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Abstract

This study examines the extent to which e-car sharing can contribute to reducing the demand for parking spaces in residential areas and what conditions enable successful integration. Using the example of a mobility company, it analyzes regulatory and user-related factors as well as economic and ecological effects from the perspective of municipal and housing industry stakeholders. Methodologically, the study is based on a qualitative analysis consisting of five semi-structured expert interviews and a structured content analysis following Mayring’s approach.

The results reveal substantial potential to reduce private car ownership and, consequently, the need for parking spaces, which can make neighborhoods more sustainable, livable, and cost-efficient. At the same time, key challenges become apparent. The expected effects only materialize with sufficient user acceptance and utilization and strongly depend on the willingness of municipalities to reduce parking spaces through mobility concepts. Success factors include supportive municipal regulations, the early integration of the car-sharing concept into neighborhood planning, and close cooperation between municipalities, mobility providers, and the housing sector. Overall, the study highlights the relevance of e-car sharing for sustainable neighborhoods and identifies a need for further research on quantitative usage data and residents’ perspectives.
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I. Introduction
1.1 Background and Problem Statement

The ongoing urbanization and the increasing demand for affordable housing present cities and municipalities in Germany with significant challenges in managing scarce land resources. Particularly in urban neighborhoods, residential use, traffic, and open space design are increasingly competing for the same limited space (Hekler, 2024, p.7).

A central area of tension arises from the legal obligation to provide car parking spaces in residential construction, as stipulated by parking space regulations (Stellplatzsatzungen). These requirements not only significantly increase construction costs but also occupy areas that could potentially be used for housing or community spaces (Deschermeier, Henger et al, 2023, p.4).

At the same time, the growing number of registered cars in Germany — 49.1 million in 2024 — highlights the urgent need to reduce the extensive spatial demand of motorized individual transport (Destatis, Federal Statistical Office 2024).

In rural areas, greater distances and lower settlement densities pose particular challenges for ensuring reliable basic mobility. People without their own car must still be independently mobile in order to participate in social life. However, the accessibility, frequency, and operating hours of public transport often fail to meet these needs in rural regions (Felixberger et al, 2023, p.9).

Despite these challenges, reducing motorized individual transport remains a core objective of the mobility transition (Verkehrswende). This also includes decreasing and spatially consolidating stationary traffic (Felixberger et al, 2023, p. 74), since parking spaces consume significant resources without being actively used. Private vehicles remain idle for an average of around 23 hours per day, blocking valuable urban space during that time (Flore and Rohs, 2021, p.22).

Consequently, mobility services such as e-car sharing are increasingly coming into focus in municipal and housing sector strategies, aiming to reduce the need for private vehicles and parking spaces while freeing up more land for affordable housing (Heldt, Oehlert et al, 2020, p.180) — an approach that promises both economic and ecological benefits. Against this background, a systematic investigation of this topic, using the example of an already active mobility provider, appears particularly relevant.

1.2 Relevant Literature

The literature shows that the housing market is undergoing a fundamental transformation closely linked to broader social changes. Studies indicate that the growing demand for individuality and sustainability in housing is creating new requirements for neighborhood development. Today, housing offerings must not only accommodate changing lifestyles but also consider mobility needs and ecological objectives. As a result, the concept of connected neighborhoods — integrating housing, mobility, and sustainability — is becoming increasingly prominent (Knöchel and Seemann, 2018, p.349).

