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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1 This business case considers options for the future delivery of parking services operating under Civil Parking Enforcement (CPE) powers, in East Hampshire District Council (EHDC) and Havant Borough Council (HBC). 
1.2 CPE entails the transfer of most non-endorsable parking offences from the Police to the Highway Authority.  These powers are then passed to District and Borough Councils through an agency agreement.  
1.3 CPE applies to both on-street and off-street parking.  HBC currently operates CPE powers and EHDC has agreed to take on the powers from December 2011.  It is therefore considered an opportune time to investigate options for the future delivery of the parking service across both authorities.  

1.4 The business case considers options for continued separate operation by each authority, shared delivery or contracted-out services.

1.5 An options appraisal has been undertaken by EHDC and HBC with the recommended option being to develop a shared parking service.

1.6 A shared service will produce significant savings in set up costs, largely due to HBC having the necessary IT systems and operational/administrative procedures in place.  There are also savings associated with reduced resources required within a shared service.

1.7 Operating parking in a shared environment will bring significant savings to both authorities through the resources required to manage the service.  Operationally, there will be a need for less Civil Enforcement Officers (CEOs) and Notice Processing staff.

2 INTRODUCTION

2.1 HBC took on Decriminalised Parking Enforcement (DPE) powers in April 2005.   This enabled the Council to continue to enforce its off-street car parks whilst in addition undertaking enforcement of many non moving traffic offences previously undertaken by the Police.
2.2 The Traffic Management Act (TMA) 2004 introduced CPE and from 31st March 2008 all existing DPE authorities automatically became CPE authorities.  This made very little change but did introduce some additional powers.
2.3 EHDC manages its off-street car parks with the Police retaining responsibility for enforcing on-street parking.  The police employed two traffic wardens within the Police Command Unit (PCU) covering Alton and Petersfield.  
2.4 In February 2009, the Alton based traffic warden took on a new role, as did the Petersfield based warden, in September 2009.  The Police announced that there were no funds available for their replacement.  
2.5 The three “southern parishes” of Clanfield, Horndean and Rowlands Castle fall under a different PCU and as all the other local authorities within that PCU operate CPE, the Police do not have any traffic wardens to enforce these three parishes.
2.6 The lack of enforcement has resulted in regular breaches of parking restrictions as motorists realise that no action is likely to be taken if they park illegally.  This is a problem across the district but is a particularly serious problem in the two town centres of Alton and Petersfield.  Should the situation continue it would have serious effects on the vibrancy and local economies of town and village centres.

2.7 The Police subsequently agreed to part fund, with EHDC, police overtime from 1st July 2010 until 31st March 2011.  There is an expectation that this agreement is likely to be extended until CPE is implemented in December 2011.
2.8 At it’s meeting of 17 March 2010 the EHDC Cabinet agreed that the Council should apply for CPE powers under the Traffic Management Act 2004 with a target implementation date of December 2011.  Acquiring CPE powers is a lengthy process and this is the earliest date that these powers could be introduced. 
2.9 HBC has been operating DPE/CPE for five years and has experience of enforcement and back office processes.  It also has a notice processing system which could easily be adapted to a shared service.  
2.10 It is considered that a shared service would have a number of advantages over each authority undertaking the function individually, in terms of financial savings and operational efficiency.

2.11 The business case will consider options for continued separate operation by each authority, shared delivery or contracted-out services.     
3 WHY NOW?

3.1 The two authorities have a shared Chief Executive and Management Team. 

3.2 As EHDC will need to review its service delivery, to enable the implementation of CPE powers by December 2011, it is an opportune time to investigate potential advantages of a shared parking service.  

3.3 A shared service would support a commitment to partnership working and would also produce cost savings in service delivery to both EHDC and HBC.

4 OPTIONS APPRAISAL
4.1 To enable a full understanding of the options, a brief overview of CPE is provided at Appendix B.

4.2 A detailed options appraisal is provided at Appendix C which considers three options which are;

· Continued separate service provision by each authority

· Shared service delivery

· Contracted out service 

4.3 As detailed in the options appraisal at Appendix C the recommended option is to develop a shared EHDC\HBC parking service.

