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RURAL ECONOMY AND CONNECTIVITY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORT (SCOTLAND) BILL – WORKPLACE PARKING LEVY 

AMENDMENTS 

SUBMISSION FROM SCOTTISH TRADES UNION CONGRESS 

Workplace Parking Levy 

The STUC is Scotland’s trade union centre.  Its purpose is to co-ordinate, develop 

and articulate the views and policies of the trade union movement in Scotland; 

reflecting the aspirations of trade unionists as workers and citizens.            

The STUC represents over 540,000 working people and their families throughout 

Scotland. It speaks for trade union members in and out of work, in the community 

and in the workplace. Our affiliated organisations have interests in all sectors of the 

economy and our representative structures are constructed to take account of the 

specific views of women members, young members, Black members, LGBT+ 

members, and members with a disability, as well as retired and unemployed 

workers. 

The STUC is not in favour of the implementation of powers that allow a workplace 

parking levy and would therefore encourage MSPs to reject the amendment 

proposed to the Transport Bill.  

The STUC has the following main concerns about the introduction of a workplace 

levy: 

1) The levy is ultimately a tax on workers.  

While the levy will be raised on employers, it is likely to be passed onto employees. 

In Nottingham, the only Council in the UK to run a workplace levy scheme, around 

half of all employers pass on the cost of the levy in full to their employees.1 In 

Nottingham the levy costs £415 per parking space per year and when it is passed on 

to employees VAT is also payable, meaning that workers who are subject to the levy 

pay £498.2 This is a substantial sum of money and represents a significant additional 

cost on accessing work. The levy is also a flat tax which takes no account of 

affordability or fairness and therefore has a disproportionately negative impact on 

those with the lowest incomes. The STUC believes that this is difficult to justify when 

in-work poverty is rising quickly and wages across the board have stagnated for a 

decade and are still barely rising above inflation.  

2)   There is no evidence that a levy reduces congestion.  

                                            
1 https://www.centreforcities.org/reader/funding-financing-inclusive-growth-cities/reviewing-funding-
finance-options-available-city-combined-authorities/1-nottingham-workplace-parking-levy/ 
2 http://www.nottinghamcity.gov.uk/information-for-residents/transport-parking-and-streets/parking-
and-permits/workplace-parking-levy  

https://www.centreforcities.org/reader/funding-financing-inclusive-growth-cities/reviewing-funding-finance-options-available-city-combined-authorities/1-nottingham-workplace-parking-levy/
https://www.centreforcities.org/reader/funding-financing-inclusive-growth-cities/reviewing-funding-finance-options-available-city-combined-authorities/1-nottingham-workplace-parking-levy/
http://www.nottinghamcity.gov.uk/information-for-residents/transport-parking-and-streets/parking-and-permits/workplace-parking-levy
http://www.nottinghamcity.gov.uk/information-for-residents/transport-parking-and-streets/parking-and-permits/workplace-parking-levy
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The workplace parking levy was introduced by Nottingham City Council in 2012. 

Recent evaluations suggest that there has been little to no meaningful change in 

congestion levels in the city.3 This is partly due to the exemptions in the scheme and 

the fact that it does not affect ‘through’ traffic. Equally because the levy is a flat tax it 

places a significant burden on those on the lowest incomes while simultaneously 

having little meaningful impact on the highest earners who simply pay the charge 

and continue to drive.   

3) Focus should be on public transport development.  

The amendment proposes that Councils who wish to implement the workplace 

parking levy must have a transport strategy and it must ‘appear to the authority that 

the scheme will (directly or indirectly) facilitate the achievement of policies in its 

strategy.’4 The amendment also requires that funds raised by the levy are spent on 

public transport. While the intention of these provisions is clearly to ensure a focus 

on public transport development, in reality they represent a very low bar.  

In the context of austerity and continuing cuts to Council budgets it would not be 

surprising or indeed counter to the provisions in the amendment, for Councils to 

simply replace existing investment in transport with monies raised through the levy. 

The Council must also only justify to itself that the levy facilitates its transport 

strategy and this facilitation can be ‘indirect’. It is therefore entirely possible for 

Councils to introduce a levy with no meaningful additional investment in public 

transport.  

In Nottingham the workplace levy came with a step change in the provision of public 

transport in the city with the addition of: 

• Two further lines of the Nottingham Express Transit tram system;   

• The upgrading of passenger facilities at Nottingham Station;  

• Ongoing support for its Linkbus network which fills in gaps in the commercial 

network serving key employment sites, hospitals, and Park and Ride services  

which has now developed into the UK’s largest electric bus fleet with 45 

electric buses in operation;  and 

• A commitment to becoming a ‘Go Ultra Low’ emissions city with significant 

investment in electric vehicle charge points. 5 

As Nottingham City Council emphasises it was this investment and commitment to 

public transport that unlocked positive outcomes, not simply the introduction of the 

parking levy.  