A number of empirical studies emphasize that car-sharing vehicles are used significantly more efficiently than private cars — in some cases, more than three times as often. This leads to a reduction in the total number of vehicles and a lower demand for space in both urban and rural areas (Flore and Rohs, 2021, p.20). Furthermore, the importance of car sharing for the mobility transition is highlighted, as it provides an alternative to motorized individual transport, which continues to account for a consistently high share of greenhouse gas emissions (Sander, 2023, p.11). Similar objectives are evident in research on corporate mobility. Shared company fleets and corporate car-sharing schemes are likewise implemented primarily with the aim of reducing the number of individually used vehicles, lowering fleet and infrastructure costs, and limiting the demand for car parking spaces on company premises, while simultaneously promoting environmentally friendly mobility options (Söhner et al., 2025, p.4).
Particular attention in the literature is given to the role of municipalities. Parking space regulations (Stellplatzsatzungen) are considered a key instrument for promoting car-sharing services and thus anchoring climate-friendly mobility within neighborhoods. While in cities, owning a private car can often be completely avoided, in rural areas car sharing can especially replace second or third vehicles (team red GmbH (ed.), 2025, p.89).

Economic analyses show that parking spaces cause significant construction costs. For example, the construction cost of an underground parking space is around €24,000, which can represent more than 9% of the total cost of a multi-family residential building. As early as 2015, the Commission for Reducing Construction Costs pointed out that substantial savings could be achieved by reducing parking spaces and avoiding underground garages. Thus, car sharing contributes not only to sustainable mobility but also serves as a tool for cost reduction in housing construction (Bauer et al, 2022, p.3).

Beyond these spatial and environmental effects, the literature emphasizes that the success of shared mobility services largely depends on user acceptance. Findings from research on corporate mobility identify performance and effort expectancy, enabling conditions, perceived environmental friendliness and cost efficiency, as well as driving enjoyment and perceived innovativeness as key drivers of user acceptance (Söhner et al, 2024, p.26)

1.3 Objective of the Study

This study focuses on sustainable mobility alternatives to private cars, with particular emphasis on the use of e-car sharing in residential neighborhoods. The aim is to systematically capture and consolidate the different perspectives of key stakeholders — especially those from the housing industry and municipal administrations — regarding the use of mobility concepts to reduce parking space demand. From this objective, three research questions emerge:

F1: What potentials and challenges exist in the implementation of mobility concepts in residential neighborhoods?

F2: What measures can be taken to increase residents’ acceptance of e-car sharing services?

F3: How can e-car sharing services be more successfully integrated and implemented in residential neighborhoods?

Answering these research questions makes it possible to systematically link the assessments and experiences of the involved stakeholders. This creates a comprehensive perspective on the research topic, from which practical implementation strategies for a more efficient integration of e-car sharing in residential neighborhoods can be derived.
II. Methodology
2.1 Research Design

Data collection was conducted qualitatively through guideline-based and semi-structured expert interviews. This approach provides access to experience-based knowledge. For the research questions at hand, this method is appropriate because the decision-making logic of heterogeneous actors and situationally negotiated practices can only be captured to a limited extent using standardized methods.

The respondents are able to speak freely, while the structured interview format ensures that all essential areas of the guideline are covered. In this way, despite the openness of the content, the comparability of cases is maintained. Multiple interviews were conducted to systematically explore relevant thematic areas. The method serves to investigate fields that have so far been scarcely researched and can therefore be classified as exploratory (Misoch, 2019, p.13).

The goal of the expert interviews is to provide researchers with insights into the specific knowledge of individuals who are directly involved in particular situations or processes (Gläser and Laudel, 2010, p.13).

2.2 Characteristics of the Participants

The term expert is generally associated with individuals who possess specialized knowledge and who can share or apply this expertise to solve complex problems. Depending on their individual position and personal experience, this knowledge provides each person with a unique perspective on the subject under investigation (Gläser and Laudel, 2010, p.11). When selecting qualitative experts, two aspects must be taken into account: first, the criteria by which individuals are classified as experts; and second, the types of knowledge that can be accessed through this interview method (Kaiser, 2014, p.35).

To adequately capture relevant perspectives, criteria were established to ensure that the selected professionals possess many years of relevant experience in residential neighborhood development as well as in the field of car sharing and electric car-sharing services.

