built in non-Euclidean space, some graph-based 
parking prediction algorithms have also been developed, e.g., 
Gong et al. adapted a spatial-aware Graph Convolutional 
Network framework (GCN) to forecast parking availability 
[12]. Additionally, to enhance temporal dependence, Xiao et 
al. devised a Hybrid Spatial-Temporal Graph Convolutional 
Network (HST-GCN) model for forecasting on-street parking 
availability [13]. These aforementioned parking prediction 
researches concentrate on intricate model architecture, 
resulting in higher prediction accuracy but also consuming 
significant processing resources.  

Even though factors like the weather, holidays, and 
parking zones have been considered, the model still finds it 
challenging to learn the unstable parking dynamics [14]. A 
common oversight is neglecting the close correlation between 
parking availability and the attributes of the parking zone, as 
well as the dynamic traffic and trip demand in the associated 
area during the target time periods. To address these issues, 
this study developed a spatial-temporal DL framework for 
parking availability prediction by fusing multi-source 
heterogeneous demanding data. Specifically, this study 
considered the spatial-temporal correlation among parking lots 
with similar characteristics within certain areas and 
constructed the "parking cluster zone" using the K-means 
clustering. Within the radiation area of the parking lot, travel 
records of metros, buses, online ride-hailing, and taxis related 
to the parking cluster zone were integrated to build a set of 
associated demanding-related features. This study developed a 
spatial-temporal DL model based on Transformer with the 
attention mechanism, and compared it with various other 
baseline models including traditional statistical models (e.g., 
HA and ARIMA), traditional ML (e.g., DT and SVR), 
ensemble ML (e.g., RF and XGBoost), and other DL models 
(e.g., gated recurrent unit model (GRU) and LSTM neural 
networks). To test and evaluate the model performance, real-
world empirical data from Chengdu, China in September 2021 

were utilized for experiments. The results reveal that the 
proposed spatial-temporal DL framework outperforms state-
of-the-art benchmarks in parking availability prediction.  

In short, the main contributions of this paper lie in: 

• For the first time, multi-source heterogeneous travel 

demanding data is aggregated and integrated to serve as the 
important spatial-temporal feature for the parking availability 
prediction. 

• A clustering-based method is adopted to establish 

parking cluster zones identifying parking lots with similar 
characteristics within certain urban areas. The spatial-temporal 
parking dynamics and correlations among related parking lots 
within the identified parking cluster zones are excavated. 

• A spatial-temporal Transformer model is designed and 

customized. Together with various baseline models, the model 
performances are evaluated using real-world empirical data. 

II. METHODOLOGY 

A. Demanding Features Integration 

1) Parking cluster zone  
The parking cluster zone is defined as the area where 

travelers engage in various trip-related activities after parking 
their vehicles. The dynamic behavior of vehicles entering and 
exiting a parking lot is directly correlated with the demand 
characteristics of the surrounding area. 

To investigate parking availability more efficiently, we 
utilized K-means clustering to group similar parking lots 
within certain areas together. As shown in Fig. 1, each "x" 
point represents a parking lot; different colors represent 

distinct parking lot clusters; and "▲" signifies the cluster's 

center. Considering the layout of city streets, this study 
employs the Minkowski distance to compute the necessary 
buffer zone and then apply spatial concatenation to obtain the 
relevant parking cluster zones. Four typical examples of 
parking cluster zones are illustrated by the irregular polygons 
with boundary dashed lines framing relevant parking lots. 

 

Figure 1.  The distribution of the parking lots and parking cluster zone. 



  

2) Spatial-temporal demanding feature integration 
In the early urban traffic prediction theories, researchers 

usually pre-determined the volume of trip generation and 
attraction within a given region before trip distribution and 
traffic modal split analysis. However, with the advancement of 
comprehensive transportation integration and the widespread 
adoption of information and communications technologies 
(ICT), data-driven fusion research between heterogeneous 
modes of transportation has emerged as an effective approach 
to address the challenge of dynamic demanding estimation. 
Recognizing their potential interchangeability in offering 
travel services akin to private cars, this study selected four 
distinct travel modes for spatial-temporal demand feature 
fusion: metro, bus, online ride-hailing, and taxi. 

