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Item 4 – Scrutiny of Enforcement of Parking in London

Lynne Featherstone (Chair):  It would be fair to say that the Assembly has not had a response in terms of written evidence to any of the scrutinies announced previous to this.  The response has been huge, and as one of the Assembly’s duties is to raise issues of importance and interest to London, I think we have obviously found a subject that is of great interest.

This is a difficult area, I think it would be fair to say, and the ambition of this committee is to produce recommendations that will move the debate constructively forward, based on the evidence, where and if – there may not be any improvements possible in London, but if there are, then I am hoping that this scrutiny will enable us to contribute to that improvement.

We are very fortunate today.  We have two public sessions to this scrutiny.  We could have had 500; it would not have been enough, but we have two.  All of the witnesses here today have contributed written evidence and have been invited to give oral evidence because they encompass a spectrum of the issues that we are looking at.  Please could the witnesses introduce themselves.

Kevin Delaney (Head of Traffic and Road Safety Policy, The RAC Foundation for Motoring): I am Kevin Delaney, I represent The RAC Foundation for Motoring, which in fact is separate from RAC Motoring Services for a group of reasons which would take far to long to explain here.  My background is that before I came to the RAC, I was head of traffic in the Metropolitan Police, and in my two years in that particular post, I did two things, the legacy of which is with us still.  I introduced speed cameras to London, and I made most of the arrangements for transfer of responsibility for parking enforcement from the police to London boroughs.

Since then, the legacy of that has probably stayed with me, in the sense that over the years, certainly thousands – if not tens of thousands – of complaints have come in about how decriminalised parking enforcement (DPE) takes place.  I have submitted a paper, which I hope you have copies of.  Suffice only to say, I think, that a lot of the reason for that is a complete shift in emphasis.  The old system did not work.  We, the police, did not want it.  We had better things to do with our time, and a criminal system was not appropriate to deal with parking, purely and simply because all that had to happen was that the offenders did nothing, and they got away with it.

The new system has to work, and indeed, it works reasonably well, but it could work a whole lot better.  What it needs to make it work is a complete shift of attitude on the part of the boroughs about what they expect from DPE, and that, in turn, will inform all of the other changes that are necessary. 

Richard Currie (Vice Chair, Association of International Couriers and Express Services (AICES):  My name is Richard Currie, I am the Vice Chair of AICES.  I also work for UPS on a full-time basis.

AICES, or the Association of International Couriers and Express Services, is the trade association for the express industry.  The express industry is largely associated with organisations such as DHL, FedEx, TNT, and UPS.  We provide timed delivery services for businesses and other organisations in London, such as hospitals, banks, insurance companies, and retailers, both large and small.

The issue of parking fines has become an increasingly important one for us.  Last year, AICES members racked up about £1.5 million worth of parking fines in London.  We do not actually park, but we seek space to load and unload deliveries for our customers.

Sharon Dance (Committee Member, Transport Committee, AICES): I am Sharon Dance.  I am a committee member of the transport committee for AICES and former chairman of AICES, but also director of communications and corporate affairs for DHL, one of the other members.

Bob Macnaughton (Chief Executive, National Car Parks): I am Bob Macnaughton.  I am chief executive of National Car Parks (NCP).  We provide parking services for a range of local authorities across the land, including some of the more prominent ones in London, including Westminster, Camden, and Islington in central London.  We also provide enforcement services for Transport for London (TfL) for the Congestion Charge.  We are closely involved in a range of initiatives to try to address what we see as some significant issues in the industry.

NCP have only been operating in this field for some four and half years, so I think we have been seeking to promote some significant changes.  I think the British Parking Association (BPA) will highlight some of their initiatives, but there are a number of other initiatives, which I hope will be raised today, some including working with some of the commercial businesses seeking to use the roads.  There is a big initiative with freight transport, at the moment, to train delivery drivers better to understand the regulations in London, because I think that is a big cause of problems.  Actually, we have agreed to fund a training video for delivery drivers, because a little knowledge is a very dangerous thing in this field.

There are a range of many other issues, so your opening gambit that it is a difficult area – I agree entirely, but I also agree that there is plenty of opportunity and scope for change.

Lynn Witham (Council Member, BPA): I am Lynn Witham, a council member of the BPA.  For many years, I was parking office manager at Wandsworth Council, both before and after DPE was introduced there.  I left two and a half years ago to set up a consultancy service, and I currently work with local authorities throughout the country offering parking consultancy.  Where I am coming from is introducing quality, fairness, and accountability into parking operations, and I would agree with what Bob Macnaughton said about not only educating the public, but training the staff and ensuring that parking controls and the way they are enforced and the way that tickets are subsequently dealt with is fair.  

Alan Clark (Council Member, BPA): I am Alan Clark, former president of the BPA, ex-head of parking at Westminster City Council, and now with an enforcement agency, commonly known as bailiffs, Drakes, and really representing the BPA in terms of industry and local authorities, because the BPA is unique in representing both sides, if you like of the industry in trying to improve the service in the industry, and the perception in the eyes of the public.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): Thank you all for coming today.  I am sure we will get into some of the more interesting debates.  I hope we get into the interesting debates, because there are so many people – we are heading for 300 submissions to this scrutiny, all with very interesting points to raise, and not, I might say, in a pejorative manner, whether it is unfairness, or just seeking some sort of move forward on some of the issues that raise their heads, obviously, widely and often.

We have broken down today’s session into five areas, so we are going to do it area by area.  We will be covering the contracts issue.  It was quite clear there were a lot of contracting issues where people believe that there are huge incentives that drive punitive behaviour by wardens.  That seemed to be one theme of the people who sent in submissions.  We are looking at proportionality and discretion.  Those were probably major amongst public concern, whether it is disproportionate to end up paying £300 for two minutes extra on a parking meter, versus parking illegally in a bus lane.  Were these things pro-rata seemed to be a theme that came in from the public.

We are looking at issues for businesses, which is the delivery, unloading, and loading.  Standards, good practice, and technological advances: another theme that came in in this written evidence was the confusion of people trying to park in London, whether because of signage differences between boroughs, those sorts of areas.  Lastly and very importantly, we are looking at the safety and security for parking attendants (PAs) who face the wrath of normally sane people who seem to turn into something else when they find a ticket – fair or unfair, actually.  

We are going to begin with contracts.  How have contracts evolved since the 1991 Road Traffic Act?  I do not know who wants to answer that first.  What I will do is address the question, and the person who has the most to say will automatically come forward to answer that.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): The key thing in terms of progression here, understanding where we are now, is that there is a best practice which is being produced by the BPA.  We think it is a good contract.  It is a fair contract, and it is a contract which focuses on the job that a contractor does in terms of deploying staff and on quality, not about the number of penalty charge notices (PCNs) that are issued.  It is true to say historically, there were contracts like that.  They are now increasingly rare.  I am not saying that they do not still exist, but they are, I think, a minority, and in a fairly short time, they will be permanently history.  I think that is a good thing.

In our written submission, we even highlighted a contract where we would get penalised if we issued too many PCNs.  That is not an authority in London.  It is outside London, but it shows an authority that is concerned that it does not want to be seen to just be focused on the number of PCNs that are issued.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): It is a myth, basically.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): It has existed in the history, and there are still elements that exist.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): In London?

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): In London, it is a minority of situations now, I believe. I would say it is less than 20% of our contracts in London.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): You are contracted with how many boroughs?

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): Given the range of contracts that we have, we work with six authorities, but we have a number of different contracts.  We would also be putting pressure on all our clients to try to move away from that thing, because we accept entirely that the public perception is that this is inappropriate, and we tend to get more scrutiny in those places where we have that sort of arrangement.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): There still are targets.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): I think any contract has a range of targets, but if you link a financial performance indicator to the number of PCNs that you issue, you are going to be accused of being incentivised to issue more PCNs, and that then leads people to question.  The financial targets that we have now are linked to us deploying the number of people that we are supposed to do; often, the experience of the PAs – because having a stable and experienced workforce is critical to having a successful operation.  I think it is inexperienced PAs are more likely to make mistakes, for example.

Therefore, having a quality measure which links to having a certain proportion – keeping the number of probationary staff below a threshold, for example, but other areas, like the number of cancelled or voided PCNs – these are the sort of key performance indicators that should be built into the contracts.  The BPA contract has an incentive scheme within the contract which is linked purely to these quality measures, so if you fail to deploy the staff – which is what you are contracted to do – and if the quality of the work that they are doing is not up to the standard specified, then you will suffer financial penalty.  Nevertheless, at the same way, you are incentivised if you are successful.  This is at the margin of the contract, but it is nothing to do with the number of PCNs that are issued.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): We are just trying to work it out, because in this mythology that echoes round London, there is a kind of… that if there is a financial level to be reached for….  Well, I will go on.  We will come back to that.  I would also say to members of the panel, if they have knowledge superior to mine on which questions I should be asking of any one of you, feel free to raise that issue, because as a politician, I may not know everything.  The point of having such experts in the room is to bring some of these…  This is an opportunity in this forum for London to see that debate here in the room.

Richard Currie (AICES): The first point I would like to make is an issue that Bob Macnaughton brought up within his introduction, which is their training video.  He said it was being brought out purely to train delivery drivers.  It is not.  It has actually been brought out to train delivery drivers and PAs, because the problem has been a lot of PAs do not understand what the regulations are.

I spent a lot of time going around with our drivers and just seeing what the regulations are like, whether they are clear or not where you can load and unload, but at the same time talking to PAs to ask them where you can load and unload.  Some get it right; some do not get it right.  That is the purpose of the video, and it is also being co-funded by express operators.

As far as this is concerned, there has been a culture of incentivisation, and that culture still remains, because certainly within, say, a council or borough like Westminster, he is right.  It is no longer based upon quantity.  It is based upon quality, but all quality is either unchallenged quantity or legitimate quantity.  That legitimate quantity can be based on the fact there is a lack of legitimate kerbside loading and unloading space, and that is really what it comes down to.

Consequently, either people have to challenge what is incorrectly given to them as far as PCNs are concerned – and if they do not do that, it is counted as quality – or it is merely taking a very hard-line attitude that whenever a vehicle is roadside, making a delivery, for instance, even though that vehicle may only be there for a few minutes, it gets a PCN.  Ultimately, what it comes down to is without flexibility in the system or without additional kerbside access for deliveries and pickups, you are going to get, still, a high number of PCNs, even based upon the quality argument.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): You go out there and what our PAs do are issue PCNs, in the vast majority of cases, because someone has breached the rules.  There are huge problems with access for business, because there are so many demands on the road space, so I cannot disagree with what you are saying.

Kevin Delaney (The RAC Foundation): Chair, it may certainly be that in the last 12 months – perhaps less than that – there has been a sea change in contracts, but certainly up until that point – and certainly for the time that my information held good, most contracts actually contain not positive inducements, i.e., payment by the number of PCNs issued, but if you like, a negative inducement, a penalty for failing to meet a projected number of PCNs or projected, if you like, revenue arising from the contract.

In one sense, this goes back to the way that, understandably, local authorities actually manage their finances.  Local authorities have to be able to predict, in advance of the financial year, what their revenue is going to be.  My own local authority, the London Borough of Bromley, for example, funds a whole number of things, including Freedom Passes, in advance of the year.  They have to know, because they know what their outgoings are going to be.  They have to know what their income is going to be, and so parking managers – and I am not speaking about Bromley.  I will rephrase that; I am not prepared to nominate an individual parking manager, for obvious reasons.

The parking manager, round about this time of year, will be having an interview with the finance officers of the local authority in every London borough – in fact, in every borough in the United Kingdom – and they will want to know how much he or she projects in revenue for the coming year.  Now, inevitably, if that is the case, then that has to figure in the contract, and that, I think, is one of the problem areas.  It is a difficult issue, because local authorities have not traditionally been involved in enforcement, but it is an area that has to be addressed.

Boroughs, such as Bromley and London boroughs, have to have the money to fund these things, and it may simply be that they should just be rather more honest with the voters in their area, and say, ‘Yes, revenue is an important aspect of our contract, and this is what we do with it.’  Therefore, there may be a case for, actually, greater honesty and openness within the individual boroughs, but I think there is a problem that targets will continue to feature, because the people within the borough who led the targets themselves have a target.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): No, I understand, and it is, as I understand it, the objective and also the law that parking controls and the enforcement of those controls are about ensuring road safety and maintaining traffic flows.  The stated purpose is not about raising revenue, and there is an issue around stated purpose.

Alan Clark (BPA): In answer to the question, ‘Have contracts evolved?’, yes, they have, because I have been involved from the local authority side, and we have certainly tried over the years – both with my former authority and Westminster – to improve contracts to actually achieve the objectives of safer streets, better traffic flow, but also protection of the residents and the parking spaces.  As soon as you start in that area, you then bring in an awful lot of other issues, such as space for deliveries, the ability of the disabled to park on single yellow lines, double yellow lines without loading restrictions, which then stop delivery drivers delivering.  Clearly, there is a lot of conflicting demand for the space.  

You want PAs out on street, you want them being effective in terms of enforcement, and you have to demonstrate, as a local authority that you are getting value for money.  You also have to compare tenders when they come in from a variety of sources with a variety of techniques and a variety of costs.  Therefore, clearly, the income and the expenditure on a contract are critical, both in placing the contract, then managing it in the future.

