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Section 1

Executive Summary and Conclusions

1. The problem of non-payment of Penalty Charge Notices (PCN’s), issued to foreign registered vehicles in London for parking and other decriminalised offences, is substantial but not as big as initially estimated when the study commenced. I calculate the lost revenue annually as being £10.39 million, relating to nearly 208,000 PCN’s.
2. There is frustration in the Boroughs at the lack of ability to address the problem: the enforcement of parking and other regulations is being compromised, levels of congestion increase, London residents with UK registered vehicles are irritated by non-compliance and the loss of revenue is a concern.
3. If there was an initiative such as an ALG-led project that could deliver results in this area the London Boroughs would be supportive and would be willing to contribute financial and manpower resources, subject to an appropriate demonstration of a likely return on that investment (i.e. a business case would be needed).
4. Information on which countries were the most likely source of offenders was weak, as the data is not collected by parking attendants, but anecdotal evidence suggests that the biggest group in several boroughs is the French (60% estimated in Westminster). 
5. A summary of the London Boroughs’ perspective is contained in Section 3a and the TEC statistics for PCN’s in 2003/4 can be found in Appendix 3.

6. DVLA’s attitude is generally supportive of an initiative, and they have explained the scope they have to release keeper and vehicle registration data (essentially to any UK organisation that can show due cause).  They would want to be part of any future study / workshops etc (but are not available for the workshop o 14th March). Their preference is that anything created should be closely linked with current initiatives, such as EUCARIS. They highlighted their desire not to undermine their participation in that scheme.  A summary of the discussions with DVLA are contained in the report in Section 3b.
7. There is relevant activity taking place at EU level:

a. This is partly as a result of the (now completed) VERA and VERA 2 projects.  Vera 2 made several recommendations which have been taken seriously by DG Energy & Transport (DG TREN). These include the possible creation of an EU directive for cross-border enforcement, which DG TREN foresees proposing to the Parliament and Council in 2005.  It also suggests the creation of a European Enforcement network (eNFORCE) which would co-ordinate and manage the operation of cross-border enforcement. eNFORCE would be a new organisation comprising a network of agencies and a data exchange service.  A paper describing DG TREN’s thinking as a result of the Vera projects, as well as the text of a possible draft directive and a schematic of the proposed eNFORCE system is included in Appendix 1.
b. Any directive from this could not be expected to be in force in national legislation until 2009 at the earliest, and would probably be later than that.

c. However DG TREN is looking for ‘early adopters’ to co-operate on a voluntary basis on eNFORCE. DG TREN hopes to be able to support financially such early adoption, and is making the case for a small budget (€500k) for this for 2005/06.  Early adopters are likely to be the police authorities in France, Spain, Netherlands and Austria.  The UK is reported so far to be reluctant to participate.

d. DG TREN is also the sponsor behind the CAPTIVE project which has as its objective the formulation of “policy-oriented recommendations and proposals for measures to be taken at a European level to facilitate the implementation of effective cross-border enforcement strategies for road traffic violations”.  The UK’s Transport Research Laboratory is a partner in the CAPTIVE project.
e. Other relevant EU level activity is the recent passing (February 24th 2005) of the Council Framework Decision on the application of the principle of mutual recognition to financial penalties (also called COPEN 24). This relates to financial penalties issued for various offences, including “conduct which infringes road traffic regulations, including breaches of regulations pertaining to driving hours and rest periods and regulations on hazardous goods”.   This legislation gives rights to an ‘issuing state’ to ask an ‘executing state’ to carry out the effects of a ‘final decision’ requiring payment of a financial penalty (such as for example a fine imposed by a court) taken in the issuing state.  So, for example, a financial penalty imposed by a Belgian court on a British resident convicted of speeding in Belgium could be ‘executed’ in the UK.  It is unclear to what extent if at all that this Framework Decision applies to decriminalised traffic offences, such as penalty charge notices in London. If appropriate this can be investigated in more detail.
8. From a technical perspective an initial discussion has been held with three organisations: Vivista (ALG’s technical partner), Fujitsu (who work with DVLA as part of the ‘Partners Achieving Change’ consortium) and PSI, a German technology company involved in a European project sharing personal data between administrations.  Vivista and PSI have both expressed interest in being involved in a project, subject to the creation of an appropriate financial model.  A short paper from PSI showing how they could contribute to an ALG project is included in Appendix 2.  Vivista have indicated that they would be willing to do some technology prototyping as part of their contribution, if they were invited to take part in a project. The diagram included below is based upon a system schematic by David Williams of Vivista.  The technology aspects of a project are considered in Section 3 c.
9. On a practical level, agencies such as Euro Parking Collection (EPC) have built a commission–based business around collecting unpaid fines, road tolls and parking tickets from foreign drivers. EPC have about 70 clients (mostly UK and overseas local authorities). Transport for London, Westminster City Council and the London Borough of Croydon use EPC’s services. EPC have been able to persuade eight national licensing authorities to release details contained on their vehicle registration databases for the purposes of debt recovery. EPC act on behalf of their clients and admit that in most cases payments are made voluntarily, as EPC have no practical means of enforcement through foreign courts.  EPC have been canvassed during this study and have expressed a keenness to be involved in a project and may be willing to contribute financially or in other ways.  However EPC are a small company (15 staff) and will have limited means to contribute.  EPC’s perspective is described in Section 3 d.