The selection of cases was deliberate and criteria-based in order to capture institutionally embedded and role-specific knowledge and to reflect diverse organizational viewpoints. The decisive factors were the respondents’ formal responsibility for relevant decision-making and implementation processes, their strategic and operational involvement in neighborhood development, and their demonstrable engagement with mobility concept issues focused on car sharing.
2.3 Data Collection Instrument

The preparation of the expert interviews marks the stage of the project in which data collection is carried out independently. This phase begins with the development of the interview guide and ends with the systematic documentation of the conducted interviews (Kaiser, 2014, p.51).

An interview guide defines the key topics and questions without prescribing exact wording or a fixed order. To maintain the character of a natural conversation, questions can be asked flexibly whenever the course of the discussion suggests it. Moreover, comprehensive responses often require spontaneous follow-up questions that cannot be planned in advance. Therefore, the guide should be understood primarily as an orientation tool that bundles the core questions without strictly controlling the flow of the conversation (Mayring, 2022, p.118).

For systematic data collection, the questions were organized into thematic sections. These sections include the following areas: framework conditions, potentials, obstacles, user acceptance, cooperation, need for improvement, and future perspectives. Each interview begins with an introductory question on general perceptions and concludes with an open-ended closing question. In each thematic section, one main question is asked, supplemented by several follow-up questions depending on the flow of conversation. This approach allows the central research questions to be addressed while flexibly exploring deeper aspects.

The transcription of the interviews followed the rules formulated by Kuckartz — verbatim, but in standard German. Language and punctuation were carefully smoothed without altering word order or introducing content-related errors (Kuckartz and Rädiker, 2024, p.200). A fully rule-based content analysis is only possible if the recorded expert interview has been transcribed (Kaiser, 2014, p.93). The transcription rules used in the study must be uniformly standardized to ensure consistency across all interviews and their written versions (Misoch, 2019, p.276).

Discussions on quality standards in qualitative research show that criteria from the quantitative tradition cannot be directly transferred. Instead, independent and more suitable quality criteria are required, tailored to the methodology and objectives of qualitative analyses (Mayring, 2023, p.119). In this study, the methodological orientation followed Mayring’s approach, which emphasizes: comprehensive documentation of the research process, argumentative validation of interpretations through evidence and quotations, rule-based analysis with clearly defined units and coding rules, as well as proximity to the research subject through practical context integration and collaboratively conducted interviews (Mayring, 2023, pp.123–124)
2.4 Analysis Method

The data evaluation follows Mayring’s approach to qualitative content analysis. This method structures text-based interpretations through explicit rules, making them intersubjectively comprehensible. The procedure is strictly rule-governed, meaning that the process plan, units of analysis, as well as coding and assignment rules are defined in advance and precisely tailored to the research questions (Mayring, 2020, p.498).

A key step in qualitative content analysis is organizing the individual analytical steps into a coherent, traceable sequence. Mayring’s general process model systematically summarizes this sequence in ten stages (Mayring, 2022, p.60). According to Mayring (2020), the main analytical techniques are summarization, explication, and structuring. For the evaluation of the interviews, the process model of structuring content analysis according to Mayring is the most suitable. The goal of this technique is to perform cross-sectional analyses of the text material by identifying specific aspects and systematically recording them along pre-defined, deductively derived categories.

To ensure a sound analysis, the material is reduced so that only the central content remains, forming the basis for further interpretation (Mayring, 2022, p.66). The coding process follows a systematic sequence: first, categories are formulated based on the theoretical background. Next, the material is processed by identifying relevant text passages, which are then assigned to the corresponding categories and included as anchor examples in the coding guide. In cases of ambiguity, coding rules are developed to distinguish neighboring categories and are likewise documented in the guide. If the category system proves insufficient, it is expanded through inductively formed categories, and existing assignments are revised if necessary. In this way, the coding guide grows step by step until coding stabilizes and no new rules are added. Thus, the coding guide represents the core component of the evaluation process. A subsequent review is conducted, followed by the final content-analytical evaluation (Mayring, 2022, pp.97–98).