There have been many attempts, I think, to reduce the dependence, shall we say, on the number of PCNs issued, because it is a fairly simple measure of performance.  Clearly, however, as we have heard from Kevin Delaney, finance directors are very keen on identifying what the income is going to be, and if you have a budget, then as a local authority parking manager, you are expected to work to it, just as a contractor would.

We have heard that the BPA has been involved in the new form contract, and we have really developed it on behalf of all the parking industry, with local authority and private contractor assistance.  We do think it will be a way forward.  Again, it is how it is applied, which is going to be important, and it requires, I think, a commitment on the part of local authorities to accept that if they achieve the enforcement that they are seeking as one of their objectives – and therefore compliance – there is likely to be a reduction in the number of PCNs issued – and therefore income – just as if everybody paid their PCN at the discount rate, there would be a lot less money coming in than if some pay at the 100% or the 150%.

Clearly, the income that is coming in from parking enforcement will and can vary widely, and that is not necessarily within the parking manager’s control.  It is almost within the control of the public who park in contravention of the regulations.  I think we have moved forward, and I am hoping that, on behalf of the BPA, the contract that we have developed will be adopted by local authorities, and the members in those local authorities with portfolio for transport will see the benefits of dealing with the quality aspects and the compliance as an objective in the future.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): Across the board, would it fair to say that contracts are improving, but even with quality written in, as opposed to commission, there still is a financial expectation or incentive driving that industry in some way?  The Association of London Government (ALG), for example, will be coming in to the next session, and there is always a bit of a gap between what people kind of… you cannot help listening to, say, the underlying thing that you are all saying is this exists, and obviously, I am going to put that to the ALG, who will probably say it does not.  How can one go on to prove these things?  It is a known thing, but I think that is where the public in London, from the stuff coming in, they know it, too.  All right, well, I do not know.  I will open it up now.  I do not know if anyone wants to pursue that particular line.  

Elizabeth Howlett (AM): How do local authorities monitor the quality of tickets issued?  You said that it is what you did until two years ago.

Lynn Witham (BPA): Yes, that is right.  In fact, as Bob Macnaughton will know, quality is an issue in the new BPA standard contract, which is currently in place in Hackney as the first to trial it.  I was involved in writing the specification for that and some of the key performance indicators, one of which is about the quality of tickets.  All the contractors will have their own monitoring facilities.  They will check what the PA has done.  They will check that they have collected the correct evidence, a lot of which is prompted by the handheld computer itself, and they will check that they have made the proper entries, they have covered their beats, and so forth.

Nevertheless, I think there is a big role for the councils to check the tickets, not just as they come in, but also to check them throughout the whole PCN processing aspect.  This is certainly what Hackney are currently addressing, and it means looking at the tickets that are cancelled and analysing why they are being cancelled and what are the issues that are being raised.

It also means looking at the issues that are raised in correspondence and in representations and formal appeals, and looking all round those issues, doing a fair amount of analysis – because a lot of councils will get high numbers of correspondence and appeals – and looking at improving not just what happens on street, but the entire service: the quality of lines and signs, for example.  Are there particular problem areas where drivers do not understand the regulations?  Are there areas where there is no provision for loading and unloading?  I believe this is something that councils should be doing as a matter of course.

Elizabeth Howlett (AM): I get a lot of letters about people who have exercised the right to appeal.  They presume, then, that this extra – what is it? 50% or so on top, if they do not comply within 14 days – is suspended, but actually, it is not.  Therefore, if their appeal fails, they then pay the charge, plus all the time… 

Richard Currie (AICES): Yes, the interesting thing is that is right in some boroughs, and in other boroughs, it is suspended.  The discounted rate is suspended until after the first appeal, and then obviously there is a formal appeal after that, and if you decide to take it further onto the second stage of appeal, then in some boroughs, the discounted rate will no longer apply.  I think that is part and parcel of the problem, is that there are different standards and different regulations in different boroughs, and it can actually be quite confusing.

Certainly, if you have a fleet of vehicles, and you are trying to appeal against a number of different PCNs that you believe have been wrongly given in a number of different boroughs, it becomes quite confusing trying to keep ahead of the different regulations in those boroughs, and then the whole thing can be quite confusing, quite difficult to manage, as well.  It just adds an additional burden to businesses that are already under a large number of burdens.

Elizabeth Howlett (AM): On the other hand, if it was known that, of course, if you appealed that meant that you have time to pay – you will not pay the extra – everybody would be doing it.  There is a problem here, is there not, trying to find a balance?

Lynn Witham (BPA): What happens is that most local authorities will tend to get about 20% of their tickets resulting in correspondence from the driver of the vehicle, who either is challenging the issue of the ticket or simply does not understand why they received it.  Those letters will arrive at the council offices, normally within the 14-day discount period that is allowed.  The vast majority of councils, if not all of them, will suspend any action on the ticket, and if they write back and explain why the ticket was issued, and that it cannot be cancelled, they will re-offer the discount for a further 14 days minimum.  Sometimes it is longer.

When you start getting to the formal appeals process, where the Notice to Owner is sent out, at that point, the ticket has reverted to its original amount.  The discount has technically been lost, but a lot of local authorities will also re-offer the discount at that stage, if they feel that it is necessary.  When it goes to the adjudication service as a formal appeal, then the ticket is at its original price.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): I was going to say, I think there is an issue – where you are asking for monitoring of the quality of the issuing, etc., of tickets.  Councils – well, I understand from your evidence – contract out that to the same people sometimes.

Kevin Delaney (The RAC Foundation): Chair, Lynn Witham has quite properly set out what councils should be doing, what I think we would all like them to do, but here we are in January of 2005, and so far I think it is one council in London is doing that.  The simple fact is that the majority of local authorities – both within and outside the capital – do not undertake that level of monitoring.  In fact, most of them are not in a position to do so, because they contract out their back-office functions.

I am an old cynic, and I used to argue that there was a very good reason why a large number of appeals to the Parking Appeal Service were not contested, which was that local authorities could not be bothered to contest them; it was not worth their while.  I now believe that the reason is that the first time the local authority parking manager sees those papers is when the person has indicated that they are going to appeal to the Parking Adjudication Service.

Therefore, the whole process of representation, the whole process of challenge has gone on and has been dealt with, probably by the same contractor who issues the tickets on the street, and the local authority parking manager sees none of the correspondence.  The first time he or she sees it is when it is about to go to the Parking Adjudication Service, and it may well be that at that stage, they say, ‘Why are we doing this?’  It may well be that that is why a large number of appeals are uncontested, but this, I think, is a problem.  If a local authority contracts out the back office function, then they, effectively, deprive themselves of the ability to monitor the quality of tickets. 

It is interesting that in my submission, I mentioned Manchester.  Manchester is a case in point.  They launched DPE.  It was hugely successful financially; in public relations (PR) terms, it was an absolute disaster, and so they did a complete about face.  One of the first things they did was to bring the back office functions – including handling representations – back in house.  They separated the back office from the on-street enforcement.  

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): Can I just clarify something, Kevin, because I think things have changed quite a bit in recent years.  Of all the authorities in London we do the enforcement for, we do not do the notice processing.  I can only think of one authority where the contractor does the first stage, the Notice to Owners, but really, for the notice processing now, councils generally have taken that service back in house, if they outsourced it in the first place.  Certainly councils like Camden, Westminster, and Islington have never outsourced the notice processing.  They have always taken that responsibility.

It is a fair point that if you outsource the whole service, then where is going to be the input from the council on their policies, because often, it is an interpretation of policies.  Nevertheless, I think things have moved on and that, on the whole, contractors do just deliver the on-street service.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): We can certainly ask the ALG where and if it exists, in which of the 32 boroughs.

Alan Clark (BPA): I have to say, I think Kevin is wrong, I am afraid, in that view, because I have worked, as I say, both inside local authorities and with the BPA and now in my current role, and I have to say, I would have difficulty listing any authorities that have actually contracted out the notice processing.  From the legislation point of view, the local authority is required to consider the representations, so there is no choice at that point.  They have to consider the representations, but most local authorities have established a notice-processing operation.  They will deal with the letter when it comes in at the first stage as a challenge, and if they can deal with it then, they usually do.

The motorist may not agree with whether there is a rejection, perhaps, but most authorities deal with it in-house at that stage.  I think those that have tried contracting out notice processing actually found that the public said, ‘Fine.  That is what the contractor says.  Now what does the local authority say?’, and there was double handling.  Therefore, the local authorities that did try it have brought it back in-house, but the majority have never put it out to contract, because they felt that was the area where discretion, if any, should be raised, and the discretion is with the local authority, not with the contractor.

Roger Evans (Deputy Chair):  I guess this is another question for Lynn Witham, as you act as a consultant in these matters.  How can we persuade the public that the PAs are not being overzealous? 

Lynn Witham (BPA): I have mentioned transparency and accountability, and I think that is very important.  Publicity and information is the major tool here, I think, but it stems initially from the councils having policies in place that will inform the way enforcement is carried out – policies which, for example, cover how quickly a ticket is issued after the pay and display ticket has expired; whether warning notices are issued when an expired resident permit is on display, rather than issuing a ticket the day after it has expired; policies on observation times for certain contraventions, such as loading and unloading.

If a local authority has that in place and has that right, then the information that they are giving to the public will, hopefully, educate the public into those policies and help them appreciate that tickets are not issued at the drop of hat as soon as a motorist has parked in contravention.  There are all sorts of ways it can be done.  A lot of authorities have very good websites, for example, that explain a lot of these issues.  Certainly, at Wandsworth, we used to issue a parking newsletter, and we did this quarterly.  One of the things that was included was an article on how to avoid getting a PCN, how to understand lines and signs.

Roger Evans (Deputy Chair): Who did that go to?

Lynn Witham (Council Member, BPA): It went to all the residents of Wandsworth.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): Probably better to give it out with the ticket, I would have thought. 

Lynn Witham (Council Member, BPA): Yes, the ALG will no doubt tell you that they do issue information leaflets on various topics: loading and unloading, Blue Badge Parking.  Most London authorities have stocks of those information leaflets, and they will give them out.  For people who have received parking tickets, I think if they write in to query them, they should get a full explanation of why they have received it and as much information as possible.  Certainly, examples of good practice I have seen are where authorities prepare their own information leaflets that relate to their own parking controls, and they have these freely available at council offices and will send them out with correspondence.

Roger Evans (Deputy Chair): What about providing advice and information in the front line?  Certainly, my experience in Waltham Forest, which is not a council that regularly features when we have these discussions, was that a lot of people complained that perhaps the PA should have been there to say to them, ‘Look, you cannot park there,’ as they drove up, rather than, as they did, hiding around a corner and waiting until the car was parked, and the person had gone away from it, then leaping out and slapping a ticket on it.  Alternatively, as was certainly the case I knew, when a colleague actually asked them questions about what they were doing, they just produced a card which said, ‘I am not allowed to answer your questions.  Ring the council office on this number.’  Is that still happening, or is that history?

Lynn Witham (BPA): I parked very recently, and I actually had a visitor permit that I had not scratched off and displayed, but I went to park in a permit holder’s bay, which was fine.  As I was reversing in, a PA came up, knocked on the window, and said to me, ‘Do you realise this is permit holders?’  Therefore, it does happen.  

I think this comes down to the PA training, which, as you will know, is an issue that the BPA is addressing with this certification process, which will require PAs to have a lot more knowledge of not just how to deal with the public and how to explain to them the rules and regulations, what they can do about querying a ticket.  Those areas are being addressed in that certification, which we hope will be taken up throughout the London PAs and may even be incorporated into the statutory guidance as a licence to practise.

Roger Evans (Deputy Chair): I am sure as you advise boroughs, you have people who you feel have adopted best practice in this.  Who would you say is really good to look at and learn from in this respect?

Lynn Witham (BPA): Well, I would say Wandsworth, of course, but also Hackney have made a lot of changes and Camden, as well.  I think there are examples of good practice in a lot of local authorities.  Kingston and Bromley are two others that I would cite, and there are a number outside London, as well.  

Alan Clark (BPA): I think it is probably worth saying that, of course, the public wants to see PAs as being overzealous, because that is the reason that, if you like, the tickets were issued.  It is not the fact that they parked illegally.  It is the fact that PAs are overzealous.  Now, clearly, in the majority of cases, a PA should only issue a PCN where there is evidence that the vehicle is parked in contravention of the regulations.

Now, I accept that there are clearly delivery issues, and there are cases where the PA will have insufficient evidence and has to wait, but we have a situation where the public look at PAs as scapegoats, as the enemy.  The media do the same thing in terms of building up the image of the PA as the enemy.  Now, if you are a disabled person, and you have a space outside your house which enables you to carry on your life, if you have someone who parks in that space and obstructs you, then the PA is your best friend, because they are the ones that are going to ensure that you can park there.

If we do not have that form of enforcement, then clearly, there are a lot of people who will suffer.  Residents who want to be able to park near to their own property rely on PAs enforcing the regulations to be able to park where they ought to be able to park.  Since we have such a demand for parking and a lack of supply in many areas of London, PAs are very essential, but what we have is an attitude from the public that they are the scum of the earth, dirt, they are not to be respected.  Many drivers threaten and abuse PAs as a means of trying to avoid their embarrassment and financial penalty for getting a ticket, and I think that is one of the issues. 

Therefore, it suits the public to assume, believe, or whatever else that PAs are being overzealous.  If people do not park illegally, there will be no tickets.

