OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE
REVIEW OF WENTWORTH STREET CAR PARK FEES TRIAL

COMMENTS ON PHIL LONG’S PRESENTATION

The numbers refer to Phil’s slides, which I have numbered consecutively.

1. Agreed

2. Agreed

3. Agreed that this was the stated  intention.

4. It is accepted that this was the stated intention.

5. The “benchmark findings” could be more accurately stated as follows:
· RDC had the highest 1 hour charges in the family group – a distinction which it shared with North Kesteven and Cotswold 

· Ryedale’s 2 hour tariff was the highest by far in the family group

· Out of the 15 members of the family group, Ryedale’s long stay charges were only exceeded by West Devon, Stratford and Cotswold.

· No other council had as few bands as Ryedale

· Further, it is disputed that the other members in the family group are comparable with Ryedale in regards to evaluating appropriate levels of car park charges.
6. I understand from DT that ticket demand decreased in 2005/2006 before the trial commenced . During the lead in period of April – June 2006, car park fees income for Malton decreased by 5.68% .  
7. Agreed, except in regard to visitors. The table at the bottom of Page 53 of the Strategy Document shows how little Malton was visited by visitors, as compared with other towns in Ryedale. Those visitors who felt the charges were good value for money are unlikely to have visited Malton.

8. Two comments:

· This is a major point of disagreement between the CPFAG and Phil Long. We don’t accept that car park fees have “little” effect on demand, as is quite clear when one visits the free car park at Morrisons.  Most people will go to Morrisons because the car park is free, and will then only walk into town if they need something Morrisons doesn’t sell.  There are not many people who will walk into town from Morrisons car park, buy bulky goods, and then walk back to Morrisons, with heavy shopping bags.
· At this point, the words “retail offer” require mention.  This phrase is a code 
word which I have come to learn means “supermarket or superstore with free car 
park”. We are repeatedly told that Malton does not have the right “retail offer”,  
when in fact there are still a lot of very good shops in Malton. However Malton is being ruined by high car park charges 
which deter shoppers.  Which comes first: the chicken or the egg? Unfortunately, the Council has no officer  who is qualified in estate management, who can give an authoritative opinion on the matter. In the absence of such an officer, regard has to be had to the Lockwood Survey.
9. The Lockwood Survey is dated 2002. It was NOT ten years old when the Council decided to put fees up by 25% in 2004; nor was it ten years old when the new fees were introduced in April 2005; nor was it ten years when Ryedale’s draft car park strategy document was produced in November 2005; nor was it ten years old when the trial began in mid-July 2006; nor was it ten years old when the trial ended in mid-September 2007. And it is NOT “almost  a decade old” now. Whatever the date of the data used by Lockwood, their recommendations were made for 2002 and presumably they had good reason to believe that their recommendations were valid for that year.

Slides 10 – 15. 

These are highly selective quotations, and omit the conclusion which is highlighted in bold at the bottom of Page 17 of the Lockwood Report. As such Phil’s comments are misleading and  unfair.
It  is not unusual for reports of this kind to be heavily qualified. That does not weaken their authority or influence – it simply protects the authors from being accused of being too dogmatic or of oversimplification.

Lockwood categorises all towns in his study as being either Regional Centres (eg Leeds or Manchester); sub-regional centres (eg. York or Scarborough) and “major”  District centres (eg. Malton, Selby etc., although I have some doubt as to whether the adjective “major” would fit Malton). The Lockwood report makes it very clear that one would not expect the same charges to apply in a district centre that might be reasonably charged in  a sub-regional or regional centre. This is clear from the different conclusions which are highlighted in bold at the bottom of pages 17,18 and 19 of the Report. So, page 17 deals with “Major District Centres”;  page 18 deals with “sub Regional Centres”, and page 19 deals with “Regional Centres”.  