For the analysis, the software MAXQDA was used. This tool allows researchers to define categories and represent them in a categorical system. Individual words, text passages, or entire sentence sequences can be assigned to categories and visually distinguished using color coding. This supports the systematization of the material and enhances transparency. It should be emphasized, however, that the software serves only a supportive function — the qualitative analysis itself remains the responsibility of the researcher, as only they can carry out the interpretive assessment of the material (Mayring, 2023, p.115).
2.5 Definition of the Category System in Interview-Based Research
The established research questions and the theoretical background initially guided the development of categories. In total, seven categories were defined for the content analysis: Perception, Framework Conditions, Potentials, Barriers, User Acceptance, Collaboration, and Future Perspectives.
Subsequently, these categories were supplemented and restructured through inductive category formation. The creation of categories was carried out in close relation to the source material.

Table 1 lists all categories together with their subcategories and the corresponding coding rules.
Table 1. Definition of the Category System in Interview –Based Research
	No.
	Category
	Subcategory
	Coding
	Coding Rule

	1
	Perception
	Experience
	Open
	Include if experience from own projects with carsharing is mentioned. Exclude if it is a pure evaluation without experiential reference.

	2
	
	Role in System
	Open
	Include if the sentence evaluates role/importance. Exclude if only rules are described without evaluation.

	3
	
	Service Model
	Open
	Include if models are explicitly preferred.

	4
	Framework Conditions
	Regulations & Keys
	Open
	Include if the content of the regulation is described.

	5
	
	Mobility Concept & Flexibility
	Open
	Include if the concept/flexibility is named as a mechanism.

	6
	Potentials
	Parking Spaces
	Open
	Include if parking/space reduction through carsharing is mentioned.

	7
	
	Costs & Affordability
	Open
	Include if costs are linked to parking spaces and contribution to affordable new housing is mentioned. Exclude for user prices/tariffs for residents.

	8
	
	Modal Shift & Environment
	Open
	Include if avoidance, shift, or environmental effects are described.

	9
	
	Neighborhood Attractiveness
	Open
	Include if attractiveness and quality of stay/neighborhood are mentioned.

	10
	Barriers
	Governance & Organization
	Open
	Include if organization and framework conditions are described as a barrier.

	11
	
	Technology
	Open
	Include if concrete charging/network/IT barriers are named. 

	12
	
	Economic Viability
	Open
	Include for profitability, costs, and feasibility. Exclude if utilization is mentioned as a metric.

	13
	
	Usage & Utilization
	Open
	Include if utilization is presented as a barrier. Exclude for purely price issues.

	14
	
	Contract
	Open
	Include for specific contractual problems.

	15
	User Acceptance
	Low-threshold & Quality
	Open
	Include if drivers are named as decisive for whether the offer is used. Exclude for prices/tariffs.

	16
	
	Price
	Open
	Include if prices/tariffs are named as an acceptance factor for end users. Exclude for project costs.

	17
	
	Target Groups
	Open
	Include if specific persons are named.

	18
	Collaboration
	Roles & Moderation
	Open
	Include if moderation and coordination in collaboration are described.

	19
	
	Improvement Opportunities
	Open
	Include everything that contributes to improvement and optimization before, during, and after the project.

	20
	Future Perspectives
	Increase in Importance
	Open
	Include if relevance is expected to increase. Exclude for pure present evaluation.

	21
	
	Drivers & Opportunities
	Open
	Include if concrete policy/price drivers are named. Exclude for pure forecasts without drivers.

	22
	
	Marketing
	Open
	Include for marketing, communication, acquisition.


III. Results
3.1 Selecting participants and conducting interviews
The interviews were conducted between July 28, 2025, and August 14, 2025. Participants were recruited through existing partnerships as well as publicly available sources, including email and LinkedIn. In total, five individuals who met the previously defined selection criteria and participated voluntarily took part in the study. For quick reference, the respondents are summarized in Table 2, including their professional titles and interview details.

