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Summary:

This report reviews the financial position regarding the operation of the On Street Decriminalised Parking Enforcement Scheme, which the city Council operates under an agreement with the County Council.   For 2006/7 it is considered necessary to introduce an increased Penalty Charge of £60 bringing Carlisle in line with other districts in Cumbria.   This increase in necessary to ensure the scheme can continue to operate on a self-financing basis.   The report also concludes that at this stage it is not necessary to introduce a charge for residents parking permits.

Recommendations:

It is recommended that:-

1. The County Council be advised that the City Council wish to increase the parking fine charge to £60 with effect from 1 April 2006 and that they be requested to endorse the appropriate actions to support this proposal.

2. At the present time no charge be levied for the issue of residents parking permits and that this be reviewed annually as part of the business planning process.

Contact Officer:
Keith Poole
Ext:
 5101

1. BACKGROUND INFORMATION AND OPTIONS

1.1
In November 2001 the City Council formally adopted powers to carry out Decriminalised Parking Enforcement (DPE) in the City of Carlisle District.   A formal parking agreement was signed with Cumbria County Council under which the City Council exercised all duties and powers related to Decriminalised Parking ‘on street’.

1.2
As part of this function the City Council is obliged to operate the scheme to ensure that the scheme is self-financing and to seek to avoid the Parking Account incurring a deficit at the end of any Financial Year.   The table below shows the financial situation at the end of each financial year since the introduction of DPE for the ‘On Street’ element of DPE which is covered by the Parking Agreement.

Financial Year
End of Year Balance

On Street DPE




2000/2001
£86,844 Note 1

2001/2002
£11,760

2002/2003
(£7,684)

2003/2004
£15,095

2004/2005
(£26,975) Note 2

2005/2006
(£54,441) Est.

Surplus/(Deficit)


Note 1 – Much of this surplus arose from the operation of the “on street scheme” in force prior to DPE and was used to fund costs associated with implementing DPE.


Note 2 – The flood on January 8th 2005 resulted in an unplanned reduction in the number of Penalty Charge Notices issued.   Resulting in reduction in total income received (Estimated lost income (£35,400).


The above table shows that the DPE scheme has moved from operating at a surplus to now being in deficit.   The situation for 2004/5 is confused by the January flood where large areas of the City were flood damaged and traffic enforcement was suspended in large areas of the City.   It is estimated that this resulted in lost income of £20,200 in January due to Penalty Charge Notices not being issued and in February £15,200 was lost.   Without this unexpected loss of income the deficit in 2004/5 would not have arisen.   In the present financial year it is again estimated that a deficit will exist at the end of the year, at this stage the end of year balance is expected to be a deficit of £27,466, thus bringing the total operational deficit to £54,441.   It is now essential to increase income levels to ensure that this deficit can be recouped in 2006/7.

1.3
Options for Increased Charges
1.3.1
Increase Penalty Charge to £60

When the DPE Scheme was introduced it was agreed to introduce a penalty charge of £50, this was selected from the 3 options available under legislation of £40, £50 or £60.   The choice has proved to be appropriate until now, however it is no longer possible to maintain a self-financing scheme with a charge of £50.   It is now proposed that a penalty charge of £60 should be introduced which would bring Carlisle in line with all the other districts in Cumbria who have levied this charge for sometime. The introduction of a £60 penalty charge would result in a predicated operational surplus for 2006/7 which would be sufficient to fund the existing deficit of £54,441 which is likely to exist at the end of 2005/6.   It is suggested it would be prudent that any remaining surplus be carried forward to 2007/8 as this would then be available to fund any deficits which may arise in future years or other unforeseen items of expenditure.   Members should note that under the terms of the Agreement with the County Council any surplus must be spent on measures or schemes consistent with the local Transport Plan and only after obtaining the written approval of the County Council.

1.3.2
Introduce Charge for Residents Permits

Members may be aware from recent press coverage that the County Council have been discussing the option of allowing Districts Councils to make an administration charge for issuing residents permits in the disc zones.   It is my understanding that a maximum charge of £10 per household has been agreed.   The onus would be on each District Council to decide whether or not it wished to levy such a charge and request approval from the County Council.   The City Council incurs annual costs of approximately £45,000 to deal with the administration of the permit system.   This includes all staff costs, the purchase of permits and the issuing of permits.   This cost is incorporated in the general costs of operating the DPE scheme as set out in the proposed business plan.   As the scheme can operate at a surplus if a £60 penalty charge is introduced it is unnecessary at this stage to introduce a separate charge for residents for the issue of permits.   If this becomes necessary in future it is suggested that the situation can be reviewed.

1.4
Proposed Action

It is suggested that members adopt the following course of action for 2006/7:-

· Agreed to the introduction of a £60 penalty charge, consult the County Council on this proposal and take the necessary legal actions to enable the £60 charge to be introduced with effect from the 1st April 2006

· Agree that no charge will be levied for the issuing of residents parking permits, subject to an annual review if the financial position changes

2. CONSULTATION

2.1 Consultation to Date.

No consultation has so far taken place.

2.2 Consultation proposed.

It will be necessary to consult the County Council on any proposals to amend the existing scheme as the City Council operates under a Parking Agreement with the County Council.

3. RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that:-

3. The County Council be advised that the City Council wish to increase the parking fine charge to £60 with effect from 1 April 2006 and that they be requested to endorse the appropriate actions to support this proposal.

4. At the present time no charge be levied for the issue of residents parking permits and that this be reviewed annually as part of the business planning process.

4. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS

In order for the Decriminalised Parking Scheme to remain self financing it is necessary to consider options for increasing income set out in Section 1.4.

5. IMPLICATIONS

· Staffing/Resources –   There are not specific implications

· Financial –   The Head of Financial Services has been involved in the preparation of this report and their views have been incorporated

· Legal –   The Head of Legal Services will be required to advertise any proposed changes relating to PCN charges or charging for permits

· Corporate –   There are no specific corporate implications

· Risk Management –   The Financial predictions are based upon the estimated number of Penalty Charge Notices likely to be issued.   This figure may vary depending on a number of factors

· Equality Issues –   No apparent implications

· Environmental –   There are no specific issues which would be affected by this report

· Crime and Disorder –   There are no specific Crime and Disorder issues which would be affected by this report

· Impact on Customers –   Those receiving penalty charge notices will obviously have the higher costs to pay
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