The conclusion to Lockwood’s findings in regard to “Major District Centres” are highlighted in bold at the bottom of page 17 and are unequivocal:

“Conclusions: the optimum level of parking provision is between 45 and 89 spaces per 1000 sq. metres of gross shopping floorspace; at least 85% of parking should be within 5 minutes walk of principal shopping streets and charges of up to £1-00 for 3 hours and £1-50 for 4 hours encourage consumer spending”.
Reference  is also made to the conclusions at the top of Page 5 of the report:

“Major District Centres: Poor store performance is linked with low levels of parking, reliance on car parks more than 5 minutes walk from prime shopping streets and charges over £1-00 for a 3 hour stay and over £1-50 for a 4 hour stay”
16.  The quotation from the IHT study does not suggest prices should be put up or kept up above the level prescribed by Lockwood.
17. .   We live in a country area and most people cannot manage without a motor car. One cannot walk or cycle from Great Habton or Amotherby to shop in Malton. Even people living in Malton cannot be expected to carry heavy shopping bags home from the town centre, unless they actually live in or very close to the town centre. My understanding is that the criteria of success did not include environmental matters.
18. Agreed.

19. Bullet points 1 and 3 agreed. The reference to £30,000 has been quoted out of context. I set our below the full text referred to:
“LONG STAY CAR PARKS IN MALTON
Table 1 of Appendix 2 shows the expected impact of a long stay tariff of £1-50 all day. It will be seen that the conclusion is “Increase/decrease ranges from (£7,289) to £15,182, depending on growth rate”. This would suggest that it is more likely that if the long stay tariff is changed in this way, the Council is more likely to make a profit on Wentworth Street than not. We would therefore ask the Council to make the long stay tariff in Wentworth Street £1.50 for all day or any part of a day.

We note the “health warnings” given by officers, but would point out that:

· According to figures agreed with officers, only 13% of the total chargeable space hours are currently being used in Wentworth Street;

· A 25% increase in use would increase usage to 16.7% of the total chargeable space hours available – we don’t see this as a particularly difficult target to achieve, if the right tariff structure is in place;

· A 25% increase in use would yield an INCREASED revenue of £15,182 per annum from  the car park

We think a 16.7% usage of the car park is not sufficiently ambitious, and the Council ought to aim for a 20% or higher usage – which would yield INCREASED revenue of over £30,000, on the basis of our suggested tariffs”

NB1. The projection was between (£7,289) and £15,182 and NOT £30,000. The £30,000 figure was an aspiration based on an aim for a 20% higher usage.

NB 2. The projection of between (£7,289) and £15,182 depended on 2 matters:

a) There being a SINGLE  charge of £1-50 all day – and NOT a reduced charge of £1-00 for the first hour, as was applied in the case of the trial;
b) The tab le looks at  consistent  useage  figures and  not at a trial period before people have got used, or while people  are getting used, to low charges.
Table1 of Appendix 2 referred to is set out below:

TABLE 1

Malton Long Stay Car Parks Priced at £1.50 – no restrictions on length of day 

	Malton
	Ticket Nos
	Current 0%
	£1.50 0%
	Current 2%
	£1.50 2%
	Current 5%

	 
	 
	£
	£
	£
	£
	£

	1 hr
	34401
	29277
	43916
	29863
	44794
	30741

	2 hr
	30464
	46668
	38890
	47602
	39668
	49002

	Over 2hr
	5542
	21225
	7075
	8660
	7216
	8914

	 
	70407
	97170
	89881
	86124
	91679
	88657


	£1.50 5%
	Current 10%
	£1.50 10%
	Current 25%
	£1.50 25%

	£
	£
	£
	£
	£

	46112
	32205
	48308
	36597
	54895

	40835
	51335
	42779
	58335
	48613

	7429
	9339
	7782
	10612
	8844

	94375
	92879
	98869
	105544
	112352

	
	
	
	
	


Increase/decrease ranges from (£7289) to £15182, depending on growth rate

Source: RDC Commercial Services

20. This slide is agreed. However, it is pointed out that OCCUPANCY was never tested. Ticket sales are not the same as occupancy. Ticket sales for an all day period can give no idea of the length of time people actually stayed in WSCP. There was no monitoring of this, and therefore the trial was not fully monitored in accordance with the Council’s instructions.
21. As regards the allegation that: “the trial had little noticeable impact on increasing turnover and/or footfall,” this is not correct. The figures produced by the officers from the survey of businesses are as follows:

61% felt customers took advantage of the trial;

69% thought the trial was good for their business;

23% noticed an increase in footfall;

17% had an increase in turnover: the others were not asked if there was a decrease;

24% noticed a decrease in footfall after the trial

55% had not noticed a decrease in turnover after the end of the trial: 17% did.

