
Summary of responses to 2nd round of consultation 

Please note that the numbers carry no significance other than to identify individual comments, manage the response process, and track 

and cross-reference the responses to each question. 

Ref. Question/Comment GAL comment 
1.1 We would like to see a draft Licence Agreement for Approved Operators, as soon as 

possible. 
We will issue the licence agreement 
along with final scheme details. 

1.2 We understand the reasons for giving a 9 month period for the unauthorised 
operators to obtain the necessary permission. However we would request the 
following be implemented. Those wishing to have the concessionary rates must be 
proactive in initiating their application for Park Mark and Buy with Confidence, this 
being confirmed to you by both organisations ie they inform you they have received 
an application for each. The company applying for the concessionary rates must 
register their interest with the airport at the start of their 9 month period otherwise 
this could go on indefinitely. They must show appropriate insurances, VAT numbers, 
have uniformed drivers, clearly marked company vehicles and ID badges. There is no 
reason this cannot be asked for as it will ensure they do not breach any of the rules 
and are easily identifiable. If this criteria is not asked for they will have an unfair 
financial advantage over the operators who have had to invest heavily in this 
infrastructure and will be able to trade for almost a year.  

The reduced rate will be granted if the 
operator states that they are taking all 
practicable steps to meet the criteria 
for these schemes. 

1.3 We believe that those non-approved operators taking advantage of this 9 months 
scheme should declare their intention of becoming Approved Operators and provide 
evidence that they are taking the necessary steps toward approval, before they can 
take advantage of the preferential rates. 

See 1.2. 

1.4 Please could you confirm whether your reference to Park Mark is for the Compound or 
the company as it reads: 
‘have the British Parking Association Park Mark award for all operational sites serving 
Gatwick’ – If one Company has Park Mark for one of its compounds and claims this as 
their only operational site, will there be checks made by the airport to ensure for 
example someone who carries our 500 transactions a week with only a 200 space car 

Our requirement is that all operational 
sites must have Park Mark award. 
However the suggestion that we 
reconcile reported transactions vs 
spaces claimed is a sensible one. The 
final licence agreement will 



park could not only be parking only on that approved site? incorporate details on spaces for each 
site. 

1.5 Will it be possible to top up the payment cards during the month is volumes go over 
those predicted? 

Yes, the balance on cards may be 
topped up at any time through the pay 
on foot (POF) machines. 

1.6 We feel that within the first 3 months there should be a monthly meeting to ensure no 
major issues arrive in the busiest part of the year. 

Agreed. 

1.7 
 

How big will you make the fins identifying the approved pays , we would seek for 
these to be 'high end' products that clearly set the approved contractors aside from 
the rest 

The fins will be of a comparable size to 
those used to mark disabled bays, and 
will read ‘Approved Operator only’.  

2.1 The Laminated card system will be open to abuse surely there must be a better way of 
highlighting authorised vehicles via a proximity card with a hand held device used by 
your enforcement officers 

We do not believe this is feasible at the 
current time, however we recognise the 
advantages in such a system and will 
explore the possibility of introducing 
this at a later date. 

2.2 The 9 month grace period should be scrapped as it encourages non compliance from 
the organisations that the scheme is designed to control. If you want to allow time 
then delay the start but write to all operators saying they have to meet the criteria in a 
set time. 

We have introduced this in order to 
address concerns about the time taken 
to attain eligibility for the scheme. We 
believe it strikes an appropriate 
balance. 

2.3 We believe that the 9 months duration for the preferential MSCP rates for non-
approved operators is extremely generous and would have preferred a shorter period. 

See 2.2 

2.4 The locations in the multi storey car parks are not equivalent to those used by the 
airports own facilities. Although not wishing to labour this point, it was clear from the 
Heathrow case that the same locations should be given to meet and greet operators as 
the airport’s own Valet parking. I am hopeful you will reconsider this point and 
provide spaces in the barrier areas of car park 6 ground floor – this area being 
specifically built for valet returns and car park 3 level 2 where a controlled area 
already exits. Both these locations are equivalent to the airport’s own valet parking 
areas. Without barriers the unauthorised operators will migrate towards those spaces 
as they will always be clear to return or pick cars up from. It is very difficult to run 

There is clearly not sufficient space to 
utilise the existing Valet Parking floors 
for off-airport operators as well as the 
airport’s own Valet Parking operation, 
this is evidenced not only by the fact 
that our own operation fully utilises 
these floors at peak time, but through 
the feedback received through 
consultation to the effect that the 



your business from general spaces that you cannot guarantee will be empty when 
your client reaches them. 

dedicated areas we have already 
identified (occupying approximately 
half a floor) may well not be sufficient 
for the off-airport M&G operators 
alone. It is worth clarifying that we do 
not store cars in the MSCPs, these are 
only used for processing entries/exits. 
 
In addition, given that we have 
responded to feedback by introducing a 
third option allowing both drop-off and 
pick-up on the forecourt, it is not clear 
what demand there will be for the 
schemes using the MSCP. As stated in 
the scheme details, we will monitor 
demand in the MSCPs closely, and 
ensure the dedicated area is large 
enough for operation, and if it is clear 
that more than 2/3 of the floor is 
required, we will dedicate the floor in 
question for this use. 

2.5 The AMGO would expect the same like for like facilities as GALs’ own valet operation , 
does GAL consider that this is fair ?  

See 2.4 

2.6 Does GAL consider that to create an anticompetitive environment in moving this 
proposal forwards that  like for like facilities should be offered to the AMGO as those 
used by GALs’ own valet operation.  

See 2.4 

2.7 My understanding is that GAL has wider bays , if this is the case why would you not 
expect that we too would want wider bays in order to facilitate safe and timely diss-
embarkment  from vehicles ( especially those with families )   

Whilst the Valet arrival areas 
previously in place have wider bays, 
neither the new ‘Premium Parking’ 
areas opened 2011/2012, nor the Valet 
Return areas have wider bays. This is 



due to the high cost of removing 
existing bay markings and re-lining to a 
professional standard. 
 
As previously stated, we intend that the 
dedicated areas in the MSCPs will be 
sufficiently large that there should in 
the vast majority of cases be sufficient 
free spaces to allow customers 
disembarking from their vehicles to 
find a bay with free space on at least 
one side. 

2.8 Why when GALs valet operations use wider bays would GAL consider that AMGO 
should not require like for like facilities ? 

See 2.7 

2.9 Given that your suggested process now adds a visit to the POF machine we would seek 
to expand the time limits given to the following ; 
 
MSCP Usage  
£ 1.30 per movement with 0-15 minutes 
£ 2.00 per movement with 15-25 minutes 

The process always included a visit to 
the POF machine, this hasn’t been 
added, simply outlined explicitly. 
Earlier feedback indicated that efficient 
operators should be able to complete 
transaction in < 10 minutes, this 
structure seeks to incentivise efficient 
operation through a lower discounted 
rate under 10 minutes, whilst retaining 
a higher, but still discounted rate, 
between 10 and 20 minutes. 

2.10 Would GAL consider a longer waiting period in line with that afforded its own 
subcontractor ( APCOA ) ?  

See 2.9 

2.11 We have concerns that the operational process in the first year will be a challenge for 
customers and again reiterate our desire for longer ticket times as follows; it would be 
fair to allow this in year one with the time to be reviewed once operations had settled. 
We must keep the customer at the centre of this process and allow sufficient time to 

See 2.9 



maintain a sensible service levels and move towards a new status quo. 
2.12 Why would GAL think that we should agree to a scheme that allows unrestricted price 

increase ion 2 years time ?  
There is no commitment to increase 
after 2 years, this is just a sensible 
compromise between wanting to 
provide some stability for operators 
whilst protecting GAL’s position going 
forward. 

2.13 Why has GAL suggested only a 2 year RPI to the fees structure ? See 2.12 
3.1 Laminated permits would be a logistical nightmare as only customers dropping their 

vehicles off will be driving to this area. Our drivers often turn up at the same time or 
very shortly after the customer has arrived and therefore our customers may be 
moved on if they do not display a permit. We do not send confirmations in the post it 
is all done online so unless a paper one that can be emailed is issued this could be 
difficult to implement.  

Whilst we recognise the concern of 
operators, we also have to create a 
clear framework for enforcement for 
wardens, that is not open to abuse.  
 
The police have advised that the 
clearest means of distinguishing 
customers of approved operators from 
customers of other non-approved 
companies is through the use of 
laminated permits placed on the screen 
of the customers vehicle. It is the 
responsibility of the operator to ensure 
that their staff are present when the 
customer arrives on the forecourt. 
 
To deal with the exceptional situations 
when the approved operator staff 
member is not present at the time of 
the customer’s arrival, approved 
operators may wish to email their 
customers a printable receipt that 
clearly displays the name of the 



approved operator, car registration and 
date/time of booking, for the customer 
to display on their dashboard on 
arrival. 
 
We believe that given that wardens and 
marshalls will be supplied with an up 
to date list of all approved operators, it 
is not necessary to have one standard 
GAL designed confirmation receipt. 
 