5 AFFORDABILITY

5.1
Cost Implication

5.1.1
In the past HCC has met the set up costs when authorities have applied for CPE powers.  However, HCC initially advised that they had no budget provision in 2010/11 to meet the up-front costs of such an application.

5.1.2
EHDC Cabinet agreed in March 2010, to allocate £25,000 from reserves to allow the commencement of the CPE application.  

5.1.3
HCC has now indicated that they will be able to provide £25,000 from the current years budget to fund a review of Traffic Regulation Orders (TROs), which is required as part of the application to the DfT.  They have also indicated that any remedial works identified as a result of the TRO review would be funded from their revenue budget.  

5.1.4 To enable CPE to be introduced by the target date of December 2011 it was proposed that initially EHDC funds the set up costs, with the expectation that HCC would then reimburse the Council on the basis that they make the necessary budget provision in 2011/12.  

5.1.5 However, HCC have now indicated that there may be opportunity to fund the set-up costs up-front and this is being pursued. They have indicated that they would be particularly keen for potential savings in set-up cost through a shared service to be realised.  

5.1.6 Alternatively, in the event that funding was not available from HCC, the set up costs could be amortised over the first five years of operation. 
5.1.7 Estimated CPE set up costs for EHDC are set out in the table below.  
	Estimated CPE Set-up Costs

	
	EHDC alone (£)
	Shared Service (£)
	Notes

	Review of TROs
	25,000
	25,000
	

	Update off street orders & signs
	4,500
	3,000
	Note 1

	IT costs
	33,000
	15,000
	Note 2

	CEO handheld units
	12,400
	8,300
	Note 3

	Cameras
	600
	400
	Note 3

	Uniforms
	3,600
	2,600
	Note 3

	Communications
	2,500
	1,000
	Note 3

	Stationery
	4,600
	5,000
	Note 4

	Office equipment
	2,000
	1,000
	Note 5

	Training
	5,300
	3,300
	Note 3

	Transport
	27,000
	18,000
	Note 6

	Publicity
	1,500
	1,500
	

	Total Capital cost
	122,000
	84,100
	

	One off remedial work to signs & lines 
	20,000
	20,000
	Ref paragraph 5.1.3



Note 1 – No use of consultant


Note 2 – Use of existing HBC IT systems


Note 3 – Reduced number of CEOs required with joint service


Note 4 – Need to replace some existing HBC stationery to reflect joint working


Note 5 – Single processing office under joint working

Note 6 – One less vehicle required if enforcement of the southern parishes is covered from Havant

5.1.8 Other than the initial set up costs for EHDC there should be no further one off costs for either authority.  

5.1.9 As set out in the table above there are savings in the set-up costs for EHDC, through a shared parking service.  There will also be year on year savings for both Councils which are set out in the benefit analysis below.
5.2 Benefits Analysis
5.2.1 A shared service will produce significant savings in set-up costs which will be of particular benefit to EHDC and HCC.  These savings are largely due to HBC having the necessary IT systems and operational procedures in place.  

5.2.2 There are however, significant savings associated with reduced resources required within a shared service environment.

5.2.3 The shared service will produce reductions in management and operational resources, as set out in the in the table at section 6.2 of the business case.

5.2.4 The table below sets out the estimated annual cost likely to be avoided by EHDC and the annual savings for HBC which could be made as a result of sharing the service.

	Joint Parking Service

	
	Estimated Annual Costs Avoided by EHDC (£)
	Estimated Annual Savings for 

HBC (£)
	Total (£)

	Salaries*1
	39,200
	39,100
	78,300

	IT Costs
	6,600
	800
	7,400

	Stationery etc.
	500
	500
	1,000

	Vehicles
	1,500
	1,500
	3,000

	DVLA costs
	300
	300
	600

	Uniforms
	300
	100
	400

	Total
	48,400
	42,300
	90,700


5.2.5 There is potential for future savings in the procurement of cash collection from Pay & Display machines, coin counting and banking costs across both authorities.  There are also possible joint maintenance arrangements for the machines and car parks.

6 RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS

6.1 Previous work undertaken by the Consultant, on the implementation of CPE by EHDC has identified the need to increase staffing numbers from an existing 4.3fte to 8.0fte. Refer to paragraph 1.2.6 of Appendix C.