As regards the figures in this slide and the next one, these are not agreed and are dealt with under slide 22
22.  These figures (and those in Slide 21) are not agreed for reasons which appear in the annexed appendix and also in DT’s statement.
The  conclusions I draw from the appendix are as follows:
· Graph 1 shows how, taking all but the last two weeks of the trial, the total income from Malton car parks was rising during the Trial Period, as compared with the same months in the previous year, so as to be near the point of overtaking the previous year’s totals;

· Graphs 2 - 4 show how the reimposition of the old fees (as amended by Council) actually had a negative impact on Malton car park income, as the trend line shows a greater difference between income from 2005 and that from the period after the end of the trial. There is NO evidence that increasing charges resulted in an immediate increase in Council revenue.

· Graph 4 shows that the pattern of the September and October figures, as adjusted above, looks far more realistic than the figures on the officers’ report, and suggests that there may be  compensating errors, or perhaps an accountancy convention which distorts the figures .

· The actual reduction in income over the trial period was £13,965 and NOT  £17,319, as stated in Slide 21. This is against a total income from all Malton car parks of  £188,052 ie. just 7.4%, and the reasonable prospect of the lower price encouraging greater use  and increased revenue in the immediate future,  which according to Graph 1, was likely to exceed the 2005 revenue from Malton car parks in the year immediately following the trial. 

· It should be noted that the 7.4% figure in this calculation roughly approximates to the 7.14% figure in DT’s report, which relates to the period 1st July to 30th June – further evidence to support my suggested adjustment.
There is also a further point and that concerns the “lead in period”. The Community Services and Licensing Committee Minute dated 6th April 2007 required that the trial should run for 1 year following a 3-4 month lead in period. The officers have never prepared an analysis of this lead in period, but DT has in his report.  According to DT’s report, income from Malton car parks decreased during the lead in period (April – June 2006) by 5.68%. If this figure is projected into the period of the trial itself, this would suggest that the actual decrease of income over the trial period ARISING FROM THE USE OF LOWER TARRIFFS was (7.4% - 5.68% ) 1.72%. This gives a total reduction over the trial period of LESS THAN £4,000. This comes well within the CPAG projection of (£7,289) to £15,182 referred to in regard to Slide 19 above, and Graph 1 shows that the income from Malton Car Parks could reasonably have been expected to have been exceeded in following years (all things being equal) if the reduced tariff had been made permanent. 
23. The free car parks are: Morrisons, RDC, County Council spaces and part of the Cattle Market. RDC is not available for shoppers; the Cattle Market is never available for shoppers – it is taken up very early in the morning by people who work or live in Malton; and the County Council spaces have a half hour limit, and many people pay for using them in the belief that they are paying spaces. 
· Most people will go to Morrisons because the car park is free, and will then only walk into town if they need something Morrisons doesn’t sell.  There are not many people who will walk into town from Morrisons car park, buy bulky goods, and then walk back to Morrisons, with heavy shopping bags.

24. Ditto

25. Slides 25 – 26 contain selective quotations, which have been challenged before, as set out  in Appendix 2

27. Caterick Garrison is not comparable with Malton.

28. Not agreed for the reasons stated above.

29. This is not relevant to an assessment of the success or failure of the fees trial.

30. See DT’s comments – the requisite information on permits etc. has not been made available to him.

31. For all the reasons given above, it is not accepted that the increases are within acceptable parameters.

32. Not relevant to an evaluation of the trial.

33. Not relevant to an evaluation of the trial
APPENDIX 1
Analysis of the Base Data

There appears below a copy of the Council’s analysis of Malton car park income during the year before the trial, the 14 months of the trial, and the few months afterwards to December 2007.