10. European participation in an ALG project at a national or local level has not yet materialised to any significant extent, with only one organisation having responded so far to the ALG European Service’s two calls for partners (a Dutch association representing Dutch municipalities ). However through the contacts of the UK organisations already approached and through PSI in Germany I believe that national licensing bodies and other municipalities could be persuaded to participate, if we focused on this intensively.  
11. Discussions have been held with the eTen funding unit in DG Information Society in the European Commission to test their enthusiasm for a proposal in the current call for funding.  Their reactions were cautiously supportive: the immediate issue they raised concerned the legality of obtaining and sharing vehicle registration details, which has now been researched (at least as far as DVLA is concerned).  However the eTen unit would need to know about the VERA projects, about which I had no knowledge when I met them, and they may have a view about any perceived overlap. In addition, it is clear from the current eTen work programme that funding would not be available for substantial investment in infrastructure or new application development. This puts the onus on Proposers to re-use existing application platforms or to create new applications from their own resources before the EU funded part of a project commences (and before funding contracts are signed with the Commission).  A summary of the eTen funding programme is contained in section 4 below, and the 2005 eTen Call for proposals can be found in Appendix 5.
12. What might an eTen-supported project look like?
There was little opportunity prior to the workshop to discuss options for a new service, and the ideas set out here have not yet been tested with sufficient numbers of stakeholders to consider firmly a particular design.

However it would appear that ALG could choose to build on the results of this study and the new contacts made, and look at extending the DVLA VQ4/VQ5 process that operates for UK vehicles, by creating a new information service (SPARKS) which provides foreign vehicle registration data to the Boroughs.  Such a system could provide to the Boroughs the information necessary for them to issue the Notice to Owner. 
Such a concept is illustrated on the diagrams here:
The current service ALG offer is understood to be as follows:
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A new SPARKS service could look something like this:
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In this scenario, the ALG SPARKS managed service is acting as the vehicle to interrogate the databases of foreign Licensing Authorities, and is then despatching the responses back to the London boroughs.  

Such a method of working would of course depend upon the willingness of the foreign licensing authorities to make this information available to ALG on a bilateral basis and would not be dependent on reciprocal information moving from the UK to other jurisdictions. This willingness to provide such information, and at what cost, has not been tested.  However such information is being provided now by licensing authorities in Belgium, Denmark, Hungary, Norway, Spain, Sweden and the Netherlands to agencies such as EPC (although not necessarily by an electronic link). 
The SPARKS service would also need to address interoperability issues in respect of the parking systems in place in the Boroughs (such as the systems provided by Civica, Langdale Systems and Traffic Support Ltd), as well as the host systems operated by the Licensing Authorities.

What such a service would lack would be robust legal enforcement procedures in the event that offenders did not respond to the normal processes of enforcement in the UK. The assumption (which would need further checking) here is that that the new COPEN 24 Council Framework Decision referred to above would not apply, and financial  penalties from de-criminalised offences would not therefore be enforceable in the country of residence of the vehicle keeper.  At this point the persuasive skills of a collection agency would probably be required.
Other areas that would need to be worked out include:

· The business model; how would the information service be paid for (both initially, and the ongoing running costs)? 

· To what extent would the system increase the quality and quantity of vehicle registration information available to Local Authorities – and what would the likely impact be in terms of recovery?
· To what extent would the service charges payable to a service provider acting on behalf of ALG to run the SPARKS service be linked to recovery rates, or to some other measure?