We have confirmed with the police that 
they would recognise this permit, 
subject to the overall point  that the 5 
minute time limit on the forecourt 
starts from the moment the customer 
arrives on the forecourt, not when the 
staff member arrives to meet them. 

3.2 We still have reservations concerning the use of permits being issued to the client by 
drivers. We truly believe permits should be designed and approved as part of the 
confirmation process as most operators will not be there before the driver every time. 
We see this permit as having printed on it a clear company logo , the name of the 
company and the registration of the car with the date of departure on it. This will 
ensure anyone can see a car not displaying a permit in the designated zone and those 
who do display one can be easily identified as the clients of the approved operators.  
 

See 3.1 

3.3 Will GAL create a branded recognition that Approved contractors can display.  See 3.1 
3.4 What promotion will GAL be giving to the Approved Scheme, how long for, will there 

be dedicated web pages about this subject.  
GAL will maintain an up to date list of 
approved operators on its website, and 
make it clear that we recommend only 
puchasing parking from Gatwick 



Airport itself or a member of the 
approved operator scheme. 

3.5 The 5 minute drop off on the forecourt does not take into consideration elderly 
people, disabled or families with babies and small children who take longer to 
disembark from vehicles and have to take luggage out of the vehicle. Drivers are often 
required to assist these people and this should be taken into consideration. It would 
not reflect kindly on the airport were we to have to rush these people off the forecourt 
to remove their vehicles. I would suggest a 10 minute drop off would be more 
reasonable. At Heathrow it is 10 minutes and 15 minutes respectfully. 

We have taken advice from police that 
5 minutes is an appropriate time 
period. 

3.6 The forecourt access charge is still excessive compared to the other two London 
airports, being £2.50 at Stansted and less at Heathrow. We suggest £3 for 5 minutes 
for pro rata time is acceptable. 

We will reduce the forecourt 
movement charge from £4.00 to £3.00, 
however will review this after 6 
months. 

3.7 £4.00 per movement makes Gatwick the most expensive airport for operating off any 
forecourt as a Meet and Greet Provider. More than double Heathrow Airport. I believe 
this to be unreasonable. £2.50 would have been a more reasonable price and in line 
with other airports (Stansted, Birmingham and Heathrow). 

See 3.6 

3.8 To raise the cost associated with drop off on Terminal raises the cost to operators of 
what is the most efficient and time critical part of the valet parking process. This has a 
twofold effect on the Approved MGOs' in the we have to pay a premium to use the 
forecourt & our costs are increased, we feel this is unfair, anticompetitive and is ill 
founded in that to allow for the optimum efficiency drop offs should in fact be 
encouraged for Approved operators on the Terminal. As such we propose that the 
terminal drop off should be reduced to £ 1.30 , with strict no waiting - this means the 
MGO will need to put staff onto the terminal ahead of arrival of the customer - this 
would be firmly the responsibility of the MGO. The wardens on terminal would clearly 
move on anyone who did not have a MGO staff member with them. 

See 3.6 – it is important also to note 
that it is congestion on the forecourt 
that causes congestion at peak times, 
regardless of the efficiency or 
otherwise of the MGO transaction on 
the forecourt. It is this congestion this 
scheme seeks to address. 

3.9 We dispute that the forecourt should attract a greater access fee than the MSCP. Can 
Gal justify why the forecourt should attract a higher cost ? 

See 3.6 

3.10 There appears to be 2 new associations – what criteria will the airport apply to these 
associations to ensure they at least meet basic operator standards before being invited 

We recognise this issue, the only 
meaningful stipulation we see as 



to the steering group and another 10 do not ask to be represented?. practicable is that any association must 
represent more than one operator. 

3.11 You state that barriers will be raised, will approved contractors have access to the 
contact details of the appropriate staff to effect this ( our concern is that an early 
congestion starts to then create backlogs in collecting cars from arriving customers , if 
the problem is not solved very quickly then the whole process starts to back up and 
the problem is simply compounded )   

All approved operators will be issued 
with contact numbers for APCOA duty 
managers. 

3.12 The airport should commit to resourcing a human presence to police the forecourts 
for set hrs each day or reduce the fees and put the responsibility for policing on to the 
authorised operators. 

We recognise the importance of 
effective enforcement, and are working 
with the police to ensure that 
appropriate levels of enforcement are 
in place during key times of operation. 
All incidents involving non-approved 
operators using areas dedicated for 
approved operator use should be 
reported to police and/or marshalls. 

3.13 We are still concerned those not abiding by any of these points will not be enforced 
against as we have not seen any procedure from the airport how to report someone 
for using the forecourt and what action will be taken against them? 

See 3.12 

3.14 What level of warden control can be expected to protect the approved area within the 
MSCP from abuse by say Taxi / unapproved MGOs' / public ( at Heathrow this has 
been a major issue at times with congestion / punch ups / car damage ).  

See 3.12 

3.15 We disagree with self-policing - GAL should be responsible for policing the approved 
areas and should be accountable via the SLA if they do not do so.  

See 3.12 

3.16 The proposed area within the MSCP offers no protection to the AMGO from abuse by 
unapproved MGO , what does GAL propose to do about this?  

See 3.12 

3.17 Why does GAL believe that the unapproved MGO will not simply operate from the 
same areas of MSCP as the AMGO, thus negating any advantage to becoming an AMGO? 

See 3.12 

3.18 Why does Gal believe that the area suggested by them will not be abused by general 
public and by MGO who are not approved? 

See 3.12 

3.19 The suggested area is open access; how does GAL propose to police the misuse of this See 3.12 



area ? ( we know at Heathrow there is little or no policing of their approved areas and 
that this causes considerable difficulties for supplies operating at that location as such 
we would strive to avoid this potential problem ).  
 

3.20 Does GAL have any agreement to a policing service level with the current approved 
taxi supplier?  

The meaning of this question is unclear. 

3.21 What does GAL propose to do about the companies who will change their operations 
to allow for the customer to collect a driver from the MGO on way into the airport , 
this will allow the unapproved MGO to affect a forecourt drop off as the same driver 
will bring the car onto and off the forecourt ? 

We believe the scheme proposed is 
robust, if instances such as this come to 
light, we’ll review and take appropriate 
action. 

3.22 Would GAL consider a specific higher rate for companies wishing to conduct their 
entire meet and greets on terminal? 

In view of the response to the 
consultation we have decided to vary 
our preferred scheme on a trial basis to 
allow approved operators to pick up as 
well as drop off from the designated 
forecourt area. We will monitor the 
operation of the scheme and reserve 
the right to revert to drop off only for 
congestion or other operational 
reasons.  

3.23 Has consideration been given to the increased exhaust emissions pollution within the 
MSCP created by the greatly increased traffic volumes associated with peak drop off 
times.  

We see no reason why there should be 
air quality issues, as air flows freely 
through the areas in question, and 
there are no issues today with car 
parks staff who operate in this 
environment. 

3.24 Will Gal be able to give assurance to AMGO that our staff will not be subjected to 
abnormally high levels of CO2 whilst standing within an MSCP approved drop off area 
that is with the current location surrounded by moving traffic? 

See 3.23 

3.25 Has the Health and Safety Executive been consulted as regards the proposal of GAL to 
place the AMGO into an area that we believe is insufficient and unsafe for the purpose 

We’ve taken advice from APCOA, the 
operators of our car parks, who are 



of conducting meet and greet parking. confident that the MSCPs can cope with 
the increased demand from the 
scheme, estimated at approximately 
10% increase on today’s level (based 
on estimates provided in consultation 
responses). 
 
We have stated in the proposal that the 
size of the dedicated area will be 
increased if the volume of transcations 
warrants it. 
 
We would also note that the MSCP is 
generally a safer environment for 
parking operations than the current 
forecourt operation, with a very small 
number of incidents last year. 

3.26 All approved meet and greet operators ( AMGO ) conduct all drop offs and pick ups on 
the forecourts within dedicated areas.  

This has been accomodated for in the 
scheme on a 6 month trial basis. 

3.27 Does GAL consider that given the limited growth potential of the off airport suppliers 
likely to become members of the AMGO  that the suggested areas of the forecourt will 
not be sufficient for the long term ? ( as the proposed scheme for becoming an AMGO 
restricts the AMGO companies to car parking sites with full planning consent thus the 
scheme restricts the growth of these AMGO companies as the local planning policy is 
set against the expansion of off airport parking spaces).  

The objective of the scheme is to 
address the issue of forecourt 
congestion. If it becomes apparent that 
the size of the dedicated area is 
insufficient, we will reconsider the 
availability of this option. 

3.28 AMGO be permitted to find the supply and installation of bus shelters to the approved 
area on the forecourts, these shelters to be unique to each company and branded for 
each company. 

It is hard to see how this would be 
possible given space constraints, 
however issues like this should be 
brought to the working group. 

3.29 The approved forecourt area to be barriered such as to restrict access to persons or 
companies not authorised to have access to such areas. 

