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AGENDA

Notes:

1) Any report on the Agenda involving confidential information (as defined by section 100A(3)
of the Local Government Act 1972) must be discussed in private.  Any report involving
exempt information (as defined by section 100I of the Local Government Act 1972), whether
it appears in Part 1 or Part 2 below, may be discussed in private but only if the Committee
so resolves.

2) The relevant 'background papers' are listed after each report in Part 1.  Enquiries about any
of the Agenda reports and background papers should be directed in the first instance to
Mr M L White, Democratic Services Section, Law and Governance Business Centre,
Runnymede Civic Centre, Station Road, Addlestone (Tel: Direct Line: 01932 425623).
(Email: malcolm.white@runnymede.gov.uk).

3) Agendas and Minutes are available on a subscription basis.  For details, please ring
Mr B A Fleckney on 01932 425620.  Agendas and Minutes for all the Council's Committees
may also be viewed on www.runnymede.gov.uk.

4) In the unlikely event of an alarm sounding, members of the public should leave the building
immediately, either using the staircase leading from the public gallery or following other
instructions as appropriate.
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5) Filming, Audio-Recording, Photography, Tweeting and Blogging of Meetings

Members of the public are permitted to film, audio record, take photographs or make use of
social media (tweet/blog) at Council and Committee meetings provided that this does not
disturb the business of the meeting.  If you wish to film a particular meeting, please liaise
with the Council Officer listed on the front of the Agenda prior to the start of the meeting so
that the Chairman is aware and those attending the meeting can be made aware of any
filming taking place.

Filming should be limited to the formal meeting area and not extend to those in the public
seating area.

The Chairman will make the final decision on all matters of dispute in regard to the use of
social media audio-recording, photography and filming in the Committee meeting.

2



LIST OF MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION
PART I
Matters in respect of which reports have been made available for public
inspection

1. FIRE PRECAUTIONS

2. NOTIFICATION OF CHANGES TO COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP

3. MINUTES

4. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

5. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

6. NEW APPLICATION FOR STREET TRADING CONSENT –
THE BROADWAY, NEW HAW

7. ANNUAL REVIEW OF CAR PARKING CHARGES IN OFF-STREET CAR
PARKS

8. TRIAL ENFORCEMENT OF LITTER AND DOG CONTROL
LEGLISLATION

9. MINUTES OF MEMBER WORKING GROUP ON RECYCLING AND
REFUSE SERVICES – 23/11/16

10. EXCLUSION OF PRESS AND PUBLIC

Page

4

4

4

4

4

4

10

21

27

27

PART II
Matters involving Exempt or Confidential Information in respect of which reports have not
been made available for public inspection

a) Exempt Information

(No reports to be considered under this heading)

(b) Confidential Information

(No reports to be considered under this heading)
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1. FIRE PRECAUTIONS

The Chairman will read the Fire Precautions, which set out the procedures to be followed in
the event of fire or other emergency.

2. NOTIFICATION OF CHANGES TO COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP

3. MINUTES

To confirm and sign, as a correct record, the Minutes of the meeting of the Committee held
on 17 November 2016.  The Minutes of this meeting were included in the December 2016
Council Minute Book.

4. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

5. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

If Members have an interest in an item, please record the interest on the form circulated
with this Agenda and hand it to the Legal Representative or Committee Administrator at the
start of the meeting.  A supply of the form will also be available from the Committee
Administrator at meetings.

Members who have previously declared interests, which are recorded in the Minutes to be
considered at this meeting, need not repeat the declaration when attending the meeting.
Members need take no further action unless the item in which they have interest becomes
the subject of debate, in which event the Member must leave the room if the interest is a
disclosable pecuniary interest or if the interest could reasonably be regarded as so
significant to prejudice the Member’s judgement of the public interest.

6. NEW APPLICATION FOR STREET TRADING CONSENT – THE BROADWAY,
NEW HAW (LAW & GOVERNANCE)

Synopsis of report:

The purpose of the report is to consider an application for a new street trading
consent at The Broadway, New Haw.