There has been no opportunity during the scoping study to discuss these topics either with the proposed beneficiaries (the London Boroughs) or the potential service partners (the technology companies or other potential partners such as EPC plc).  However the answers to such questions could comprise a key deliverable from the eTen project itself.
13. Other questions for ALG to consider in deciding whether to pursue the eTen project route:

a. Given the extent of the work which has been carried out in the VERA projects, and the momentum underway in DG TREN, how useful is it to create a new EU project in the same general policy area? At the least any new project would need to take the findings of the VERA projects fully into account, in order to differentiate the new project from what had gone before.
b. Taking note of DVLA’s comments, any new project should at least consider building on existing relationships (for example through EUCARIS) in order to gain political support.  Can we obtain support during the proposal stage from any of the key stakeholders among the licensing authorities, and in particular from RDW, the Dutch authority that run EUCARIS? If the answer is no then, in my opinion, an eTen project would be a non-starter.
c. The technology which might be used here to support an eTen funded service is undecided (although there are options to consider from PSI and Vivista) and a speedy decision would be needed to get to a position where the proposal could satisfactorily describe the technical solution.  Can we get to the point quickly where we have enough information to make an appropriate selection of technology partner or technology solution to satisfy the eTen requirements for a proposal?

d. Is there sufficient time to find new partners, build a stable consortium, devise some business model options and then write a winning proposal in time for the 10th May deadline? 

The answer to at least some of these questions is probably ‘no’ – in which case ALG should consider other options before making a decision about the next steps.

14. What are the alternatives to an eTen EU level initiative to address today’s problems faced by the Boroughs? The following are some options to consider.

a. ALG could put its efforts into develop and implementing an influencing campaign. This could involve it in dialogues which it may not yet be part of.

· For example, there appear to be initiatives in which TfL and some French authorities are being consulted relating to Lorry Road User Charging, which may be raising similar enforcement issues.

· There is an option for ALG to seeking to examine the opportunity for the UK to be an ‘early adopter’ in the DG TREN initiative to create the eNFORCE information network.  (Such involvement could also be combined with further relationship-building with foreign licensing authorities as part of a SPARKS managed service illustrated above).

b. If ALG wish to take forward the concept of an EU level project, but do not wish to proceed in the 2005 eTen call for proposals for reasons of timing, there are some choices. There are other EU funding streams which may become available over the next 12 months.  Unfortunately Call 4 of the 6th Framework Programme , which addresses a number of eGovernment topics, closes on 22nd March 2005 and therefore will not be available.  It is possible that a suitable call in the 6th Framework may become available in 2006.  However the eContent+ Programme is expected to be launched in June 2005 and may be a suitable vehicle for taking forward a funding bid. The original eContent programme finished in 2004 and only limited information is available about the new programme’s priorities. eTen’s 2006 annual call for proposals is expected in January 2006, which would be another opportunity to re-consider the suitability of the project for this funding stream.

c. Alternatively ALG could look to UK funding from one of the funding streams available for local eGovernment activity, such as the ODPM’s eInnovations Fund. This fund was the source of £335k for a project by Hammersmith & Fulham announced in March 2004 to implement the smartPARK RFID card for use in residents parking permits.  Similarly the Invest to Save budget has been used in previous years for other innovative uses of technology.  However it is not known when either of these funding streams will next be open to proposals.
d. ALG could decide to do nothing, and await the outcome of the post-VERA 2 activities of the European Commission.
In conclusion, having developed some momentum around the topic of cross-border PCN enforcement it would be a pity for ALG to do nothing further. However the creation of an eTen project proposal, while still a possibility, may not now be the best way to proceed. The impact of other projects in the same policy area and the opportunity to take alternative courses of action should be considered before taking the next steps. 

Section 2. Introduction
Context of the study

The context for an initial study was the significant problem faced by London local authorities arising from the non-payment of penalty charge notices (PCN’s) issued to foreign registered vehicles in London. 

Approximately 6 million PCN’s are issued by London Boroughs each year, of which just over 5 million relate to breaches of the parking regulations. Under the Road Traffic Act 1991 it became possible for Boroughs to take over enforcement from the police by decriminalising parking controls, and parking has operated on a decriminalised basis in London since 1994.  As a consequence the legal enforcement of parking notices and other offences such as infringing the regulations relating to bus lanes became part of the UK’s civil, rather than criminal, law.

At present a significant number of PCN’s (estimated at 3½ % or nearly 208,000 notices) are issued to foreign registered vehicles and the majority of these are unpaid leading to the non-payment of penalties worth an estimated £9.35m per annum. 

