SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT, PLANNING AND TRANSPORT COMMITTEE
10 March 2016
PART   I -   DELEGATED 
  
  8.
Report on Parking Service Charging and Income  

(DCES) 

Appendix A of this report is NOT FOR PUBLICATION because it deals with Information relating to the financial or business affairs of any particular person (including the authority holding that information) (paragraph 3 of Schedule 12A).

1.
Summary
1.1
The report sets out some options and recommendations for bridging the gap 

between income and expenditure for the Council’s parking services following the request made at the December 2015 Policy and Resources Committee and the Council’s budget-setting meeting on 23 February 2016. 

  
2.
Details

2.1
Following a report on Parking Services Charging and Income presented to the Policy and Resources Committee on 7 December 2015 it was recommended that:

1. The Sustainable Development, Planning and Transport Committee be asked to take steps to reduce the current parking services deficit by 50% during the next financial year, and work towards the elimination of the deficit in 2017/18 financial year;

2. The Committee take into account that, in order to retain the viability of our local shopping centres, the Council’s policy of two-hour free shopper parking be retained, and that any revised programme is considered in the light of relevant local circumstances; 
3. A working Group be set up comprising 3 Liberal Democrats, 2 Conservative and 1 Labour Member, to report with recommendations to the Sustainable Development, Planning and Transport Committee. 

2.2
A Parking Services Member Working Party was subsequently agreed.  The Working Party has met 3 times (20 January, 3 February and 29 February 2016) to consider opportunities for reducing the deficit on the Parking Service.

2.3
The cost of providing the parking enforcement service and maintaining our car parks during 2014/15 was £497k (including internal recharges). The total income during 2014/15 to the Council as a result of parking charges and Penalty Charge Notices was £317k. This means there was a net direct cost to the Council of £180k. The Road Traffic Regulation Act requires that Local Authorities look to balance their parking accounts and that there is no cost to the local tax payer.
2.4
In accordance with the recommendations of the Policy and Resources Committee, this deficit is to be reduced by £90k in the next financial year, with elimination of any deficit in the 2017/18 financial year.
2.5
The Parking Services Member Working Party has considered a number of options but, in addition to making some immediate recommendations for savings, it was agreed that there are long term strategic issues that need consideration to fully understand the implications of any changes to the parking services offered by Three Rivers DC.
2.6 Recommendations of the Parking Services Member Working Party:
i) To investigate producing a Parking Strategy

To consider if a piece of work should to be carried out to look at major strategic parking issues.  This piece of work would essentially take a holistic approach to parking in the District.  Any strategy would review existing on‐street and off‐street parking provision in Three Rivers DC to ensure the best arrangements are in place for parking in the short, medium and long term whilst meeting the needs of residents, visitors and businesses without detriment to the environment or the economic vitality of the District.  The Strategy could detail a framework of parking policies which will ensure that future parking decisions are made in a consistent and transparent way and that parking problems are not simply displaced form one area to another.

ii) A report on smart technology for parking

This is essentially using technology to create a parking management solution.  Examples include Automatic Number Plate Recognition Systems, bay sensor systems to direct users to a parking space and individual parking space sensors that gather and transmit information for management, payment and compliance monitoring.  Use of smart technology could assist in the management of existing parking provision and provide information on how existing parking is utilised.

iii) Investigate the options for differential parking charging in different centres in the District, depending on local conditions.
To complement the principle of charging for parking in the District, further investigations could consider different tariffs across the District to reflect the different demands for parking between areas and even within areas.

iv) To increase the price of parking permits

The Council generates income from visitors’ and residents’ permits.  Currently residents’ permits are only available to be issued in areas where a Residents’ Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) is in place.  The charges for these zones vary depending on the hours of enforcement and the location of the zone.  The full charging schedule is included in Appendix A.  Residents within a CPZ can purchase an annual visitors’ permit for £30 per annum. Books of vouchers are also available.
Residents’ Permits

It is recommended to increase the price of residents’ permits, see Table 1.