Recommendation:

The application be refused for the following reason:-

The noise and nuisance which it is anticipated would result from hot food
trading at this particular location, which would be detrimental to the peace and
quiet enjoyment of residents in the vicinity.

1. Context of report

1.1 A new street trading application has been received as follows:-

Mr Muhammad Wasif Ilyas Chaudhry, trading as Best Kebab, to trade in fast food at
The Broadway, New Haw, between 6.00.p.m. to 11.00.p.m., Monday to Sunday, for
7 days a week.

1.2 The applicant has not yet acquired the stall/vehicle/food trailer from which he would
be trading so any consent to trade would have to be subject to him acquiring a
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stall/vehicle/food trailer which was appropriate to the dimensions of the trading
location.

1.3 The above-mentioned road is designated as a consent street in the Woodham Ward.
Traders are only permitted to operate in such a road in a specific location with the
benefit of a consent issued by the Council.  Trading is prohibited on all other publicly
maintainable roads.

2. Report

2.1 The trading location is at the eastern service road adjacent to the street, from the
northern boundary of the Black Prince Public House for a distance of 15 metres in a
northerly direction.  A plan of the location is attached at Appendix 'A'. Comments
received on the current application are set out at paragraphs 2.5 to 2.32 of this
report. The trading history of the site is set out at paragraphs 2.2 to 2.4 of this report.

2.2 Various traders operated from this location, selling hot fast food (i.e. burgers,
kebabs, etc.), each day of the week from 1993 to 2002.  There was only one trader
operating from the location at any one time.  The last trader decided not to renew his
consent in 2002.  The trading hours were initially from 6 p.m. to midnight, from 1993
to December 1996.  This was changed to 5.30 p.m. to 11.00 p.m. from December
1996 to 2002, in view of public order difficulties at the site, which were understood to
be attributable to customers of the trader and the effects such difficulties had upon
local residents.  When the trader was required to finish an hour earlier than
previously, the number of complaints reduced and no incidents were reported which
could be directly attributable to the customers of the trader.  When the consent was
considered by Members for renewal in March of each year, the trader continued to
seek an extension until midnight, which was not granted in view of the improvement
in public order resulting from the 11 p.m. finish.  There were no problems reported
resulting from a 5.30 p.m. rather than a 6 p.m. start.

2.3 At its meeting on 7 June 2007, the former Economic Development Committee
considered an application for a new street trading consent from another trader who
wished to trade in fast food (i.e. burgers, kebabs) at The Broadway, New Haw.  The
Committee decided to refuse this application on the grounds of the noise and
nuisance which it was anticipated would result from hot food trading at this particular
location, which would be detrimental to the peace and quiet enjoyment of residents
in the vicinity.

2.4 Further applications to trade at The Broadway, New Haw were considered by the
the former Economic Development Committee on 21 January 2010 (for hot and cold
food) and by this Committee on 17 September 2015 (for takeaway Thai food and
soft non-alcoholic drinks). These applications were refused in each case for the
following reasons:-

i) no suitable location could be found for the placement of the trading unit
which did not give rise to highways difficulties; and

ii) the noise and nuisance which it was anticipated would result from hot food
trading at this particular location would be detrimental to the peace and quiet
enjoyment of residents in the vicinity.

Comments from Surrey Police

Runnymede Neighbourhood Inspector
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2.5 The Surrey Police Runnymede Neighbourhood Inspector has concerns for public
safety and the possibility of increased anti-social behaviour if this application were to
be granted.

2.6 He considers that, apart from the congestion on the footway, trading in this location
would generate complaints from local residents on the grounds of increased anti-
social behaviour and littering. It would be located close to dwellings and could be
detrimental to residents of the area in terms of litter and noise especially in the
evening.

2.7 He states that due to the location, the congestion in the footway could easily spill
into the road presenting a danger to road users and those in the queues. At
6.00.p.m this would be in peak time traffic.