It is hard to see how barriers could be 
used on the forecourt given the 



constraints of the environment. 
3.30 All AMGO companies to supply their staff with high visibility arm bands unique to 

companies who have achieved status , these arm bands to be 6 – 8 inch wide and worn 
at all times by staff of AMGO. These armbands to be used in conjunction with the 
laminated windscreen labels as suggested by GAL.  

Our requirement is for clearly 
identifiable uniformed staff. 

3.31 With the use of dedicated area / arm bands / bus shelters the AMGO companies we 
believe would themselves be effective in policing the use of the approved drop off 
area.  

See 3.30. 

3.32 Way finding from arrivals back to forecourts to be clearly identifiable as approved 
suppliers drop off area and easily distinguishable from that of the airports own 
operations.  

Wayfinding signage for the Approved 
Operator area will be provided in line 
with timescales of wayfinding project 
(by end of Dec), in the meantime 
temporary signage will be put in place. 
 
For vehicles, there will be a sign 
outside the individual car park 
indicating ‘Approved Operators’, after 
the entry barrier. 

3.33 We suggest that the use of the forecourts fairly reflects the costs associated with 
becoming an AMGO, the use of the forecourts sets aside the AMGO from the MGO 
companies that will not or cannot reach the approved status. ( the costs of operating a 
supply company that meets the standards to become AMGO is we estimate £ 6.00 per 
contract higher than not meeting these standards ) Whilst we cannot avoid the ‘ user 
pays ‘ principal the current suggested scheme does not give fair value to those 
companies expected to become AMGO, as such the proposed scheme creates a clearly 
demonstrated financial diss-advantage to those companies striving to become AMGO 
and the proposal is anticompetitive.  

There is no given cost associated with 
becoming an approved operator – it is 
simply a question of abiding by existing 
laws and basic standards that any 
reputable operator should already 
abide by. As such we can’t be expected 
to fund this or base a charging 
mechanism around it. 

3.34 We propose that the scheme be reconsidered such as to allow a level playing field 
between the GAL operations and those operated by the companies likely to become 
AMGO.  

We believe the scheme provides for fair 
competition. 

3.35 We propose that the GAL draft proposal does not take into consideration the ‘essence’ It is not clear why the proposal should 



of meet and greet parking. The operation supplied by GAL within the car parks does 
not offer the same customer facing service as it allows for customers to park their own 
vehicles and ‘ check in ‘ with a valet desk. The two services are very different and the 
movement of the current operations into general MSCP bays is a detriment to the 
companies that supply this service, by moving us into the MSCP GAL are effectively 
withdrawing the essence of the services supplied by their main competitor and 
putting those companies likely to achieve AMGO status at a disadvantage. As such our 
proposal is that AMGO continue to operate on the forecourt areas for both drop off 
and pick up.  

affect the quality of the customer facing 
service currently offered by off airport 
MGOs? 

3.36 Fees charged for use of forecourt be £ 1.40 each way with AMGO supplying accurate 
figures to GAL and GAL being afforded the ability to cross check to ensure correct 
billing.  

See 3.6 

3.37 Access fee to be linked to RPI indefinitely. See 2.12 
3.38 We propose that the current GAL proposal does not offer fair value to the AMGO and 

strive to urge re negotiation to bring forwards a position that is representative of the 
scale of the investment made by the companies striving to join the AMGO. 

See 3.33 

3.39 That GAL  create a recognised branding logo for the approved scheme and that those 
companies who are approved be able to publicise this branding.  

We will maintain on our website an up 
to date list of approved operators.  

3.40 Will GAL to extend the approved operator scheme to other parking and picking up / 
dropping off related businesses, mainly park and ride but also TAXI's etc. Currently 
they are only targeting MGO's.  

Park and Ride is already covered by 
user pays principle, through existing 
licence agreements. It is not evident 
that other MGOs would wish to offer 
taxi drivers discounted rates and use of 
the Approved Operator area in the 
MSCPs. 

3.41 Will Gal still consider options for barrier systems , this suggstion as follows:  
I have a proposal which is a way that a barrier system could work  
(even with double ended meet & greets from the same place / zone) is as follows. 
  
All Authorised MGO (AMGO) drivers have a proximity fob or swipe card (coded to the 
company they work for) 

It is not clear if this proposal relates to 
the MSCPs or the forecourts. The issue 
with forecourts is about the feasibility 
of installing barriers to isolate a section 
of the forecourt. We will be happy to 
consider a barriered floor in the car 



Barrier in and out of the drop off area which gives a ticket on entry t o every car 
  
2 buttons on both entry and exit barriers- 1 big obvious one (green) for customers - 1 
small less obvious button (red do not touch) for AMGO's 
  
Meet 
  
If customer presses green button they will get a ticket and be allowed to proceed into 
the zone 
This ticket must be given to the AMGO (computer knows that this is a MEET ticket) 
MGO inserts ticket and machine knows it was a customer entry so prompts fob exit 
from AMGO driver 
once fob/card is swiped the AMGO driver can leave the zone. 
  
Greet 
  
Meet & Greet driver presses red button on entry and has to swipe card/fob to get 
ticket and gain entry. 
This ticket must be given to the Customer (computer knows that this is a GREET 
ticket) 
Customer inserts ticket at barrier and is allowed to exit freely as machine knows 
AMGO swiped in 
  
Either Meet or Greet cannot take place without an AMGO either entering or leaving in 
that car. 
  
Proximity fob's are usually £5 (cost) and can easily be added removed by GAL if they 
are lost or stolen. 
If an MGO loses their fob and reports it straight away it can be cancelled and will never 
work on the machines. 
  
(these would need to be audited say weekly by each MGO and looked after). 

parks, if it is evident that the scale of 
the MGO scheme requires an entire 
floor for its operations. This would be 
subject to the principle that any 
investment of this kind be recovered 
through increases in charge levels 
going forward. The appropriate forum 
to review this is through the working 
group. 



  
It would be each MGO's responsibility to make sure that their drivers fobs are not 
abused in any way which we would obviously do as we have to pay for every 
transaction that would take place with each one. 
  
Policing of the zone could be reduced to 1 person if the system were to be 
implimented 
This would need to be several once the scheme starts, but once UnMGO's stop trying 
to enter and their customers are aware that they cannot use this convenient area, it 
would become enough for 1 person to handle. 
More resources can be put in the other zones to stop the (hopefully outlawed) 
UnMGO's operating elsewhere. 
  
Just an idea - assuming nobody has submitted any barrier system ideas yet?? 
I also assume that the reason that GAL want returns in the SSCP is so that they can use 
the ANPR to charge us for it and monitor our volumes - this would still allow them to 
easily do that. 

4.1 Can you clarify when the scheme is being launched? The scheme is open to applications 
from today. New Road Traffic Orders 
will come into effect from 1st July. 

4.2 Volume of traffic entering MSCPs will cause congestion. Important to carry out 
independent traffic survey before implementing this scheme. Estimate 500/600 cars 
per day entering MSCPs that today use forecourts. 

We’ve taken advice from APCOA, the 
operators of our car parks, who are 
confident that the MSCPs can cope with 
the increased demand from the 
scheme, estimated at approximately 
10% increase on today’s level (based 
on estimates provided in consultation 
responses). 
 
We will closely monitor congestion 
levels in the MSCPs, and have 



contingency measures in place should 
this congestion grow to unacceptable 
levels. 
 
It is worth noting the following points: 
- The dedicated areas proposed have 

been selected due to their proximity 
to ground floor (hence minimising 
need to drive up/down levels), and 
the individual car parks with the 
lowest average occupancy levels.  

- A number of challenges have been 
made that use of the MSCPs will not 
address congestion. The clearly 
stated objective of the scheme is to 
reduce forecourt congestion, in 
order that we can continue to allow 
passengers to drop off for free on 
the forecourt. It is self-evident that 
a transfer of vehicles from forecourt 
to MSCP will contribute towards 
this.  

- Over 2,000,000 passengers used 
our short-stay (MSCP) car parks last 
year, with minimal levels of 
incident. Estimates received of the 
additional transactions arising from 
this scheme range from 500/day to 
1000/day on peak days – even if the 
highest estimate were replicated 
365 days/year, this would 
represent less than 20% increase in 



the number of transactions. In 
practice the number is expected to 
be much less than this. 

- MSCPs are used for both our own 
GAL Valet Parking operation, and 
for off-airport operators at 
Heathrow Airport (where the 
largest operator has chosen to base 
both drop-off and pick-up 
transaction in the car park, after 
originally operating a split 
forecout/MSCP operation). 

- Our initial proposal is for specific 
zones in specific floors to be 
dedicated for off-airport approved 
operator use. We do not believe the 
size of these operations will 
warrant the use of an entire floor 
(between 100 and 180 spaces). 
Having said that, if the scale of the 
dedicated area operations does 
warrant an entire floor, we will 
happily provide this. If this should 
prove to be the case, we are very 
happy to discuss implementation of 
barrier control for the floor in 
question, subject to funding of this 
through the scheme charging 
mechanism, and a feasible process 
being agreed. 