It should also be noted that the parking levy in Nottingham raises £9 million per year, 

which makes little impact into most large scale public infrastructure projects with the 

                                            
3 http://www.cbtthoughtleadership.org.uk/WPL-Briefing-Nottingham.pdf  
4 https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Rural/REC_WPL_amendment.pdf  
5 http://www.cbtthoughtleadership.org.uk/WPL-Briefing-Nottingham.pdf 

http://www.cbtthoughtleadership.org.uk/WPL-Briefing-Nottingham.pdf
https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Rural/REC_WPL_amendment.pdf
http://www.cbtthoughtleadership.org.uk/WPL-Briefing-Nottingham.pdf
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Borders Railway upgrade and expansion costing £365 million, the proposed 

Glasgow Airport Rail Link projected to cost around £144 million and the Edinburgh 

Tram project costing £776 million in total. 

  

4) Other parts of the Transport Bill undermine the rationale for the workplace 

levy 

The Transport Bill limits municipal ownership of the bus network to Council’s running 

buses as the ‘operator of last resort’. This means that Councils would only be able to 

deal with market failure and would be limited to running the less profitable routes and 

could not create coherent provision across their local area. These provisions fall far 

short of the powers Councils need to fix the problems in the bus network and provide 

the level of improved provision that would unlock economic and social benefits for 

communities.  

 

In 2016/17 bus companies in Scotland received £695 million in revenue, with 43% 

(£298    million) coming from Local or Central Government support. Yet over the 

same period there has been a 10% reduction in journey numbers and an increase in 

fares of 18%.6 The number of workers employed in the sector has also dropped by 

8% over the last five years and their terms and conditions are continually being 

eroded.  

In 2017 five of the top six bus companies operating in Scotland returned pre-tax 

profits of £110.9 million.7  A significant proportion of this is likely to have been 

returned to shareholders as dividends. In stark contrast publicly owned Lothian 

buses made pre-tax profits of £10 million the same year. In the same period Lothian 

paid a dividend to its public sector owners of £6.8 million. A significant proportion of 

these profits were reinvested within the local public transport network. 

There is also no real competition in bus services. A transport authorities in Britain 

report8 found that there is now an average of 2.0 bids per contract in Scotland, while 

48.7% of contracts in Scotland had only one bid, and 1.6% in Scotland had no bids. 

Worryingly half of all contracts awarded had no competition. Where there is less 

competition, there is the risk of tender prices increasing, which in turn puts pressure 

on transport authority budgets.9  

On Bus Services, the Transport Bill effectively maintains the status quo. It does not 

create opportunities for any real competition between providers and actively 

dissuades Councils from operating their own bus service. With these structural 

                                            
6 https://goo.gl/gFRwwB  
7 McGill £2.03 m, First Glasgow No1 £3.6 m, First Glasgow No2 £8.2 m, Stagecoach Group £95 m, 
Craig of Campbeltown t/a Westcoast Motors £2.1 m 
8 ATCO Local Authority Passenger Transport Survey (2016) 
9 https://www.transport.gov.scot/media/39681/local-bus-services-in-scotland-a-consultation.pdf 

https://goo.gl/gFRwwB
https://www.transport.gov.scot/media/39681/local-bus-services-in-scotland-a-consultation.pdf
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problems maintained by the Bill it is impossible for the workplace levy to support any 

genuine transformation in public transport in Scotland.  

5) The levy is likely to be complex and difficult to run effectively.  

In order to mitigate some of the worst impacts of a flat tax like the workplace parking 

levy, it is necessary for the scheme to have a range of exemptions, including for blue 

badge holders, NHS workplaces, small employers and emergency vehicles.  The 

amendment also allows for a range of local variations, including the times at which 

the scheme might apply. While it is welcome that the amendment allows Councils to 

consider the impact such a scheme might have on shift workers, or those working 

unsociable hours where no public transport is available, these provisions only serve 

to highlight the number of variations that might exist, and the potential unfairness 

and hardship for workers that might also result.  

It is also true that for a workplace levy to be implemented effectively a high level of 

public education, business support and enforcement would need to be carried out. 

Given the climate of austerity in which local authorities are currently operating it 

seems a better use of resource to look properly at the blockages to investment in 

public transport and to directly support improved travel options, for example safe 

home campaigns for those working at night or indeed transformational schemes like 

free bus travel.  

Ultimately improved transport is better achieved by unlocking the public subsidy that 

currently goes to private sector transport companies and by supporting direct public 

provision rather than trying to administer an unfair levy that is a tax on workers and 

places particular pressures on the lowest paid.    

 

 

 