[image: image1.emf]Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May June Total

Market Place 8440 7771 9635 7379 7309 6688 7870 6516 8055 7704 6553 8683 92603

Wentworth Street 5492 4684 5740 4211 3811 3660 3706 3416 3819 3323 3008 4668 49538

Water Lane 3697 4324 4917 3616 4520 2719 4596 3217 3358 3426 3409 4112 45911

Total 17629 16779 20292 15206 15640 13067 16172 13149 15232 14453 12970 17463 188052

Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May June Total

Market Place 7159 9417 7785 6881 7717 6417 6550 6562 8175 5586 6835 6147 85231

Wentworth Street 3622 4435 5340 3945 3594 3824 3653 3209 3812 4089 3891 3650 47064

Water Lane 3162 5135 3779 2815 4000 2573 4092 3111 3178 3418 2773 4300 42336

Total 13943 18987 16904 13641 15311 12814 14295 12882 15165 13093 13499 14097 174631

Jul-06 Aug-06 Sep-06 Total 06 Jul-07 Aug-07 Sep-07 Total 07 Oct-07 Nov-07 Dec-07 Total 07

Market Place 7159 9417 7785 24361 6613 10077 3934 20624 10585 7147 4916 22648

Wentworth Street 3622 4435 5340 13397 3938 5920 2835 12693 5898 4795 3139 13832

Water Lane 3162 5135 3779 12076 4739 4320 3560 12619 5527 3509 2323 11359

Total 13943 18987 16904 49834 15290 20317 10329 45936 22010 15451 10378 47839

July 2005 to June 2006

July 2006 to June 2007

MALTON CAR PARKS - INCOME ANALYSIS

July 2006 to Sept 2006 v July 07 to Sept 07 Oct 07 to Dec 07

[image: image2]
This table is generally accepted, except in regard to the figures for the months of September and October 2007.

It will be seen that the total income for September 2007 is £10,329 (the trial ended on 18th September 2007), whereas the total income for that month in September 2005 (before the trial) was £20,292, and the total in September 2006 (during the trial) was £16,904. 

So, even assuming that the ending of the trial was likely to have deterred use of Malton car parks, the September 2007 figure would appear to be so low as to be anomalous.

The opposite would appear to be the case in regard to the figures for the income of October 2007. This is given as £22,010. This is after the trial, and compares with £15,206 in 2005 (before the trial) and £13,641 in October 2006 (during the trial).

It is not understood why the October 2007 figure should be so high. The car park fees increase is hardly likely to have encouraged more shoppers, and by October, the credit crunch was beginning to bite.

Moreover, the increase in fees after the end of the trial is not reflected in any increase in income in the months of November and December 2007, the income figure for November being less than that for December 2005 by £189, and the income for December being less than that for December 2005 by £2,689.

The conclusion has to be that the figure for October 2007 must also be anomalous.

If the figures for September 2007 would seem to be anomalously low and those for October 2007, anomalously high, it is reasonable to expect that some of the figures for September 2007 have been transposed with some of  the figures for October 2007. 

It is not possible to analyse the September figures, as the fees changed half way through the month. However, it is possible to make some adjustments to the October figure, and then to work back to September. 

Notwithstanding that there has been little change in fees between those in force in 2005 and those reimposed in September 2007, let us add a cumulative increase of 3% per year onto the October 2005 figures, so as to increase them from £15,206 to £16,131 for the purposes of comparison with equivalent figures for the income of October 2007.

The following calculations can then be made

· If you subtract £16,131 ( the October 2005 revenue total plus two years cumulative interest at 6%) from the October 2007 total of £22,010, the difference is £5,879. 

· This figure can then be added to the September 2007 total (£10,329) and the September 2007 figure is then adjusted to £16,208. 

· The difference between £16,208 (the adjusted figure for September 2007) and the revenue figure for September 2005 then becomes - £4,084, instead of -£9,963.

To summarise, the total car park fees for both years can now be shown as follows:

	
	September 
	October

	2005
	£20,292
	£15,206

	2007 (as adjusted)
	£ 16,208 (not £ £10,329)
	£ 16,131 (Not £22,010)


The impact of this adjustment can be shown in the following graphs:
GRAPH 1
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On this graph the “0” horizontal axis represents the revenue received from Malton Car Parks in each month of the year 2005. The wavy line represents the difference between these totals and the revenue collected during the trial period EXCLUDING SEPTEMBER.

A logarithmic trend line shows how this difference gradually decreased over the trial period, until in the end the difference was only a few hundred pounds.