4.3 Has GAL considered the impact of the slower turn around times when measured The scheme has been developed with 



against the potential congestion caused by the slower process of using the MSCP when 
measured against the very efficient processes as currently seen on the forecourts.  

input from both our surface transport 
team, and our car park operators. Our 
view based on this input is that the 
MSCP will have sufficient capacity to 
absorb traffic currently on the 
forecourt, the net effect of which will be 
to reduce foreccourt congestion 
specifically, and congestion levels more 
generally.  

4.4 Can GAL elaborate on why it believes that the use of the MSCP will be sufficient if all 
AMGO and unapproved MGO use the MSCP rather than the forecourt ?  

See 4.3 

4.5 Has GAL calculated the extra time required to carry out validation on every move 
through the MSCP , during both peak and off peak times ? 

See 4.3 

4.6 If GAL has calculated the extra time required to carry out validation on every move 
through the MSCP , during both peak and off peak times where are the results? 

See 4.3 

4.7 Has GAL conducted time and motion studies to monitor the differing profiles between 
the times required to process the numbers of vehicles arriving at peak times and can 
GAL supply and solid information to this effect.  

See 4.3 

4.8 If the use of the MSCP creates sufficient congestion that the AMGO are unable to 
operate will GAL be held accountable for not conducting proper research ?  

See 4.3 

4.9 Of GAL have conducted proper research for above are they prepared to share this 
research ? 

See 4.3 

4.10 Current congestion has been noted on entrance points to the existing MSCP, why does 
GAL believe that adding the meet and greet traffic to the MSCP traffic will be an 
improvement ? 

See 4.3. 

4.11 Has GAL calculated the average drive through time when using an MSCP ?  See 4.3 
4.12 If GAL has calculated the average drive through time when using an MSCP what is it ?  See 4.3 
4.13 Has GAL given consideration to the volume of cars needing to park and un-park within 

the proposed  drop off areas within the MSCP ? When compared to the through flow of 
one-way traffic on the forecourts this process of customers parking and AMGO staff 
pulling these cars back out in order to exit the MSCP will create a backlog of traffic 

See 4.3 



within this unique area. As such our staffing costs will be greatly impacted and our 
ability to trade within a competitive market place will be impacted.  

4.14 MSCP spaces are too tight for the fluent movement of vehicles in and out, and as such 
are not conducive to an efficient and well run meet and greet operation. Why has GAL 
not given regard to this matter?  

Over 2,000,000 customers per year use 
our MSCPs. We recognise the 
requirements of a meet and greet 
operation, for this reason we have 
stated that the dedicated area will be 
large enough to provide for this. 

4.15 There is some confusing wording on page 4, paragraph 1: “…the forecourts are for 
drop-off only (i.e. where the same driver drives onto and off the forecourt).” In fact, 
forecourt drop-off is when the customer drives onto the forecourt and the MGO 
chauffeur drives the car off, i.e. not the same driver. 

The text in the final proposal refers to 
general forecourt transactions, and is 
intended to make clear the principle of 
forecourt use outside the dedicated 
areas. 

4.16 You state ' any cars using general forecourt for pick-ups will be moved on by wardens 
and/or be issued with penalty notices ' - please specify under what regulations you 
can or may issue penalty notices as we are unaware of any. 

Gatwick is granted the right to issue 
Traffic Regulation Orders under the 
Gatwick Traffic Act 1986, and on the 
authority of that Act imposes 
restrictions on the use of roads on the 
airport. 
 
Our forecourts have always been 
signed and still are as drop off only and 
this is backed by the current Traffic 
Regulation Orders in place. 
 
This Traffic Order allows for 
passengers to be dropped off on the 
Forecourt. All passengers who are 
being picked up are directed by signage 
to the short stay car parks. This is and 
continues to be Gatwick's policy.  The 



Traffic Regulation oOrders also provide 
the legal mechanism for Sussex Police 
to enforce and where appropriate issue 
penalty notices.  
 
We are currently reviewing the Traffic 
Regulation oOrders to accomodate 
changes which are planned on airport 
and this includes the provision of the 
dedicated bays for the Meet and Greet 
Operators who wish to continue to use 
the forecourt for their customers 
dropping off their vehicles under the 
proposed scheme.  Following 
consultation with the Chief Constable 
we expect this to be issued shortly. 

4.17  You state that you intend to review the case for civil parking enforcement , please can 
you elaborate on your long term plans as we believe these longer term strategies will 
affect the scheme and would like to understand fully the longer term plan  

We intend to review the case for civil 
parking enforcement once the DfT has 
put the appropriate legislation in place. 

4.18 It is our understanding that no legislation exists that could enforce a situation where 
there is any kind of enforceable law that states the same driver must be present in a 
vehicle that enters and exits the forecourt. How then is a MGO drop off any different to 
a taxi drop off ?  

See 4.16 

4.19 GAL have stated to Trading Standards that they consider the current use of the 
forecourts to be ' un lawful ' it is this sticking point that has stopped Trading 
Standards from being able to award Buy with Confidence accreditation. I have asked 
previously on several occasions if we could please have clarification of this. As this 
matter has now evolved please can we have clarification on this matter, if GAL believe 
we are operating unlawfully then please direct us to the exact piece of law or 
legislation upon which GAL would wish to rely.  

See 4.16 

4.20 Please can the approved scheme comment to us how they believe the current situation See 4.16 



of use of the forecourts is " illegal "  as having read the legislation below we do not 
believe we are acting illegally.   
 
Stated at the top of the Gatwick Airport bye Laws document is this :  
 
Gatwick Airport Limited, in exercise of the powers conferred on it by sections 63 
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1986/31/section/63 and 64 
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1986/31/section/64 of the Airports Act 1986 
and section 37 of the Criminal Justice Act 1982, 
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1982/48/section/37 and of all other powers 
enabling it in that behalf, hereby makes the following byelaws which shall apply 
within Gatwick Airport – London:- 
 
The actual byelaws are at the link below  ( and the criminal justice act does not apply 
to what we do in so far as I can read it .... which is in its entirety )  
 
http://www.gatwickairport.com/Documents/business_and_community/Publications
/2010/Gatwick_byelaws.pdf 
 
Important paragraphs are in bold ( and the actual copy of the bye law is in red ) 
 
This section  1(1)  is unclear as I cannot fully understand what is a restricted area , I 
cannot though see any signs on my drive through the drop off area that suggest that I 
am entering a restricted access area  
 
1(1)“Restricted Access” means that access is only available to specific persons who, 
having satisfied pre-conditions set by the Airport Company, are permitted to have 
such access by the Airport Company; 
“Restricted Area” means any part or parts of the Airport to which there is Restricted 
Access; 
3(10) Allow anything on airport where forbidden 
No person shall allow any Vehicle, Animal or thing to be on the Airport after its 



presence on the Airport has been forbidden by a Constable or an Airport Official and 
no Constable or Airport Official shall forbid the presence of any Vehicle, Animal or 
thing unless he has reasonable grounds to believe that its presence has been 
responsible for or is about to be responsible for a breach of a byelaw or for a criminal 
offence. 
 
3(12) Persons required to leave 
No person shall remain on the Airport after having been requested by a Constable or 
an Airport Official to leave and no Constable or Airport Official shall request a person 
to leave unless he has reasonable grounds to believe that that person has committed 
or is about to commit a breach of a byelaw or a criminal offence. 
 will not apply to us as we are not about to commit a criminal offence or to breach a 
bye law  
 
3(28)  
3(28) Fail to comply with signs etc 
No person whether on foot or whilst driving or propelling a Vehicle shall neglect, fail 
or refuse to comply with an indication or direction given by a Constable or Airport 
Official or Sign exhibited by or on behalf of the Airport Company. 
 
4(12) offer of service – we don’t fall foul of this as we sell prior to customers arrival , 
we are fulfilment of service at best. This is written to stop prostitutes and taxi drivers  
 
4(12) Offer of service No person shall sell or distribute anything, offer anything 
for sale or hire or make any offer of services for reward. 

4.21 What precise bylaw / traffic regulation that currently exists stops any unapproved 
MGO from using the forecourt as we currently do ? ( we ask this question as we 
believe there is no such current legislation )  

See 4.16 

4.22 If no current legislation exists that would be able to give GAL an enforceable method 
of stopping the use of the forecourts by any unapproved MGO until such time as traffic 
regulation order could be passed then why would GAL expect those companies to not 

See 4.16 



continue to use the forecourts ?  
 
or put another way  
 
If we are to sign up to the approved scheme in whatever form it ends up what 
protection is there to the AMGO that we can be assured that an unapproved MGO 
might just simply be able to carry on using the forecourt ?  

4.23 What legislation is there currently that would prohibit an unapproved MGO from 
returning cars onto the forecourt ?   

See 4.16 

4.24 Trading Standards have maintained to us that you have informed them that we are 
currently trading illegally on the forecourts, please can you explain why you believe 
this to be so?  
 

See 4.16 

4.25 Would the powers allowed to the Wardens representing GAL extend to removal of 
unlicensed vehicles, issuance of PCN’s and policing of taxis unlicensed MGO’s etc. 