Table 2. Interview Details

	Respondent
	Job Title
	Medium
	Duration
	Date

	B1
	Deputy Mayor for Urban Development
	Telephone
	37 min 42 sec
	28.07.25

	B2
	Project Developer
	Microsoft Teams
	41 min 42 sec
	30.07.25

	B3
	Mobility and Broadband Officer
	Microsoft Teams
	36 min 5 sec
	13.08.25

	B4
	Managing Director, Real Estate Company
	Microsoft Teams
	23 min 38 sec
	14.08.25

	B5
	Project Developer
	Microsoft Teams
	33 min 21 sec
	14.08.25


No additional demographic data were collected or reported in order to protect participant anonymity. This approach ensures the protection of respondents while maintaining analytical distinction between the identified actor groups (Kaiser, 2014, p.48).

Sample status: recruited 5, started 5, completed 5. There were no condition changes, no experimental setting, and no dropouts. All five interviews were included in the primary analysis.
3.2 Data Analysis and Summary of Results

The analysis was conducted deductively based on seven categories and was inductively expanded with subcategories. In total, 22 subcategories and 253 codes were identified. The subcategories were then condensed thematically.

A total of 39 codes were assigned to the Perception category. The interviewed experts generally view e-car sharing in residential neighborhoods positively. They unanimously emphasize that a well-designed mobility concept can reduce construction costs and parking ratios while generating ecological benefits. Most respondents regard e-car sharing as a key component of the mobility transition, considering its implementation particularly relevant. It is seen as a modern element of a sustainable mobility mix. At the same time, e-car sharing is primarily viewed as a complementary feature within residential developments. It provides additional mobility for residents without a private car but only replaces car ownership in exceptional cases. One respondent noted that while e-car sharing can be a fixed component within a neighborhood, it remains largely a niche offering, especially in rural regions, and thus not a reliable driver of the mobility transition.

The Framework Conditions category includes 34 codes and proves to be a central factor. Respondents highlight that municipal parking regulations and building codes can be strategically used to either support or limit e-car sharing initiatives. Such projects only proceed if municipalities recognize mobility concepts as compensation for reduced parking obligations. Where parking ordinances include flexible clauses for innovative mobility solutions, developers can successfully realize projects with fewer parking spaces. In the absence of such provisions, some projects have been terminated because municipalities refused to approve parking reductions. Under favorable conditions, parking ratios were significantly reduced in many cases. Elsewhere, developments failed already in the planning phase due to the lack of reduction options. Without regulatory flexibility, required parking spaces cannot be provided. Some municipalities already use evaluation systems—such as point-based competitions—that reward sustainable mobility concepts. Experts therefore emphasize the key role of political will and administrative practice. Without supportive policies, such concepts have only limited chances of success.

Respondents identified a wide range of potentials of e-car sharing in residential areas, addressing both individual benefits and neighborhood-level effects. A total of 43 codes were assigned. All five interviewees consistently stated that construction costs can be lowered when a sound mobility concept is in place and the parking ratio is reduced accordingly. These two dimensions are seen as major levers for cost efficiency. Reducing the number of parking spaces results in substantial savings and represents the most significant potential for development projects, especially given the high costs of underground parking structures. Beyond financial benefits, four respondents also cited environmental advantages, including reduced emissions and less street congestion. Four experts additionally pointed to a noticeable reduction in private car use, as second and third vehicles can be replaced, thereby decreasing overall parking demand. In one practical example, residents voluntarily gave up their cars and parking spaces once a car-sharing alternative was available. This confirms that car sharing can encourage behavioral change and free up green space for residents. The construction of underground parking is viewed as environmentally harmful, negatively impacting the carbon footprint. Overall, experts agree that sustainable mobility concepts promote a shift toward climate- and resource-conscious routines. Moreover, a car-sharing offer enhances a neighborhood’s location quality. Even if not all residents use a vehicle, nearby shared mobility options clearly increase the area’s attractiveness. They make it possible to live in more affordable suburban areas while remaining mobile. By linking car sharing with public transport, such neighborhoods gain appeal and help relieve pressure on expensive inner-city areas. Consequently, a neighborhood with e-car sharing becomes more sustainable, livable, and cost-efficient.