Recovery of these unpaid PCN’s is hampered for the following reasons:

1. Whereas it is a relatively simple exercise for Local Authorities, working with DVLA, using the VQ4 / VQ5 inquiry system to discover the identity of the owner and/or ‘keeper’ of a UK registered vehicle, there is no similar system for obtaining such information from other jurisdictions where a vehicle is foreign-registered (and therefore no common system for identifying who is responsible for paying a PCN) 
And
2. Even where the keeper information becomes available concerning a foreign-registered vehicle, the legal enforcement of the notice in a foreign jurisdiction is problematic, and in some cases there is no scope to do so in law.  
Similar enforcement problems are known to exist in other large European cities.

ALG wished to examine whether there was scope to develop and implement an electronic service which would allow London Boroughs responsible for PCN enforcement to discover information about vehicle owners/keepers with foreign parking authorities, and to increase the success rate of collection in these cases.

To examine this, consultations took place with many stakeholders within the public sector and industry, and the workshop was convened on 14th March to discuss the study findings and consider possible next steps.
Study Methodology

The study took place over the course of three weeks from 21st February to 11th March 2005. 

The following organisations were consulted during the course of the study:

· The Association of London Government, and its Brussels based European Service

· Three departments within the European Commission

· the eTen Unit WITHIN dg Information Society

· DG Energy & Transport

· The IDABC unit within DG Enterprise

· Department for Transport 

· Driver and Vehicle Licensing Authority (DVLA)

· Transport for London

· Five London Boroughs: Camden, Croydon, Islington, Kensington & Chelsea and Westminster

· British Parking Association

· ALG-nominated technology suppliers:

· Vivista

· Fujitsu

· Euro Parking Collection plc

· PSI, a German IT company

· In addition ALG’s European Service contacts were invited to indicate if they would like to contribute to the study

· IBI Group, a consultancy which led the Vera 2 project

Section 3 Stakeholder perspectives

a). The perspective of the London Boroughs and Transport for London
The study included face to face or telephone discussions with parking managers in five London Boroughs (Islington, Camden, Croydon, Westminster and Kensington & Chelsea) as well as the head of Traffic Enforcement in Transport for London.

The extent to which foreign registered vehicles (FRV’s) were seen as a problem in terms of parking enforcement varied from authority to authority. A detailed breakdown of foreign registered vehicles was not easily available in some cases, and no borough provided firm data on country of origin of FRV’s infringing their parking controls.

The table below gives a breakdown of the PCN’s issued to FRV’s and calculates their ‘lost’ value to each borough and by extrapolation to the whole of London.

	London Borough


	No of PCN’s issued (parking and bus lanes) in 2003/04

	Average value of PCN
	No of PCN’s issued to FRV’s

(03/04 or best available)

	% of Total PCN’s estimated as being for FRV’s 2
	Value of PCN’s relating to FRV’s 3

	Camden
	467,683
	£44
	15,131
	3.23%
	£666k

	Croydon
	121,230
	£45
	800
	0.63%
	£37.5k

	Islington
	286,174
	£58
	19,313
	5%
	£1,12m

	Kensington & Chelsea
	291,445
	£53.67
	14,973
	5.14%
	£804k

	Transport for London
	307,706

(bus lanes)
	£46
	6,953
	2.26%
	£320k

	Westminster
	1,051,798
	£60
	20,000
	1.9%
	£1.2m

	All London boroughs
	5,936,391
	£50 (estimate)
	207,774

(estimate)
	3.5 %

(estimate)
	£10.39m

(estimate)


The overall messages from the boroughs (including also TfL) were consistent;

· Non-payment of PCN’s issued to FRV’s was the norm, with most such PCN’s being cancelled, or the debt attributable to them being written off, sooner or later.

· Clamping and removal were to a greater or lesser extent seen as the best methods of enforcement, and some boroughs had a policy to prioritise foreign vehicles for this action especially where the vehicles were recognised as regular offenders.

· FRV PCN’s were in some cases handed to a specialist debt collection agency to seek recovery of penalty charges: Croydon, Westminster and TfL use Euro Parking Collection plc
· The recovery rate for PCN’s (which averages between 60% and 70% although can be significantly higher where CCTV is used, as at TfL) is much lower for FRV’s (although no figure is available).

· Any initiative which can increase the rate of recovery will be supported by the Boroughs, although the business case for the level of support required from them would need to be made clear.  Don Simons at RBK&C regarded the issue as “strategically important” even if the initiative barely covered its costs. Kevin Goad regarded making a contribution as an “investment to save”.  