Warden powers will be unchanged. 

4.26 Gal state that no commercial operations will be allowed on the terminal but then 
contradict themselves by stating that taxis will be allowed on terminal – clearly a taxi 
is a commercial operation and as such the scheme as proposed is detrimental to the 
AMGO who would be forced to use ‘ user pays ‘ facilities.  

This is addressed through the wording 
in the traffic regulation orders. 

4.27 If the roads known as the forecourt public or private roads ?  These roads are not maintained at 
public expense, and are subject to 
regulations imposed by Gatwick 
Airport under Traffic Regulation 
Orders under the Gatwick Traffic Act 
1986. 

4.28 It is not easy for a MGO to choose one scheme or another as we do not yet know what 
our customers will want, again we suggest the use of the forecourt for drop off is 
charged at same rate as MSCP  

We have however acted on feedback 
received, and allowed for fact that 
operators may wish to use a different 
scheme in each terminal. 
 

4.29 There is limited advantage for licence operators over non licenced operators who will The scheme creates the following clear 



be entitled to operate out of the MSCP albeit in an alternative area which will need to 
be effectively enforced at all times. This will not remove the problem of rogue 
operators but slightly disperse them. Customers may still experience poor service 
which will reflect poorly on Gatwick Airport Limited as there will be no recourse such 
as revoking their licence. 

advantages for approved operators: 
- The creation of dedicated areas of 

operation in both MSCPs and/or 
forecourts 

- Recognition on Gatwick Airport 
website and ability to quote this 

- Reduced tariffs by comparison with 
regular public rates charged in 
MSCPs 

 
We accept that the offer of a 9 month 
period under which operators who 
intend to fulfil the schemes criteria can 
take advantage of the reduced rates 
removes one of these benefits for a 
temporary period, however we have 
consulted with all operators and 
received a wide range of feedback – it is 
impossible to meet the interests of 
every party. 
 
Whilst in theory it is correct that non-
approved operators could operate from 
areas in the MSCPs contiguous with the 
dedicated areas for approved 
operators, in practice, as the dedicated 
areas are located on low floors, they 
tend to fill first with general ‘roll-up’ 
traffic, and as such it is unlikely that 
these floors will be  a practical option 
for unapproved operators to use. Our 
advice to any operator not in the 



scheme is that if they wish to operate 
from the MSCPs, that they use one of 
the highest floors to be sure that spaces 
will be available. 
 
It is also worth noting that we have 
received many different responses 
referring to “rogue operators”, 
however the definition of which 
operators fall into this category 
understandably varies widely. It is for 
this reason that we have worked with 
Trading Standards to develop the 
scheme criteria, and we can make no 
judgement as to the quality of an 
operator over and above the criteria in 
the scheme.  

4.30 What is the separation or differential in reality between an un approved supplied and 
AMGO ? – without use of the forecourt at a discounted rate there is no differential 
between the two separate suppliers. It is imperative to note on record at this stage 
that the industry is currently blighted by start up suppliers who operate with out 
regard to employment law / avoid VAT / have little or no insurance / park on streets 
and in un authorised locations / fraudulently take money from clients / cause a bad 
reputation for GAL & the meet and greet parking industry. If AMGO are forced to use 
open parking areas within undesirable areas of the MSCP then there exists no palpable 
difference between the AMGO and those not approved 

See 4.29 

4.31 Why does GAL believe that their own proposal is fair to the companies likely to be 
AMGO as it offers no advantage when measured against the companies not likely to be 
approved ?  

See 4.29 

4.32 What advantage does an AMGO have over a non approved when the current scheme 
would allow for a non approved to park on a bay not 4 meters away ? 

See 4.29 



4.33 The labour times, through put and man power costs associated with using the MSCP 
for drop off are greatly increased as the MSCP greatly slows this process,  for this 
reason the drop should be encouraged on the forecourt and no surcharge should be 
made for this operational correctness.  Please can you supply justification that a 
higher access fee is applied to the forecourt drop off. 

As stated in the original proposal, one 
of the clear objectives of the scheme 
was to limit forecourt congestion. The 
higher forecourt charge is explicitly 
designed to incentivise MSCP use as 
opposed to forecourt. If it is lowered 
then this undermines that. 

4.34 What does GAL suggest will happen if the proposed scheme is an absolute failure, the 
potential cost impact on the companies likely to become AMGO. Is there a fall back 
plan ? ( we are concerned that MSCP access could cause major issues …. If we are late 
for our first customer due to congestion then the delay is passed on the next customer, 
then a greater delay is passed on again and so the problem can compound )  

This is addressed through contingency 
plans for congestion in MSCPs, and the 
ongoing review process. 

4.35 The proposed scheme causes a massive administration overhead for most MGO’s – 
how do we offset the cost of that. Additionally any list supplied will be subject to 
change in the event of the passenger missing their flight or unforeseen delays such as 
those created by the Icelandic volcano. 

We accept that any list of passenger 
details supplied the day before will be 
subject to minor changes due to 
cancellations, last minute bookings and 
the like.  

4.36 Can we expect signage on a par with that currently seen in the Airports own approved 
valet parking areas.    

Signage will direct customers to short-
stay car parks, we will add appropriate 
signage to the lifts, however ultimately 
it is the responsibilty of the operator to 
ensure appropriate directions are given 
to their customers (as is the case 
today). 

4.37 Can we expect signage on a par with that currently seen in the Airports own approved 
valet parking areas.    

See 4.36 

4.38 Can we please request significant way finding from arrivals to the approved off 
airports suppliers area which is clearly branded as such and helps to display the 
difference between Approved and non-approved scheme members.  
 

See 4.36 

4.39 What plans do the airport have to “ensure that passengers can identify these We will maintain an up to date list of 



operators”  ? - are the airport going to promote the MGO’s in all their promotional 
literature, across other media and in particular will there be clear and easily visible 
signage allowing passengers to understand where they are going in relation to the 
MGO’s designated areas? 

approved operators on our website. 

4.40 During the informal consultation clear preference was given to the use of forecourts as 
the most efficient and most sensible place for the AMGO to operate. Whilst we concede 
that the second preference was forecourt drop off and MSCP return at no time during 
the early meetings was it made clear to the stakeholders that the forecourt drop off 
would attract a greater access fee charge. Given this information it is likely that the 
stakeholder’s findings would have been different and less scoring weight would have 
been given to this option. Does GAL concede that during the early research that no 
mention of a higher cost for forecourt use was suggested by them and that as such the 
meeting points as voted at that time cannot now be relied upon as a true reflection of 
what the off airport industry wants and as such the consultation process is in this 
instance not of any purposeful use in justifying the proposal as currently set out by 
GAL. ? 
 

The purpose of the pre-consultation 
meetings was to scope the proposal, i.e. 
to listen to the views of associations of 
MGOs. We did not make clear that a 
higher charge would be made for 
forecourt access, as no charging 
structure had been decided on at that 
time. This was outlined to all operators 
at the same point, at the issue of the 
draft proposal. 
 
We have also made it clear that the 
proposal in no way implied any 
endorsement from either operators or 
associations present through the pre-
consultation period. 

4.41 The proposal has not addressed the needs and concerns of the stakeholders in the 
informal process and has used the process to twist and shroud the true objectives of 
GAL being to create a working environment that is disadvantageous to the off airport 
suppliers and helps to bring an increase in costs to those companies who are likely to 
achieve AMGO status. The proposal hides behind the need to reduce forecourt 
congestion but has at not time displayed any solid example that the move of the AMGO 
to a MSCPs will solve any congestion problems. It is the belief of the time served 
suppliers off airport that the proposal will do quite the opposite. Can GAL in anyway 
justify its statement that the move to the MSCP will reduce congestion.  

See 4.40 

4.42 Has GAL consulted the CAA as regards this proposal  GAL has briefed the CAA. 
4.43 Has Trading Standards ratified this proposal in the light that GAL is allowing Yes, this scheme has been developed in 



unregulated MGOs' access to the MSCP with the blessing of GAL? consultation with Trading Standards. 
4.44 Why would GAL consider that they could maintain their But with Confidence 

accreditation when the have approved access to their facilities for un approved 
MGOs'? Surely a company that encourages rogue traders top pay to use a part of their 
property are clearly not acting in the best interests of the general public and as such 
should not be able to continue to be accredited by Trading Standards.  

Gatwick is not encouraging ‘rogue 
traders’, in fact this scheme will clearly 
do the opposite. 

4.45 In previous correspondence the Approved Operator Scheme stated it would address 
all questions, when will this be done by ? 

We did not state we would do this, we 
stated we would consider all points 
which we have have done. 

4.46 Can you please elaborate on how if you are encouraging comments to be submitted by 
the 14 May 2013 how you will have sufficient time to take considered and measured 
opinion such that anything that has been submitted will have any chance of input into 
the final details which you intent to publish 3 days later ?  

This is the second phase of 
consultation, the changes to the initial 
proposal were minor, as such there has 
been a number of months to put 
forward comments on the vast majority 
of the scheme’s proposals. 

