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PORTFOLIO HOLDER
(responsible for report):

Councillor Roger Gambba-Jones

DIRECTOR/MANAGER 
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Rob Walker, Director of Place

REPORT AUTHOR: Charlotte Paine, Environmental Services Manager

NOKEY DECISION
(Definition of a key decision: In relation to an executive function; Significant 
effect on two or more Wards; and Incurring expenditure, generating income 
or making savings in any single financial year above £75,000 in respect of 
revenue expenditure and £180,000 in respect of  capital expenditure)

INCLUDED WITHIN KEY DECISION PLANNER NO

URGENT DECISION
(If a decision needs to be taken urgently, and it is too late to include within the 
Key Decision and Exempt Decision Plans, providing that there are more than 
five working days (not including bank holidays and weekends) before the 
decision making date, the Report Author must inform the Chairman of the 
Performance Monitoring Panel (Overview and Scrutiny) in writing (evidence of 
this must be provided to Member Services).  If there are less than five working 
days before the decision making date, agreement of the Chairman of the 
Performance Monitoring Panel must be sought and evidence must be submitted 
with this proforma).

NO

DECISION AFFECTS BUDGET AND POLICY FRAMEWORK 
(If it is not practical to convene a quorate meeting of full Council.  Agreement of 
the Chairman of the Performance Monitoring Panel must be sought and 
evidence must be submitted with this proforma.)

NO



CHAIRMAN OF PMP CONSULTED
(Please provide evidence i.e. email)
CHAIRMAN OF PMP AGREEMENT
(Please provide evidence i.e. email)

NO

NO

YES
Exempt 
Para(s): 3

EXEMPT INFORMATION

CATEGORY NUMBER(S) OF EXEMPTION

INCLUDED WITHIN EXEMPT DECISION PLANNER
NO

CALLED-IN PREVIOUSLY
(Detail whether the decision has previously been considered by PMP or 
full Council)

NO

FINAL DECISION
(This will only be a final decision after it has been considered by PMP or 
full Council via call-in)

YES 

Please detail below your decision (If decision is URGENT reasons for urgency 
must be provided):

To enter a memorandum of understanding with Lincolnshire County Council to 
provide car parking enforcement services to SHDC for its council owned and fee 
paying car parks.

Please detail below all alternative options considered and rejected:

Do nothing has been considered but will have financial implications.

Option to provide enforcement in-house has been considered but is considered 
costly and not in the public interest given the other options available.

Please detail below your reason or reasons for making the decision (including 
reasons why any alternative options are not appropriate and/or why the option 
chosen is most appropriate):

It is the recommendation of this report that the option to sign up to the memorandum 
of understanding with Lincolnshire County Council, is the best option. This option 
provides the council with the least risk and is arguably the best option financially 
whilst giving a good level of flexibility to end the option if it is deemed to not be 
beneficial to SHDC or its residents.

Please provide details of any conflicts of interest declared by an executive 
member, relating to the decision, and any dispensations granted:

Not applicable

PORTFOLIO HOLDER TO COMPLETE



Date report received: ............................... Date decision made: ...............................

Portfolio Holder Name: ...............................................................................................

Portfolio Holder Responsibility: .................................................................................



CALL-IN

Where the call-in procedure applies the decision will come into force, and may then be 
implemented, on the expiry of 5 working days from the date of publication of the decision 
notice unless, during that period, notice is served on the Executive Manager Governance  
requesting that the decision be called-in and the Executive Manager Governance 
approves the request for call-in.  If the decision is called-in the officer making the decision 
will be notified.

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Where the call-in procedure does not apply the decision will come into force and may be 
implemented immediately.  The call-in procedure does not apply where a decision is 
urgent.  Call-in is restricted where the decision is a final decision and applies only on the 
grounds that the final decision is contrary to the Policy Framework and Budget Procedure 
Rules.