6.2 There are potential internal resource implications of a shared parking service, with a reduction in the overall numbers of staff required to provide a CPE compliant service reduced by 2.3fte.  

6.3 The reduction in resources is 1.2fte from EHDC funded posts and 1.1fte from HBC funded posts.  The details are provided in the table below.

	
	Separate Delivery of CPE (fte)
	Shared Service Delivery CPE (fte)

	
	Both Authorities
	Funded by EHDC*2
	Funded by HBC
	Both Authorities
	Funded by EHDC
	Funded by HBC

	Parking & Traffic Team Leader*3
	1.6
	1.0
	0.6
	0.6
	0.3
	0.3

	Senior Parking Officer
	0.6
	0
	0.6
	1.0
	0.4
	0.6

	Parking Supervisor
	1.0
	0
	1.0
	1.0
	0.3
	0.7

	Senior CEO
	2.0
	1.0
	1.0
	2.0
	1.0
	1.0

	CEO
	15.0
	4.5
	10.5
	13.5
	3.5
	10.0

	Notice Processing Staff
	3.2
	1.5
	1.7
	3.0
	1.3
	1.7

	Total required fte 
	23.4
	8.0
	15.4
	21.1
	6.8
	14.3


*1
Based on personal on-costed rates  

*2 
Based on the consultant’s financial model 

*3  Exact savings will need to be reassessed in light of re-evaluation of the team leader post to take                                                            account of additional responsibility in working across both authorities.

6.4 There may be opportunity for further rationalisation of the management of the service, across both authorities, at the level above the Team Leader which could produce further resource and cost savings.

6.5 There are no immediate 3rd party resource implications.

Appendices

APPENDIX A – RISK ANALYSIS

	Risk no.
	Risks
	Identification of areas where there are significant risks
	Mitigation required
	Impact 

0 to 5
	Likelihood 0 to 5
	Overall score
	Financial Assessment of Risk

	1
	Delays in the decision making process for a shared parking service
	Possible impact on the implementation of CPE in EHDC.  
	Some CPE project work can commence in advance of a decision being reached. TRO review work is currently underway.
	3
	2
	6
	Low for HBC, Medium for EHDC – may need additional funding for interim measures if CPE start date later than Dec 2011

	2
	Political influence from the two authorities
	Differing priorities may adversely impact on service delivery
	Regular meetings with the relevant portfolio holders from each authority to agree priorities
	4
	2
	8
	Low

	3
	Staff morale
	Possible resistance and lack of co-operation to the changes
	Involve staff where possible and ensure a robust communications plan
	3
	3
	9
	Low

	4
	Staff pay and conditions
	Differing terms and conditions 
	HR to investigate equivalent employment conditions for CEOs and notice processing staff.
	3
	3
	9
	Low – may be some protected salaries, but this would be minimal

	5
	Difficulties recruiting additional CEOs
	Insufficient applicants available with the sufficient skills
	Past experience has shown that there are ample people with the correct skills
	4
	1
	4
	Low, but could impact on PCN income if it were not possible to recruit.

	6
	Difficulties integrating  processes
	Problems integrating staff who currently work to differing practices and culture
	Involve staff where possible and ensure a robust communications plan
	3
	2
	6
	Low

	7
	IT issues
	Problems in implementing IT changes and links between the two authorities.
	Work closely with supplier to ensure work on IT is kept in line with the programme
	5
	2
	10
	Low – but could delay income collection

	8
	Legal Issues
	Possible challenges on legality of PCNs issued across both authorities
	Obtain clear legal advice to ensure that the wording on the PCN is correct
	4
	2
	8
	Medium – if challenges upheld could result in the need to refund PCN payments

	9
	Delays in project implementation
	Failure to meet key deliverable expectations
	Monitor risks and key milestones to ensure management of expectations
	3
	2
	6
	Low for HBC, Medium for EHDC – may need additional funding for interim measures if CPE start date later than Dec 2011

	10
	Set up costs not made available 
	EHDC may revoke the decision to implement CPE
	Continued discussions with HCC to secure necessary funding.  
	5
	3
	15
	Medium – anticipated savings from a shared service would not be realised.