Roger Evans (Deputy Chair): If you take that attitude, then you might as well give up with all the newsletters and the PR and the attempts to make the wardens more customer-friendly and just say, ‘This is a crime.  Let us go out and enforce it, regardless of how people feel about it.’  Do you think that is wise?  Certainly, as an elected representative, I would feel that was very unwise. 

Alan Clark (BPA): Certainly not.  Clearly, there has to be an educative process to try to encourage people to park within the regulations.  If you look at, for instance, drunk driving, 20 years ago it was almost acceptable to have a drink and drive, and clearly, that is not the case any more.  Therefore, education does work, but it is a slow process, and I think in the majority of cases, people who park illegally are often being selfish.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): I am not sure you can equate being two minutes over on a meter with drunk driving.  It is just an issue.

Alan Clark (Council Member, BPA): No.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): It depends on the offence, though, does it not?  

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): Indeed, but what I would say about those comments, just having looked at all this wealth of evidence, is it is often about people who park legally and are momentarily late.  It is what you were saying, Lynn (Witham) about the discretion too, and the variation between boroughs confuses people as to how they apply these regulations.  Is it in the first minute you are over?  It is hard to draw that line, but that is what we are trying to discover here.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): The vast majority of PCNs are issued for people parking on yellow lines, not for overstaying on a meter.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): Well, we would like some statistics on that.  We have not been able to get, as far as I am aware, a breakdown between the different grades of offences.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): Offence codes, yes.  There are different offence codes. 

Roger Evans (Deputy Chair): That is an interesting point that you make.  It may be that you can improve the image of your PAs a great deal, just by the way you deal with a relatively small number of tickets which involve discretion, rather than by saying, ‘The yellow line is free for all.’  The question about yellow lines is one of whether there should be a yellow line at that spot or not.  It is not a question of enforcement, is it?

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): The way the regulations work at the moment, someone overstaying on a meter is not an area that we are allowed to exercise any discretion.  There is a time limit, and either they are over it, or they are not.  The area where discretion has to be exercised every day is in things like loading and unloading, whether they are loading or unloading.  I understand the frustration for a lot of the commercial users, and they bump up in the most complex and problem areas, but there are also a lot of people who understand that there is loading and unloading and seek to abuse it.  I would welcome anyone here to go out and spend a day with a PA, because it is an incredibly complex and demanding job.

Angie Bray (AM): I have to say that on many occasions, if I need to pop in literally to get something, and there is a PA there, and I say, ‘Look, can I just…’, they are invariably extremely helpful.  They say, ‘Look, that is okay.  You have spoken to me.  I have seen the car.  Three minutes: that is your lot.’  I have never had a problem with that, actually, I have to say.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): That is them exercising discretion.

Angie Bray (AM): Exactly.  That is their discretion.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): Our client might say, ‘Well, you should have issued a PCN in that situation, because they have broken the rule’, but there is a real world out there.

Angie Bray (AM): Absolutely, and I have never found that a problem.

Richard Currie (AICES): I think the problem that then comes is if you are delivery vehicle, you might not see the PA.

Angie Bray (AM): I agree.  I make a point of looking for one.

Richard Currie (Deputy Chairman, AICES): You go in, and you are only going to be in there for five, six minutes, whatever it is.  You go in to take a package in, you get it signed for, you come out, and you find you have a PCN on your windscreen.  I think that is where the problem lies.  There is not an assumption, which I believe there should be, that if you are a liveried delivery vehicle, you are not actually parked there, you are actually making a delivery or a collection.  That is where there should be the flexibility, but there is not the automatic flexibility that there should be.

Angie Bray (AM): I have to say, also, that where you get rows of shops, perhaps slightly out of central London, as I understand it, quite often, they will have a relationship with the parking wardens in that particularly area, who will, actually, normally accept that they need people to have that very quick access.  That tends to be, I accept, in the more suburban areas, where there is a shopping parade, and a relationship has developed on those occasions.

Richard Currie (AICES): We have found that, just out of interest, in other cities in the UK, whether it is Edinburgh – members have found that in Edinburgh, Oxford, and other places.  Okay, much smaller cities, less traffic, less congestion, but at the same time, it does exist, and a relationship does build up.  A bond does build up between delivery vehicle and the PA.  More importantly – because often, they do not see each other – the PAs do realise that they are delivering or collecting, and that they are not parked there and will give them some discretion.  Sadly, that discretion is not forthcoming in central London.

Kevin Delaney (The RAC Foundation for Motoring): I think, going back to the original question, that there is a fundamental problem, a fundamental divide, if you like.  PAs are about enforcement, and there is no doubt about that, and we all accept that.  Traffic wardens – the old style, but which still exist on the red route area – are about compliance.

Now, it may well be that traffic wardens have a luxury that PAs do not, namely, that at the end of the day’s tour of duty, they can go back having issued not one single ticket, and provided there had been no congestion, nobody is going to think any the worse of them.  It could be said the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) is not going to lose the contract for enforcement, but of course, they are on the red routes, as I understand it.

Nevertheless, where you see the red routes and ordinary borough parking adjoined, you actually do detect a difference, and I see it in West Wickham.  Every morning on my way to the station, I watch people parking illegally, both on the red route and on the borough side.  The traffic warden will go up to them, knock on the window, and say, ‘If you park there, I will give you a ticket.’  Whereas, the PAs do not.  It may well be that if the individual were to approach them, they would say something, but it does not work like that.  There is the difference: PAs are about enforcement; traffic wardens are also about enforcement, but they have turned around to become compliance, and that may simply be that they have the luxury of not having a commercial contract.

Darren Johnson (AM): It was just a brief point.  Mr Clark talked about if we eliminate illegal parking, then we eliminate the problem, but is there not a wider structural problem that basically, there are too many cars on the road in London and not enough spaces, and that we are always going to get these sorts of parking problems if we do not tackle that?

Alan Clark (BPA): Yes, clearly there are too many cars on the road for all the parking spaces to be occupied wherever anybody wants to go at the same time, but the issue is more than that, in the sense that clearly you have popular areas – high demand – and less popular areas.  I suspect, in most areas of London, in the less-popular, less-demand areas, you would always find a space to park.  What we have is an issue where people – and I admit to being lazy myself – I want to park as near to my destination as I can, if I am driving.  I think you see that with people parking in their front gardens.  They want to park by their front door, if they can. 

Therefore, clearly, there will always be a demand for parking at the point of the journey’s end.  I think that is the difficulty.  It is actually trying to share and balance that road space for all the users, and there will be different demands at different times of day by different users.  Clearly, the local authorities have a major problem in trying to balance that demand.

Just picking up on the point about red routes and the difference in enforcement.  The issue, certainly, that I have observed, is that where you have a local authority enforcing the yellow lines, there is a tendency for the drivers to move onto the red lines, because the enforcement tends to be less frequent.  Therefore, you are actually seeing what happened in the early days of people moving from the permitted parking bays onto the yellow lines, because the local authorities enforced the permitted parking bays – the meter bays.  That is now transferring from the yellow lines to the red lines, because in most cases, the red route enforcement is irregular, because people know that they are likely not to receive a PCN or a Fixed Penalty Notice (FPN), if they park on a red line, where they will on the yellow line.

I accept that the traffic wardens are very good at moving people on and achieving the compliance in that way.  I would have concerns, however, that they are not there often enough in many of the areas, and where you have loading bays on the red routes which are shared by disabled parking, and both those are not able to park, because other people have parked, because the bays are bigger, then actually we are not achieving the desired result in terms of reserving those spaces for deliveries and disabled.  Therefore, I think there is an issue there, and it does highlight the difference between the yellow lines and the red lines, if you like.

Kevin Delaney (The RAC Foundation for Motoring): Chair, could I just briefly say, I am not praising any form of enforcement.  The question was why a PA seemed to be overzealous.  

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): No, no.  Point taken.

Roger Evans (Deputy Chair): This is an interesting issue.

Angie Bray (AM): The point really is more that parking actually acts as a rationalisation of space, and probably keeps cars out.  In many ways, before things like the Congestion Charge, it was parking that kept traffic down.  Darren’s point is, therefore, slightly missing the point.  Parking actually is what limits the amount of cars.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): Anyway, we are not going to have a debate about too many cars today, because that is a whole other area.

Elizabeth Howlett (AM): Pedestrian planning comes into it.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): Well, indeed, and we can do the next one on that.  I have no doubt that this parking scrutiny will touch on some of the basic and most prevalent issues that hit the press and so on, but there are a whole raft of issues that could continue in other scrutinies based on this.

Moving on to proportionality and discretion, as I said before, big response on the amount an individual will end up paying for, sometimes, what seems to that individual a momentary or human, unavoidable or whatever.  You can have a wry smile there as to ‘they are not all innocent,’ but some are.  There is also a belief that some areas of enforcement are easy targets, that it is more difficult to give the easy and numerous, rather than the rare, but more deserving cases, which are actually obstructing or dangerous.  You are arguing that that is not the case, but we do not have the figures on that.

The other area was this kind of plea, ‘We are only a little bit bad if it is two minutes.  We are very bad if it is half an hour.’  As the fines are equal now – shoplifting and anti-social behaviour and being two minutes late on the meter – I am not sure that the public do not feel things are out of kilter with this, which they regard as swingeing levels of punishment for their behaviour.  That is the section we are moving onto now.

Elizabeth Howlett (AM): Do you think there is disproportionality in levy of fines for motorists, as against people who have infringed in criminal activity, like mugging an old lady?  I am a magistrate, so I have a particular interest in that.

Alan Clark (BPA): The industry, in general, has been given the level of penalties.  The Parking Committee for London and the Government, when they introduced the penalties in the first instance, wanted to try to make them at a similar level to the FPN, so that there was compatibility between the two. That was really how the level was started, and since then, there have been a couple of increases, which followed inflation.  Nevertheless, the intention was that for PCNs that were issued and not disputed, the motorist should be able to pay at the discount rate, because that involved minimum processing and administration for the local authority, and therefore cost, and that the rate would be the same.

As for proportionality compared to other criminal activities, well, I am not really in a position to say.  I have an opinion.  I think in terms of triviality, though, I would have great difficulty identifying a trivial parking contravention.  If I was disabled, and somebody parked in a space that I wanted to use, that would be heaven and earth, life or death possibly.  If I was a resident wanting to park near my property, that would be a major problem.  If I am a delivery driver wanting to deliver to a shop, that would be a major problem.  

If I am obstructing the free flow of traffic, that is a problem for others.  If I am parked in an obstructive and dangerous position, obstructing safety, that is also a problem.  If I stay longer than my time that I have paid for on a meter or a pay-and-display bay, I am stopping somebody else coming in to park there, and therefore turning over parking, which may have an impact on retailers and others.  I would have great difficulty identifying trivial contraventions, and therefore changing the rates accordingly. 

Elizabeth Howlett (AM): The difficulty, surely, if one wanted some kind of proportionality in the charging system, it would be very difficult for the traffic warden to decide, ‘Is this a trivial infraction of parking, or is it something much more serious?’  Now, that is a burden, surely for the traffic warden.

Alan Clark (Council Member, BPA): Well, it would be for the local authority to determine what the rate of penalty would be for that particular contravention, and that would have to follow the policy objectives that the local authorities set down.  I know, however, that there have been trials in a number of London authorities for a two-tier system, for a lower rate for permitted parking contraventions, and I am not certain whether they are still maintaining that, because of the difficulties and in the complaints that, to some people, overstaying in a meter bay is actually as important as parking on a yellow line.

Angie Bray (AM): Can I just clarify one thing – am I completely out of date?  Is there no longer the yellow bit on the meter and the red bit.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): No Excess Charge Notice any more.

Angie Bray (AM): That has all gone.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): That was a very sort of human thing, like, if you are going to be heart-to-heart in any way.  

Roger Evans (Deputy Chair): When you say there is no such thing as a trivial offence, I have come across quite a lot of people you read about in the newspapers in boroughs which enforce footway parking restrictions – what if you park with your wheel maybe about an inch on the pavement?  What if you park in your drive, and your car is maybe a little bit too big for your drive, and the back overhangs onto the pavement by not much?

Angie Bray (AM): Even if the wheels are on it.

Roger Evans (Deputy Chair): What if you do not fit into a parking space, because you have a car that overhangs slightly?  Is that not trivial, and is that not a good case for discretion?

Alan Clark (BPA): I think it highlights the difficulties that our PAs and our councils have when you are on street.  How big is a wheel?  If you look at perhaps comparing a Mini and a people carrier or something like a Jaguar with a huge overhang…

Roger Evans (Deputy Chair): Is not the question actually, ‘How big is the pavement, and can people still get past with that wheel parked an inch on there?’  Is that not the question which the PA should be asking himself?

Elizabeth Howlett (AM): However, the other thing is that what comes into play is, in fact, can a blind person see this sticking out in the footpath?  Local authorities always take that into consideration.

Angie Bray (AM): Nevertheless, sometimes when a wheel goes slightly over onto the yellow line, or even, as I understand it, some authorities penalise you if the car actually overhangs, but the wheels are inside, and others will say, ‘No, fair enough.’  There is actually variation.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): You have highlighted an area where discretion should apply and in all the situations, we would train our PAs to display common sense.  The one where it is outside the bay, is it stopping the next bay being used?  If it is, then it should have a PCN issued.  If it is not, then do not.  That is where common sense should apply, but different people may have different interpretations of that at times, and of course, you are going to get silly examples.  There was a bay highlighted which was smaller than a Mini, I think.  Well, that is just frankly crazy.