2.8 He believes that trading in this location would most probably cause congestion along
the access road which could also affect the flow of The Broadway at peak times.
This would also interfere with access to the disabled bay outside the Coop on The
Broadway.

2.9 Consequently, he cannot support the proposal.

2.10 He also states that there is no apparent lack of current amenities for take-away food
for the local population in this area as there are cafes, fast food outlets, two
convenience stores and a restaurant in the vicinity of the trading location. However,
the Committee is advised that it can only consider the suitability of trading
specifically at this location in The Broadway.  Commercial considerations are for the
trader to assess.

2.11 The Committee is advised that regarding the comments at paragraph 2.6 above on
littering, standard conditions of previous trading consents have been to require the
trader to clean the site, clear up litter and place refuse from trading in suitably
covered containers (which were also to be removed from the site when trading
ceased), after every trading session.

Surrey Police Road Safety and Traffic Management

2.12 Surrey Police Road Safety and Traffic Management do not support the application
on general road safety grounds.

2.13 They state that there may be problems with the size of the trading vehicle and the
narrow width of the service road. Trading in this location would remove a
substantial area for others to park, when parking for everyone in this area is at a
premium. If the trading vehicle were removed every day there is no guarantee that
space would be available when the trader returned. This may result in the vehicle
being parked elsewhere. The size of the trading unit is not yet known or whether it is
proposed to locate the serving hatch on the side of the footway. The footway may
also be blocked with customers as the footway is narrow in the trading location, due
to the large deposit bins that are located at the back of the footway.  (Concerning the
comment on the deposit bins, the Committee’s attention is drawn to paragraph 2.19
below).

Comments from Surrey County Council Area Team 1 North West Local Highway
Services (Surrey Highways)

2.14 The comments of the Surrey County Council Area Team 1 North West Local
Highway Services  (Surrey Highways) relating to highways issues on this application
are set out in paragraphs 2.15 to 2.20 below.
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2.15 As highlighted by Surrey Police, this trading location is currently well used as a
parking area. Parking is at a premium in the Broadway and demand often exceeds
availability which can result in illegal parking taking place. Removing any of the
existing available parking is only likely to increase occurrences of illegal/dangerous
parking.

2.16 Due to the high level of demand for parking, there are likely to be occasions where
other vehicles are parked in the proposed site preventing access for the
trader. There is no mechanism for reserving the site specifically for the use of the
trader.  It would not be acceptable for any trading unit, vehicle or other item to be left
at the site permanently.

2.17 In the absence of any parking restrictions on the eastern side of the service road,
the existing informal parking often extends right up to the access to the pub car
park. However, Surrey County Council could not condone such parking which
already causes partial obstruction of visibility for vehicles exiting the car park and
contravenes advice in the Highway Code.  Allowing a trading unit to be parked at the
proposed location would further restrict visibility for vehicles exiting the pub car
park.

2.18 It would not be acceptable on highway safety grounds for the unit to face the road
since this would create potential conflict between vehicles and queueing
customers.

2.19 Due to the presence of the recycling bins, the available footway width adjacent to
the proposed trading site is reduced to approximately 1.7m. As such, there would
inevitably be occasions where customers of the trader would obstruct the
footway. In order to minimise any obstruction it would be necessary to relocate the
recycling bins.  (The Committee is advised that, regarding this comment, the
recycling bins have recently been removed).

2.20 In the light of the above highway concerns, Surrey County Council Highways also
object to this latest application and ask the Council to refuse the application.

2.21 With regard to the comment made at paragraph 2.16, the Committee is advised that
if it were minded to grant a consent to trade in this location, the trader would be
issued with a street trading consent.  This would allow the trader to trade at the
specific location but the trader would not be able to leave any trading unit, vehicle or
other item at the location permanently and the consent would not guarantee that the
trader could trade there if, for example, a parked vehicle was preventing him from
doing so.  The trader would have to be in the location before other vehicles, to
establish his trading position.  The Council would be under no obligation to enforce
against other vehicles in the area, in order to allow the trader to trade.