	11
	Accountability issues
	Controls for payments, who cheques are made payable to etc. 
	Obtain advice from audit/finance and ensure correct processes and controls are in place.
	3
	2
	6
	Low


APPENDIX B – OVERVIEW OF CIVIL PARKING ENFORCEMENT

B1
CPE entails the transfer of most non-endorsable parking offences from the Police to the Highway Authority and these become civil contraventions rather than criminal offences. 

B2
Hampshire County Council as the Highway Authority has to apply to the Department for Transport (DfT) for CPE powers.  These powers are then passed to District and Borough Councils through an agency agreement.  

B3
CPE powers apply to both on-street and off-street parking
B4
Income from Penalty Charge Notices (PCNs) is retained by the issuing authority to offset operational costs.  Any additional income from PCNs must be used for transport improvements. (Fines issued by the police pass to central government).

B5
The policy objectives of CPE are to:

· Manage the traffic network to ensure the expeditious movement of traffic, including pedestrians and cyclists

· Improving road safety

· Improving the local environment

· Improving the quality and accessibility of public transport

· Meeting the needs of disabled people

· Manage kerb space, reconciling completing demands of various users, including residents, shops, commuters visitors etc.

B6
The CEOs are the public face of the authority and need to be professional and efficient, sometimes under difficult circumstances.   They need to be properly trained to enforce parking controls fairly, accurately and consistently.  The recommended qualification is an NVQ in parking control or the City & Guilds Level 2 Certificate for Civil Enforcement Officers (Parking).  As CEOs may be required to work near schools and other sensitive areas it is recommended that all CEOs undergo a Criminal Records Bureau check.

B7
When carrying out CPE functions the legislation states that a CEO must wear a uniform that clear shows:

· That the wearer is engaged in parking enforcement;

· The name of the local authority/authorities on whose behalf the CEO is acting; and

· A personal identity number.

B8
The TMA gives clear direction regarding the duties of a CEO, the main duties are to;

· Enforce parking regulations by serving PCNs where vehicles are parked in contravention of the restrictions

· Record evidence in a pocket book

· Help the public and be the first point of contact on parking and enforcement matters

· Inspect parking equipment, check that pay & display machines are working before issuing a PCN

· Reporting defective traffic signs and road markings

· Issuing information leaflets or warning notices

· Providing witness statements

· Where appropriate, appear before a parking adjudicator

The Secretary of State’s view is that CEOs should only be used for duties related to those traffic contraventions that the authority is responsible for enforcing. 

The TMA states that if CEOs have time, the authority may wish them to carry out tasks such as;

· Informing the police of criminal parking activity

· Reporting suspected abandoned vehicles

· Reporting vehicles with no valid tax disc to the DVLA

· Putting in place and removing notices regarding the suspension of parking places

· Inspecting blue badges

B9
Where a vehicle is contravening a parking regulation the CEO will issue a PCN.  The PCN is issued to the owner of the vehicle, except where the vehicle was hired at the time of the contravention. 
B10
The TMA requires authorities to introduce two levels of penalty charges which are set to reflect the seriousness of the contravention.  Examples of the contraventions are:
· Higher: Parking on a single or double yellow line, school zigzags etc.
· Lower: Expired pay and display ticket 

Authorities have the ability to adopt charges from two charge bands which have been set by the Secretary of State and are set out below:

(Discounted payment if paid within 14 days shown in brackets)

Higher contravention

Lower contravention

Band 1

£60.00 (£30)



£40.00 (£20)

Band 2

£70.00 (£35)



£50.00 (£25)

HBC have resolved to set PCN charges in accordance with Band 2.  EHDC will need to formally make this decision but for the basis of the business case it will be assumed that charges will be at band 2.  For a combined service to work effectively both operationally and technically, the charge bands would need to be compatible.  All other authorities in Hampshire have adopted the higher charges and the same charge band would be less confusing to the public. 
B11
Issues relating to payments and appeals are dealt with by the back office.  The importance of good quality and well trained back office and management staff is highlighted in the TMA guidance.  These staff will need most of the core training received by CEOs but in addition will need training in:

· Government transport policy and objectives;

· The role of parking regulations and enforcement;

· The legal framework for civil parking enforcement;

· Applying the authorities published policies;

· Parking contravention codes and their use;

· Challenges and representations; and

· mitigation

B12
A motorist who is issued with a PCN has the option to either pay or appeal against it.  The TMA requires authorities to offer a range of facilities for paying penalty charges which should allow the motorist to pay by whatever method is most convenient to them.