SOUTH HOLLAND DISTRICT COUNCIL

Report of: Executive Director Place

To: Portfolio Holder Place, Councillor Roger Gambba-Jones

(Author: Charlotte Paine, Environmental Services Manager)

Subject: Enforcement of South Holland District Council Owned and Fee Paying Car 
Parks

Purpose: To provide a decision on the most appropriate option for car parking 
enforcement in council owned, fee paying, car parks

Recommendation(s): 

1) That SHDC agree the option to sign up to the memorandum of understanding with Lincolnshire 
County Council for parking monitoring and enforcement of SHDC owned and fee paying park 
parks.

1.0 BACKGROUND

1.1 South Holland owns and maintains 13 car parks across Spalding, Long Sutton, Sutton 
Bridge and Holbeach. In total there are 755 spaces available to park in with an additional 
26 disabled spaces.

1.2 Enforcement has been undertaken in SHDC car parks by using a joint approach with SHDC 
staff and the external company, Imperial. There was one full time equivalent post in 
environmental services that monitored the car parks and issued the notices on the cars 
whilst Imperial would undertake the administration of enforcement at a cost of £12,000 per 
year. 

1.3 As the cost of enforcement continued to exceed the income that was received, the contract 
was ended from 28th February 2017 to enable a saving for the Council of approximately 
£7,000 per year. Since then the car parks have continued to be monitored by the car parks 
and markets operative in environmental services. Also in that time, the service has 
continued to look for a more cost effective enforcement solution.

1.4 Lincolnshire County Council (LCC) currently patrol the on street parking in the County and 
are seen in Spalding regularly monitoring and enforcing those vehicles parked illegally on 
the streets. This level of visibility provides the public reassurance that the car parking for on 
street spaces is being regularly monitored and enforced, whilst also providing useful data 
regarding current usage.

1.5 LCC outsources its enforcement to APCOA and when the contract was procured by LCC, 
they gave consideration to Local Authorities (LAs) wishing to combine services to increase 
efficiencies and reduce costs for tax payers. They therefore have a pricing structure and 
memorandum of understanding in place for LA’s that wish to benefits from such an 
opportunity. 

1.6 Currently the LCC/APCOA contract is being used by North Kesteven District Council. 
NKDC confirm the process is working well and there are excellent statistics and 
performance figures provided by LCC/APCOA to assist them in operating the enforced car 



parks. They also report that both enforcement and compliance (purchasing tickets and 
staying the appropriate time) are up since having LCC/APCOA in place.

2.0 OPTIONS

2.1 Enter a memorandum of understanding with LCC to deliver the enforcement in SHDC 
owned and fee paying park parks

2.2 Consider use of SHDC wardens to provide an in-house solution for enforcement, including 
the procurement of a new software system.

2.3 Do nothing.

3.0 REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION(S)

3.1 It is the recommendation of this report that option 1, to sign up to the memorandum of 
understanding with LCC, is the best option. This option provides the council with the least 
risk and is arguably the best option financially, allowing the opportunity to be cost neutral 
whilst removing the need to purchase costly in house systems and giving a good level of 
flexibility to end the option, if it is deemed to not be beneficial to SHDC or its residents.

Option 1 - Lincolnshire County Council Option

3.2 On street enforcement is currently undertaken in both our Spalding and Holbeach towns for 
LCC by the outsourced parking company, APCOA. Therefore there is an opportunity for us 
to access these services as they already are in existence in our required areas in an 
efficient and cost effective way. This option provides us the opportunity to access a service 
which is well established and visible in our key car parks whilst providing us vital usage 
data. 

3.3 The pricing structure from LCC has a sliding scale of cost depending upon usage, the more 
hours you have, the cheaper some of the standard rates become. Detailed in Appendix 1 is 
the proposed costs for the use of the APCOA parking enforcement officers based on the 
structure of costs they have set out. This is based on an assumed amount of hours and 
travel to Holbeach. Any decision regarding a change of the hours proposed would impact 
on the overall cost in the example.