Elizabeth Howlett (AM): We used to have a charge in the Magistrate’s Court.  It was £10 a wheel, if it was on the footway, but that has all gone with.  It was too easy and practical.

Angie Bray (AM): I think the pavement is more serious, but I think that bit of overhanging onto a little yellow line behind is just crazy.

Richard Currie (AICES): There is an associated issue with that, which is that a lot of our delivery vehicles are too long to fit into one pay-and-display space.  Therefore, whilst you are allowed, in some boroughs, to park in one of these spaces for up to 20 minutes, we cannot go over the line.  Even if there are two, three, or four spaces free side-by-side, you cannot take up one and a half spaces for even five or six minutes, and a PCN will be put on.

That is really where we would like to see greater flexibility, because we are not parked.  We are not there for an hour and a half.  We are going to be in, and we are going to be out again.  If flexibility could be afforded to something like that, it just makes common sense.

Kevin Delaney (The RAC Foundation for Motoring): I think that there are two issues here.  First and foremost, I do not have a problem defining a trivial infraction.  Somebody who pays for an hour on a parking meter and then comes back two hours later has made a very clear statement.  Either they got it very badly wrong, or they do not care, and they get anything that is coming to them.  Somebody who pays for an hour on a parking meter and gets back there an hour and two minutes later has done their best – their inadequate best; we accept that, but they were trying, and they failed.  Yet, the two people are penalised equally.

Somebody who turns up and parks on a yellow line behind the parking meter has not even bothered to try and is penalised in the same way for the same amount.  There are two separate issues here.  I think it is wrong to impose the responsibility on the PA.  The PAs have a difficult enough job as it is out there without giving them more, but it is not beyond the wit and ingenuity of London boroughs or their representative organisation to come up with a system which penalises some kinds of infringements more than others and actually says that you get a ticket valued at X for an overstay on a meter of up to five minutes, or whatever it may be, and a ticket to the value of Y for an overstay in excess of that amount.

Therefore, yes, it is possible to actually decide what are ‘deliberate,’ if you like, flagrant breaches of the law – deliberate, call it what you will – and those that have happened because somebody has done their inadequate best and just not quite got it right.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): A sort of human, happy situation.

Kevin Delaney (The RAC Foundation for Motoring): Yes, but the reality, of course, is that the people who have flouted the law and do not care probably will not pay the PCN anyway and will probably get away with not paying the PCN, whereas the ones who have tried to keep within the law will pay the PCN and will then become a grumpy punter from then on.  That, I think, is the problem, and that is probably what led Manchester to turn around their scheme.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): In a sense, if you want compliance with anything, it always has to be fair and effective.  That is the issue for London, as I see it.

Richard Currie (AICES): If I can make one more point, it is more-or-less repeating the point you made a little earlier, which is that the reason for having parking regulation, the reason for having parking fines is first, safety, and secondly, to avoid the build-up of traffic.  If everything was based upon that, then you would see greater flexibility, and you would see rules coming in that Kevin Delaney just suggested.  We have, however, got away from the basic reason for the introduction of traffic regulations and moved across to different reasons, and that is, as I see it, the main, basic problem inherent in all this.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): You may be right.  I cannot comment at this stage.

Elizabeth Howlett (AM): Just very quickly, what would be the advantages of bringing back the equivalent of the Excess Charge Notice for overstays on parking?  Do you think there is an advantage to that?

Alan Clark (BPA): I have to say, I think there is a market for that, and I think it actually does enable local authorities to have a degree of proportionality about how they control parking.  I suspect that the issues may well be, ‘How long is too long?’  That may be very taxing.

Elizabeth Howlett (AM): What did it used to be?

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): It was 25%.

Alan Clark (BPA): It used to be an hour, I think, on a two-hour meter, possibly.

Angie Bray (AM): You could certainly have 20 minutes.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): It was 25% of the cost of a FPN.

Angie Bray (AM): For how long?  How long in yellow?

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): Half an hour.

Angie Bray (AM): Half an hour in yellow.

Alan Clark (BPA): I think, from a practical point of view, clearly, it used to be the enforcing officer, whether it was a traffic warden or a PA at the time, who issued the Excess Charge Notice.  Perhaps there is – with the advantage of technology nowadays – the opportunity for there to be an automatic method of excessive payment, as it were, for someone who has overstayed inadvertently.  In other words, they have done their inadequate best, perhaps, or they just get held up.

That is a great opportunity to be able to pay an excessive amount for the extra quarter of an hour or half an hour, but I think you still need the deterrent, if you like, that that does not mean you can stay there all day, even at an excessive charge.  There was a view, at one time, I believe, that if your car was clamped in London, it was the securest form of parking you could find – not something to be recommended.

Elizabeth Howlett (AM): Some local authorities are going down using new technical advantages in using your mobile phone and credit card while you are standing there in the street.  

Alan Clark (Council Member, BPA): Absolutely, and that lends itself very well to that form of payment, yes.

Murad Qureshi (AM): This is actually a supplementary first before the one in the script.  Talking about discretion, should there be some element of discretion between local residents with a resident parking permit on their car to those cars coming into those areas?  I think there is an issue, certainly in the local authority that I live in, that local residents should feel that they should be treated somewhat more leniently than those coming into the locality from further afield.  Is that something you have come across as an issue, at all?

Alan Clark (Council Member, BPA): I am very much aware of the issue that you raise there, having come from Westminster, and clearly in Westminster, the residents are able to park on the meter and pay-and-display bays for the first hour in the morning and the evening, which is clearly that crossover time…

Angie Bray (AM): Kensington and Chelsea are the same.

Alan Clark (BPA): …which is very useful.  Whatever it is, where there are arrangements like that – and I welcome those – there need to be clear instructions from the local authority to the PAs as to how to deal with the issue, and there need to be clear instructions and advice to the residents as to how to deal with the issue.  The conflict always appears to be the minute or two or three or four or five just beyond that crossover period, if you like, just as it is the one or two or three or four minutes just beyond the paid-for time and expiry.  There has been much talk about grace periods and things like that.

Angie Bray (AM): Then you have a grace period for a grace period for a grace period.

Alan Clark (BPA): That is right.  ‘I was only two minutes beyond the grace period,’ which was already 20 minutes.  It is very difficult to deal with, and that is where, in some ways, black and white, whilst it may not be popular, is at least clear to all sides.  Nevertheless, certainly, local authorities should try to help their residents as much as possible by giving them as much parking where and when and how, but clearly they have to balance a number of issues.

Murad Qureshi (AM): Alan Clark, given your background at the City of Westminster, can you confirm that, actually, the vast bulk of the PCNs issued in the City are actually enforced on residents outside of the City.  Last time I asked about this figure, it was about 92%.

Alan Clark (BPA): I have nothing to discount those figures, so yes, I am sure you are right.

Murad Qureshi (AM): Just coming to the broader issue, how do you think local authorities could improve their enforcement operations in order to reassure the public that the enforcement is both necessary and fairly applied?

Richard Currie (Deputy Chairman, AICES): I think it is repeating the point I made a few moments ago, in that it goes back to the main reason why parking enforcement was introduced in the first place, and that is for safety reasons and also to prevent the build-up of traffic.  If that is communicated and communicated effectively, then carried forth into parking policy, then you can actually build up a strong relationship and make sure that people agree with the whole tenet and reason of why you are doing it.

Nevertheless, side by side with that, there has to be greater flexibility, and alongside that you have to take away…  I know we have been talking about incentivisation; there is still a culture of incentivisation, and we have to eradicate that.  Once that is eradicated, once there is greater flexibility, and also greater access as well – you go into certain streets in London that are perfectly broad, could have better, say, loading and unloading access, and it just is not there.  You go into other streets that are narrower, and there is actually quite good access.  There is no rhyme or reason why there is good access in one and not good access in the other.

Therefore, what there has to be is there has to be better access and also better and clearer standardisation of signage and regulations, as well.  

Murad Qureshi (AM): Public information is better.

Richard Currie (Deputy Chairman, AICES): Absolutely.  

Sharon Dance (AICES): I can just add onto that it is just about clarity and fairness is the one thing we would like to say.  It is just more whether the publicity is done, but being seen to be fairer.  Then people understand the reasons why things that have been done are being enforced.

Kevin Delaney (The RAC Foundation for Motoring): I think that the local authority – following on from the public information – can go a stage further.  Public information is good.  I spoke at a Westminster parking forum in Covent Garden seven or eight months ago.  That sort of thing – inviting people in, getting them to talk about the problems, talking about the policies, and so on and so forth – done in Westminster, certainly not done in Bromley.  It may well be that in Bromley you are talking about a much more widely spaced population, so maybe it is not so viable.

Nevertheless, tell the public what it is about, then set and train priorities for enforcement.  What is the single most important thing that a PA can do?  Is it yellow-line enforcement?  Is it protecting residents’ parking bays?  What is it?  What are the top three, top four, something like that?  Then, having done that, be completely open about the results: ‘Last year we issued 750,000 tickets, of which 500,000 were for parking on the yellow line.’  It is really about much greater communication with the public.  Talk to the public about what you want, what you are going to do.  Then have your priorities, and then tell the public what they did.

The more openness that actually surrounds the whole thing, the much less cynicism there is likely to be.  Drivers are never going to enjoy having parking regulations in force, but given more information, the vast majority of them – although not all – will actually come to understand and having come to understand, will probably give grudging support.  You are not going to get all of them.  There are out there anti-social people who translate their anti-social behaviour into everything they do in their life, and you will never, ever win their hearts or minds.  However, the other 95% of the people could be a great deal more influenced than they are now.

Murad Qureshi (AM): Just in response, you are quite right.  It does come up as a regular issue in area forums of, certainly, central London and in the City of Westminster.  It is interesting to see that, as far as I know, there is only one local authority undertaking a scrutiny on a similar basis to us here at the GLA, and that is in Camden.  I think they should be commended for that, and that seems to be well attended by local residents.  

What I am aware of, as a London Assembly Member, is that actually those forums are for local residents and their issues.  In cases where you have authorities where the bulk of the PCNs are being placed on Londoners coming from other parts of London, they do not have a look-in at all, quite honestly.

Kevin Delaney (The RAC Foundation for Motoring): No, well, places like Bromley, for example, there are issues in central Bromley where you have a commercial area and a residential area, but that is a tiny proportion of the population of Bromley, and the rest of the people in Bromley really have a very poor understanding of the parking restrictions.

I am sorry for Bromley, but I am going to do it, if I may, and it will only take two minutes.  Bromley have a set of parking meters in the central area which change their status five times in 24 hours, in an effort to actually balance the needs of residents with the needs of visitors to the area.  Overnight they are free.  Then they are shared use – residents and meters.  Then they become payment only.  Then they become shared use, and then for half an hour – or maybe an hour – at the end of the day when the rest of the restrictions have come to an end, they become residents’ bays only.

Consequently, people who go into Bromley – to the cinema, to the theatre, whatever – Bromley people tend to be fairly law-abiding, and rather than parking on a yellow line – even if it no longer operates, they will look for a parking bay.  Therefore, they park in the parking bays and get tickets.  Now, the people in central Bromley understand, and the PAs understand, but the people from places like West Wickham or Beckenham or Orpington who go into Bromley relatively rarely – some of them, not at all any more – do not understand.  Therefore, there is an even greater need in areas like that to actually have parking forums where issues like this are explained.

Murad Qureshi (AM): I am more concerned about the fairness issue for outer Londoners coming into central London.  As you can imagine, that is where most of the car movements are coming into, and I do think, actually, there are local authorities policing outer Londoners and funding their council taxes on that basis.  You have mentioned that with your points earlier.

John Biggs (AM): You have gone some way to answering this question.  I very much appreciate the point you make about consultation, about information, but I am wondering whether it would make sense, particularly in residential areas, if there were an obligation to consult periodically with the residents in those areas and possibly business users, as well.  I know from experience that people who may have welcomed something 10 years ago may well find that their experience has changed since then and they would prefer to have a second chance to consider the issue.

Do you think that a general duty to consult, whether it is in a commercial area with business users or with residents in a residential area would make some sense?  I suppose an example came up at the weekend where I was meeting people in a part of Newham, and a lot of them said they had moved there since the zone had come in over 10 years ago, and they had not knowledge of why it was put in in the first place.  They felt it was rather punitive having to pay for the permits.  I suggested to them it was designed to protect them from commuter parking or shoppers, but they had not been persuaded of that, so an opportunity to go through that discussion would be very helpful to them.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): I think that there are too many controls which have not been subject to review.  There are examples which would be far worse than that, examples of regimes which go back many, many years.  When you get into commercial areas, the businesses and the circumstances have changed completely, so I would very much encourage all authorities to go through a regular process of review.  It is something that Westminster have now formally started, and I think that has resulted in the introduction of a lot more loading and unloading space availability within parts of Westminster.  That has had a very good, positive feedback.  It has strengthened the ties, and the people feel that their needs are being met.

Can I just add one thing on the proportionality theme – or a couple of points on that.  First of all, the role of clamping and removals, which is that not all authorities do it across London, so it is very inconsistent.  On the whole, where someone is clamped or removed, it is not that the thing has been done in error, because there is more than one person involved in that type of exercise, so it is extremely unlikely that they are going to be issued incorrectly.  Nevertheless, they are very stiff, and the legislation allows an authority to clamp a vehicle after 15 minutes’ overstay, and I do think that does not help the perception.