B13
The vehicle owner may dispute the issuing of a PCN at three stages:

· An informal challenge can be made before a formal Notice to Owner (NtO) letter is issued, after the PCN remains unpaid for 28 days.

· Once an NtO has been issued a formal representation can be made

· If a formal representation is rejected the owner may appeal to an independent adjudicator.

Appeals may be made of the basis of grounds set out in the regulations or where the recipient considers there are compelling mitigating reasons

B14
Where the parking service is contracted out once an appeal reaches the formal stage it must be dealt with directly by the enforcement authority, this cannot be contracted out.

B15
It is vital that at all stages the process is undertaken strictly in accordance with the requirement of the regulations.  Failure to do so could result in appeals being found against the authority at adjudication, which could have an adverse impact on projected income levels. Current EHDC staff will require additional training to enforce both on & off street. 

APPENDIX C – Options Study

Background

In support of the shared services business plan the following options appraisal will consider three options;

· Continued separate service provision by each authority

· Shared service delivery

· Contracted out service 

Assumptions

In completing this Options Study, the following assumptions have been applied:

· In making the decision to implement CPE, the financial impacts set out in the Consultant’s financial model, have been duly considered by EHDC.

· CEOs will not be taking on additional duties

· Current PCN issue rate will remain at a similar level

· The estimates for future PCN issue identified in the model produced by EHDC’s consultant are reasonable

· Current enforcement times will be unchanged 

· The number of appeals will remain at current level at HBC and will be similar for EHDC. 

· There will be no redundancy costs associated with joint service delivery

· Salaries assumed to be at the same grades across both authorities
Identified Options
1.0 Continued separate service provision
1.1
Havant Borough Council
1.1.1 HBC currently enforces on-street parking and off street parking in its public car parks.  The Council also enforces two privately operated car parks under agreement.  Between 1st March and 31st October the CEOs undertake enforcement of the Council’s Beachlands car parks.  

1.1.2 The current structure includes

· Parking and Traffic Management Team Leader(1fte)

· Senior Parking Officer (0.61fte)
· Parking Supervisor (1fte)

· Parking Support Officers (1.7fte)
· Senior CEO (1fte)

· CEOs (10.5fte)
1.1.3
The CEOs work on a rota, covering 10 hours a day, 7 days a week during the summer period and 6 days a week during the winter.  Occasional early morning/late night patrols are undertaken.
1.1.4
Patrols cover 25 car parks (1523 spaces) within town/district centres, 8 car parks (approx. 5000 spaces) at Beachlands car parks, 2 privately operated car parks (340 spaces) and approximately 60km of on street restrictions.  Joint on and off street enforcement is undertaken.
1.1.5
Approximately 7500 PCNs are issued annually.  Administration of the PCNs and all appeals are dealt with by the Parking Support Officers.
1.1.6 A number of options have been made available to the public for the payment of PCNs, including automated 24 hour telephone payment line, internet, post, in person at the Civic Offices or Beachlands office and by telephone to the Parking Support Officers. 
1.1.7 The Parking Support Officers deal with notice processing an appeals and the service also deals with complaints and freedom of information request  

1.2
East Hampshire District Council
1.2.1 EHDC currently enforces off-street parking in its public car parks but does not enforce on-street.  The Supervisors patrol 13 Pay & Display car parks in Petersfield and Alton (1551 spaces), and 1 privately operated car park in Petersfield (360 spaces).  Further to this, the Supervisors patrol 12 Free/Short stay Village centre car parks (443 spaces) and 4 rural car parks (135 spaces) which are located in villages spread across the East Hampshire District area of 514 square kilometres.
1.2.2 
The current structure includes; 

· Car Park Officer (0.73fte)
· Car Park Supervisors (2fte)
· Car Park Technician (1fte)
· Admin support officer (0.5fte)
1.2.3 The Car Park Supervisors currently work 37 hours a week covering generally 6 days a week but including one Sunday every 4 weeks. 