The next graph shows how the logarithmic trend line differs if it takes into account the income received during the trial period up until the end of December. This is on the basis of the adjusted figures
GRAPH 2
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The next graph shows the same matters without the adjustment for September \and October 2007

GRAPH 3
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The difference between the adjusted figures and unadjusted figures is shown on the next graph

GRAPH 4
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Conclusions from graphs:

· Graph 1 shows how, taking all but the last two weeks of the trial, the total income from Malton car parks was rising during the Trial Period, as compared with the same months in the previous year, so as to be near the point of overtaking the previous year’s totals;

· Graphs 2 - 4 show how the reimposition of the old fees (as amended by Council) actually had a negative impact on Malton car park income, as the trend line shows a greater difference between income from 2005 and that from the period after the end of the trial. There is NO evidence that increasing charges resulted in an increase in Council revenue.

· Graph 4 shows that the pattern of the September and October figures, as adjusted above, looks far more realistic than the figures on the officers’ report, and suggests there may be a compensating error.

Turning now to the Officers’ report of 31st January 2008:

Page 10 refers to Appendix B (Table 2) 18th July-17th September 06 to 07.This makes reference to ticket sales, which are difficult to reconcile with the revenue receipts.

However, it is stated that: “Income over the two months (August and September 2007) fell by £5,245.”
 Well, did it?  

The revenue from August 2007 was up from that of 2005 by £3,538 (£20,317 for August 07, as against £16,779 for August 2005)

If one takes the ADJUSTED SEPTEMBER figure ( £16,208), the difference between this and the September 2005 Revenue Figure ( £20,292) is - £4,082. 

If one puts together the above two figures (£3,538 - £4082), the resulting figure is MINUS  £544 AND NOT MINUS £5,245.
At the top of Page 10, it is stated that, during the trial period (ie 18th July 2006 – 17th July 2007), “income has reduced by £13,421 compared to the previous year.” 

This has been added to the alleged £5,245 loss of the Months of August and September to make an overall loss of over £17,000. 

However, if one adds the figure of £13,421 to the £544 reduction in respect of August and September,  the total reduction in the income of all Malton car parks during the trial period was £ £13,965

This is against a total income from all Malton car parks of £ £188,052 ie. just 7.4%, and the reasonable prospect of the lower price encouraging greater use and increased revenue which, according to Graph 1, was likely to exceed the 2005 revenue from Malton car parks. 

APPENDIX 2
“RENAISSENCE MARKET TOWNS PROGRAMME – CAR PARKING RESEARCH”   PUBLISHED BY YORKSHIRE FORWARD

The passage quoted by officers in support of the Council’s position is as follows:

 “Many people fear that making changes to the way that parking is managed will adversely affect the town’s economy………. However, the limited evidence which does  exist  suggests that it is the town’s broader retail, commercial, leisure or tourism offer which is the primary factor affecting the town’s competitiveness, not the provision of parking…………..” (Page 6 Column 1)

Please note:

1. Provision of parking  is not the same as the cost of car parking;

2. Matters that are primary factors affecting the town’s competitiveness includes the leisure or tourism offer – this confirms what the Action Group has always said about Malton/Norton being at a disadvantage compared with Pickering and Helmsley – so that Malton/Norton should be treated differently.
3. The document is concerned with car parking management and says very little about charges. The Lockwood Study is referred to, but there is nothing that we  could find in the document which is in conflict with Lockwood’s findings. If you think we’re wrong, please show me where the conflict arises.

a. We would accept that the viability of a shopping centre depends primarily on the quality and range of the shopping offer, but we can see nothing in the document that negates our view that the cost and availability of car parking is an important secondary factor. 

b. Our evidence suggests that, if the cost and availability of car parking is not right, this can prejudice the viability of a shopping centre and this is what has happened in Malton and Norton.

c. Our evidence comes not only from the experience of local businesses in Malton/Norton, but also from the Lockwood Study
d. The document published by Yorkshire Forward confirms the weight that should be attached to the Lockwood Report and supports our case.

e. The Lockwood Report categorises shopping centres into Regional, sub-regional and District centres. There is no point in pretending that Malton/Norton are  sub-regional shopping centres like York or Scarborough, or a Regional centre like Manchester or Leeds or should have the kind of retail offer that one might expect to find in a regional or sub-regional centre. 