One of the things that Manchester City Council, who we are the contractor for, did when they had their wholesale change was they virtually eliminated clamping and removal as an offence.  I am not saying that would be appropriate in London, but I would encourage a much greater consistency and review of the use of clamping and removal in London.

Angie Bray (AM): Can you tow somebody who has got a dog in the back?

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): I have no idea.

Angie Bray (AM): I would assume you cannot with a baby – but nobody would leave a baby – but what about a dog?

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): I do not know.  I do know that a PA can issue a PCN without wearing a hat, though.

Angie Bray (AM): The dog issue is quite interesting, because otherwise it would be quite good to always have your dog in the back of the car, would it not?

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): The other point for proportionality is that, yes, there is the whole point going one way about, ‘Are fines too stiff for certain offences?’, but my challenge would be the other way: that there are certain offences – and actually, I would challenge some of the commercial industry that is quite prepared to take the risk of taking PCNs and keep repeating offences in particular areas where they are causing an obstruction.  I am not saying that is a wholesale issue, but I think it does work both ways, and it is not just about reduction.  The whole point of a fine is presumably it is supposed to discourage behaviour and result in changes of behaviour, and certainly there are clearly offences that it has no effect.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): You are saying it has become easier just to disobey the law.  It is a written-in cost to the business.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): There is a lot of illegal parking in there.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): Right, we will be going on to that section in a minute.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): What is not happening is that peoples’ behaviour is changing, that there is less illegal parking going on.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): Right.  It is a fair argument to make, but we will go into that in your section.

Angie Bray (AM): I have, in different parts of my constituency, two relatively controversial parking schemes.  In Hammersmith & Fulham, what they have done there is they have actually shared almost every resident’s parking bay with pay and display, which I suspect is reasonably well welcomed by a lot of the visitors, like myself, who do not actually live in Hammersmith & Fulham, but also by the shops and things, because it does encourage people to come and go.  It is absolutely universally loathed by any resident with a car, because it does mean that most of the time, during the day at least, they tend not to be able to park anywhere near their own property.  I wondered whether anybody thinks that there are interesting lessons there about getting a better balance, perhaps.

Then, of course, you have almost the opposite in Kensington and Chelsea, where they have – I think uniquely – an all-zone parking permit, which is again, very popular with most residents, but universally loathed by anybody who lives near John Lewis, because most of the day, they cannot get anywhere close to their houses round there.  Again, there seem to be some attempts in Hammersmith & Fulham to balance it out with local business needs, which do not suit the residents, but equally again, shoppers do not suit residents in Kensington and Chelsea, where they can park anywhere.  I wanted to know if anybody had got any thoughts on those.

Richard Currie (AICES): You always have to have a balance, and you are not going to be able to please all of the people all of the time, but ultimately the most important thing is to have a balance, so that you will be able to suit as many interests as possible.  The one thing that we have found in certain parts of London is there is that imbalance, and there is a big imbalance, so that access is actually denied on a regular basis, unless we do something to deserve a PCN.  I think the problem is reviewing the roads on a general basis, almost on a road-by-road basis.

Bob Macnaughton mentioned the review that is going on in Westminster, which is ongoing, and hopefully the results from that will be positive.  What is to be encouraged for every single local authority in London, certainly central London, is to review each and every single road – certainly the centre part – and to determine what the balance of access ought to be within that, so that you do get a good balance, so that commercial vehicles can get in, but also so that residents and others can get in as well.  In certain parts of, say Westminster, you do see a lot of parking meters that are unused all day, and maybe there is an argument for saying that they should be replaced.

Angie Bray (AM): It is the Congestion Charge.

Richard Currie (AICES): Yes, certainly, but if they are not being used, they are not being used, and maybe the argument now is that they should be turned into either a balance between access for residents and also for commercial vehicles, because they are in largely business areas.

Angie Bray (AM): St James’s Square.

Alan Clark (BPA): I was just picking up on the point of consultation, changing, and review.  I think it is absolutely critical that local authorities do take on board that there are many significant changes that will happen in an area.  Businesses come and go; schools expand and contract – whatever, always huge changes – and unless you actually keep reviewing the regulations to suit all those purposes, you are going to have imbalance, and that causes problem, it causes resentment, and people to then park illegally.  Clearly, consultation with the people who live there as to how the area is actually used and what the issues are, I think is vital, and certainly we would support that from, if you like, from local authority and the industry side of things.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): Right, delivery, loading, and unloading.  Certainly, we had representatives from a number of the utility companies and so on – big fleet business, in particular, but it is all businesses; it is not just the big ones.

Peter Hulme Cross (AM): I am particularly concerned about this, because couriers provide a very vital service.  They contribute considerably to the economy of London, and yet, I understand that your organisation has paid out about £1.5 million in fines per year for simply doing the job that you are paid to do, which I think is absolutely appalling.  Not only that, but other delivery companies also fall foul to this regime.  For instance, in Westminster, I believe that over 2002-03, one company paid over £217,000 worth in fines for simply doing what they are paid to do, as against the same company paying over £130 in fines in Manchester city.  In fact, both of those regimes are managed by NCP, so there is clearly a problem here.  When you are paid to do a job, you have to do that job, and it contributes to the overall economy.  Yet, here we are finding that companies are being penalised and having to pay PCNs.

Richard Currie (AICES): Yes, that is absolutely true.  Incidents of PCNs being handed down is increasing year on year, and there was, during 2004, a dramatic increase, which has obviously affected us.  It is not just a cost that we want to write off; it is not just a cost that we put to one side and forget about it.  We are not blasé about it.  It is a very important and increasing cost, and obviously, it does have an impact upon our members.  We do provide an important service, especially the next-day express service.  A lot of businesses or a lot of organisations – whether it is hospitals on the public sector, or indeed on a private sector, retailers both large and small – rely upon a next-day delivery service. 

Our members’ delivery vehicles do not just sit by the side of the road for half an hour or an hour.  They are in and out very quickly, because that is the nature of the business, and what we find is that there is a distinct lack of flexibility.  We have trained drivers to understand, as best as possible, the different regulations within the areas that they serve customers, and it is very confusing for them, but at the same time, they have applied those very well.  In some areas, there is good access.  In other streets, there is very poor access, and with an utter lack of flexibility, we find that the numbers of PCNs the members are getting is increasing year-on-year.

What it comes down to is, as I mentioned earlier, there needs to be an analysis on a street-by-street basis of where there can be additional kerbside access for loading and unloading and that the incentivisation of PAs has to go.  Now, we understand it has gone from quantity to quality, but still it is an incentivisation.  Ultimately, what it ought to come down to is whether access has been blocked, and therefore there is a safety problem, or indeed, there is a build-up in traffic.  If they understand that we are a liveried delivery company, the assumption ought to be we will be in and out very quickly, which we are, and that they should observe it for the time allotted, or even a longer time, and that there ought to be some form of flexibility afforded to us.  

Peter Hulme Cross (AM): Do you get the feeling that they consider couriers a sort of soft target?

Richard Currie (AICES): I think so, yes.  I think we are, because we are a commercial target, and therefore, we seem to be a soft target.  On the whole, PAs are perfectly fair, but we do get some stories of PAs who go beyond what they are supposed to do, really, and do slap tickets on when we are sitting in a traffic jam, or you park up to make a delivery, and they are waiting for you.  There was one I heard of quite recently where the PA stood there, tapped his watch and said, ‘You are running a bit late today’, and then slapped on a ticket. 

These are a minority of cases, I will grant you.  They are a minority of cases, but even so, it shows an example of a distinct lack of flexibility and a sort of easy target.  Some of them do say to our drivers, members’ drivers, ‘Well, why are you worrying?  You do not have to pay it, do you?’  Ultimately, it has an impact upon on them, because there is less money going around within the system, within each individual company, whether the company is large, or the company is small.  Therefore, it will impact on, maybe, salaries or bonuses or whatever.  The company does not have to be a large multi-national.  It could be a small commercial organisation with very few vehicles, but it is still a liveried delivery company, and that is the sad reality.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): Just going back to the point on incentives, because Richard (Currie) said there should be no incentives of any kind.  I just wondered: do the delivery companies pay drivers incentives based on the time they have for the rapid delivery?

Sharon Dance (AICES): We have a service quality target.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): That is what we are talking about, but one of the issues – the perceptions that the PAs will have with delivery drivers is that they are in a desperate, screaming hurry always.  They are under the stopwatch, so if there is a legitimate parking space 50 yards down the street, they will not use it.  They will park outside on a double yellow line, or somewhere where it specifically says – this is high and plain – it says, ‘No unloading at any time,’ or within these specified periods.  A lot of the PCNs are being issued in those situations.

Now, it may well be that the parking controls do need to be reviewed in those streets, but if I go out with a PA – because I have spoken to many of Richard Currie’s colleagues in the industry and the dray industry as well, and what I find when I go out with the PA is that it is not that the PA has to exercise any discretion.  It says very clearly, ‘There is no loading here.’  The loading area is on that side.  I can give you hundreds of examples where a lot of authorities will have the loading restriction on one side of the street and not on the other, and you will drive down it, and they are all parked on the side which says no loading or unloading.

Angie Bray (AM): Is that because they are nearer to the places they need?

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): No, if it is a light package, I do not see what the issue is.  I accept for people like the drays…

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): I was going to say breweries.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): No, and I accept that is a very different situation, because the dray industry is in an extremely tough position, because traffic regulations really do not work for the pub industry.  A lot of pubs are on corners, and for safety reasons – starting point – that is why you cannot load there.  When I was a student, I used to work on a dray lorry, and I know what it is like putting the crates into the cellars, so there is a big problem there.

Nevertheless, for the courier industry, it is slightly different, and I think there is a lot of work that needs to be done by both sides to try to make sure they are working within the rules, making sure that the rules or policies allow them to have access, but also recognising that access may mean parking 50 yards down the road.

Peter Hulme Cross (AM): How do you explain the disparity between £217,000 from Westminster and £130 from Manchester, both managed by NCP?

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): Well, we do not set the policies, let us be clear.  We provide the people, and we enforce the policies.  The protocols for loading and unloading are different in Manchester and in Westminster, for example, but in Westminster they are…

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): Could you give us an example of the difference?

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): The loading and unloading observation time.  In Westminster, you have to observe loading or unloading for 20 minutes, and in Manchester for 15, so in fact, the protocol in Manchester is tougher.  Manchester is a very different sort of place.  It does not have the historic centre with businesses lining streets.  Most businesses have service areas, and people go and park behind them.  The Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) is in the centre of Manchester.  You quickly get out into places like Moss Side, and I would suggest that courier companies do not do many deliveries, or they are not legitimate courier companies.  It is very different, so I think you are comparing…

Angie Bray (AM): Apples and pears.

Bob Macnaughton (National Car Parks): I think you are.  The protocols are broadly similar.  I just think there are very, very different circumstances.  In Manchester the PAs wear a bright red uniform.  They certainly cannot be accused of hiding behind a lamppost in a bright red uniform.

Angie Bray (AM):  You talked about the conversation that AICES needs to have with some of these local authorities about getting things sorted.  Really, my question, I guess, is to AICES, which is how do you think your concerns and the concerns of other businesses can be best addressed?  What areas of best practice are you aware of, and how do you see yourselves being able to sit down and use those areas of best practice to widen, and how do you see that being best done?

Richard Currie (AICES): As far as best practice is concerned, I think it is more we have to create a best practice, alongside the local authorities.

Angie Bray (AM): Are you aware of any areas where you think it works pretty well?

Richard Currie (AICES): Yes, as far as best practice is concerned, I suppose flexibility is certainly one example of best practice.  If you go to Oxford, as you say it is apples and pears to a certain extent, but it is a different mindset; it is a different attitude.

Angie Bray (AM): In Oxford, they have virtually banned every car from the centre of the city.

Richard Currie (Deputy Chairman, AICES): No, you can go in at certain times, if you are delivering, and their attitude is very much different.  If you are a liveried delivery vehicle, there is a presumption that you are delivering, not parked, and that you should be given a certain amount of flexibility within that.  Not that you should be able to get away with sitting kerbside for 10-15 minutes, but if you are in and out pretty quickly, then you are allowed to get away with that.  That is actually encouraged to the PA. 

I think flexibility is the greatest thing, and actually also a review, street-by-street, making sure that there is the correct balance proportionately for what we said earlier.  Ultimately, those are the main things.

Angie Bray (AM): Is there any formal structure that is set up whereby you have regular discussions with…?

Richard Currie (Deputy Chairman, AICES): We have regular discussions as an industry with Westminster, and individual organisations within AICES and other related organisations will have…

Angie Bray (AM): What about not just Westminster?  What about other…?

Richard Currie (AICES): With Camden and so on and so forth.

Angie Bray (AM): Kensington and Chelsea?

Richard Currie (AICES): Yes, I have spoken to Kensington and Chelsea.  

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): We heard from British Telecommunications (BT) that there were boroughs who have actually refused to deal with them, to talk to them, and to meet with them.  

Richard Currie (AICES): We have not come across that at all.  Every borough we have spoken to has been very, very helpful.  The problem is also, as far as the regulations are concerned, there are differing regulations from borough to borough to borough.  If the boroughs were to be able to get together, then sit down with us, and try to then review their problem areas, if you like – the hotspots – to see what the imbalance of access is in those areas and to see if that could be reversed, then that would probably be the most useful thing and to try to get some idea of how we can organise this on a central London basis.