Administration of Enforcement

3.4 In addition to the officer on the street issuing notices, another vital part of the service is the 
payment, contacting, chasing and appeals process of each enforcement notice. It is this 
element of the process which has limited SHDC in running and enforcing in-house 
effectively and what was being charged £12,000 per year by Imperial in the previous 
contract.

3.5 With the LCC and APCOA option, this administration of enforcement can be undertaken by 
the contractors and a charge per notice issued is payable. This option is more preferable 
than the previous contract which included a set fee annually, regardless of the number of 
notices issued (£12,000pa). 

3.6 The proposed cost of the administration of enforcement notices in this options is 
approximately £7 per notice issued, with the remaining income provided to SHDC. 



Therefore if a notice is paid early at cost of £25 to the offender, once the fee is paid to 
APCOA, the income to SHDC would be £18 per notice issued. It is worth noting that the 
current penalty fees are either £50 (reduced to £25) or £70 (reduced to £35) dependent 
upon the offence.

3.7 Based on data from a past year of enforcement, there was approximately £6,000 of income 
received for an estimated 175 notice issued. However, the cost of the administration of 
enforcement with Imperial meant that the cost to the council was still £6,000 for the year. 
Should the same level of enforcement take place in this option, the cost of administration 
would be £1,225 and therefore would leave and income of £4,745 which could go towards 
reducing the cost of the enforcement officers. 

3.8 Further to this, it is estimated that should 700 notices per year be issued, and paid with a 
similar variety of early and full fees received as in the above example, then the income 
received would be enough to cover the cost of both the enforcement officer and 
administration and make the service cost neutral. This equates to less than 3 notices per 5 
day week. What is also unaccounted for in this example is that by introducing enforcement 
of car parks by LCC, who are a visible enforcement team, income received due to 
compliance of users would also likely increase and therefore the number of enforcement 
notices issued may be less than 700 per year but income could have increased to help 
cover costs. 

3.9 If SHDC wished to procure the services of LCC/APCOA there is a memorandum of 
understanding with LCC that allows for a flexible approach to the agreement and gives a 3 
month in, 3 month out time frame for the use of services. This flexible approach allows 
SHDC to not be bound for years in a contract and allows for the close monitoring of 
performance to consider the benefits of the service. This is a flexible and appropriately 
costed option for SHDC.

Option 2 - South Holland District Council Community Wardens

3.10 SHDC recently agreed to the trial of two community wardens in the District. They are able 
to impose fixed penalty notices for crimes such as littering. They spend a large majority of 
their time on the streets of the District and therefore there is an opportunity to include the 
patrol of car parks as part of their duties.

3.11 This option however, presents both positive and negative consequences. These have been 
set out below

Positive impacts of in-house option Possible adverse impacts of in-house option

 Wardens are already patrolling in the 
District

 Could be more flexible as time spent 
on specific areas may be easier to 
define and amend as required

 No need to outsource a service and 
have greater control of our process 
and requirements

 Could impact the external funding for 
wardens

 External funding could limit the time 
wardens can devote to enforcement of car 
parks

 Could negatively impact image of wardens 
work or reduce their visibility for the work 
they are currently doing

 May lose time available in car parks if higher 
priority work comes in for wardens 



 Need to purchase software for 
administration of enforcement

 Additional cost of purchasing a new system 
to administer the fines and chase and 
receive payment

3.12 Given the high risk and financial impacts that are possible if SHDC were to use the 
community wardens, it is recommended that this is not the preferred option. However, the 
costs of providing the service through the community wardens have been considered in line 
with the same pricing structure as the LCC/APCOA example and are detailed in Appendix 
2. Costings for procuring a systems have not been considered but would be substantial in 
both time and monetary impacts. 