 

Figure 2.  Fusion of demand characteristics within parking cluster zone 

As illustrated in Fig. 2, upon extracting travel trip data 
from these four modes of transportation, the origin (O) and 
destination (D) of each trip can be identified. If either the 
origin (O) or destination (D) of a certain trip falls within the 
boundary of the parking cluster zone, the multi-modal travel 
trip is then associated with that specific parking cluster zone. 
In this study, the volume of such multi-modal travel trips is 
fused to demonstrate the spatial-temporal demanding 
characteristics of the parking cluster zones. Consequently, this 
demand characteristic encapsulates both spatial and temporal 
aspects related to parking dynamics. 

B. Transformer Model 

Transformer, as illustrated in Fig. 3, is a DL model 
architecture based on attention mechanisms, with encoding 
and decoding components at its core [15]. Each encoder and 
decoder consists of a multilayer self-attention mechanism and 
a feed-forward neural network. In comparison to CNN or RNN, 
the self-attention mechanism enables the Transformer model 
to prioritize the importance of different inputs, capturing long-
range dependencies in the data more efficiently. Therefore, 
Transformer has been effectively applied in various domains, 
including natural language processing (NLP), computer vision 
(CV), and long-term time series forecasting (LTSF). 

1) Positional Encoding 

Positional encoding is a crucial component in Transformer 
architectures, addressing the absence of sequential information 
inherently present in the data. Unlike RNNs, which naturally 
capture sequence order through recurrent connections, 
Transformers lack this inherent ability. Therefore, positional 

encoding is introduced to provide the model with information 
about the position of tokens within the input sequence. In 
Transformer-based models, positional encoding is added to the 
input embeddings before feeding them into the model. Vanilla 
positional encoding is typically implemented using sinusoidal 
functions, allowing the model to learn and distinguish between 
tokens based on their position in the sequence. Mathematically, 
the positional encoding function for position 𝑝𝑜𝑠  and 
dimension 𝑖 is defined as follows:  

 𝑃𝐸(𝑝𝑜𝑠, 2𝑖) = 𝑠𝑖𝑛(
𝑝𝑜𝑠

10000

2𝑖
𝑑𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙

) () 

 𝑃𝐸(𝑝𝑜𝑠, 2𝑖 + 1) = 𝑐𝑜𝑠(
𝑝𝑜𝑠

10000

2𝑖
𝑑𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙

) () 

where PE is short for positional encoding, 𝑑𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙  
represents the dimensionality of the input embeddings.  

 

Figure 3.  Transformer framework for time series forecasting 

In time series forecasting tasks, encoding temporal 
information is crucial for capturing inherent patterns and 
dependencies. Timestamp encoding represents converting 
timestamps into a format that can be effectively used by ML 
models. One common method is to use sine and cosine 
functions to encode time of day, day of the week, month, etc. 

With "𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑚𝑝" as its associated timestamp and "T" 
representing the maximum value of the time feature (e.g., 
maximum hour in a day, maximum day in a week), the 
timestamp encoding can be computed as follows: 

 𝑃𝐸(𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑚𝑝, 𝑓)𝑠𝑖𝑛 = 𝑠𝑖𝑛 (𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑚𝑝 ×
2𝜋

𝑇
) () 

 𝑃𝐸(𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑚𝑝, 𝑓)𝑐𝑜𝑠 = 𝑐𝑜𝑠 (𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑚𝑝 ×
2𝜋

𝑇
) () 

where 𝑓 ∈ {ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑟, 𝑑𝑎𝑦, 𝑤𝑒𝑒𝑘, 𝑚𝑜𝑛𝑡ℎ}  represents the 
periodic feature of the input embeddings.  

2) Multi-Head Attention 

The attention mechanism is a fundamental component in 

Transformer-based sequence-to-sequence models. It enables 



  

the model to focus on various segments of the input sequence 

while generating an output sequence, thereby effectively 

capturing long-range dependencies. With Query-Key-Value 

(QKV) interior design, the scaled dot-product attention used 

in Transformer is given by 

 A𝑡𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛(𝑄, 𝐾, 𝑉) = 𝑠𝑜𝑓𝑡 𝑚𝑎𝑥(
𝑄𝐾𝑇

√𝑑𝑘
)𝑉 () 

where 𝑄, K, and V are vector representations of the query, key, 

and value, respectively, and 𝑑𝑘  is the dimensionality of the 

key. 𝑄 , K, and V are calculated by linearly converting the 

input sequence. 