· Subject to a business case, Boroughs were willing to consider contributing from the surpluses generated from parking services or to commit manpower to a FRV project.  One other suggestion (from TfL) was that the Enforcement Task Force might have a budget to contribute funding a project.

b) DVLA perspective

(This section is based on a meeting with Haydn Madoc and Andy Wong of the DVLA Crime Reduction Group, and subsequent discussions with Richard Bridge, the data controller).
DVLA’s core concerns are the payment of vehicle excise duty and the accuracy of their two main databases (Drivers and Vehicles).  Activities which contribute to these goals get DVLA support.

In relation to foreign vehicles, DVLA therefore wish to increase the numbers of vehicles that actually register in the UK (for example when the keeper stays in the UK for more than 6 months). There are many vehicles that ‘overstay’ and which should be registered but no central record is kept of vehicle movements (as this would contravene the Freedom of Movement directive) so identifying them is very difficult. 
Co-operating with Foreign Vehicle Licensing Authorities

Under the International Circulation Order (a treaty) and the European Council Directive 83/182/EEC which requires continuous registration, vehicles are required to be registered in either the UK or a foreign jurisdiction; there is a requirement that there be no break in registration.  As a consequence some limited information is obtained now from certain registration authorities, to discover on a yes/no basis whether an apparently foreign vehicle is registered abroad. If the foreign authority reports that it is not registered, then the lack of registration is a breach of the UK law for which DVLA may then seek to take enforcement proceedings in respect of unpaid vehicle excise duty.

Information is also shared (on a two way basis) with other licensing authorities through the EUCARIS system (http://www.eucaris.net/) where authorities can request information concerning stolen or accident-damaged vehicles (and in some cases information concerning driving licences).  According to the EUCARIS website:

EUCARIS is a communications network which allows participating countries to exchange data relating to motor vehicles and driving licences. It is not a central system where data can be stored and subsequently retrieved. EUCARIS allows you to consult on-line motor vehicle and driving licence data kept in the national registers of countries affiliated to EUCARIS…

Germany, Great Britain, Belgium, Luxembourg, Latvia, Sweden and The Netherlands are parties to the EUCARIS-treaty. Moreover, Ireland, Northern Ireland, Gibraltar, Jersey, Guernsey, Isle of Man, Iceland, Hungary, Czech Republic, Italy, Estonia, Lithuania and Romania use the EUCARIS-system for limited applications, such as bilateral and unilateral exchange of vehicle information or only in a one way direction.  Norway, Finland, Greece, Albania, Slovakia, Bulgaria, Switzerland and Austria have expressed their interest for participation in the (near) future.

EUCARIS is administered by RDW, the Dutch equivalent of DVLA. Its legal basis is the International Circulation Order, a treaty to which countries may choose to sign up.

DVLA were founding members of the EUCARIS network and have co-operated under the spirit of that treaty some years. However the legal basis of this information sharing was brought into question, and as a consequence the law is being ‘clarified’ by a clause in the Road Safety Bill 2004 currently going through Parliament. Clause 38 confirms that “The Secretary of State may make any information held by him for the purposes of … registration of …vehicles available to the authorities of any country or territory outside the United Kingdom with responsibility …for the regulation of ...vehicles for use by them in the discharge of that duty.”  This is expected to become law later this year.

This legislation does not in DVLA’s view give them authority to share information with foreign licensing authorities for wider purposes, such as in relation to parking offences.

DVLA is also willing to provide registration information to UK organisations, such as Local Authorities or UK based companies, who can show ‘reasonable cause’ why they should have such data. This includes for example the collection agency Euro Parking Collection plc http://www.epcplc.com/  which acts on behalf of many UK and foreign local authorities to pursue unpaid fines, penalties and debts. DVLA’s data controller, Richard Bridge, has confirmed that providing vehicle registration information including keeper details to UK organisations for such purposes is explicitly allowed by reason of Regulation 27 of the Road Vehicle (Registration & Licensing) Regulations 2002.  These regulations do not give such rights to non-UK organisations such as foreign local authorities.

DVLA willingness to participate in a project

DVLA are interested in the proposed SPARKS project and would wish to take part in future working groups or meetings (unfortunately no-one from the Crime Reduction Group is available for 14th March) in order to keep informed.  