1.2.4 Approximately 3,400 Standard Charge Notices (SCNs) are issued annually in the car parks, administration and appeals are dealt with by the Car Park Officer and Admin Support Officer.
1.2.5 EHDC have resolved to take on CPE powers by December 2011.  Prior to taking this decision a consultant (RTA Associates) was appointed to develop a business case and model for the introduction of CPE with the district.  The model assumed that EHDC would deliver the service in-house, covering both on and off street parking

1.2.6 The current and proposed staffing levels, as proposed in the consultant’s model are set out in the table below

	Current
	fte
	Proposed
	fte

	
	
	Parking Manager
	1.0

	Car Park Officer 
	0.73
	Senior CEO
	1.0

	Car Park Supervisor
	2.0
	CEO
	4.5

	Car Park Technician
	1.0
	Notice Processing staff
	1.5

	Admin Support Officer
	0.5
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Total
	4.23
	
	8.0


1.2.7 The model is assuming that the proposed 5.5 CEOs will issue 6000 PCNs a year.  This equates to each CEO issuing 5 PCNs a day, which whilst achievable may be a little ambitious.

1.2.8 The model also assumes that 6000 PCNs can be dealt with by 1.5fte which from experience is at the higher limit.
2.0 Shared EHDC\HBC Parking Service
2.1 The proposal would be to have a single enforcement team which would have the flexibility for all CEOs to be able to enforce across both authorities.
2.2 A joint rota for all CEOs would give further flexibility and would be an efficient way to deal with leave and sickness issues.
2.3 For practical reasons the enforcement team would need two bases, one at Petersfield to cover Petersfield, Alton and the outlying areas and a base in Havant to cover the HBC area and the southern parishes of EHDC.
2.4 There are currently 11.5fte CEOs based at Havant (including 1 senior) it is anticipated that 0.5fte could be allocated to cover the southern parishes.  At present there are 2 Car Park Supervisors and 1 Car Park Technician at EHDC and it is assumed that these will transfer to the role of CEO.  It is considered that 1 additional CEO would be required making a total of 4 CEOs, one of which would be a senior, to cover Petersfield, Alton and the remainder of the area.
2.5 It is understood that the DfT would be supportive of joint working between the two authorities.  The agency agreement with HCC would need to allow each authority to carry out enforcement duties across both authorities.  

2.6 The TMA requires CEOs to wear a uniform which clearly shows;

· that the wearer is engaged in parking enforcement
· the name of the authority/authorities on whose behalf they are acting
· a personal identity number

It would therefore be necessary for both authorities to agree on a standard uniform and for the uniform to bear both authorities’ name. 

2.7 HBC currently has a notice processing office and IT systems set up to deal with CPE issues, including payments, informal appeals, formal appeals and the preparation of cases for adjudication. 

2.8 For greatest efficiency it is proposed to have is a single notice processing office to deal with all administrative issues for both authorities.  The IT system would be made available at EHDC offices to allow for payments to be made and permits to be issued.  However, to maintain a clear audit trail all appeals should be dealt with from a single office.
2.9 There are currently 1.7fte notice processing staff (Parking Support Officers) based at HBC.  To cover the anticipated PCNs from EHDC it is considered that an additional 1.3fte would be required bring the total number to 3fte. 

2.10 Current and proposed staffing levels are set out in the table below

	Staffing levels across both authorities

	Single delivery of CPE
	fte
	Joint Service
	fte

	
	
	
	

	HBC
	15.4
	
	14.3

	
	
	
	

	EHDC
	8.0
	
	6.8

	
	
	
	

	Total (Both Authorities)
	23.4
	
	21.1



These proposed staffing levels produce a saving of 1.1fte for HBC and a saving of 1.2fte for EHDC compared with the estimate for a stand alone service.  Details are provided at paragraph 6.2 of the business case.

2.11 Legal advice would be required to ensure that the wording on the PCNs was correct relating to the issuing authority and would not be open to future challenge. 