Angie Bray (AM): That is the key to things, and formalise so that there is, say, every year, there is some kind of a…

Richard Currie (AICES): Every six to 12 months, we sit down, and we review it, and we see where the hotspots are.  We analyse where they are.  We provide them with that information.  They then go into those streets.  They analyse it themselves and see how they can review the access kerbside in those areas.

Angie Bray (AM): Would that be practical, do you think, to have a sort of annual, formal arrangement whereby all sides sit down?

Alan Clark (Council Member, BPA): I can imagine from the courier industry, if they were dealing with a lot of individual boroughs, then there would be innumerable meetings.  I think the principle is very sound, and clearly, it is part, I think, of the remit of a local authority to be constantly looking at their streets, the activities on those streets, and how the streets are used.

I would actually add that I am certainly aware that, from the courier side of the equation, I have observed occasions where the transfer station, if you like, in the central area, actually happens to be parking bays.  You have a group of couriers coming together to exchange parcels and goods from different depots to go to different locations, and clearly, that is not actually delivering.  How they deal with issues like that can make a big difference to how the local authority is able to help.

The other very common issue, especially where you have motorcycle couriers, facilities for couriers to actually take a break – rest and relaxation.  Where do they park?  They tend to congregate.  There are frequently inadequate facilities for them, and therefore, the end up probably contravening the regulations whilst they are having their breaks.  Not all motorcycles are necessarily badged and liveried, and therefore from the PA’s point of view, it could be a private individual who has parked their bike at the kerbside – not a delivery, not a courier.  Therefore, I think there are issues from both sides that we need to address, and we can improve on.

Richard Currie (AICES): You could then issue – if they are not liveried, and they are legitimate delivery vehicles, whether they are motorcycles, or they are vans – some form of central London delivery disk, as organised by all the central London boroughs.  It could be worked out, and this could be applied for and given out to legitimate delivery companies.

Angie Bray (AM): Who is paying for all that?

Richard Currie (AICES): If it was a small and reasonable amount of money, just to cover the administration.

Angie Bray (AM): It actually makes sense from both sides, I think.

Richard Currie (AICES): Just to cover the administration, it would seem perfectly fair.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): It is the legitimacy that is arguable, if you are not liveried.

Peter Hulme Cross (AM): I suppose, carrying on from, in a way, what we were discussing before, it is not just couriers.  It is other vehicles, too, that are providing services – electricity vans and so on.  People repairing electricity pods and so on stand to get a parking ticket.  It is clearly wrong to ticket somebody who is simply trying to do their job.  What is the solution?

Bob Macnaughton (National Car Parks): There is an approved, established scheme for utility companies, and it does operate.  One of the biggest challenges with its operation is the compliance and abuse of it.  The guy who runs the Westminster contract for NCP used to work for one of the large utility companies running the fleet, and he pulls his hair out in frustration over it.  He should know better than anyone the problems with it.  Some are better than others, but the abuse of it is – and what you will find in both a lot of the PCNs – that the drivers are interpreting visiting somewhere for their lunch as being part of the same service as repairing an emergency.  It is very difficult for the PA to understand some of those differences.

It is a huge problem with the large companies.  I can sense that you are sceptical about this.  All I would do is I would encourage you to go out on the street and see what is happening.  When I got the invitation for this, I saw that BT were attending.  Well, I have not dealt with BT before, but I got one of my managers to send out a guy with a camera just to go and look at BT vans.  I tell you, in two hours, he got me pictures of 23 different vans, not doing repairs, but absolutely in clear, bang-to-rights abuse.

Now, part of the consultation that has been going on for delivery companies is making sure that all the companies that are hitting problems are having consultation and looking at how you can deal with this issue.  Nevertheless, these challenges, when you go out there and see it, it works both ways in a very significant way.

Richard Currie (AICES): To come back, we have tried to train our drivers as to what the parking regulations are and to park, where possible, legitimately.  If there is a legitimate parking space, take it.  Very often, however, if they are to make a delivery – a legitimate delivery to a legitimate company, which is part of their job – then they have to park illegally, because there is not the legitimate kerbside access.  Ultimately, in a lot of streets in central London, that is the main problem.

Peter Hulme Cross (AM): I imagine that could be a problem with mending water supplies, electricity supplies, gas supplies, whatever.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): They are given exemptions, if they exercise the process properly, but it is the distinction between are they actually doing an emergency repair, or are they visiting their office.  The utility companies and the local authorities in circumstances have got into dispute over this, because the utilities have struggled to control their drivers.  I think that is what is going on in central London at this moment.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): There are arrangements in place in some boroughs, but it is not true across all boroughs.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): No, that is what I am saying, was that arrangements have been put in place, and authorities have withdrawn them, because of the wholesale abuse of the system.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): I think the utility companies might argue with you.  They are not here to defend themselves.  Well, actually, they are here to defend themselves, but they are not at the table.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): The thing with this is that I have nothing to hide on this, because I am so confident I can take you out on the street and show you a rich, long litany of the problem.  It is very easy to compile evidence here.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair):  BT are at the back of the room.  

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): I would welcome them to have that dialogue.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): However, in terms of bad behaviour by the drivers or the couriers, within those companies, as I understand it, there is a degree of monitoring, presumably.  In terms of if your drivers get tickets, what do you do to look at them?  Sorry for jumping in there.

Richard Currie (Deputy Chairman, AICES): Generally speaking, in some companies, for instance – I cannot talk for all, because it comes down to an individual.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): No, but if there is an accusation of abuse, then there is obviously a justification of that.

Richard Currie (Deputy Chairman, AICES): Certainly what has happened in some companies is that the drivers have been trained to understand what the parking regulations are.  They serve a small area within central London.  Sometimes it goes across borough boundaries, so in those cases, they will understand what the two regulations are.  If there is just one, we try to understand what the regulations in one are.  They are told, where possible, to park legitimately, if there is a legitimate parking space.  If they cannot, then there is nothing they can do, apart from put the vehicle at the side of the road and potentially put themselves at risk of getting a PCN.

They then, bring it back to the centre in the evening, then hand it over, and they say, ‘These are the ones where the regulations were such that we got a PCN legitimately, and in these instances, we feel that it was wrong that we got a PCN.’  The ones where we feel it was wrong, they are appealed, and it is monitored.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): A particular driver will be monitored for quantity versus circumstance.

Richard Currie (AICES): Correct, and also on a street-by-street basis it is monitored as well.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): Sorry, I interjected there.

Peter Hulme Cross (AM): Where you challenge a PCN, that takes up time.  It is extra resources, I can quite see that some companies will just pay it, because the cost of following it through is excessive.

Richard Currie (AICES): Exactly, and also there is an additional cost if you want to take it to the final stage of appeal, as well.  It is going to double the cost, if you fail.  Certainly, as far as I know, members of AICES have taken the attitude – of those that do appeal – that they will appeal the ones where they feel they have a legitimate case, and they will follow that through.  However, it is very difficult.  It is expensive.  You are quite right: it takes people away from the core part of their own job.

Peter Hulme Cross (AM): It distracts from your business, does it not.

Richard Currie (AICES): Potentially, yes.  People have to be brought in to deal with that, either on a part-time basis or a full-time basis.  Yes, it is a big job.

Alan Clark (BPA): Utility companies – if we can perhaps move that way – used to be gas, electricity, water, and effectively, they only dealt with the pipes and the cables in the street.  Therefore, they were always engaged in street works in its purest sense.  Clearly, when they went commercial, they took on private work in the buildings, as well.

The difficulty for any parking management – street management – is when are they doing which.  Clearly, they are exempt from many of the regulations, if they are working within the street.  They have to have their vehicle there for safety, for access for tools, or whatever, and there are, in most regulations, exemptions that allow them to do that.  However, when they move into the building and put on the private contracting hat, they are no longer BT street operator, they are BT commercial operator competing with any other electronic communications company, and therefore, they have no more privilege than any other private contractor.

The difficulty is identifying what they are doing when they are doing it, which is why we actually introduced in central London an ID badge scheme – identifier badge scheme – with the London utilities to try to assist their members.  Their members would then take responsibility for managing their drivers, and saying, ‘No, you should not have parked there on that occasion.  That is down to you to pay, and these ones, we will tell the local authority we were working on the street, and therefore, we needed our vehicles.’

Within that remit, you still have the issues of, for instance, a supervisor who uses their vehicle to transport themselves from place to place, who could use a bicycle, could use a bus, could use a train.  They would then have no right to park on street under the exemption from regulations, but some of them – and that clearly needed managing.  Therefore, we have this difficulty where the utility companies themselves need to identify what they are doing, when they are doing it, so that you only have the minimum of vehicles on street potentially causing an obstruction to do the work that they are actually doing.  I would say that the identifier badge scheme that has been adopted with London Hawk is working very well, and clearly there is a responsibility on the utility companies, just as there would be with the courier companies to ensure that their own drivers adhere to the rules and regulations, but it takes both sides, obviously to operate it.

Murad Qureshi (AM): I just wanted to come back to Peter’s earlier comment, just to inform him.  The City of Westminster can do this for the simple reason that they know full well that 92% of those people that they put PCNs on – whether they are business or outer Londoners – are people that they are not electorally accountable to.  They will not have complaining.  They will not have them chasing up councillors.  I was going to say, as we all know, our Chair here is in this situation.  They know they can actually put PCNs on them, and…

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): Is it my famous ticket again you are bringing in there?

Murad Qureshi (AM): Yes, it is.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): I have avoided it all morning.

Murad Qureshi (AM): They know that there is no comeback, and our Chair will have the decision to make whether to pay up or get fined even further.  That is the decision for most people to actually…

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): No, I sent the cheque with the letter, but we wait to see.  As I said, I think Westminster are looking through their correspondence very keenly at this moment.

Darren Johnson (AM): I thought you would chain yourself to the railings.

Peter Hulme Cross (AM): This is admission of revenue chasing when you know you can get away with it, and it is actually against the law. 

Roger Evans (Deputy Chair): There seems to be a discussion within the committee, rather than with the witnesses.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): Well, you are in agreement over there.  Excuse me for saying, but I would bring this back, if you do not mind.

Murad Qureshi (AM): Indeed, and I will do.  I will come back to Richard Currie.  The impression I am getting for the courier part of the business sector is that this issue is probably more pertinent to you than, let us say, the Congestion Charge, in terms of your movements and how you do your business in central London.  Which is the bigger issue for you?

Richard Currie (AICES): This is.  It impacts more upon us than, say, the Congestion Charge.  It is obviously an issue where the cost is not fixed, for instance, and it is increasing on a year-by-year basis.  The impact is not going to go away – or we cannot see it going away – in the short term.  We see that there are solutions to it and easily implemented – or fairly easily implemented – solutions, and we just hope that these solutions can be implemented, whether it is flexibility, additional on-street access and trying to get all the local authorities together in central London to try to have some standardisation of their regulations, and also to review, as I said, on-street access and try to make sure that on-street access is updated and allows us to be able to do our job in a legitimate manner.

Murad Qureshi (AM): Your couriers, once they are in the Congestion Zone in the morning, that gives the freedom of movement within the central zone, but then the issue becomes parking and moving from one side to another. 

Richard Currie (AICES): Yes, kerbside access, absolutely.

Peter Hulme Cross (AM): The alternative is for you to increase your charges for deliveries in central London.

Richard Currie (AICES): It is certainly an option, but it is not one that any of our members has so far implemented.

Peter Hulme Cross (AM): No, obviously, you would not want to do it, and it would increase your costs of administration and so on, but that is the logical conclusion, is it not?

Richard Currie (AICES): Yes, absolutely.

Peter Hulme Cross (AM): You ultimately have to increase your costs, which feeds right down the chain. 

Richard Currie (AICES): It impacts upon our costs already.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): Right, moving on.  Next section: standards, good practice, technological advances.  Big cry from London about the confusion either on signing for each place or the differences between boroughs.  Some good practice.

Darren Johnson (AM): Some people have mentioned before about common initiatives that might be adopted across certain boroughs, but should regulations and standards of parking enforcement be harmonised across London?  I do not know who wants to lead off on this.

Kevin Delaney (The RAC Foundation for Motoring): Yes.

Roger Evans (Deputy Chair): To what extent?

Kevin Delaney (The RAC Foundation for Motoring): If you look at them, then Westminster, in one sense, is not that different from central Croydon or central Bromley.  You have a large commercial area where things are concentrated.  You have residential areas.  You have suburban areas, but why should residential areas and suburban areas in one borough be dealt with in a different way to residential and suburban areas in a different borough, perhaps an adjoining borough.  We still find, where boroughs join, different permitted hours, sometimes on different sides of the same road.

Therefore, the very simple answer to your question is, ‘Yes.’

Darren Johnson (AM): You are saying, ‘Yes, they should be harmonised, but take account of the different pressure points, irrespective of borough.’

Kevin Delaney (The RAC Foundation for Motoring): Yes, yes.  I, who live in a residential area in Bromley, should be able to travel to a residential area in Redbridge or something like that with a reasonable expectation that the parking regulations will be at least broadly similar, if not identical.  Somebody who normally goes into Bromley to park ought to be able to travel up to central London with any reasonable expectation that the parking restrictions are going to be broadly similar, if indeed, they are daft enough to drive into central London, anyway.

Darren Johnson (AM): What would be your preference, given the earlier comments about the need to take account of different areas, and so on?  Would you prefer broadly similar or identical in terms of an enforcement system?