The cost of residents’ permits would be streamlined into two categories.  The price of the first permit would increase from £44 - £50 to £60 and from £25 to £30.

The price of a second permit would increase from £25 to £55 and from £100 to £110.

Based on current numbers of residents’ permits this would increase income by £7204.

Visitor Permits

Annual visitor permits currently cost £30, this would be raised to £50.  

Based on current numbers this would increase income by £14,540, see Table 2.

Scratchcards for visitors will remain available.  Special consideration will be given to those with only an annual visitor permit eg pensioner concession.

Business Permits

The price of business permits in Rickmansworth would be increased from £200 + VAT to £450+VAT.

Based on current numbers this would increase net income by £7000, see Table 3.

Overall these price increases would result in an additional net income of £28,744 (based on current numbers and not including costs).

2.7
The Parking Service

Currently the Council has a shared Parking Service with Watford and Dacorum Borough Councils.  WBC has a 10-year contract with Indigo (previously called Vinci Park Ltd) which delivers the enforcement service, including the provision of Civil Enforcement Officers.  The Three Rivers parking service is managed by Watford Borough Council (WBC) and our enforcement service is delivered through this contract with Indigo.

2.8
The total value of the parking enforcement contract annually for all three authorities is £1.5 million.  The contract cost is split between each authority based on the enforcement costs it uses.  TRDC currently pays approximately 12% of the contract costs, which equals approximately £183k per annum.  In addition TRDC pays performance-related pay (PRP) based on the achievement of KPI targets.  This is a cost of approximately £25k per annum.

2.9
The contract is due for renewal in 2018.  All parties need to consider whether to proceed with this contract.  Watford BC is currently considering the procurement process and will lead on this.  Members need to determine if they wish to be part of this process which will involve some costs.  It also needs to be determined whether independent market testing work is undertaken to ensure Three Rivers is getting value for money from the service.

2.10
With regard to costs of procurement, based on percentage share of the service and 2008 tendering costs, the Authority will be looking at paying approximately £8,000-£10,000, which must be found within existing budgets.  However, the final costs could vary considerably depending upon the contractor appointed, their daily rates and the number of days they are involved in the process.  It should also be noted that, if Three Rivers withdraw from the procurement process at a later date, these monies will be lost.

2.11
Dacorum is yet to confirm their intentions and they have been asked to do so by the end of March 2016.  However, in the event that they do not commit to the current partnership arrangements then this will result in the procurement costs being borne solely by Watford and Three Rivers.

3.
Options/Reasons for Recommendation
3.1
Three Rivers District Council’s Parking Service continues to run at a cost of £180k per annum.  All other Local Authorities in Hertfordshire run their parking services at either cost neutral level or in surplus and the majority of this income comes from on or off street parking charges.  Additional income will allow the Council to invest in their services and provide additional enforcement. 

3.2
Considering in further detail the parking arrangements across the District with detailed studies on parking charges will allow the Authority to comprehensively understand the parking pressures and allow it to consider where to target any charges it decides to introduce.  However, there will be charges for commissioning these studies. 
3.3
With regard to the parking service, it is considered the management of the parking service by WBC provides an effective use of TRDC resources.  It provides a fully managed service and additional resilience that TRDC would not be able to provide alone with the current resources available.  If TRDC were to end the agreement with WBC and bring the service management in-house, there would undoubtedly need to be investment in additional expertise and resources in order to deliver the service effectively. The risk of not doing so could lead to a drop in income from enforcement.

3.4
If TRDC were to either break from the contract now or choose to commission a parking service alone after 2018, the Authority would not benefit from the same efficiencies and flexibility that it has as part of the current partnership due to the size of the service it would be looking to outsource.  However, before any new service provider is commissioned after 2018, it is recommended to undertake some market testing to ensure that TRDC is getting value for money from the service.