2.12 HBC has a variety of payment options, as required by the TMA. The same phone number for automated telephone payments could be used by both authorities and a link on the EHDC website could be made to the current online payment system. There would be small initial reconfiguration costs associated with the above.  It is recommended that a PO Box number be set up for all postal payments.  The processing software could be installed on PC’s at any location to allow payment over the counter and for permit issue.
2.13 There are opportunities for future cost savings through a joint parking service including;

· Machine maintenance 

· Cash collection/counting

3.0 Contracted Out Service

3.1 HBC undertook a value for money review in 2008 which included the parking service.  The review considered options for contracting out the service but concluded that the current service provided value for money.
3.2 Previous soft testing of the market by HBC did not generate significant levels of interest from the private sector.  This was due to the small size of the operation, from which it would be difficult for a private sector company to make a viable commercial return. 

3.3 The agency agreement will allow EHDC to contract out the whole or part of the service, subject to agreement with HCC.  There are no districts in Hampshire that contract out the service which makes it difficult to make comparisons. 

3.4 Due to the geographical area of EHDC it is unlikely that private sector suppliers would consider the parking service to be an attractive proposition.  There is a risk that, if contracted out, the provider may be over zealous in enforcement, in order to maximise income.

3.5 Councils which have contracted out tend to be the larger Metropolitan Districts and Cities, where the financial returns are higher and more attractive to commercial organisations.  These also tend to be the areas which receive bad press through over zealous enforcement.
3.6 Previous advice obtained by HBC stated that where a Council has a well-established existing operation that is performing to a high standard, there are advantages in retaining this. The staff are experienced in local issues and policies, and are a ‘known quantity’ – they typically have confidence in applying local regulations and in operating the IT system. While some staff may transfer to a contractor, the generally lower private sector rates of pay and benefits are likely to lead to a loss of the experienced staff.
3.7 If the service were contracted out the Council would need to retain staff to monitor the contract and to deal with appeals once they reach the formal stage, as this is a function which cannot legally be passed to a third party.
3.8 It is not recommended that the service should be contracted out at the present time, however to ensure continuing value for money it is suggested to occasionally test the market. 

Evaluation
	Option
	Advantages
	Disadvantages
	Cost implications

	Continued separate service provision (Do Nothing)
	· Each authority can set its enforcement policy

· Would not require external IT system links

· HBC has an effective service and clear procedures

· EHDC would be able to set up bespoke procedures 
	· EHDC would require new or upgraded IT system (HCC may pay for set-up costs)

· HBC IT system capable of much more capacity

· Less opportunity for existing knowledge & processes to be shared

· Difficulties in maintaining service delivery during leave and sickness due to size of the teams.

· 
	· No direct cost implication for HBC however there would be no opportunity for efficiency savings.
· Higher implementation costs for EHDC\HCC

· Future possible cost savings would not be realised

	Shared EHDC\HBC Parking Service
	· Meets the shared services agenda

· Improved customer service through assimilation of best practice

· Existing knowledge and procedures shared.

· Economies of scale in reduced overall staffing resource

· Larger team would give better cover during leave and sickness

· No need for EHDC\HCC to purchase or upgrade IT system.

· Sharing of existing IT system would create savings for both authorities 

· Joint use of current automated telephone and on-line payment methods


	· Enforcement policy would need to be agreed by both authorities 

· Would need to set up a PO Box number for postal payments appeals. 
	· Cost savings to both authorities through economies of scale 

· Reduced capital set up costs to EHDC\HBC

· Opportunities for future efficiencies through shared cash collection/counting and machine maintenance  

	Option
	Advantages
	Disadvantages
	Cost implications

	Contracted out service
	· Would provide a competitive market price 


	· Cheapest price may not provide value for money

· Contacted out service likely to be less sensitive to local issues 

· Would need to retain staff to manage the contract and to deal with appeals when they reach the formal stage 

· Small number of car parks and restrictions over a wide rural area may not be attractive to private sector providers

· Many local authorities have contacted out but decided an in-house service is better.
	· The relatively small size of the operation may  not provide the best price

· Would still be in house staffing cost and associated overheads


[Think in terms of risks, issues, timeliness, constraints, “spin-off” opportunities, links with other projects, dependencies, cost avoidance, whether the cost is likely to be perceived as being prohibitive, is it a quick win? Added benefits, added value]

	Desired Outcomes


	Level of FIT – High, Medium or Low



	
	Continued separate service provision
	Shared EHDC\HBC Parking Service
	Contracted Out Service

	Cost effective and efficient service
	High 
	High
	Medium

	Best value for money service
	Medium 
	High 
	Low

	Provide a high quality responsive customer service.
	High 
	High
	Low


Recommended Option

From the above options study, evaluation and desired options appraisal the recommended option is to develop a shared EHDC\HBC parking service.