4.47 When considering point 4.47above is it fair to say that the submission of these 
comments is merely  a ‘smoke and mirrors ‘ attempt to display that a proper 
consultation process has taken place.  

See 4.46 

4.48 You state that you are seeking to balance the needs of all stakeholders, but in deciding 
who “all stake holders “ are how have you quantified this ?  

GAL’s view is that stakeholders are all 
parties that can benefit from the 
scheme, are impacted by the scheme, or 
involved in delivering the scheme. 

4.49 If by claiming a balanced view by stakeholders ( and by stakeholders we should 
assume only companies that could qualify for the approved scheme ) you state that 
you are attempting to formulate a balanced plan that meets the needs of these 
stakeholders; under this premise our members conduct the largest majority of the off 
airport valet operations and I can assure you that in no way has the current proposal 
met our needs. As such can you justify in any way how you believe your proposal is A) 
lawful B)  not anticompetitive C) meeting the needs of the stakeholders ?  

The consultation process has listened 
to all stakeholders – i.e. all operators, 
associations of operators, as well as 
industry bodies, police, Trading 
Standards etc. It is impossible to meet 
the requirements of any one individual 
operators or association as there are a 
wide range of interests. 

4.50 You state that you have had over 150 responses to your consultation please can you Over 150 individual comments or 



clarify if this is individual questions or 150 separate responses each contain multiple 
questions ?  

questions were received in the first 
round of consultation, and almost 200 
in the second round. 

4.51 Does Gal consider that it is correct to have not created a draft copy of the licence that 
AMGO would have to agree to ?  

We will issue the licence agreement 
alongisde the scheme details. 

4.52 How may MGO’s that were in the consultation process agree with this charging / 
Location structure – if ALL are opposed then clearly the airport has NOT been 
equitable in their considerations of the requirements of the MGO’s and it becomes 
clear that this is more about control and profit than it is of adding value to the 
passenger experience at the airport. 

The objectives of the scheme are as 
stated, they are not simply to meet the 
needs of off airport meet and greet 
operators. 

4.53 Why does GAL consider that the formal consultation process has been correctly 
managed when they state that the close date for submissions of comments and 
suggestions is 14 May 2013 and that they will reach a decision for the scheme on the 
17 May 2013, this time frame does not allow any time for a legal challenge to be placed 
and creates concern that at a later time a court may regard the lack of a legal challenge 
to be remiss of the off airport contractors. 

The revised scheme shows clearly that 
we changed significant elements of the 
scheme as a result of consultation. 

4.54 If GAL wish to rely on the informal consultation process as a showing to working 
towards an anticompetitive proposal then the process should be revisited and finer 
lines drawn in the desired outcome in favour of the companies likely to become 
AMGO. Will GAL be relying documentation from the informal meetings to justify its 
proposal ?  

The proposal is not anti-competitive, it 
also makes clear that the pre-
consultation was used to scope 
proposal, and no endorsement was 
implied. 

4.55 How does adding a per passenger drop off / pick up charge “add flexibility” for an 
MGO – to date, no MGO has ever charged this to a passenger. It could be argued that 
due the not inconsiderable advertising spends made by the MGO’s to attract clients 
who then automatically go on to become clients of the airport and its vendors and 
suppliers that perhaps the MGO’s should be paid a commission for bringing that 
business to the airport! – the MGO’s have “flexibility” without being charged for it. We 
find it hard to justify this added business cost and go as far as to say that it appears to 
be counter-productive 

There are clearly other examples of 
charges being passed on to customers. 
The idea that customers are attracted 
to fly from Gatwick on account of the 
meet and greet operators is absurd. 

4.56 The suggested scheme is anticompetitive in that APCOA are afforded the use of more 
spaces that those proportionately being offered the AMGO  and that those spaces have 

Valet Parking is a GAL operation 
managed by APCOA, the comparison is 



no time constraint meaning considerable staff costing savings for the operation used 
by GAL. Does GAL feel this is like for like ?  

irrelevant as the operations are 
structured very differently, for example 
no capital cost is incurred by the MGOs 
for the construction of the short-stay 
car parks. 

4.57 Will Gal be using the forecourt for drop off of customers who are using GALs' own 
(APCOA) valet service?  

We have no plans to do so. 

4.58 IF GAL does not consider that AMGO should get like for like then does GAL consider 
this not to be anticompetitive ? 

We would note that GAL has invested 
capital in developing these areas, no 
such capital expenditure is being 
required from MGOs.  Moreover, the 
MGOs are able to partially or fully 
operate from the forecourts, a clear 
advantage over GAL’s own Valet 
parking service.  

4.59 Will GAL undertake not to start their own meet and greet operations on the forecourt 
? 

GAL have no plans to do so. 

4.60 Does GAL consider that the areas given within MSCP should be like for like with those 
used by GAL ? 

See 2.4 

4.61 How do GAL value the use of a facility similar to that used by their own contractor 
APCOA and how does this compare to the likely annual income expected from the 
AMGO? 

See 2.4 

4.62 The approved operator scheme should not be introduced until there is an effective 
way of prohibiting the operators who have not signed up otherwise you will 
undermine the kind of companies that you should be encouraging and allowing the 
companies that have no service standards to increase their competitive advantage.  

We see no practicable way to achieve 
this. 

4.63 What do Gal consider to be the legal standpoint as regards unapproved MGOs’ 
conducting business within the MSCP. Are Gal effectively saying that they give their 
approval to un approved MGOPs’ to operate and transact within the MSCP or would 
the conduct of a cash transaction for airport parking conducted within a MSCP be in 
breach of any laws ?  

See 4.62 



4.64 There is not sufficient cost advantage gained by the discounted access fee to over 
come the costs associated with becoming an AMGO, as such the proposal is likely to 
discourage off airport suppliers from entering the Approved Scheme. In creating this 
environment does GAL believe it has acted in the interests of its customers ? 

We are not in a position to take a view 
on the costs of becoming an approved 
operator. 

4.65 The access fee saving for a AMGO is expected to be a saving of £ 2.80 over  that of a 
non-approved MGO. Does GAL think that it is fair to AMGO when balanced against the 
extra costs of becoming an AMGO when our estimates are that becoming an AMGO will 
add £ 6 in costs to each car we move ? 

It’s not up to GAL to make this decision. 

4.66 What does Gal consider to be its legal requirement to protect customers using the 
airport from rogue contractors to whom the current proposal gives approved access?  

We will recommend clearly on our 
website that passengers should not 
purchase from MGOs outside this 
scheme. 

4.67 In implementing the new scheme it would appear that GAL has paid no regard to the 
‘rogue element’ that is growing very quickly off airport . Why does GAL not take this 
opportunity to attempt to bring some regulation to the meet and greet or valet 
parking at Gatwick as a whole ?  

This is precisely what the scheme does. 

4.68 Why should GAL expect the companies that achieve AMGO to operate from the same 
location as those companies that have not made the same investment and operate 
outside the law ?  

We don’t, the proposal clearly states 
this. 

4.69 The companies most likely to achieve AMGO are not the companies that currently 
cause congestion on the forecourts, as such the proposal unfairly penalises the AMGO 
companies. Why would GAL think this is acceptable ? 

The proposal creates advantages for 
approved operators, not disadvantages. 

4.70 Has GAL measured the process time of a well run forecourt operation in that it offers 
the fastest and most proficient drop off process, if so where are the results ?  

The reasons for the scheme are 
outlined in initial proposal. 

4.71 Seasoned suppliers suggest that current forecourt congestion is lower during the most 
recent 2 years than in many years previous; has GAL taken into consideration historic 
numbers and can GAL produce and logical argument to suggest that the use of the 
MSCP will improve forecourt congestion or that it will improve customer experience ?  

The proposal is designed to protect 
plans for future growth as well as 
address current congestion issues. 
 
It is self-evident that reduced traffic on 
forecourt will reduce forecourt 
congestion, and therefore improve the 



customer experience. 
4.72 What evidence can GAL supply that the proposals will eliviate congestion ? 

 
See 4.71 

4.73 In implementing the new scheme it would appear that GAL has paid no regard to the 
stated desire of its own mission statement to give the very best customer experience 
at Gatwick. Why does Gal believe that placing well run time served AMGO into 
undesirable and poorly lit areas of a MSCP become in any way consistent with their 
stated desire to give the best customer experience? 

ASQ has rated Gatwick’s parking 
facilites the best airport facilities in 
Europe, moreover our QSM survey 
results of the short-stay car parks 
consistently return positive results. As 
such we do not accept the contention 
stated. 

4.74 We estimate that a drop off conducted within the MSCP doubles the drop off time, this 
is not attractive to the customers and we ask why GAL believes this is in line with their 
stated mission ?  

For this reason we offer the choice of 
drop-offs either taking place on the 
forecourt or in the MSCP. 

4.75 Why does GAL consider that congestion that is created on the forecourts will be eased 
by moving AMGO into the MSCP when the use of the MSCP actually slows the work 
process of the AMGO ?  