Kevin Delaney (The RAC Foundation for Motoring): I think, if you we are going to accept that you are going to treat like with like, then they should be identical.

Richard Currie (AICES): I see no reason to disagree with that at all.  Our main concern is not just London as a whole, but it is central London.  That is where we pick up most of our PCNs, and as far as we are concerned, as I said earlier, if the boroughs in central London can get together and try to work out some standardised formats for regulation, then that would be by far the best thing.  However, it is not the standardised format for regulations.  It is also trying to work out together – but on a street-by-street basis – where you can have additional access.  It is reviewing that whole process.  Therefore, it is a review, plus it is standardised regulations.

Alan Clark (BPA): I think from ourselves, clearly, any form of harmonisation is always welcome, especially in an area such as London, because you do move from borough to borough quite frequently within the city, and it is very confusing, at times, to go from one borough to another where the times of controls vary.  Clearly, there do need to be clear, simple, and easy-to-understand regulations and restrictions, so that motorists do not struggle to identify what the rules and regulations are, and clearly the enforcement of those policies needs to be clear and black and white as much as possible, really.

Darren Johnson (AM): At NCP, you obviously deal with harmonised systems in other cities.  Do you just want to comment?

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): Well, when you go to Manchester, the policies in Salford and Manchester are totally different, so it is the same problem in other places.  I agree entirely that there should be more consistency.  The biggest, probably, inconsistency in London is the difference between – those already highlighted – the red routes and the boroughs adjacent to it, so it would be a good thing, but at the same time, recognising that you need this review process, which recognises the local needs.  The reason it gets so complicated is because the policies have been designed on a local basis, so it needs to be top-down and bottom-up.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): I think everyone seems to be agreeing, it is a process that needs to be started upon in a pan-London sense.  The ALG are going to come, and they are going to say, ‘But, if you live near a Tube station with nightlife, then you need residents’ parking protection until 10pm, as opposed to finishing…’  They are myriad.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): It is complicated.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): The different start and finishing times across London are myriad, and they are driving people mad.  By the same token, as you are all acknowledging, there is a need for local expression, but you are all willing to go round the table and sort it out as best possible.

Darren Johnson (AM): Can I just ask, in a supplementary, is anyone aware of any moves towards standardisation in any areas across boroughs in London?

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): I think some of the worst inconsistencies in central London have been ironed out, but that is only some of them.  The times used to vary on different sides of Covent Garden, where they do not now.  I think the authorities are starting to recognise that those move, but I think the same could done…

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): They vary within a borough, let alone pan-London.  It is a major, major task. 

Roger Evans (Deputy Chair): Bob Macnaughton, could I just ask you about the red routes issue, because it is something which tends to be overlooked when we are talking about enforcement in the majority of roads, and yet we need to keep them flowing swiftly.  Is the situation that we have there a product of policy decisions or history?  Is anything going to change?

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): I am not the best person to answer that.  I am just reaffirming – and Alan Clark is probably far better-positioned, because I am not a policy person – but I am just reiterating the point that was made earlier that the red routes, which are the major arteries of London, are probably less well-enforced than the streets off the side.

Kevin Delaney (The RAC Foundation for Motoring): I think it probably is a product of history.  If you think back to the time when the red routes were set up, I forget which minister of state went to Paris and saw the axes rouges and was told how well they worked and so on and so forth.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): Derek Turner (former Managing Director of Street Management, TfL) always said it was him.

Kevin Delaney (The RAC Foundation for Motoring): Well, Derek Turner, of course, was the traffic director who got the job of setting up the red routes, and I think did a very good job – I will be honest about this.  There were a number of issues around that, one of which, of course, was that everybody assumed that you put red lines down on the road, and there would be no parking.  Businesses and everybody were up in arms.

In fact, what happened was that was probably the best – and indeed, I would say the only – example where local authorities actually went along and did a yard-by-yard assessment of roads within their area and came up with – dare I say – logical waiting and loading restrictions and provision for waiting and loading.  They did that, of course, because Derek Turner paid them to do it.  Consequently, what you actually had, when the red routes were set up, was a decent mix of restriction and provision in a way that probably does not exist in many other important roads throughout London.  

In the early days, I suppose because it was regarded as politically risky – and I am talking about DPE – it was felt that the enforcement of the red routes would remain with the MPS.  For a variety of reasons, it is certainly inefficient.  A far larger number of personnel are involved in providing perhaps, at least no better, and perhaps not such a good standard of enforcement, on red routes as there are on yellow lines.

Roger Evans (Deputy Chair): Do you mean inefficient in cost terms or in outcome terms?

Kevin Delaney (The RAC Foundation for Motoring): Well, you see, it depends how you measure outcomes, in terms of tickets and its gross contribution, because they predominantly chase people away.  That, of course, is labour intensive, but they have the luxury of having sufficient traffic wardens to be able to do it.  That is almost certainly going to change in the not-too-distant future, because labour costs continue to rise, so either the MPS enforcement will diminish, or it will go to local boroughs, who will do it as well or better, but with fewer personnel.

When we talk about historical, we tend to think in terms of a long way back.  It is historical in the sense that it was set up round about 1994, but what we have now is a product of what was in place and the thinking in those days.

Roger Evans (Deputy Chair): Nevertheless, there has been a change, has there not, because I can remember when it was set up – and I think the first one was Archway Road – you drove up there, and you found the place was crawling with traffic wardens.  The message set out was quite clear.  Travel on a red route now; chances are, you will not see one.

Kevin Delaney (The RAC Foundation for Motoring): Well, two things have happened.  First and foremost, it was easy to enforce in Archway Road, because it was a relatively concentrated area, and the MPS had a relatively large number of traffic wardens and were able to throw an awful lot of labour at a relatively concentrated problem.  Now what we have, of course, are red routes that are all spread.  Their tentacles spread wide, and the areas where they actually need enforcement are relatively concentrated, and some clearly do not get the level of enforcement they should – unless you work in a highly unusual backwater I often refer to as a geriatric kibbutz.  The simple fact is that there are times when everybody in West Wickham who drives his car goes into West Wickham and parks, and at that stage, you have gridlock.  That is something that the MPS wardens cannot actually cater with.

Yes, I think that the system that we have is historical in that sense.  In the early days, they worked well, because they were relatively few, far between and a lot of resources.  What we are seeing now are less and less resources dealing with a much larger network, and doing it in an inefficient manner.  Therefore, yes, PAs may well do a better job.  They will certainly do a more efficient job.  Whether or not the public will think that they are getting a good deal is a whole separate issue, and that is where the local authorities come in, because that is what local authorities do.

Alan Clark (BPA): I mentioned earlier that it was fairly evident that when PAs were patrolling and enforcing permitted parking that the parked cars were often parking on a yellow line, because they could park without fear, really, of getting a ticket.  That has moved from yellow lines now to red lines, and certainly local to where I live, we have a crossroads: it is a small shopping area with perhaps 100 yards of red lines.  The local PAs do up to and beyond again the red lines, and they are there on a fairly regular basis, because there is a lot of activity.   You see the red route patrol arrive once every two or three hours in a car and then drive off again.

Therefore, the argument that said it was sensible for the local enforcer to carry on enforcing is actually very apt.  Clearly where the red routes have worked well is where they are through-roads – bus lanes and things like that – and there is still an area for debate over who could enforce it best.  Clearly, it is historic, and I think it does need to be reviewed.  The industry has demonstrated, despite some of the complaints that we hear, that it is actually able to enforce responsibly, properly, correctly, and if you look at the statistics, I think it is about 50% of tickets are issued on yellow lines – roughly.  If you look at the appeals, it is less than 1% of all PCNs are actually appealed against.

Now, I accept that there will be an argument that people say, ‘It is too costly.  It is too much effort, etc., to appeal.’  Nevertheless, the majority of people do accept that enforcement is necessary, that it is effective, that they hold their hands up, ‘Yes, I got a ticket, and I will pay.’  We have a minority that will take it to the extreme in terms of enforcing and appeals.  The issue about uncontested appeals that was raised earlier, there is still a perception in the public’s mind that, ‘I am not going to tell the local authority about the information that I have available to me.  I am saving it for my day in court.’  If they told the local authority and gave that evidence at the time, in many cases, the local authority would say, ‘Yes, thank you very much, the PCN is cancelled.’  That is why you get so many uncontested cases, because the evidence comes up later, and the local authority says, ‘Fine.  If we had had that information, we would not have taken it this far.’

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): I am not sure.  I not as well convinced by that one.  I just wanted to ask something about signage.  It is one of my bugbears, even from one side of the road to the other, let alone, one street to the other, boroughs.  Do you all find that an issue in London?  It is just because in terms if we are going to make recommendations on standardisation and clarity and simplicity, then you would all concur with that view.  It could lead to huge discussion about this sign or that sign.

Kevin Delaney (The RAC Foundation for Motoring): Having spoken about the red route, the one thing that one can say about the red routes is that, as a general rule, unless signs have been damaged, the signing on red routes is clear and unequivocal.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): Yes, that is true actually.

Kevin Delaney (The RAC Foundation for Motoring): You pull up to a bay, and you are told: is it a loading bay; is it a disabled bay; is it a parking bay; how long can you stop for?  The signing on red routes is an example that every borough in London could usefully follow.

Murad Qureshi (AM): I just wanted to develop one of the ideas I think Richard (Currie) mentioned about this central London licensing disk.  If I could take the idea a bit further, if we are talking about harmonisation there for delivery drivers, why not harmonisation for the residents of London, from between boroughs and what have you?  What my mind is coming round to is just one parking authority which deals with all these inconsistencies across London.

Now, I know Bob (Macnaughton) has mentioned the differences between cities – Manchester and London – but the discrepancies we have to iron out are the differences between the boroughs when people move around in London.  I am increasingly coming round the view that, actually, one parking authority that deals with all that could well solve a lot of these issues – for example, the accountability of authorities in central London targeting, I think clearly, a lot of their PCNs to outer Londoners.  I just wondered is that a runner at all amongst all the various interests represented here.

Richard Currie (AICES): Potentially, yes, but in the first instance, it is a case of trying to get all the central London boroughs together.  If we are looking for a rapid solution – or a fairly rapid solution – to this problem, which I think we all do, then I think we have to deal with what we have at the moment.  From my perspective, the easiest and the quickest way to try to find a solution is to get all the central London boroughs together and try to find a solution from that – to try to get the harmonisation, to try to get better on-street access in the key areas – and to work it that way, and then, if that failed, potentially to look at what you have suggested, yes.

Kevin Delaney (The RAC Foundation for Motoring): Not only the boroughs themselves, but the people living in the boroughs would want to retain at least the feeling of an element of local control.  Therefore, rather than having a pan-London parking authority, it might be useful to actually have a set of pan-London parking policies that individual authorities will then take and follow, so that everybody, if you like, is singing from the same sheet.  You would achieve virtually all of the potential benefits from you pan-London parking authority, but whilst giving local people and local authorities the feeling that they are still masters, if you like, of their own destiny.

Bob Macnaughton (National Car Parks): I think we are all in support of the idea that there is closer cooperation, more consistency.  A lot of the things that we talk about here, the legislation that started this whole process off is fairly short on detail.  The Traffic Management Act last year introduced the concept of guidance, and I think the Department for Transport is still going through the process of establishing what their guidance would be, in effect, giving authorities more guidance on what is appropriate and what is not appropriate.

One thing I am aware of – and maybe it is for the BPA to promote – they have initiated a review project on the whole process of DPE nationally, with the idea of making, I believe, a series of recommendations which would got to support this guidance.  A lot of the things that we talk about here today, I think, will be in that.  In effect, what we are saying is, because there is such a varied behaviour of local authorities and their attitudes, this will, perhaps, bring them into more of a common approach and a more consistent approach.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): I think local people probably would resent it being taken away from their auspices, but I have heard the Mayor is after it.  I do not know if it is true.

Murad Qureshi (AM): I would go to me.

Richard Currie (AICES): In the first instance, if I can just say, I think the best way to do it is by the boroughs that are currently there.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): Yes, indeed.

Richard Currie (AICES): However, let us not forget: if that does not work, then we would have to look for another solution, but hopefully it will work, and hopefully that will be the quickest, the easiest, the cheapest, and potentially…

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): …the least painful.

Richard Currie (AICES): Yes, and potentially the most effective way of doing it that actually would win the support of most people, whether it is business, whether it is local shopkeepers, or whether it is local residents.  Ultimately, that is probably going to be the quickest, the easiest, and most effective route.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): Yes, well, we would hope as the Assembly that recommendations to do with Transport push it along the agenda…

Richard Currie (AICES): Absolutely.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): …although we always hope that.  

Murad Qureshi (AM): I have kind of tended towards a political solution.  However, technology has a place to play in the making better standards and practices.  I just wondered whether there are technological improvements that you should make us aware of which would help these major dilemmas that we are dealing with?  For example, Alan (Clark), I am sure you probably are more aware of what is happening around other world cities on parking enforcement and technology they may have developed.

Alan Clark (BPA): Certainly, the use of handheld computers, greater sophistication in the handheld computers, greater use of technology in terms of data transfer, the use of mobile phones for paying for parking.  That, I think, is going to make a difference.  CCTV I think will certainly make a difference in terms of the black and white evidence of people parking illegally.  Clearly, it is going to be unpopular with those who, if there is not a PA in site, stop illegally, do whatever they do, and then drive off again.  However, if you look at the bus lane enforcement, you are using CCTV.  Were they there – fact or not?  It is really a matter of fact, the enforcement element.