This option will provide ongoing value for money for both authorities through economies of scale.

A shared service provides the best option for EHDC in respect of implementing CPE through reduced capital set up costs and use of existing knowledge, IT systems, procedures and payment options.

There are also opportunities for future efficiencies through joint procurement of cash collection\counting and pay & display machine maintenance. 

It is anticipated that the assimilation of knowledge and best practice will create a centre of excellence which, will improve the service provide to the public.

Appendix D – High Level Plan
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Appendix E –CPE PROJECTED COST/INCOME FOR EHDC
	Projected Annual Operating Costs for EHDC

	
	Existing Off-Street costs.

Based on 2009/10 budget
	Estimated costs of EHDC operation of CPE
	Estimated cost of shared delivery of CPE

	Salaries (personal on-costs)
	133,200
	244,500
	205,300

	
	
	0
	0

	Uniforms
	1,600
	1,400
	1,100

	Utilities
	3,100
	3,100
	3,100

	Stationery/tickets etc.
	7,000
	7,000
	7,000

	Cash collection
	45,000
	45,000
	45,000

	P& D meter maintenance
	10,000
	10,000
	10,000

	Rents
	16,000
	16,000
	16,000

	Cleansing
	29,600
	29,600
	29,600

	Grounds maintenance
	2,500
	2,500
	2,500

	Insurance
	1,500
	1,500
	1,500

	Legal fees
	3,600
	3,600
	3,600

	Maintenance
	22,100
	22,100
	22,100

	Capital Charges
	16,700
	16,700
	16,700

	NNDR
	171,100
	171,100
	171,100

	Advertising
	2,000
	2,000
	2,000

	Establishment overheads
	84,300
	84,300
	84,300

	Transfer to reserves
	50,000
	50,000
	50,000

	Mobile Phones
	1,500
	1,500
	1,500

	Vehicles/Travel
	8,200
	12,400
	10,900

	DVLA enquiries
	700
	900
	600

	IT/Handhelds 
	
	9,700
	3,100

	NPAS costs
	
	3,900
	3,900

	PCN rolls/envelopes etc
	
	1,800
	1,300

	Automated Telephone Payments
	
	2,700
	2,700

	Total
	609,700
	743,300
	694,900


*1 For estimate purposes it is assumed that EHBC staff undertaking CPE duties will be reimbursed at similar grades to those currently paid by HBC. 

	Projected Income Summary for EHDC

	
	Existing Off-Street Income

Based on 2009/10 budget
	Estimated income of EHDC operation of CPE
	Estimated income of shared delivery of CPE

	Pay & Display charges
	1,133,700
	1,133,700
	1,133,700

	Season Tickets
	133,300
	133,300
	133,300

	Excess Charges (SCN/PCN)
	73,000
	73,000
	73,000

	Rents
	5,500
	5,500
	5,500

	Residents’ Parking Permits
	2,500
	2,500
	2,500

	Other income
	27,200
	27,200
	27,200

	On-street PCNs
	
	75,400
	75,400

	Total
	1,375,200
	1,450,600
	1,450,600
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APPENDIX G – GLOSSARY

	CEO
	– Civil Enforcement Officer

	CPE
	– Civil Parking Enforcement

	DfT
	– Department for Transport

	DPE
	– Decriminalised Parking Enforcement

	EHDC
	– East Hampshire District Council

	HBC
	– Havant Borough Council

	HCC
	– Hampshire County Council

	HR
	– Human Resources

	NtO
	– Notice to Owner

	NVQ
	– National Vocational Qualification

	PCN
	– Penalty Charge Notice

	PCU
	– Police Command Unit 

	SCN
	– Standard Charge Notice

	TMA
	– Traffic Management Act 2004
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