DVLA’s preference is that new initiatives should be co-ordinated where possible with existing plans, as there is a risk of multiple activities conflicting.  In addition to EUCARIS there is the EU’s IDA project RESPER (Réseau Permis de Conduire), which aims to develop a data exchange system for driving licenses among the Member States for the prevention of fraud) and the European-level VERA2 initiative (in which the Home Office is involved) which is intended eventually to lead to a European directive relating to cross-border criminal law enforcement in relation to vehicles. 

However if a SPARKS project were to be co-ordinated with, for example, RDW and the EUCARIS network, that would get strong support from DVLA.  Andy Wong agreed to try and identify a suitable contact in RDW with whom to discuss these ideas.

c) Technology Companies perspective

The study sought a technical input from three organisations in order to form a view about the enthusiasm for known technical partners to become involved in a SPARKS project, and to discover whether there were existing technical solutions which could be re-used as part of an eTen proposal.

Vivista, ALG’s service partner, did engage in the discussion and the new service concepts illustrated in Section 1 are based upon the output of a meeting with David Williams, Vivista’s Managed Services Director. David described a number of the services which Vivista currently supply to ALG.  
David raised a number of key issues which he would need more information before the concepts could be developed further, including:
· What information does a parking attendant capture and which is then held by a Local Authority on a foreign registered vehicle which has been given a PCN? – a sample of this data would be useful, in order for example to understand the format of the data, and the extent to which it identifies country of registration.
· What information do the foreign Licensing Authorities, with whom a SPARKS system would connect, hold on their databases (and is it legitimate for them to pass it on)?

· Can the two sets of information be matched (and thus provide the core element of the service?

David considered that creating a prototype to demonstrate the concept of matching registration data could be achieved by Vivista relatively quickly (possibly in less than 20 days and therefore before an eTen proposal would need to be submitted). He made it clear however that this would be a demonstrator, not an industry strength service.
He also focused on some of the commercial issues, such as the business model and the likely recovery rate, as key areas which would need exploring.

David was also willing to discuss the potential involvement of Vivista in a SPARKS project, particularly if ALG encouraged them to do so.
Fujitsu, one of DVLA’s partners in the “Partners Achieving Change” consortium, was invited to contribute but has so far made no input to the study. The DVLA account team have indicated that they are however interested to know the outcome of the study and workshop and may look to make a contribution at a later stage.
PSI, a German systems supplier which is the co-ordinator of RISER, another eTen project, submitted a short paper (attached in Appendix 2) and plans to attend the workshop on 14th March.  RISER is a pilot system which allows individuals and businesses in one country to access the citizen records (such as electoral registers) held in other administrations. 
The PSI paper outlines a system concept which makes use of similar infrastructure to RISER, and uses a portal to allow users to access a system containing a routing engine, data centre adaptors, a registry service and an accounting service.
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d) Euro Parking Collection plc (EPC) perspective

(This section is based on a conversation with Mike Blande of EPC on 9th March 2005).
Mike gave a brief outline of EPC’s history, since its formation in 1998.   Mike had been part of the founding team of three people but has since reduced his level of involvement in the management of EPC, and is now UK sales manager.

EPC is a small company, based in London’s Docklands and with a staff of about 15. It also has operations in Belgium, where EPC’s Head of Appeals, Christina Terase, is based. Christina handles correspondence to and from recipients of demands to pay from EPC.  Key members of the EPC team include Paul Assarsson, managing director, Beardine Nobime, Head of Finance, Marius Michael, Head of Production and IT and Stuart Hendry, Legal and Business Manager. Stuart will be attending the workshop on 14th March.

EPC has approximately 70 customers, including local authorities in nine European countries. Its first client was Hertz Car Rental, followed by the London Borough of Croydon.  The EPC website lists 21 UK clients (including nine London Boroughs and TfL). Most of EPC’s clients are local authorities.  The next largest set of clients is in Norway, followed by the Irish Republic, Netherlands, Sweden, Denmark and Belgium.  EPC recovers payments from vehicle owners in respect of various financial penalties, including road and other tolls, bus lane violations and parking notices.  EPC’s work can include recovering fines for criminal offences (as in Spain where they act for a police authority) as well as for de-criminalised infringements.