In multi-head attention, the query, key, and value 

matrices are divided into multiple heads, each with its own set 

of parameters. Then, attention is computed independently for 

each head, and the results are concatenated and linearized. 

With ℎ attention heads, the multi-head attention mechanism is 

formulated as follows: 

 MHAttn(𝑄, 𝐾, 𝑉) = 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑡(ℎ𝑒𝑎𝑑1, ⋯ , ℎ𝑒𝑎𝑑𝐻)𝑊𝑂   () 

where ℎ𝑒𝑎𝑑𝑖 = 𝐴𝑡𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛(𝑄𝑊𝑖
𝑄

, 𝐾𝑊𝑖
𝐾 , 𝑉𝑊𝑖

𝑉), and 𝑊𝑖
𝑄

, 𝑊𝑖
𝐾 , 𝑊𝑖

𝑉, 

and 𝑊𝑂are learnable parameters. 
 

3) Feed Forward Network 

In the Transformer model, the Feedforward Neural 
Network (FFN) is connected to each attention layer. The feed-
forward network is a fully connected module, defined as  

 FFN(𝐻′) = 𝑅𝑒𝐿𝑈(𝐻′𝑊1 + 𝑏1)𝑊2 + 𝑏2 () 

where 𝐻′ is outputs of the previous layer, 𝑊1 ∈ ℝ , 𝑊2 ∈ ℝ , 
𝑏1 ∈ ℝ , 𝑏2 ∈ ℝ, are trainable parameters. 

C. Temporal LTSF Model: NLinear 

The growing complexity of architecture in (long-term) 
time series prediction models naturally demands increased 
computational capacity during iterative model training. LTSF-
Linear, a linear model with lower computational complexity 
designed for LTSF tasks, features direct multi-step prediction 
via linear regression plus activation function (as illustrated in 
Fig. 4). Despite its simple model architecture, LTSF-Linear 
surprisingly outperforms other complex deep learning models 
on some real-world datasets [16]. Therefore, LTSF-Linear is 
often used as a baseline model for time series prediction tasks. 

 

Figure 4.  Linear models for time series forecasting (adapted from [16]) 

NLinear, a variation of the LTSF-Linear model, represents 
an advanced linear time series forecasting approach 

specifically designed to address the distribution shift problem 
that is common in time series data [16]. To ensure robust 
predictions, the NLinear model eliminates the sequence's final 
value from the history data and normalizes the inputs to 
mitigate the effects of distributional differences between the 
training and test datasets. Furthermore, it ensures that re-
adding the initial subtraction restores the model's output to the 
original data distribution. NLinear achieved competitive 
performance in various LTSF tasks thus it is selected as the 
typical baseline for representative of the temporal DL model. 

III. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS COMPARISON 

A. Data Description and Processing  

This study utilized parking records from 127 parking lots 
in Chengdu, Sichuan Province, China. For each parking record, 
one could obtain the vehicle's arrival time, departure time, date, 
and total number of parking spots in the relevant parking lot. 
The data collection spanned one month, from September 1 to 
September 30, 2021, and contained in total of 2,875,320 
parking records during the 30 days. These 127 parking lots 
were clustered into 24 parking cluster zones based on factors 
such as spatial distribution and in/outflow. Additionally, travel 
trip records (including metro, bus, online ride-hailing, and taxi) 
within these 24 parking cluster zones were also gathered. Note 
that, for practical limits (no card swipes are necessary to exit 
the bus service in the region), the bus OD trip demand data is 
based solely on boarding card swipe data. 

For data preprocessing, this study employed a multi-step 
strategy to refine the original dataset by eliminating noise and 
inconsistencies. Initially, the dropna function was used to 
discard instances containing NULL or missing values. 
Subsequently, the data was processed in sets with a 10-minute 
interval to further reduce noise. To mitigate the impact of low-
frequency noise, a Fourier Transform was applied to the 
dataset, followed by an inverse Fourier Transform to revert the 
frequency domain data back to the time domain. After these 
treatments, 4,032 refined records were obtained from each 
parking lot, resulting in a total of 512,064 data samples 
(4,032*127 parking lots). The dataset was divided into two 
parts: 70% for training and 30% for testing. In the training 
dataset, data from 90 parking lots in 18 clusters were utilized 
for training. The training process involves using information 
from the past 432 time steps as input to predict the parking 
availability for the subsequent 144th time step. As each time 
step represents a duration of 10 minutes, the prediction for the 
subsequent 144th time step is equivalent to forecasting parking 
availability 24 hours (1 day) later, which is reasonable and 
holds practical significance in real-world applications. For the 
test dataset, data from 37 parking lots across 6 clusters were 
employed. 