  
4.
Policy/Budget Reference and Implications

4.1
The recommendations in this report are within the Council’s agreed policy and budgets.  ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT 

  
5.
Financial Implications
5.1
  Contained in the body of the report.  A summary of the projected revenue costs and income forecast for 2015/16 is also provided below.
	Service Area
	Projected cost per annum 2015/16

	Vinci Park Ltd Contract (including performance pay)
	£208k

	WBC Management Costs 
	£80k

	Representations Officer
	£32k

	Traffic Management Officer (net cost)
	£22k

	Car park business rates
	£74k

	Advertising, legal fees, consultancy fees (includes maintenance of signs and lines)
	£20k

	Service re-charges
	£48k

	TOTAL
	£484k


	Income Area (existing)
	Projected Net Income per annum 2015/16

	On street parking
	£200k

	Long term pay and display
	£100k

	Rent
	£3k

	TOTAL
	£303k


	Income Area
	Projected net income (excluding costs)

	Increase in permit prices 
	£28,744


5.2
Appendix 1, Tables 1-3 detail the estimated income from the increase in the price of residents’, visitor and Rickmansworth business permits.  Based on the current purchase of permits the net income from these increases is expected to be £28,744 (excluding costs).
5.3
There would also be additional costs from commissioning any further external studies or reports.

6.
Equal Opportunities Implications

6.1
Relevance Test

	Has a relevance test been completed for Equality Impact?


	No 

	Did the relevance test conclude a full impact assessment was required?


	No 


7.
Risk Management and Health & Safety Implications

7.1
The Council has agreed its risk management strategy which can be found on the website at http://www.threerivers.gov.uk.  In addition, the risks of the proposals in the report have also been assessed against the Council’s duties under Health and Safety legislation relating to employees, visitors and persons affected by our operations.  The risk management implications of this report are detailed below.

7.2
The subject of this report is covered by the  ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Regulatory Service Plan.  Any risks resulting from this report will be included in the risk register and, if necessary, managed within this plan.
7.3
The following table gives the risks if the recommendations are agreed, together with a scored assessment of their impact and likelihood.

	Description of Risk
	Impact
	Likelihood

	1
	Increasing charges for permits will reduce take up of permits and subsequently result in displacement parking and also impact on income
	III
	D


7.4
The following table gives the risks that would exist if the recommendation is rejected, together with a scored assessment of their impact and likelihood:

	Description of Risk
	Impact
	Likelihood

	2
	The parking service will continue to run with an annual deficit with no future investment in the enforcement service possible.
	IV
	B

	3
	The parking service will be less efficient and potentially cost more to run whilst losing income.
	IV
	B


7.5
Of the risks detailed above none is already managed within a service plan.

7.6
The above risks are plotted on the matrix below depending on the scored assessments of impact and likelihood, detailed definitions of which are included in the risk management strategy. The Council has determined its aversion to risk and is prepared to tolerate risks where the combination of impact and likelihood are plotted in the shaded area of the matrix. The remaining risks require a treatment plan. 
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7.7
In the officers’ opinion none of the new risks above, were they to come about, would seriously prejudice the achievement of the Strategic Plan and are therefore operational risks.  The effectiveness of treatment plans are reviewed by the Audit Committee annually.

8.  
Recommendations
8.1
That the Committee agree the following recommendations:

a) To investigate whether to produce a Parking Strategy 
b) To provide a report on smart parking

c) To investigate the options for differential parking costs across the District.  This could include commissioning a report.
d) To agree to implement the new residents’ and visitor permit charging scheme detailed in Appendix A, Table 1 and Table 2 from 1 April 2016.
e) To agree to implement the new charging scheme for the Rickmansworth business permit detailed in Appendix A, Table 3 from 1 April 2016.
f) To undertake with Watford BC sufficient market testing for the future management of the parking service and enforcement service beyond 2018 before entering into any new arrangement.

g)
To undertake sufficient market testing for the management of the parking service and the enforcement service independently during 2016/2017 before entering into any new arrangement.



  

  

Report prepared by:
  Kimberley Rowley, Head of Regulatory Services
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Business car parking permits