Despite these potentials, 48 codes were identified as barriers to implementation. Organizational success largely depends on the respective municipality. As mentioned earlier, lack of administrative support can block projects. Internal bureaucratic processes may also hinder progress—lengthy approval procedures and complex application requirements often delay car-sharing initiatives. One respondent described the municipality itself as the greatest obstacle to implementing mobility concepts in residential developments. The most critical factor, however, is user acceptance. The model only works if utilization rates are high enough. Some programs were discontinued due to insufficient demand. Without active use, neither operating costs can be covered nor planned parking reductions justified. Low demand or initial hesitation can endanger projects. Careful parking management is also essential; too drastic a reduction in private parking may create spillover effects and parking pressure elsewhere. One expert warned that without complementary measures such as structured parking management, displacement into public space could occur. Technical challenges further complicate implementation. More than half of the respondents mentioned smartphone app usability as a barrier since not all residents are tech-savvy, raising the entry threshold. Long-term commitments to mobility providers are often required, making projects appear risky and complex. Contractual complications between housing companies, car-sharing operators, and management entities were also highlighted. Several experts called for standardized, streamlined rental and usage contracts. Overall, the findings show that both technical and economic aspects must be addressed, alongside early user engagement and education.

Respondents identified 36 codes as success factors for user acceptance. The most important is a low-threshold entry process. Downloading an app, registering, and taking a first test drive often represent the biggest hurdle. Once users overcome this, most begin using the service regularly. Pricing is another key factor. All experts emphasized the need for a transparent and affordable tariff model, ideally based on kilometers rather than time, so that traffic jams do not make trips disproportionately expensive. Neighborhoods with shorter travel distances benefit the most. Thus, fair mileage-based billing and the avoidance of additional costs (e.g., parking fees) are recommended. The target groups for e-car sharing are diverse: in addition to young adults and commuters, families seeking to forego a second car are important users, as are seniors and cyclists. One respondent noted that about 80% of all trips are shorter than 5 km, often covered by bicycle, while car sharing serves as an alternative for those trips where cycling is impractical. This heterogeneous user base requires flexible offerings that accommodate varied mobility needs.

In the category of Collaboration among stakeholders, 23 codes were identified. Success depends greatly on the openness and willingness to cooperate among all parties. Respondents expressed the need for faster procedures, early municipal involvement in mobility concept development, and proactive engagement from providers. Ongoing communication and systematic monitoring based on usage data were also emphasized as essential for continuously improving and adapting mobility concepts.

Finally, the Future Perspectives category included 30 codes. The key message is that car sharing will gain importance in residential neighborhoods. Driving forces include younger user cohorts, CO₂ pricing, trends toward resource-efficient construction, and technological advances such as smart charging and autonomous driving. For better marketing and visibility, the respondents cited cooperation with municipalities and associations, broad public participation, regional and travel-based usage options, and integrated mobility services as effective levers that significantly enhance the attractiveness of e-car sharing.

