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1.Summary

At a meeting of Calderdale Cabinet on the 31 October 2011 it was decided to refer the issue of parking charges to the above Scrutiny Panel for further consideration. We believe this was the correct decision as the report to Cabinet containing the recommendation on parking charges was seriously flawed in a number of key areas. 
These include; missing or incomplete information, a limited consultation process, and over optimistic income targets. The report omitted any reference to a risk analysis, or impact assessment of the current scheme on key stake holders, such as Park users the Friends of Shibden Group and businesses based in the Park.
2 Consultation Concerns
The rationale for the decision made by Cabinet on the 28th February 2011 apparently was based on a survey of Calderdale residents asking if they would rather pay for some services rather than see some frontline services cut. There was no reference in the survey to charging for parking at Shiben.

The basis for the recommended charging rate was based on a questionable interpretation of a very limited questionnaire, of which 284 responses were received during August & September 2012. The survey carried out by the Council was probably only in the region of 1.5 % of the number of chargeable cars visiting the park in a year.
Asking respondents “what did you pay the last time you visited a tourist attraction e.g. Harewood House” is neither an objective nor meaningful question. Asking what people paid the last time they visited a similar park in other local authority areas would have elicited a very different response, most probably – nothing, which is the case in most local parks in West Yorkshire.

No consultation with the businesses was undertaken prior to the decision to introduce parking charges.
The views of businesses, and the Friends of Shibden Group expressed at meetings, and those of users and former users through surveys and petitions have been sidelined in favour of this inadequate survey, which accounts for a tiny fraction of Park visitors. 

Senior Officers are on record as stating that a working group of residents, businesses and other key stakeholders had been set up to develop and implement the parking policy there is no evidence of any such group ever having met. Assurances were also given again by Senior Officers at meetings that the introduction of parking meters would allow for a “flexible” scheme with features such as free days in winter to encourage visitors the proposed scheme has no such flexibility.
In a survey carried out by Coffee Culture 38 respondents said they wished to be further consulted. Their contact details were passed on to the Council but there is no reference in the report to them being consulted further. In essence the consultation process as set out in sections 4.3 and 4.4 is not fit for purpose and should not be used as evidence to support balanced decision making by Elected Members. 
3 Car Visitor Numbers - Concerns
A review of figures in the Council report raised a number of questions and concerns. Average car numbers seemed particularly high, a 50% reduction assumption for winter seemed at odds with reality. Upper Car Park projected figures have no history and indications suggested there would need to be more spaces here needed than currently exist! The pricing model for charges used was odd since it assumed a constant demand with increasing prices. It also made the assumption that all visitors would stay for 3 hours. Figures on the results of the questionnaire and the size of the Council sample were also at odds.
It was therefore decided to look at the car visitor figures used carefully and try to validate them. Some of the findings and graphs relating to them can be found in Appendix 1 to 3 of this document. However key findings for chargeable car visits are below:-

3.1 

Using raw data showing the number of chargeable cars by day, from late April to end of October 2011, an analysis was made.
It quickly became clear that exceptionally high peaks of activity occurred on approx 80 days in the period and accounted for 75% of the period total of 35,000. The number of normal days was 120 and accounted for 25% of the period total.
Average activity for winter was based on figures including the peaks. However the peak days would not occur in the winter months (few Bank Holidays, no long school holidays, little sunshine, snow and ice). The number of winter days would be approximately 170.

The result would be a significantly inflated view for winter and therefore a full year.
The Council data should have been reviewed in more detail and then normalised to remove the peak effects, apparently it was not. 
Using a more balanced view of figures the number of chargeable cars gave a total of 47,500 compared with a council projected figure of 63,500.
However our figures should be used with caution. No account of the downward trend due to current prices or resistance to higher prices was taken into account. Neither, were allowances made for car visitors who stayed less than 3 hours. In addition poor weather conditions in winter could also significantly reduce activity. 