B. Baseline Models  

Apart from the NLinear model, this study considers three 
types of baseline models: conventional statistical models, ML 
models (including ensemble learning models), and DL models. 

 History Average (HA): HA is a straightforward time 

series forecasting method for short-term forecasting. The 



  

primary idea behind this strategy is that future values 

will be fairly similar to the average of recent historical 

values.  

 Autoregressive Integrated Moving Average 

(ARIMA): ARIMA is a statistical model used to extract 

seasonality and periodicity in time series data by 

combining moving average and difference operations. 

 Decision Tree (DT): DT is a decision-making tool that 

organizes decisions and their potential outcomes in a 

tree-like structure [17]. Object properties and values are 

mapped within the tree, with each leaf node representing 

a specific object value determined by the path from the 

root node, and each forked path corresponds to a 

potential attribute value. 

 Support vector regression (SVR): The SVR is a variant 

of Support Vector Machines (SVM) specifically 

designed for regression tasks [18]. SVR operates by 

mapping the input data into a high-dimensional feature 

space using a nonlinear relationship. Given the input X, 

SVR calculates the predicted value ŷ and introduces a 

threshold ε to assess the disparity between ŷ and the true 

value y. In this study, a Radical Basis Function, i.e., "rbf" 

is employed as the kernel function for SVR.  

 Extreme Gradient Boosting (XGBoost): XGBoost is 

an aggregated learning approach that enhances 

prediction performance by constructing a cohesive 

model of many weak learners via gradient boosting [19]. 

 Random Forest (RF): RF is an integrated learning 

technique that increases prediction accuracy and 

generalization by generating several decision trees and 

aggregating their predictions [20]. 

 Gated Recurrent Unit model (GRU): GRU is a RNN 

variant that efficiently captures long-term dependencies 

in sequential data via a gating mechanism [21]. In this 

study, 5 layers of GRU, each comprising 256 neurons, 

were employed in the experimental tests. 

 Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM): LSTM is another 

RNN variant designed to handle the problem of long-

term dependency and mitigate the issue of vanishing 

gradients [22]. LSTM processes sequential data and 

outputs information for a specific window of time steps. 

A typical LSTM unit is composed of a cell, an input gate, 

an output gate, and a forget gate. In the experimental test, 

a 4-layer LSTM neural network was employed, with 

each layer containing 256 neurons. 

C.  Evaluation Metric 

To better demonstrate the performance of the models, this 
study incorporates the following evaluation indicators for 
parking availability prediction. 

 Mean Squared Error (MSE): 

 MSE =
1

𝑁
∑ (𝑦̂𝑛 − 𝑦𝑛)2𝑁

𝑛=1     () 

 Mean Absolute Error (MAE): 

 MAE =
1

𝑁
∑ |𝑦̂𝑛 − 𝑦𝑛|𝑁

𝑛=1     () 

 Mean Absolute Percentage Error (MAPE): 

 MAPE =
100%

𝑁
∑ |

𝑦̂𝑛−𝑦𝑛

𝑦𝑛
|𝑁

𝑛=1     () 

Here, 𝑁 signifies the total number of test samples, while 
𝑦𝑛  and 𝑦̂𝑛  represent the actual and predicted values, 
respectively. MSE, MAE, and MAPE are three prevalent 
metrics for predictive analysis. MSE squares the error, making 
larger error values stand out, and is appropriate for penalizing 
larger errors. MAE takes the absolute value of the error, 
providing a more robust measure that reflects the average level 
of actual error. MAPE focuses on relative errors, making it 
more comparable for prediction tasks of varying magnitudes. 

Moreover, the model parameter size, represented as 
Params (M), along with the multiply-accumulate operations, 
denoted as MACs (G), serve as indicators of the DL models' 
complexity. The two metrics are frequently utilized to estimate 
models’ computational complexity and real-time capabilities.  