I think what we would be concerned about is that the standards that set the regulations, that set the restrictions, that set the allowances are as fair, general, and equitable as possible.  That is clearly where the work needs to be done.  The enforcement is the unfortunate part, almost, that we have to do to ensure that the whole thing runs.  What we need to do is to identify how to minimise the enforcement necessary.  As Bob (Macnaughton) mentioned, we are reviewing DPE trying to identify best practice from around the country and promoting that to all of our members – local authorities – and then the whole industry will improve, I think, as a result of that.  Therefore, technology may help, but it is a tool. 

Roger Evans (Deputy Chair): Will it not actually help to reduce the infringements?

Alan Clark (BPA): Hopefully, yes.

Roger Evans (Deputy Chair): If you have your CCTV camera, say, outside the bank pointing at that piece of road outside the cashpoint where everyone always pulls over and risks getting caught by a PA, it is no longer a gamble as to whether a warden will come round the corner.  You know, 100% sure, that you are going to get a ticket, if you breach that regulation, so it should actually stop breaches of regulations.  It might have a negative impact on the amount of income that authorities are getting, actually.

Alan Clark (BPA): What we are aiming for is compliance with the regulations, which should have been established in the first place to achieve the transport and street management objectives and policies.  Enforcement, if you like, is the by-product, and there is income, but if we achieve compliance, there will be no income.

Roger Evans (Deputy Chair): I am entirely in favour of using CCTV.  We should have done it years ago. 

Lynn Witham (BPA): If can just add to that.  Certainly, my experience at Wandsworth was that where CCTV was used to enforce bus lane regulations, there were far fewer appeals and a much higher payment rate.  We are now seeing a new generation of handheld computers with digital cameras incorporated into them, which is being trialled at Hackney, Kingston, and various authorities.  I think that will make a difference, and I know some authorities are actually looking at including the photograph with the PCN.  

Peter Hulme Cross (AM): That would be a major step forward.  You get cameras in mobile phones, nowadays.  There is no reason why the warden should not have a camera with him when he goes round and takes a photograph, and then there is really no argument.  As you say, it will cut down on the appeals, and I would think it would be probably beneficial to the warden as well.  It would prove that he was actually doing it correctly.

Lynn Witham (BPA): Yes, yes.  Quite.

Peter Hulme Cross (AM): That, I think, would be quite a useful step forward.  You say it is being trialled?

Lynn Witham (BPA): Yes.  Kingston have certainly carried out a trial, and the new BPA contract at Hackney is also trialling a new handheld with an inbuilt digital camera.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): There are a number of contracts where PAs have a separate camera at the moment.  What Lynn Witham is talking about is a handheld with an integrated camera, but it is fair to say that there is scope for wider use of cameras.  The enforcement system – the software which is used to log all the fines – that is the key to this.  Has it the capability to have attached images to them?

Camden, for example – their website – you get your PCN; you dial up, and you can see the images.  Again, it does cut down on the representations.  People come in saying, ‘You have done me,’ and then you show them the image, and ‘Oh, well, that is a fair cop, guv.  I had to give it go, did I not.’  It is a very common theme, so the pictures are very, very important.

Peter Hulme Cross (AM): Well, there is no reason why that that should not be stored.  The cost of digital storage is going down all the time, and...  

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): I agree.

Peter Hulme Cross (AM): …the capacity is increasing, so there is no reason why it should not.  Fair enough.

Murad Qureshi (AM): Alan (Clark), you touched on it earlier on, actually, the concern about the security of the PAs in administering the PCNs.  I do know that Bob (Macnaughton), you are doing some work in the City of Westminster on this front with the contract there that the NCP have.  Can you firstly tell us what developments there have been in improving the safety and security of the working conditions of PAs in recent time?

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): Let us talk about some of the themes here.  PAs get abuse all day long; it is endemic.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): They look scared, anyway. 

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): Traffic wardens had it before, but it is horrible to see how people behave.  The biggest risk area is when a PA is issuing a PCN and the motorist returns and sees it as a live event.  That is where code reds, which is what we would deem is a serious risk of physical assault or a physical assault, happens – and it does happen all too commonly.  Fortunately most of them are not serious offences, but they are still…

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): It is nasty.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): …they are common assault.  One of the things that we have to be very clear on: we perform risk assessments on all of our contracts, and that is the specific question – the first question that was raised.  We do; we take it very seriously.  How do we, then, go about and seek to reduce the risk where it exists?  One of the things is making sure there is a very strong relationship with the local police force.  What you refer to – some of the initiatives in Westminster – have been a much closer relationship with the MPS.  The MPS have always been very good at responding to code reds and situations.

PAs are all connected to the base.  They have a radio, they have a hot button, so if a code red happens, it instantly alerts all the other PAs and the MPS, and they all congregate on the scene.  There is a usually a very, very rapid response, and these things get diffused quite quickly, but if a situation of common assault has occurred, my biggest concern is that these were not resulting in the prosecution of people for common assault.  More effort needs to be made that it is unacceptable.  This parking rage is a bit like – we all use analogies, but – road rage 10 years ago was something that was considered a bit of people having handbags over a dispute at the traffic lights, and it was only a murder on the M25 involving a high profile, which totally changed overnight people’s attitude to that situation.  That is what we need – that change of attitude of the public to how they treat PAs.

Dealing with this situation of code reds and how PAs deal with it, what I see is that if you track PAs, you see PAs who have done the job in central London and do the night shift in Soho.  You cannot find a hotter area, and yet, quite a few of those people have done that job for many years, they enjoy the job, and they have never had a code red, because they know how to handle the situation.  Our key there is probably the most important thing is training, and if someone is unfortunate enough to be involved in a code red, we must investigate it and understand why that was.  If we think the PA did not respond appropriately to it, we retrain him.

One of the great initiatives with Westminster was that the MPS had a similar experience in terms of the assaults on police officers a number of years ago, and totally re-visited their training of police officers and how they dealt with conflict situations.  What Westminster did for us was they have delivered conflict training for all of our PAs in Westminster as an initiative.  The PAs thought it was fantastic.  It was very high quality, and we have seen a significant step down in that time since that training was delivered in the number of code reds.

Nevertheless, it is not a one-off thing.  It has to be constantly followed up, and certainly, if a PA is involved in two code reds, it is mandatory that they would go for retraining.  In all events, if there is a code red, it will be investigated.  We need to follow it up to make sure that, if it is possible that prosecution can happen, it does happen, in the same way as the Underground would say that any assault on its staff will be pursued.  People need to understand that the same will apply to a PA. 

Alan Clark (BPA): In terms of risk assessment and the local authority involvement, clearly local authorities have a responsibility to ensure that the contractor has done the risk assessment, because otherwise, they lay themselves open to possible prosecution.  From my experience, most local authorities certainly do ask for risk assessments when putting out contracts.  I am not in a position to say how much credence they give to those risk assessments, but clearly if they do not give proper credence, then they lay themselves open to prosecution, because they are also responsible for the contractor’s staff if they have not gone through those risk assessments and identified any areas that they could assist the contractor with in terms of minimising risk.  

Again, the BPA is very keen to improve the training of PAs, to standardise and to certificate, and that is one of the areas that we are working very hard on to assist the responsible contractors to improve the quality of PAs, so that we get a better service.  One of the areas that we need to address is the low wages that, in many cases, PAs have.  In some cases, there is an apparent lack of career prospects, and the other is the areas where there is great competition for labour at that level.  I am thinking here, in particular, of Heathrow, for instance – huge expansion in Heathrow, and I think many people, perhaps, would prefer to work in a nice warm environment in Heathrow terminal buildings, than being out on the street patrolling and getting abuse from customers.

Therefore, clearly there are issues like that that we need to embrace.  Clearly, the Assembly can assist.  The media have a great responsibility in this, because how often do you see, ‘PA Saves Day.’  They do not write that.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): Oh well, they never say ‘Fantastic Politician’ either.

Alan Clark (BPA): I know.  I am afraid they do tend to major on the stories which put PAs down, and that does not help in the view of the public.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): Well, hopefully, if some of these things can be moved forward as a result of this scrutiny and the agenda moving forward, then those risks will commensurately reduce anyway.  I wanted to ask: there is no specific offence of assaulting a PA on duty, although there is for traffic wardens and police officers.  Now, the boroughs have tried to get legislation on this, but have got nowhere.  Would that make a difference to actually have legislation, in the same way as it protects traffic wardens, applied to PAs, do you think?

Alan Clark (BPA): I think it would help, and I would like to see it for any local authority employee doing a job that is enforcing and assisting the public.  It does not really matter whether it is somebody sweeping the streets or enforcing.  I think they should all be protected.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): The other thing is in reporting.  A code red is an obvious thing, but is there a sort of feedback system that you use on just the verbal – anything?  Also, I think PAs have become incredibly sensitised.  I almost never have anything to do with them, but in my recent encounter, there were two of them together, but they looked terrified, just when I said, ‘Excuse me.’  I am not an abusive person; that is not how I operate, and certainly not in the position I hold, and given this was coming up, I was hardly going to…  All I am saying is do they feed back minor, minor things, as well, because it must all add to their sense of being under attack.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): Our procedures would be, yes, there should be.  There is a code yellow and a code red, but the reality….

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): What does a code yellow mean?

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): A code yellow would be just a minor.  It should be abuse and things like that, but it is harder for us to get them to be compliant to that.  One of the things that we are doing is seeking to make them record everything.  They have a handbook, and so they may well record that the customer was abusive to them, but they may not record it as a code yellow.  We do have the quality loop the following way, so if we get complaints specifically about a PA, that will be investigated against each individual PA.  We also monitor the results of the representations in the appeals against the PA, but again, it requires the information systems to be fairly slick to enable there to be prompt information back, and there is quite a wide discrepancy in the efficiency and ‘modern-ness’ of the IT systems the different authorities use.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): Is that likely to be improved?

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): Yes.  All authorities are changing; it is just their stage in evolution.  As in any industry, the software evolves quite rapidly, and the most recent investments allow us to get the information back to the front line very quickly.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): I was just thinking, because I lead on stop and search on the Metropolitan Police Authority (MPA), and certainly the issue there is that reporting and monitoring police officers’ behaviour is by exception.  Therefore, if the same officer comes up a number of times in incidents, then that is one method of…

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): Also, if they get cancellations or voided tickets, again the quality of the PCNs.  That is anyone who gets over a threshold, they would go for re-training, and it would be investigated, because the risk is, if they are issuing incorrect tickets, then they are more likely to be getting into situations of conflict or problems that people are going to be upset.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): Do you have recruitment problems?

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): We do not, to be honest.  We do not have a disproportionate problem in London versus Manchester.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): That is interesting, though, because it is not a job I would fancy, personally.  

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): I would welcome anyone in this room to approach me and say, ‘Can I come and spend some time with a PA?’

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): I would love to, if there is time.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): It will raise your opinion of PAs.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): All right, I will do it, okay?  You are on – you are on.  Let us do it.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): I can introduce you to a lot of people who really enjoy the job.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): That is great.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): The biggest thing that affects our staff turnover is usually the weather.  In November, when we get the first spate of really bad weather, then we tend to have a few people leave.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): Not stoic enough.  Okay, last one, then we are finished.

Peter Hulme Cross (AM): I just wanted to ask you: there is perception that when you offer incentives to PAs – well, incentives; I was going to say inducements, but things like holidays, a silver cup to take home, or something like that – these have been featured in the papers within a short space of time.  I can understand the rationale behind incentives, but this sort of incentive does give a rather poor perception, I think. 

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): We introduced a sort of employee-of-the-year scheme, which had a big prize.  It then got interpreted that it was for the PA that issued the most PCNs.  That got a lot of press coverage, and we removed it, so it was in existence for about four weeks or something like that.  It was misinterpreted, but at the same time…

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): It seemed like a good idea.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): It seemed like a good idea.  We make mistakes, and I regret that severely, but it was also understanding exactly what the scheme was.  It was not ‘The person who issues the most PCNs gets…’  We started this session today about incentives.

The cup – this was a local initiative that the local staff did, so it was not a corporate policy.  Again, it got covered.  We said, ‘Look, it is inappropriate; do not do it,’ so they do not do it.  It was not a corporate policy.  At the same time, it is hard for me.  If a team have real enthusiasm for their job, and they want to get a little bit of team spirit going, and they introduce a cup – they were really crestfallen when we had to take their cup away.  It was a little plastic cup from a Woolworths or something.  It was not any sort of big deal.

I recognise entirely that we have to be seen to be scrupulously fair, so my view is I do not believe in any incentives linked to the number of PCNs that are issued.  I do believe that performance-related pay is relevant to what is a very difficult job, but you need to link it to the measures which are relevant – for example, that someone turns up to do the job.  We have bonuses based on attendance record, and also on the level of complaints, on the level of cancelled and voided tickets, so the quality of their work.  

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): That is all right.

Bob Macnaughton (NCP): I think that is right, and that is where the focus should be.  I will be the first to admit we have made some howlers; we have made some mistakes, but also the public perception and the profile of this has changed quite significantly over the last two years.  I am very committed to improving things and changing these.  I am happy to meet and discuss any issue with anyone.  I have nothing to hide, and if something is wrong, then I would be the first one to look to try to change it.  We are trying to change things where we think they do not work.

Lynne Featherstone (Chair): Good.  Right.  Thank you.  It has been a very interesting morning, and I do thank you all for coming.  
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