On the basis of the reduced figure above the council would have to charge 70p per hour to meet their figures for “50p an hour charge - revenue of £95,000” 
To achieve the council’s ideal revenue figure of £133,000 they would have to charge 90p per hour. 
4 Impact on Park Business’s
The current parking schemes income peaked in its first two weeks in April because of a set of unusual circumstances such as very hot weather, extra bank holiday. Visitors arrived unaware of having to pay for parking because of the rushed nature of the introduction of charges. Since May income from scheme has reduced in line with plummeting visitor numbers. Therefore a projection about future income based on usage since the scheme started is not valid.
The projections are further compromised, being  based on an assumption that visitors will stay for three hours in the autumn & winter period, and pay £1.50 to do so even when most of the attractions will be closed. 
In the seven days from 7 November 319 cars paid to park as opposed to an council average projected figure of 812 per week in winter. On the majority of days it is now costing more in wages than is being collected in parking fees this is without taking into account the hidden administration costs this is at best inappropriate use of Council Taxpayers money.
Currently visitors using the rebate scheme can stay as long as they like for 50p on weekdays and £1 at weekends. This suggests that with an hourly charging scheme not only will numbers continue to reduce but people will reduce the length of their stay.

Quite simply there is no financial incentive for them to extend their stay for more than a minimum period of time. If there is no incentive for people to stay more than a minimum period in the park, then it is unlikely that they will have time to buy into the various business offers.
Anyone who has an understanding of business or commerce would not design a scheme that acts as a disincentive, and damages the businesses on site. The projected income targets will not be achieved creating further financial problems in the future. 
5 Alternative Income Generation
The park provides great potential for positive new income streams which would increase visitor numbers. These include team building activities utilising the Park environment, weddings, civil ceremonies and baby naming ceremonies at the Hall.

There is a big market out there for such projects and a Park Manager and team who are keen to develop such projects as part of their strong commitment to ensuring the Park and its facilities provide a high quality visitor experience. 
The Heritage Lottery provided funding for a land train which on the few occasions it ran proved a big attraction. It also provides opportunities for sponsorship and advertising. Steps should be taken to reintroduce this major attraction not only for income generation, but also to improve access between the Hall and the Mereside centre. This would aid the large number of visitors who have mobility problems and experience severe difficulty in visiting both sites because of the Park Terrain.
The Shibden Friends Group have plethora of income generating and fundraising ideas including food festivals, plant and car boot sales as well as large scale music events.
Surely consideration and support should be given to schemes that would increase usage and enjoyment rather one that one that deters visitors. 
6 Impact of the current scheme on businesses within the Park.

The businesses in the Park generate income directly for the Council through payment of concession fees. They also provide a significant contribution to the local economy through the employment of local people and by the use of local services and suppliers. 
They also contribute by attracting people from outside Calderdale to visit and the area and spend money in Calderdale.
All the businesses have seen their income drop dramatically after the introduction of parking charges one reporting a thirty percent reduction; Coffee Culture report a 25 percent reduction in the five months following the introduction of charges as opposed to the same period in the previous year.
Even allowing for the vagaries of British weather and the bleak economic climate business at the Mereside Centre grew year on year right up to the introduction of car parking charges. This has resulted in having to shed three equivalent full time jobs. The business model we operate is dependant on generating enough income in the summer to see us though the winter when visitor numbers reduce steeply even with free parking. This model has been seriously damaged by the parking charges.
These are mainly the jobs of young people, who are the biggest victims of the current lack of employment opportunities. At a time when the private sector is expected to provide employment to compensate for job losses in the public sector there can be no justification for continuing with a scheme that is ultimately self defeating.
The new scheme further threatens the viability of businesses in the park. Under the new scheme the Mereside Centre will be at a distinct disadvantage as compared to other function and conference facilities offering free parking. This will further reduce income, and the ability to offer subsidised use of the Centre to community groups and charitable organisations.

7 Impact on local people
Apart from the evidence of vastly reduced visitor numbers there is a plethora of   qualitative and anecdotal evidence supplied to the Council on the impact of the introduction of parking charges on local people particularly those families on low income, of which Calderdale has a very high proportion. Many families who used to visit two or three times a week now do so as a very occasional treat. Access to quality green space should not be determined by levels of income.
8 Impact on the Friends of Shibden Park Group

The Friends Group is constituted voluntary organisation whose overall aims are to work towards the promotion maintenance and continuous improvement of the Park.

