NOTE TO COMMUNITY SERVICES COMMITTEE 27TH NOVEMBER 2008

The key issue is whether or not the Council has priced itself out of the market in Malton, and whether more income is likely to be received if charges are reduced.
I would ask members of the committee to focus on the third finding of the Scrutiny Committee, which states as follows:

“Whilst over the period of the trial, the figures show some decline in overall revenues across all Malton car parks,  there was evidence from previous years that income was declining and the rate of decline reduced during the trial period, but it was not apparent that this was  as a result of the trial.”

This statement requires explanation, as follows:
Ac cording to officers, “despite the price increases, ticket demand consistently increased year on year from 1999-2005”. However,  the total income from Malton car parks was already in decline before the trial began on 18th July 2006, possibly as a result of the 25% increase in charges, which was implemented on 1st April 2005 (with modifications implemented following the Car Park Strategy document of November 2005) (See Chart 1)
Chart 1
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The blue line shows the actual money received. The “log” line is a computer generated logarithmic trend line which shows the rate of decline (or growth)  in revenues. This is “the evidence from previous years that income was declining” referred to in the paragraph of the Scrutiny Report referred to above.
Further, in the year following the end of the trial, the income from Malton Car Parks did not reach the level of 2005-2006 (by 3.65%). 

To put it another way, in the months July 2005 to June 2006, the Council’s total revenue from Malton Car Parks was £188,052; in the first 12 months of the trial (July 2006-June 2007) the revenue from all Malton car parks was £174,631 (ie £13,421 less than 2005/2006). However, after  the trial ended and the old tariff was reimposed, the revenue from Malton Town Car parks never reached its pre-trial level. The income for the period July 2007 – June 2008 was £180,723, ie. just over £7,000 less than the 2005/6 receipts – and that was in spite of the fact that July and August 2007 were the last two complete months of the extended trial, and had incomes that exceeded the same months of 2005 by £1,199. 
It is, therefore, clear beyond doubt from Chart 1 that the 25% increase in fees as from 1st April 2005 did NOT result in any increase in revenue – instead it looks as though the Council could have priced itself out of the market by asking people to pay more than the market could stand.

If the Council’s revenues from Malton town car parks were declining through 2005/06, and did not return to the 2005/6 level in the year after the trial, it is unreasonable for the Council to assume that it could have received as much money in 2006/7 if there had been no trial, as it did receive in 2005/06. Yet that is exactly what the officers have done.
To use revenues from 2005/2006 as a bench mark for the trial in 2006/2007 is therefore a FALSE POINT OF REFERENCE.
This brings us to Chart 2. Chart 2 shows the difference of Malton car park receipts to values and projected values from 2005/6 on a monthly basis.

 In other words, each point on the blue wavy line indicates the amount by which the income of the trial period for that month either exceeded (above 0 axis) or was less (below 0 axis) than the revenue received from all Malton car parks in the equivalent month of 2005/6.

The bottom  logarithmic trendline shows the rate of growth.
The middle wavy line indicates the amount by which the income of the trial period would have exceeded or been less than the revenue received from all Malton car parks, if the income that the Council received had been 3.65% less than what was received in 2005/6. The middle logarithmic trendline shows the rate of growth on this assumption. 3.65% is the percentage by which the Council’s revenue from Malton town car parks in the year after the trial was less than the revenue received in the year 2005/2006.
The top (yellow) wavy line indicates the amount by which the income of the trial period would have exceeded or been less than the revenue received from all Malton car parks, if the income that the Council received had been 5.68% less than what was received in 2005/6. The middle logarithmic trendline shows the rate of growth on this assumption. 5.68% is the percentage by which the Council’s revenue from Malton town car parks in the months April-June 2005 was less than the revenue received in the months April-June 2006

It will be seen from Chart 2 that by the end of August 2007 (the last full month of the trial), monthly revenue from all Malton car parks had reached the same level as that of the year before the trial (Bottom trendline of Chart 2).
Chart 2
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The yellow line is the difference to 2005/06 minus 5.68%
If one assumes that the Council could not reasonably have expected to receive the same level of income in the trial period  as it received in  2005-6 (because revenue in 2005-6 was decreasing – Chart 1), the top two trendlines of Chart 2 will apply. On this basis it is reasonable to assume that at some time between February and April 2007, the total revenue from Malton car parks received during the trial period began to exceed  the revenue that the Council might reasonably have expected to receive during the same months, if there had been no trial.

So, it is reasonable to expect that car park revenue from all Malton Car Parks would now be well in excess of their present level, if the trial tariff had been made permanent.

There are two ways of looking at these results. If one looks at the income received over the trial period alone, it is clear that the revenue trend was upwards. However, if one looks over the 31 month period of April 2005 – August 2007, then it can be said that the rate of decline in income before the trial “reduced during the trial period”, as stated in the Scrutiny Report.
Whichever way one looks at them, these figures and charts would suggest that the trial was an unqualified success, as far as income generation is concerned.

I attach the two excel workbooks I have been using, for the purpose of verification.

Another point requires mention, and that concerns a suggestion that “you can’t come to any definite conclusions on the basis of points scattered over a graph”. On this I would comment as follows:

1. This is the only information we have been given, and it is the only information that is therefore available for study and evaluation. If the officers feel that this information is inadequate, their remedy is either to provide data, calculations and charts which would contradict the views expressed above, or to extend the trial over a longer period.
2. The points are not just “scattered over charts”. You don’t need a computer generated trendline to see the downward trend in Chart 1, and in Chart 2, it is clear that the trend of the highs is upwards; the trend of the lows is upwards, and the two August holiday peaks also show an upward trend, and these are all clearly apparent without the computer generated trend lines.

Finally, as regards the last phrase of the para of the Scrutiny referred to: “but it was not apparent that this was  as a result of the trial”, I would love to know what changes (other than the introduction of the trial tariff)  may have happened during the trial period which would have caused the  trend for Council’s revenues from Malton Car Parks to rise during the trial period!