It is self-evident that removing traffic 
will alleviate congestion on forecourt 

4.76 What regard has GAL given to the poor driving ability of many users of the MSCP? MSCPs used by over 2,000,000 
passengers each year, with a very low 
number of incidents. 

4.77 What regard has GAL given to the poor driving ability of many users of the MSCP and 
the impact upon congestion within the MSCP ? 

See 4.76 

4.78 What regard has GAL given to the potential effects of non approved MGO causing 
blockages within the MSCP ?  

Any action of this kind should be 
reported to police. 

4.79 What consideration has GAL given to the ability of the customers of AMGO to exit the 
MSCP in a timely fashion and without damaging adjacent vehicles ? 

We have no reason to believe that 
customers of approved operators 
would be any less likely to be able to 
drive safely in and out of the MSCPs 
than the 2,000,000 regular MSCP 
customers each year 

4.80 GAL state that their desire is to reduce congestion on the airport, it is our belief that 
the most efficient way to cater for the volumes of people choosing meet and greet 

Objective of the scheme was to address 
issue of forecourt congestion, and we 



parking is to allow the managed use of the forecourts by companies who are 
sufficiently staffed and accredited to be associated with an airport such as Gatwick 
and are fully capable of enhancing the customer experience. Does GAL have any 
information or fact that would suggest that the use of the forecourts by the AMGO 
would not create such a scenario.? 

believe that the MSCPs have the 
capacity to better cope with this traffic. 

4.81 Why do GAL think that forcing all their customers into the MSCP is what they 
customers want ?  

We believe customers value the ability 
to drop-off on the forecourt without 
experiencing significant congestion.  

4.82 Have Gal surveyed customers as regards their desire to use the forecourts for meet 
and greet ? or is this simply an exercise to stifle and industry that is growing 
unchecked and duly sucking revenue away from the car parking operations run by 
GAL ?  

The scheme is intended to provide an 
advantage to approved operators, 
which will benefit their customers. 

4.83 Our opinion of forecourt congestion is that it has actually improved over recent years , 
our drivers state that it is very rare that they cannot find a space. As such what proof 
does GAL have that suggests the need to remove the AMGO from the forecourts ?  

We are considering not just current 
congestion levels, but the airport’s 
ambition as outlined in our Masterplan 
to grow to serve around 40 million 
passengers each year by 2020 or soon 
after. 

4.84 The restriction of the forecourt to use by AMGO will avoid the problems encountered 
currently by start up companies that do not have the resource to cater for their 
customers. Is there any reason why this statement is not true ?  

The meaning of this question is unclear. 

4.85 What considerations has GAL given to the safety of drop off that will inevitably be 
conducted within MSCP by MGOs’ that cannot access the approved area 

We see no reason why it should be 
unsafe. 

4.86 If approved contractor were allowed a grace period to drop and return cars on the 
forecourt and no delays were caused would GAL consider this to be an effective and 
agreeable solution? 

See 3.22 

4.87 The companies likely to become AMGO are in actual fact extremely efficient at moving 
vehicles quickly and safely on and off the forecourts. Is GAL able to supply any proof 
that the most efficient way to operate for these companies is on the forecourt in the 
suggested areas. ?  

The meaning of this question is unclear. 

4.88 Can GAL offer any solid proof that allowing the AMGO to conduct their business We are considering the needs of all 



entirely on the forecourt will not in fact improve traffic flow and aid the better 
managed operational movements of numbers of cars on and off the airport?  

passengers as opposed to just the 
needs of the meet and greet operators. 

4.89 If GAL cannot offer any solid proof that allowing the AMGO to conduct their business 
entirely on the forecourt will not in fact improve traffic flow and aid the better 
managed operational movements of numbers of cars on and off the airport then does 
GAL agree that the only point for discussion should be how to create an effective 
charging mechanism ?  

We understand this question to mean 
that the consultee believes that 
allowing approved operators to 
conduct their business entirely on the 
forecourt will improve traffic flow. We 
do not believe this will be the case. 

4.90 If GAL cannot offer any solid proof that allowing the AMGO to conduct their business 
entirely on the forecourt will not in fact improve traffic flow and aid the better 
managed operational movements of numbers of cars on and off the airport then does 
GAL agree that the only point for discussion should be how to create an effective 
charging mechanism and that this charging mechanism should only be valid if 
justification can be shown for a ‘ user pays ‘ principal that is not in contradiction of the 
airports main use as a public service? 

We are considering the needs of all 
passengers as opposed to just the 
needs of the meet and greet operators. 

4.91 If the forecourts are restricted to the AMGO then it is without question that no 
congestion will be caused as the numbers of meet and greet companies will be 
reduced from near 70 to perhaps 12 companies. As such how can GAL justify concerns 
of congestion being caused by this limited number of AMGO 

See 4.89 

4.92 Have GAL been able to look back at previous congestion as time served staff state that 
there is less congestion in recent years that was previously experienced ?  

We have based proposal on current 
levels of congestion, which are 
unacceptable. 

4.93 Under what law does GAL feel it has a right to enforce a user pays principal ?  We are entitled to charge a reasonable 
price for use of our infrastructure. The 
‘user pays’ principle is the fairest way 
of allocating cost.  

4.94 Can GAL justify why they need an access fee and/or a user pays principal? See 4.93 
4.95 Can GAL please explain why their commercial operation is such that they require a 

‘user pays’ principal to ‘tax’ users of an airport that is designed to be a public facility? 
See 4.93 

4.96 The basic principals of the entire proposal we believe are designed to put the off 
airport suppliers under greater cost burdens and to force them to operate from less 

The reasons for the scheme are set out 
in the final proposals. We believe that 



desirable locations, creating greater cost to the customer and the operator. Can GAL in 
anyway justify that this is untrue?  

the current proposal is the best one to 
meet the scheme’s stated objectives. 
The purpose of consultation is to allow 
a means of understanding the views of 
all stakeholders. 

4.97 Why when the proposal restricts the ability of companies that have been established 
for over 20 years supplying a customer focused service does GAL believe that their 
proposal is balanced and fair to these companies and that this proposal does not in 
anyway encumber or create an environment that has a negative effect on those 
companies and as such is anticompetitive?  

See 4.96 

4.98 Why does the current proposal suggest that the best option for GAL & for the 
companies likely to achieve AMGO status is to place these companies at a financial 
disadvantage for using the facility that is most appropriate for the service supplied 
when no solid proof or reason for this move has been given beside a claimed need to 
reduce forecourt congestion? 

See 4.96 

4.99 GAL claim a stated desire to reduce forecourt congestion ; is this not a shrouded 
excuse to put the current off airport suppliers at a distinct dies-advantage whilst 
adding costs under the premise of a ‘user pays’ claimed directive ?  

See 4.96 

4.100 Can GAL justify in any way that the proposed scheme is not simply a shrouded attempt 
to put the off airport suppliers in a sufficiently awkward position such as to make our 
businesses fail ?  

See 4.96 

4.101 The current proposal is designed by GAL to dress up an attempt to increase costs / 
creates an increased level of compliance cost / slows the service supplied and we 
believe is designed to kill off the off airport MGO industry. The talks entered into at the 
start of this process were entered into with the express desire to work with GAL to 
create a regulated meet and greet industry which was customer centric and not to 
allow GAL the opportunity to hide behind this attempt in order to stifle the off airport 
suppliers, whilst moving the off airport suppliers into facilities that are less desirable 
to the travelling customer. Can GAL in any way justify how this statement is untrue ?  

See 4.96 

4.102 How does the current proposal enhance the customer experience at Gatwick ? See 4.96 
4.103 The current proposal is designed to create a bad customer experience for those We believe this is untrue. The scheme 



travellers using the off airport suppliers and as such is a shrouded attempt to create a 
situation where a valued customer may not chose a supplier because of the poor 
location and potential risk in using the locations associated with the AMGO under this 
proposal. Is this untrue ?  

will direct customers towards 
approved operators rather than away 
from them. 

4.104 Why does GAL believe we agree to the proposal as is when it may lead us to a situation 
where we cannot later question or object to a change in traffic regulations or 
legislation that might further hinder our businesses ? 

We do not understand this question. 

4.105 Does the “user pays” principle extend to passengers – after all they – are “users” too – 
why not just charge the passengers £4 simply for coming to the airport. If this is 
unacceptable to the airport then why do they think its acceptable to charge MGO’s £4 
to service a passenger using the airport. 

Passengers do pay for the use of the 
airport, via airline charges. 

4.106 GALs proposal requires all MGO’s to change their current business practices, adds cost 
and devalues the service in the eyes of the client. This is unfair. 

The scheme requires minor operational 
changes for the reasons stated. 

4.107 What is the point of the approved scheme – only approved MGO’s should be allowed 
on the airport and if a non-approved MGO is operating from the MSCP / Forecourt 
there should be stiff penalties such that the mere threat of those penalties is deterrent 
enough to make it untenable for an unlicensed MGO to operate. The whole point of the 
scheme is to both protect the airport from rogue operators and ensure that only 
approved MGO’s are operating from the airport. In line with point 12 – if the approved 
MGO’s had the power to issue penalties then policing it would not be an issue. 