They bring together a wide range of skills and experience to the Park and contribute sweat equity in the form of hundreds of free hours on practical Tasks such as conservation projects as well as fundraising events. They have the opportunity to access grants not available to the Council and have a number of short term and medium projects in development.
They have noted the decline in visitor numbers and feel their views have not been taken seriously regarding the parking issue. This is very demoralising and could seriously damage ongoing commitment by existing members and act as barrier to encouraging new members to the group who in such bleak economic times are a vital resource for the Park.
9 Recommendations
That this Panel refers the decision on parking charges back to Cabinet for any final decision on future parking scheme to be subject to the outcome of the impact assessment. Calderdale Council is also being asked by the Heritage Lottery for impact assessment, because of their disquiet over this issue.

That this Panel also request that the current scheme should be suspended, this will save money and give people an incentive to begin using the Park again. 
Contact : Lawrence Dodson  01422 382959

               Eric Priestley          01422 365437
Appendix 1- Initial Review of Council Report Document
When the document was looked at by a small group the following concerns were expressed.

4.3 Size of sample looked very small – equivalent to 1 peak day?

4.4 Anticipation of resident problems but consultation not yet carried out.


Impact and Costs of extended activity e.g. Traffic Regulation Order.


Already experiencing resistance to charges and now increasing charges?

5.3 Higher number of charging hours – from 1000 to 1600 to 1000 to 1700


This could well provoke more resistance

5.5 Average numbers seemed high. Car Parks never seem that full on average.

5.6 Where do usage figures for Upper Car Park come from?

Basis for a 50% reduction for volumes in winter? 


Volumes of cars seemed high, are there enough spaces in the 10 till 5 slot?


Lower utilisation at peak circa 80%

Upper utilisation at peak circa 120%

Average figures means peaks and the utilisations already seemed high.

No account taken of people arriving before 1000 and say at 1600

What is the impact of people stopping for only 1 or 2 hours ?

Less chance in winter of 3 hour stays?

5.7 Model assumes constant demand for increasing prices?

Only £12000 costs for full year? Implies 1000% p.a?

5.8 42% cf with 40% - cannot use as definitive basis. Sample also seems very small.

6.1 284 forms returned – Average daily is 282 – Implies a very small sample

Report assuming 20,000 “visitors”  per year , 284 is 1.4 % sample.

6.2 £1-50 for 3 to 5 hours suggests 30p to 50p per hour?

Survey implies 60% think 50p per hour too high ! (But this is not shown?)

Resistance against charges even in very low sample – warning bells?

6.3 Mereside survey (smaller survey)

50% not happy with 50p.

Over 80% said usage would be reduced. (100% – 12%)

9.2 Will not provoke customer resistance?



60% think 50p too high



80% say usage would be reduced

Overall Views of document
Too many warning bells.

Too many optimistic views.

Ignoring customer resistance e.g. (mid-week 60% volume)

Assume constant demand at increased prices

“Unknown” Traffic Regulation activity.

No Traffic survey feedback yet?

Costs? 

The reports figures did just seem to make sense.

It was decided to investigate the raw data re chargeable car visitors for

April – October 2011

Appendix 2 - Details of Car Visitor data review

We looked at the data relating to chargeable car visitors by day from late April to October. The most striking point was the very high peaks in a limited number of days.

These days turned out to be Bank Holidays and School Holidays.

To obtain a better average we grouped the data in days of the week Monday thru to Sunday. We then averaged each day and then looked at the original data to see where the peaks were well above average. From this we calculated a “normal” average and used this to project a value for a winter average. 
We also looked at data to see if car space utilisation was feasible.

For example if the figures show say 70 cars per day average we could say 80% are going to arrive between 11 & 4,  i.e a 5 hour time period. This would mean 56 cars occupying spaces for 56 x 3 hours =168 space hours. Therefore in 5 hours you would need 34 car park spaces – if you only have 25 then problem!

Not a perfect process but it helped gave a more realistic view of usage. In practice you also have cars coming in for 1 or 2 hours or overlapping the start and finish of charging times  
Appendix 3 April to October – Council data
Below are graphs from the council data grouped by days of the week from April – October. The issue of very high peaks is clearly seen .
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