3.3 Discussion
The results support the central expectation that e-car sharing in residential neighborhoods can reduce parking demand, provided there is sufficient user acceptance, sustainable utilization, and an open attitude from municipalities. This addresses the main research questions concerning potentials and barriers (F1), drivers of acceptance (F2), and pathways to integration (F3). On the potential side (F1), the main advantages include a reduction in the number of parking spaces and overall costs, particularly for underground garages. Additionally, easing parking pressure, achieving ecological benefits, and increasing neighborhood attractiveness are central factors influencing stakeholders’ decisions. In contrast, barriers (F1) include unclear municipal responsibilities and governance structures, economic uncertainties related to utilization and operation, contractual complexity, as well as issues of accessibility and technology. Of particular importance is the design of the parking ordinance (Stellplatzsatzung), which can either enable or effectively block such projects. Acceptance (F2) primarily arises when entry barriers are low, when vehicles are reliably available near residents’ homes, and when transparent and fair pricing structures are in place. Everyday visibility and communication tailored to specific target groups further increase usage. Incentives such as a free first ride or special offers for residents—like time-based vacation tariffs—also help encourage participation. For integration into regular operation (F3), early involvement of providers, clearly defined roles and responsibilities, incentive-based regulation, continuous exchange among stakeholders, and reliable monitoring of usage are decisive factors. Cooperation between municipalities, housing companies, and, where applicable, other mobility providers facilitates the long-term institutionalization of e-car sharing in standard operations

The alignment between regulatory frameworks and project objectives is crucial for the transferability of outcomes from one case to another. A reduction in parking demand is not a linear or automatic process; rather, it results from a combination of factors — including regulatory mechanisms such as crediting and quota systems, supply-side characteristics like station density and service quality, governance structures defined by roles and processes, and the targeted activation of user demand.

From this, several practical implications arise:

· Municipalities should make parking ordinances more flexible, firmly anchor the crediting of car-sharing parking spaces, accelerate approval processes, and establish systematic monitoring systems.

· Housing companies should integrate e-car sharing early into project planning, ensure strong visibility within neighborhoods, and provide onboarding measures for residents.

· Mobility providers should actively maintain cooperation with municipalities, engage in urban committees, introduce pricing incentives, and develop integrated service portfolios — for example, by combining car sharing with micromobility options — in order to sustainably increase utilization.
The benefits of e-car sharing are more likely to be realized in densely built-up, public-transport-oriented urban areas with high parking pressure than in suburban or rural contexts. These contextual factors should be considered when interpreting the magnitude of the effects. The study itself highlights the need for quantitative usage data and resident perspectives to more precisely determine causal pathways. Longitudinal designs and mixed-methods approaches could provide insights into how acceptance and utilization evolve over the life cycle of a residential neighborhood and what threshold values can sustainably support parking space reductions.

The study demonstrates that e-car sharing in residential neighborhoods is not a self-propelling solution, but it can serve as a powerful lever when embedded in integrated neighborhood concepts and municipal governance frameworks. In times of limited space, high construction costs, and pressing climate goals, the findings offer a solid rationale for strategically linking parking policy, parking space management, and sharing infrastructure to realize tangible gains in housing quality, affordability, and environmental impact.

IV.  Conclusion
The results reveal a clear tension between high expectations and practical hurdles. E-car sharing proves to be an effective lever for reducing stationary traffic and strengthening sustainable mobility at the neighborhood level. Shared electric vehicles can partly replace private cars, lower land and parking demand, and generate both ecological and economic benefits. At the same time, numerous barriers arise in implementation. Residents’ acceptance is of central importance: only with regular use can the hoped-for reduction in parking spaces actually be achieved.

The study underscores the key role of municipal actors and the housing industry. Where flexible parking ratios and the crediting of car sharing spaces are already established, clear regulatory frameworks facilitate implementation. If this incentive is missing, complexity increases noticeably. From the perspective of housing companies, progress is also limited without close cooperation with municipalities and mobility providers. When local policymakers, providers, and the housing sector act in concert, e-car sharing can become a viable building block of affordable, climate-friendly neighborhoods.

The findings are based on five experts with specific institutional perspectives and are presented as a qualitative, exploratory study aimed at achieving in-depth understanding rather than representativeness. 

The findings point to further research needs. It would be interesting to examine how residents’ mobility behavior changes over the long term when e-car sharing is available in a neighborhood. Future work should place residents’ and end users’ perspectives at the center. This study focused on experts. A direct survey of residents within a quantitative research design could additionally shed light on acceptance barriers and motives for use.
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