f. There is nothing in the Yorkshire Forward publication to suggest that a District Shopping Centre like Malton would benefit by the building of more superstores so as to convert the town into an out-of-town centre.

g. If more superstores are built in Malton/Norton, the companies concerned will insist on the provision of free car parking, as is their national policy

h.  Malton/Norton is not suitably located nor does it have the infrastructure to be anything more than a District Centre. It is not close enough to York or Scarborough to be suitable for out-of-town shopping.

i. As a District Centre, the shopping offer of Malton/Norton has to focus on the sale of convenience products, as is normal for District Centres.

j. According to the Lockwood Study, if Norton is considered to be part of a combined Malton/Norton district centre, it should have a car park situated within five minutes walk of the shops, and its charges should not exceed 50P per hour for the first hour and for subsequent hours, the amounts detailed in the Report.

4. The following passages of the Yorkshire Forward Document are relevant to our discussions:

A. “When changes to parking restrictions, charges or enforcement are made, the evidence suggests that the primary responses to that change tend to be:

· An acceptance of the new arrangements (in which case people’s behaviour broadly remains unchanged)

· A change in parking location (people park further away from their destination in an attempt to avoid paying a charge);

· A reduction in the length of stay in order to reduce parking costs.”

(Page 6 Col 2)
In the case of Wentworth Street, the  report to  Community Services this year did not, of course, cover any of these matters. The Council just has not even tried to take any of these matters into account or to make an accurate survey.
B “However, it is essential that gateway parking is complemented by good signposting to the car park on approach roads, as well as pedestrian signposting from the car park to the town centre itself” (Page 6 Col 2)
This was never done in the case of Wentworth Street.

C.“Footfall, retail performance and parking are related (probably)……………..

Higher parking costs do tend to lead to shorter stays which can affect retail revenue per head……………..”(Page 9 Col 1)
D.“In general terms comparison shopping is thought to be more susceptible to parking controls than convenience shopping and in some case there does appear to be a short-term downturn as a result of introducing charging”(Page 9 Col 2)
E.“The acceptability of charging relates to several factors:

· relative costs (and offer) of competitor towns;

· Availability of free parking elsewhere in the town; 

· The status and pull of the town”;(Page 12 col 1)
Please note that this comment is completely consistent with and confirms Lockwood,  who defines status of town  in terms of whether or not they are a national centre, a regional centre (eg Leeds), a sub-regional centre (eg. York or Scarborough) or a District centre (eg. Malton/Norton or Pickering, and recommends levels o charges which are appropriate to each type of centre.

F. “The following is a list of signs that greater management  of parking may not  bring benefits:

· When there is no overall shortage of parking spaces;

· Where parking does not appear to be the number one local transport issue;

· The town performs a local role, without a significant rural catchment;

· The town’s economy is weak (for example retail  vacancies are high and/or there are few  “higher order” shops);

· The town has a nearby competitor with a better retail offer; or

· The town has a nearby competitor with a similar retail offer and free or cheaper parking” (Page 12 Col 2)
The last three bulleted items would clearly include Malton

There are other passages which could be quoted in support of the Action Group’s case. 
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Malton Car Parks 2006-2007

Malton Car Parks Income July 2006 - August 2007, showing trendline
INCREASE OR DECREASE OVER EQUIVALENT MONTHS July 2005 - June 2006

-3686

2208

-3388

-1565

-329

-253

-1877

-267

-67

-1360

529

-3366

-2339

3538



Sheet1

		July		-3686

		August		2208

		September		-3388

		October		-1565

		November		-329

		December		-253

		January		-1877

		February		-267

		March		-67

		April		-1360

		May		529

		June		-3366

		July		-2339

		August		3538





Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1290936174.xls
Chart2

		July		July

		August		August

		September		September

		October		October

		November		November

		December		December

		January		January

		February		February

		March		March

		April		April

		May		May

		June		June

		July		July

		August		August

		September		September

		October		October

		November		November

		December		December



Adjusted figures

unadjusted figures

Comparison showing adjusted and unadjusted figures for September and October 2007