4.0 EXPECTED BENEFITS

4.1 Currently the LCC/APCOA service is being used by a neighbouring district and has been in 
place for the county for a number of years. Therefore there are a number of benefits that 
can be expected from using a well-known and tested service including;

 LCC as another government authority provide a low risk option for SHDC with a 
good reputation and are considered a trusted service provider;                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

 Their current visibility in the towns mean that the public are already aware of their 
presence and can allow for a smooth transition when taking on SHDC enforcement;

 LCC provide a cost effective and efficient service to ensure the tax payers of SHDC 
and LCC are receiving the best value for money;

 Support the ambition of SHDC to work with partner authorities as set out in the 
corporate plan.

4.2 Additionally, the benefits of securing the services of LCC, as described in this report, allow 
for SHDC to remove the financial burden of procuring a new software system.

5.0 IMPLICATIONS

In preparing this report, the report author has considered the likely implications of the 
decision - particularly in terms of Carbon Footprint / Environmental Issues; 
Constitutional & Legal; Contracts; Corporate Priorities; Crime & Disorder; Data Protection; 
Equality & Diversity/Human Rights; Financial; Health & Wellbeing; Reputation; Risk 
Management; Safeguarding; Staffing; Stakeholders/Consultation/Timescales; 
Transformation Programme; Other. Where the report author considers that there may be 
implications under one or more of these headings, these are identified below.

5.2 Constitution & Legal

5.2.1 The current South Holland District Council order allows for the enforcement of car parks 
where the conditions of the order have not been met. The use of LCC services to take 
enforcement action does not impact this as enforcement can be undertaken on our behalf 
by another public body.

5.3 Contracts



5.3.1 A contract would not be entered into, rather a memorandum of understanding, giving SHDC 
a more flexible approach to entering and leaving the agreement with 3 months’ notice.

5.6 Data Protection

5.6.1 LCC have confirmed that APCOA adhere to all relevant GDPR requirements as part of
            handling the personal data of car park users in line with legislation requirements.

5.7 Financial 

5.8.2 The financial impacts have been considered and there is a cost to securing the services of 
LCC/APCOA. These are detailed in Appendix 1 and will be subject to a request for growth 
of the base budget. Impact would not be seen until the 2019/20 budget. 

5.8.3 A summary of the cost implications are shown below where the presumption has been 
made for 16 hours a week of enforcement and using a past years example of 175 
enforcement notices raised and paid;

Details Assumptions Costings

Enforcement Overall Cost
Assumed 16 hours a week; 2 hours supervision 
and travel to Holbeach (appendix 1) £17,637.88

Notice Issuing Cost Assumed £7 per notice with 175 notices issued £1,225.00

Notice Income
Assumed multitude of early and full payments 
from £25 to £70 -£4,745.00

Overall Cost £14,117.88
 

5.10 Reputation 

5.10.1 Provision of a cost effective and efficient service in partnership with LCC could provide a 
positive reputational impact to SHDC as it would demonstrate our ambition to utilise our 
resources and provide well monitored car parks for the use of all residents and visitors.

5.10 Risk Management 

5.11.1 Regular performance monitoring of the agreement will be maintained to ensure the risk of 
payment for an underperforming service is reduced.

6.0 WARDS/COMMUNITIES AFFECTED

6.1 All

7.0 ACRONYMS 

7.1 Report authors must list the definitions of all acronyms used.

7.2 LCC – Lincolnshire County Council

7.3 APCOA – Parking company used by LCC 

7.4 LA – Local Authority 

7.5 GDPR – General Data Protection Regulation 



Background papers:-

Lead Contact Officer
Name and Post: Charlotte Paine, Environmental Services Manager
Telephone Number: 01775 764888
Email: cpaine@sholland.gov.uk

Key Decision: No 

Exempt Decision: No 

This report refers to a Discretionary Service 

Appendices attached to this report: 
Appendix 1 Lincolnshire County Council Costing Options
Appendix 2 South Holland District Council Costing Options