EPC has access to the vehicle registration data held by between 12 and 15 licensing authorities, from relationships built up over the last seven years. These authorities vary in their degree of co-operation and speediness: Denmark for example responds to queries within about 20 minutes of a request, while the Irish Republic takes up to four weeks to respond.  EPC have had to demonstrate to each licensing authority the legality of their requests for registration data. So far EPC has not been able to persuade the French authorities to co-operate.  DVLA in Swansea are very co-operative, and EPC from time to time supply a list of their clients to DVLA as part of that relationship.  Registration data is received back from authorities in a number of formats: in the case of DVLA it comes as an encrypted file over a direct link to the DVLA system. In other cases the information may be a spreadsheet attachment to an email, or even a paper response.

The EPC service can include issuing the Notice to Owner on behalf of a Local Authority, and subsequent reminders in the language of the country in which the vehicle is registered.  EPC expect to recover in about 20% of the cases they act on (which is typically just under half of the cases they receive). The quality of the data received from the Local Authority is a significant determinant in whether they take action. For example, the absence of country code data on a Penalty Charge Notice can make following up the notice difficult.  

Collection rates vary by country: demands to pay by local authorities in the Irish Republic are for relatively small sums (€19 for a parking violation) and achieve a much higher level of success than demands from Northern Ireland where the penalty being demanded is much higher.  Success rates in the Scandinavian countries are also quite high, achieving 50-60%, possibly for cultural reasons.

EPC work with local debt collectors where the Notice to Owner and subsequent appeal process fails to generate a successful response.  However cases rarely proceed to court action in the country of registration.  Stuart Hendry will be in a position to discuss the legal aspects of local enforcement at the workshop.

e) Department for Transport perspective
Terry Barnard from the Licensing, Roadworthiness and Insurance Division explained that the Department’s responsibilities in relation to parking were now much reduced following the decriminalisation of parking and the handover of its responsibility to local authorities. 
Terry identified the Traffic Management Division within DfT who might have a perspective on PCN’s to Foreign Registered Vehicles.  This Division has not yet been consulted as part of this study.  He also identified that a potential sponsor for a study might be found in other parts of the department – for example, within the eGovernment division.

Terry was very helpful in highlighting other initiatives which had relevance to the study, including the VERA 2 initiatives at the European Commission, the EUCARIS network, the progress of the Road Safety Bill, and the EU’s RESPER project.
f) British Parking Association (BPA) perspective

Kelvin Reynolds, the BPA’s technical director, was helpful in describing the aims of the Association as a promoter of best practice in the parking industry and in particular as a champion of “Raising Standards, Driving Excellence”.  He also outlined the lobbying functions of the Association, and its involvement with the Home Office, the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister, ACPO and other public sector stakeholders.

Kelvin felt that the BPA would want to be involved in a SPARKS project, if one was created, given its representative function. In terms of what capacity that involvement might take, any option was possible from having a watching brief to playing a centrally active role.  He explained that the BPA’s Council would need to approve such an involvement and that if appropriate an approach could be made to them after the conclusion of this study.
 4. Summary of the eTen Funding Programme opportunity

The initial target source of funding identified is the European Commission’s eTen programme, (see http://europa.eu.int/information_society/activities/eten/ for the eTen 2005 Work Programme and other documentation) administered by DG Information Society. 

eTen grant-aids the deployment of trans-European e-services in the public interest, and gives active encouragement to the involvement of public administrations in projects. Grants are administered on a competitive basis in response to an annual call for proposals.  (In the 2004 call 204 proposals were evaluated and 55 projects selected to negotiate for funding – i.e. one proposal in four will probably obtain funding). The 2005 eTen call for proposals opened on 10th February and any bid this year needs to be submitted by 10th May.

As was the case in previous years, one of the six themes of the 2005 call is eGovernment, which includes “electronic services provided by or for public administrations at all levels”, and services which support government process transformation. Key issues that the 2005 call seeks to address include “improving effectiveness and efficiency of public administrations and transfer/replication of successful services and good practice between administrations”.

Consortium requirement

In most cases proposals must be made by a consortium consisting of a minimum of two independent registered legal entities from different EU member states.  The Commission asks that all the stakeholders in the value chain (and in particular public sector stakeholders) are present in some capacity in the consortium, so that all the elements necessary for implementation can be taken into account. This means that typically there will be a mix of public and private partners in the consortium, including service contributors, technology companies, users, beneficiaries, customers and communities of interest. At least one organisation responsible for deployment must be present. There must also be on member of the consortium who is the project co-ordinator.