-3686

-3686

2208

2208

-3388

-3388

-1565

-1565

-329

-329

-253

-253

-1877

-1877

-267

-267

-67

-67

-1360

-1360

529

529

-3366

-3366

-2339

-2339

3538

3538

-4084

-9963

925

6804

-189

-189

-2689

-2689



Chart1

		July

		August

		September

		October

		November

		December

		January

		February

		March

		April

		May

		June

		July

		August

		September

		October

		November

		December



Malton Car Parks Income analysis

Malton Car Parks Income analysis July 2006 - December 2007 
Figures adjusted for September and October
Increase or Decrease related to equivalent months JULY 2005-JUNE 2006

-3686

2208

-3388

-1565

-329

-253

-1877

-267

-67

-1360

529

-3366

-2339

3538

-4084

925

-189

-2689



Sheet1

		July		-3686		-3686

		August		2208		2208

		September		-3388		-3388

		October		-1565		-1565

		November		-329		-329

		December		-253		-253

		January		-1877		-1877

		February		-267		-267

		March		-67		-67

		April		-1360		-1360

		May		529		529

		June		-3366		-3366

		July		-2339		-2339

		August		3538		3538

		September		-4084		-9963

		October		925		6804

		November		-189		-189

		December		-2689		-2689





Sheet2

		July		-3686

		August		2208

		September		-3388

		October		-1565

		November		-329

		December		-253

		January		-1877

		February		-267

		March		-67

		April		-1360

		May		529

		June		-3366

		July		-2339

		August		3538

		September		-9963

		October		6804

		November		-189

		December		-2689





Sheet3

		






_1290936177.xls
Chart1

		July

		August

		September

		October

		November

		December

		January

		February

		March

		April

		May

		June

		July

		August

		September

		October

		November

		December



Malton Car Parks Income analysis

Malton Car Parks Income analysis July 2006 - December 2007
Increase or Decrease related to equivalent months JULY 2005-JUNE 2006

-3686

2208

-3388

-1565

-329

-253

-1877

-267

-67

-1360

529

-3366

-2339

3538

-9963

6804

-189

-2689



Sheet1

		July		-3686

		August		2208

		September		-3388

		October		-1565

		November		-329

		December		-253

		January		-1877

		February		-267

		March		-67

		April		-1360

		May		529

		June		-3366

		July		-2339

		August		3538

		September		-9963

		October		6804

		November		-189

		December		-2689





Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1290936118.xls
Sheet1

		MALTON CAR PARKS - INCOME ANALYSIS

				July 2005 to June 2006

				Jul		Aug		Sept		Oct		Nov		Dec		Jan		Feb		Mar		Apr		May		June		Total

		Market Place		8440		7771		9635		7379		7309		6688		7870		6516		8055		7704		6553		8683		92603

		Wentworth Street		5492		4684		5740		4211		3811		3660		3706		3416		3819		3323		3008		4668		49538

		Water Lane		3697		4324		4917		3616		4520		2719		4596		3217		3358		3426		3409		4112		45911

		Total		17629		16779		20292		15206		15640		13067		16172		13149		15232		14453		12970		17463		188052

				July 2006 to June 2007

				Jul		Aug		Sept		Oct		Nov		Dec		Jan		Feb		Mar		Apr		May		June		Total

		Market Place		7159		9417		7785		6881		7717		6417		6550		6562		8175		5586		6835		6147		85231

		Wentworth Street		3622		4435		5340		3945		3594		3824		3653		3209		3812		4089		3891		3650		47064

		Water Lane		3162		5135		3779		2815		4000		2573		4092		3111		3178		3418		2773		4300		42336

		Total		13943		18987		16904		13641		15311		12814		14295		12882		15165		13093		13499		14097		174631

				July 2006 to Sept 2006 v July 07 to Sept 07																		Oct 07 to Dec 07

				Jul-06		Aug-06		Sep-06		Total 06		Jul-07		Aug-07		Sep-07		Total 07				Oct-07		Nov-07		Dec-07		Total 07

		Market Place		7159		9417		7785		24361		6613		10077		3934		20624				10585		7147		4916		22648

		Wentworth Street		3622		4435		5340		13397		3938		5920		2835		12693				5898		4795		3139		13832

		Water Lane		3162		5135		3779		12076		4739		4320		3560		12619				5527		3509		2323		11359

		Total		13943		18987		16904		49834		15290		20317		10329		45936				22010		15451		10378		47839
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