See 4.96 

4.108 4. Has GAL  given regard to the following ; 
Competition Act 1998 
Abuse of dominant position. 
(1)Subject to section 19, any conduct on the part of one or more undertakings which 
amounts to the abuse of a dominant position in a market is prohibited if it may affect 
trade within the United Kingdom. 
(2)Conduct may, in particular, constitute such an abuse if it consists in— 
(a)directly or indirectly imposing unfair purchase or selling prices or other unfair 
trading conditions; 
(b)limiting production, markets or technical development to the prejudice of 
consumers; 

GAL is aware of all applicable law and 
our obligations, and we are satisfied 
that the consultation is lawful and the 
proposed scheme will be lawful when 
implemented. 



(c)applying dissimilar conditions to equivalent transactions with other trading 
parties, thereby placing them at a competitive disadvantage; 
 (d)making the conclusion of contracts subject to acceptance by the other parties of 
supplementary obligations which, by their nature or according to commercial usage, 
have no connection with the subject of the contracts. 
(3)In this section— 
“dominant position” means a dominant position within the United Kingdom; and  
“the United Kingdom” means the United Kingdom or any part of it.  
(4)The prohibition imposed by subsection (1) is referred to in this Act as “the Chapter 
II prohibition”. 
5. Has GAL given consideration to the Unfair Contract Terms Act 1977 ? 
6.  Has GAL taken into consideration the Lord Denning ruling in the Bundy case in 
reference to the inequality of bargaining power as we feel that this is applicable to the 
current situation ( inequality of bargaining power is where one party to a "bargain", or 
some kind of contract or agreement, has more and better alternatives than the other 
party. This results in one party having greater "power" than the other to choose not to 
take the deal and makes it more likely that this party will gain more favourable terms. 
Inequality of bargaining power is where freedom of contract ceases to be real and 
markets fail.)  

4.109 Why does GAL consider the MSCP areas suggested within their final draft  to be 
worthy of agreement to the AMGO? , the suggested areas are less desirable than those 
used by GAL for their similar operations and as such the move puts the AMGO  at a 
distinct discs advantage.  

We have stated that if there is a 
consensus on alternative areas not 
already in use, then we will happily 
make these available. No such 
consensus has been evident in replies 
received to date. 

4.110 With 50-60 operators mentioned in the document  the number of allocated spaces is 
still too small. 

We have committed to enlarge the 
space if required. 

4.111 During the informal consultation it is our understanding that the term ‘ dedicated ‘ 
was used when refereeing to any area that might be supplied to AMGO within the 
MSCP. The current proposal does not allow for what would be considered a ‘dedicated 
area’ . Whilst we concede that GAL have offered what has been termed as a ‘dedicated 

We have proposed a dedicated area, 
and been transparent  about what this 
means throughout. 



area’ it is fair to assume that when the term dedicated was used we had expected an 
area that was like for like with the ‘dedicated area ‘ used by GAL for its own valet 
operations. As such the proposal does not meet the objectives as set out by the 
stakeholders group or in this instance certainly does not meet the objectives expected 
by our members. Does GAL understand that the AMGO companies would expect an 
area reflective of their investment in standards and customer satisfaction ?  

4.112 The proposed area within the MSCP does not protect the AMGO from the poor driving 
and general exposure to the unapproved MGOs’ many of whom have no insurance. 
Does GAL feel this is fair ? 

Any evidence of poor driving or drivers 
without insurance should be reported 
to the police. 

4.113 Has GAL considered the increased risk to AMGO vehicles when suggesting they are to 
use an unrestricted part of the MSCP ? 

See 4.76 

4.114 What consideration has GAL given the protection of the customers dropping and 
collecting their vehicles with an AMGO when considering that this operation must now 
happen within an unrestricted area on a MSCP surrounded by through traffic which 
will be greatly increased by the volumes of the AMGO using the area. ? 

As previously stated, if required area 
warrants an entire floor, we will be 
happy to give this. 
 

4.115 What evidence of consideration of the location of the proposed area can be supplied 
and has this evidence been corroborated yet with any Health and safety advisory 
company as the proposed locations are surrounded by through traffic with little or no 
safe through fare for the customers expected to be handled by the AMGO.  

We have taken advice from APCOA, the  
operator of our car parks as to location. 
The MSCPs are used every day by 
customers in this manner. 

4.116 When we consider that a large number of customers who choose meet and greet 
parking are families then do GAL consider that the suggested locations within the 
MSCP are appropriate ? 

Yes. 

4.117 We are disappointed that dedicated MSCP areas will not have barriers. This is not appropriate nor feasible 
when the dedicated MSCP areas do not 
fill an entire floor. If the required area 
becomes large enough, we are happy to 
consider barriers, under the principle 
that the cost of any capital 
improvements to the scheme would be 
recovered through increases to 
ongoing charges. 



4.118 If the area used by GAL for their valet parking operations has a barrier why would Gal 
consider that we would not need the same protection to restrict access to the 
Approved area. If we consider that the approved area should process some 6000 
vehicles per week at an average cost of say £ 3 we feel that the necessary investment 
in the costs of a barrier and restricted access should easily be justified, the initial 
capital cost of restricting access would quickly become insignificant when measured 
against the on-going cost of enforcement or policing by wardens. 

See 4.118 

4.119 Why does GAL consider that a barrier is needed to restrict access to their valet 
operations and that the AMGO would not need the same protection ? 

See 4.118 

4.120 The South terminal car park was pretty dirty when we visited, what level of service 
can we expect in this respect 

All car parks are operated by APCOA to 
SLA’s defined in contract with Gatwick. 
Any issues about cleanliness should be 
fed back through the working group, or 
reported to the APCOA duty manager. 

4.121 How can Gal  enforce effectively when they can’t identify a taxi ? – clearly they have 
enforcement officers walking the drop-off area – if these staff are unable to identify a 
vehicle with a big sign on top saying TAXI then this is a training issue for the airport. It 
also brings into question of whether MGO’s are being targeted when other “users” are 
not. 

We do not understand this question. 
Enforcement will be within the terms 
of the Traffic Regulation Order. 

4.122 On P1 of the final proposal GAL state in the “Objectives” section: 
“to reduce forecourt congestion by limiting MGO operations to specific and controlled 
areas allowing effective enforcement of the forecourt ‘drop-off’ policy” (6A) 
 
Then on page 2 of the proposal GAL state: 
“No commercial operations will be allowed on non-dedicated areas of the forecourts” 
(6B) 
 
Then in Annex 2 GAL states: 
“The forecourts are currently available for drop-off transactions, where the same 
driver drives onto and off the forecourt, at no charge. A taxi is not distinguishable from 
a private car in this respect, so we do not see a basis on which this could be changed” 

See 4.121 



 
So here’s the question … 
If GAL claim that they cannot distinguish between a taxi and a private vehicle, how is it 
that GAL are going to distinguish between a licenced MGO person and a non-licenced 
one. After all – a passenger dropping off a car would simply hand the keys over to an 
individual from the unlicensed MGO who would then drive off.  

4.123 If GAL are unable to identify a taxi operating at the airport then we have grave 
concerns about how GAL are going to enforce the ‘drop-off’ policy against unlicensed 
MGO’s at the airport.  

See 4.121 

4.124 If GAL can’t police taxis and non registered MGO’s how are GAL going to police this 
proposed scheme , or will in truth GAL just use this scheme as a shroud to apply 
charging structure to an industry that is a major competitor.  

See 4.121 

4.125 If GAL are unable to enforce the policy against unlicensed MGO’s then there really is 
no need for ANY MGO to be licensed as clearly it’s a free-for-all that GAL cannot police 
effectively. 

See 4.121 

4.126 On the one hand it seems that GAL want to regulate and charge those MGO’s who have 
a desire to operate correctly and yet on the other hand, GAL seem to have no 
mechanism by which they as the licence issuer can ensure that valuable business isn’t 
being stolen from licensed MGO’s by unlicensed operators. 

See 4.121 

4.127 How does GAL know / police whether a vehicle driving onto the forecourt is picking 
up or dropping off? Clearly if the pick-up operation is “timed” correctly (i.e. the driver 
calls the passenger as he’s coming onto the forecourt) then the whole pick-up 
transaction my have occurred and the vehicle driven off before any GAL enforcing 
personnel have realized its happened. 

See 4.121 

4.128 What options do a company have that does not involve the use of the MSCP which 
could potentially cause a catastrophically bad customer experience for the AMGO 
working from within a MSCP and as such create a situation where that customer does 
not return to the meet and greet industry ?  

The meaning of this question is unclear. 

4.129 Will we be registering our company vehicle Reg No.'s with GAL's ANPR so we have 
unrestricted access to all parking areas. Since we would be paying for every "meet" 
and every "greet" already it is not fair that we should have to pay to drop off and 

This was explicitly agreed to in the 
proposal 



collect our drivers also.  
 

 