It is important to understand where eTen Projects must fit in the service launch life cycle. The Commission has taken the view that launching a new service has four phases:

1. An R &D phase

2. A Market Validation Phase

3. An Initial Deployment phase

4. Full Deployment / rollout 

eTen is only able to fund phases two and three, so Proposers must take this into account. 
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Types of Project (‘Action types’ in EU terminology)

‘Market validation projects’ test the feasibility of a service which already exists as a prototype. Validation is undertaken via practical pilots and demonstrates and establishes the precise conditions to be fulfilled and the specific barriers to be overcome for subsequent deployment. A Market Validation project should aim to prepare a deployment plan and establish a plausible case for sustainable financing. Market validation projects have a typical duration of 18 months. A market validation project should consist of the following elements:

· Demonstration of a pilot or operational service (involving a significant number of users in real life conditions), including at least two Member States.

· Peer review of the service, including dissemination activities. Peer reviews can be arranged in the form of a series of workshops / seminars / discussion groups.

· Feedback documented by the project from the user population, including the description of specific barriers to overcome prior to initial deployment.

· Drafting of a deployment report and incorporating the results of the peer review and user feedback and outlining the actions needed for deployment.

· Final report documenting the findings of the project, enumerating the barriers and challenges for the administrations for deployment and including a business/investment plan as a composite part of the reporting.

· The end result of a market validation project should be the demonstration of feasibility via practical pilots, demonstrating and validating the precise conditions to be fulfilled for subsequent deployment. 

This is to be contrasted with ‘initial deployment’ projects:
The ‘initial deployment’ phase covers the initial rollout of the service and is typically of up to 36 months in duration. Project proposals in this phase must start from an existing operational or fully developed and tested prototype system or service. They must present a convincing deployment plan with full details for the initial operational deployment and also showing the development strategy for the full service. This is typically the case of existing services that are being extended at Trans-European level.

NB: Distinguishing between the R&D phase and the market validation phase can be difficult. As a rule of thumb, eTen projects are permitted to receive funding for ‘minor adaptations’ of the technology of a service prior to testing in the market; such adaptations should normally take no longer than 3 months of the total project duration. However the introduction of the ‘trans-European’ element of a service developed in a national context may require significant work and this ‘customisation and localisation’ work covering all aspects of a service (technology, content, and society related) is eligible for funding.

In practice, these issues impact at the evaluation stage, when project proposals are being judged competitively, and then may be relevant again later during the project, if elements of cost are challenged by the EU’s designated project officer as being outside the scope of eTen.

Levels of funding:

The proportion of funding available for eTen projects varies, dependent upon which type of project it is. However projects are only partially funded, with consortium members being required to find supplementary sources of funding for the balance of the investment required. 

The limits on funding have to be considered: 

For Market Validation projects, EU funding cannot exceed 50% of the eligible costs incurred, up to a maximum of 10% of the estimated ‘total investment cost of the project’ (i.e. 10% of the total costs forecast to carry out both the market validation and the initial deployment phases of a project).  There is currently a proposal awaiting a decision of the Council of Ministers to raise this 10% limit to 30%.  For initial deployment projects the EU contribution cannot exceed 10% of the eligible costs up, again to a maximum of 10% of the total investment costs (again a favourable decision from the Council would raise this total investment percentage to 30%).

As a consequence, the Commission looks at the financial strength of the consortium to assess its ability to provide the co-funding that will be required to finance the project before granting funding.
Successful project proposals typically receive about €1m in funding, although there is no hard and fast rule and amounts can be much higher (€3m was awarded in 2004 to one project) or lower.
Evaluation

Project proposals are independently evaluated against a set of published award criteria – this will include:
· the nature of the proposed service – for example, how important is the proposed service, how well does it align with the objectives of the eTen work programme, is it in the public interest, and the reasons for supporting the service compared to exiting service solutions

· the deployment potential of the service – including the maturity of solution technically, and the demonstrable existence of a prototype; the completeness of the service (including security, scalability, service management); the demonstrated capability and commitment of the partners to deploy the service; the viability of the service beyond the funded project stage – looking for example at the outline business case; and the scope for replication of the service at an EU level.

· The extent to which the service contributes to EU policies - for example the extent of the trans-European level proposed, the appropriate use of technology such as broadband and the use of interoperable platforms.

· The adequacy of the project planning and the organisation of the project

· The appropriateness of the proposed use of resources, the credibility of the overall investment plan including the estimate of the total investment costs.
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� Source: TEC Statistics 2004 – see Appendix 3





� Source: each of the 5 London authorities was consulted; totals for London are extrapolated from their figures.


 


3 Calculation: Average value of PCN in that borough x No. of PCN’s issued for FRV’s
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