D. Results Comparison 

Table I summarizes the quantitative performance 
comparison results for the evaluated models. It displays the 
mean values of the results across the target 37 parking lots. As 
demonstrated, the Transformer model outperformed other 
methods, with the lowest MSE, MAE and MAPE scores. 
Conventional statistical models like HA and ARIMA and 
traditional ML models, e.g., DT and SVM, are inadequate in 
capturing complex spatial-temporal dependencies in parking 
availability. In comparison, XGBoost and RF algorithms 
notably improve prediction performance by leveraging larger 
ensembled model structures and iterative training. However, 
these ML algorithms do not outperform DL algorithms (GRU, 
LSTM, Transformer, NLinear, etc.). This may be because ML 
algorithms' tendency to overfit on the training dataset, 
resulting in inferior performance on the test dataset. In contrast, 
DL models can automatically extract useful features and 
correlations, and they often employ regularization or penalty 
methods to mitigate overfitting. 

TABLE I.  PERFORMANCE COMPARISON OF THE MODELS 

Algorithms MSE MAE MAPE 
MACs

(G) 
Params 

(M) 

HA 0.2478 0.1748 1.1495 --- --- 

ARIMA 0.1761 0.1679 0.8785 --- --- 

DT 0.1477 0.1863 0.7723 --- --- 

SVR 0.1344 0.1637 0.7465 --- --- 

XGBoost 0.1162 0.1643 0.7275 --- --- 

RF 0.1017 0.1473 0.6704 --- --- 

GRU 0.0924 0.1665 0.6138 0.6876 1.7781 

LSTM 0.0745 0.1582 0.6055 0.7216 1.8952 

NLinear 0.0703 0.1542 0.5708 0.3185 0.6246 

Transformer 0.0626 0.1358 0.5496 1.0644 0.9107 



  

To comprehensively compare the performance of different 
DL models, computational complexity and real-time 
capabilities are also taken into account. Among DL methods, 
traditional RNN models (GRU, LSTM) exhibit competitive 
performance in parking availability prediction. These 
algorithms capture temporal dependencies in sequences 
through gated units, but they also entail a larger number of 
parameters to be learned, which amounts to 1.8952 (M) for 
LSTM and 1.7781 (M) for GRU, respectively. Nevertheless, 
handling long-term sequence correlations remains a challenge 
for LSTM/GRU algorithms. This is further underscored by the 
findings of the ablation study depicted in Fig.5.  

On the other hand, the improved simple linear DL model, 
i.e., NLinear, is significantly smaller than LSTM and GRU in 
terms of MACs and Params. Despite its compact size, NLinear 
achieves superior performance through direct multi-step 
prediction. Among all DL models, the top-performing model, 
i.e., Transformer, demands the most computing resources with 
1.0644 (G) MAC operations, yet only comprises 0.9107 (M) 
parameters. This is attributed to Transformer's self-attention 
mechanism, which reduces model parameters while 
amplifying processing complexity. Indeed, the significance of 
the self-attention mechanism lies in its ability to enable the 
Transformer model to efficiently utilize the spatial-temporal 
features, correlations, and dependencies within the integrated 
spatial-temporal demanding data and relevant parking data. By 
attending to relevant features across different time steps and 
parking cluster zones, the Transformer model can capture 
complex relationships and dependencies, ultimately enhancing 
its predictive capability. Concerning this, it is worth noting that 
unlike in [16], where NLinear outperformed Transformer, in 
this study, Transformer surpassed NLinear due to its efficient 
utilization of spatial-temporal features and correlations, while 
NLinear lacks in the spatial aspect. 

E. Ablation Study 

To investigate the effect of the proposed integrated demand 
features on the model prediction results, ablation experiments 
were conducted regarding the utilization of features and 
regarding different prediction steps. There are four settings for 
the feature utilization, 1) all the features, i.e., integrated 
spatial-temporal demanding data and the historical data of all 
the parking lots within the parking cluster zones; 2) integrated 
spatial-temporal demanding data plus only the historical data 
of the target parking lot; 3) only the historical data of all the 
parking lots within the parking cluster zones without 
integrated spatial-temporal demanding data; 4) only the 
historical data of the target parking lot. 

Table II summarizes the prediction results of the top 2 
models, i.e., NLiner and Transformer, under different feature 
settings. A comparison between feature settings 1 and 2 
indicates that including historical information of similar 
parking lots within the parking cluster zone enhances the 
accuracy of parking availability prediction for the target 
parking lot. Moreover, comparing the results of setting 1 
versus 3 and setting 2 versus 4, highlights the significant 
improvement in prediction accuracy when incorporating the 
designed integrated spatial-temporal demand feature. 
Additionally, comparing the results of settings 3 versus 4 

suggests that when using only the historical data from the 
parking lots, it is wise to utilize only the historical data of the 
target parking lot. Further examination is needed to understand 
why adding historical information from similar parking lots 
within the parking cluster zone without adding the integrated 
demand feature worsens the prediction under this setting. 
Overall, the integration of multi-source heterogeneous demand 
data significantly contributes to parking availability 
forecasting. 

To evaluate the model performance for different prediction 
steps, Fig. 5 displays the prediction results of various 
algorithms validated on the test dataset with different time step 
settings. Traditional ensemble ML models (RF and XGboost), 
as well as classical RNN models (GRU and LSTM), suffer 
from error accumulation with increasing prediction time steps, 
leading to diminished performance in long time series 
prediction. Conversely, the Transformer and NLinear models 
demonstrate proficiency in learning long-term dependencies, 
enabling them to perform well for both short and long-term 
step prediction. 

TABLE II.  PREDICTION RESULTS OF DIFFERENT FEATURE SETTINGS 

Features 
settings 

NLinear Transformer 

MSE MAE MSE MAE 

1 0.0713 0.1597 0.0626 0.1358 

2 0.0764 0.1435 0.0832 0.1581 

3 0.1808 0.2624 0.1697 0.2304 

4 0.1647 0.2447 0.1452 0.1785 

 

 

Figure 5.  MSE results (Y-axis) for different prediction time steps (X-axis). 

IV. CONCLUSION 

In the era of rapid urbanization, resolving parking issues is 
critical to alleviating urban traffic congestion and improving 
traffic operation efficiency. With the booming Internet of 
Things (IoT), Information and Communications Technology 
(ICT), as well as Artificial Intelligence (AI) technologies, it is 



  

possible to develop parking availability prediction systems. 
Although there are existing studies that have considered 
different machine learning (ML) and deep learning (DL) 
models for parking prediction, most of these studies are based 
on ineffective feature design with only ego parking lots data, 
which fails to capture effective spatial-temporal influencing 
factors. To address the gap and to improve the prediction 
accuracy of urban parking availability, this study designs a 
pipeline that integrates spatial-temporal Transformer-based 
deep learning with integrated spatial-temporal demanding data 
fused from multi-sources (i.e., metro, bus, online ride-hailing, 
and taxi services data, as well as parking lot data). The 
proposed method leverages K-means clustering to establish 
parking cluster zones grouping relevant parking lots together 
and extracting and integrating traffic demand characteristics 
from various transportation modes within the target parking 
cluster zone. Real-world empirical data was employed to 
verify the effectiveness of the proposed method.  

Through extensive experiments, the performance of various 
traditional statistical models (HA, ARIMA), ML models (DT, 
SVR), ensemble learning models (RF, XGBoost), and DL 
models (GRU, LSTM, Nlinear, Transformer) on parking 
availability prediction is evaluated. The results demonstrate 
that DL algorithms significantly outperform traditional ML 
algorithms and statistical methods. More specifically, the 
Transformer-based model customized in this study achieved 
the highest performance, yielding the lowest Mean Squared 
Error (MSE), Mean Absolute Error (MAE), and Mean 
Absolute Percentage Error (MAPE). The ablation study 
regarding different feature utilization settings demonstrates the 
efficacy of the proposed integrated spatial-temporal 
demanding feature and the utilization of the designed parking 
cluster zone to group similar parking lots together. 
Furthermore, the ablation study regarding different prediction 
steps verifies the proficiency of Transformer and NLinear 
models in learning long-term dependencies for delivering 
good performance in both short and long-term step prediction. 
This study can improve parking prediction systems, offering 
more accurate information to drivers and urban planners, thus 
enhancing urban mobility efficiency and sustainability. 
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