2.22 Equally, if drivers of vehicles in the area were to complain to the Council that they
were unable to park in the location because of the presence of the trader, if the
trader had a consent to trade in a particular location, then the Council would not be
empowered to remove the trader.

Comments From Runnymede Parking Services

2.23 Runnymede Parking Services comment that, having visited the site,
there are no waiting restrictions and the area is full of parked vehicles and there
would be a problem with space being available for the trading to take place. The site
is close to a junction with the main road and the pub forecourt. This may
encourage pedestrian traffic to cross in areas where they may be at additional risk
from moving traffic. If the trader traded on the pavement this could significantly
reduce the available pavement area which already has a litter bin on it.
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2.24 From a parking point of view they consider that the location does not therefore seem
appropriate for the proposed activity.

Comments From Runnymede Environmental Health

2.25 Runnymede Environmental Health consider that granting the application may give
rise to odour nuisance and complaints from the considerable numbers of residents in
close proximity to the trading location, as there are flats above the shops.

Comments from Woodham Ward Members

2.26 Two of the three Ward Members have commented on the application as follows:-

Ward Member 1

2.27 The first Ward Member has commented that they do not consider that local
residents would support a fast food unit in this location. This Ward Member is of the
view that it would be totally out of keeping with the current street scene along The
Broadway especially being at the main end and just off the roundabout into the
parade. They question whether this type of trading will develop and invigorate the
towns and villages in the Borough.

2.28 They have concerns about the clientele the trading might attract and the potential
for litter. They state that the site location, from their past experience, is prone to
flooding / large puddle formation in times of significant rain due to the road condition
and camber at that point and consider that this may cause access issues to the van /
trailer and potentially environmental health issues. They assume that the trading unit
would be situated in the lay bay and not on the pavement. If so, they consider that
this would remove at least two parking spaces from The Broadway which, in their
view, at significant peaks, does not have sufficient parking. If the unit were situated
on the pavement area, in view of the limited space available, they consider that
pedestrian access would be obstructed.

2.29 They consider that trading in this area would an unnecessary inclusion into the area
especially as there is already an established kebab house in a retail property on
Woodham Lane parade. (Regarding this comment, the Committee’s attention is
drawn to paragraph 2.10 of this report above).

Ward Member 2

2.30 The second Ward Member that has commented that they are totally against the
granting of any consent. They sincerely hope that this consent will not be
granted, for the reasons set out in paragraph 2.31 below.

2.31 They comment that the trading area proposed is in constant use for parking which is
always an issue on The Broadway and is directly outside a residential unit for older
people.  They state that previous experience has shown that trading in this location
has resulted in large amounts of disturbance and rubbish. They report that the
particular slipway on which the trading area is located floods on a regular basis. The
location is, in their view, therefore wholly unsuitable for the preparation and sale of
food.

2.32 Regarding the comments made by the Ward Members on littering, the Committee’s
attention is drawn to paragraph 2.11 of this report above.

Comments from the Trader

2.33 A copy of this report has been sent to the trader who has been invited to comment if
he so wishes.  Any comments received will be reported to the meeting.
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3. Resource Implications

3.1 Street Trading consents run from 1 April to 31 March.  The basic annual fee is £837
per year plus an additional annual charge of £194 for each day of the week the
trader is licensed to operate.  The maximum fee for a trader operating seven days a
week for a year is therefore £2,195.

4. Policy framework implications

4.1 Council Policy is to give due consideration to the suitability of all applications to
trade in its consent street and to prohibit trading in all streets where it will be
detrimental to road safety and where evidence of detriment to public amenity exists.

5. Legal Implications

5.1 Schedule 4 of the Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1982 gives
Local Authorities discretion when issuing consents.  Schedule 4 does not specify
any particular grounds on which such decisions may, or may not, be made but while
the Committee is able to refuse a consent it must do so for sound and valid reasons
and has a duty to act reasonably at all times bearing in mind the consequences to
the trader.  While a trader has no right of appeal under Schedule 4 he is at liberty to
take other legal action if the Council is seen to act unfairly or unreasonably or has
reached its decision without due consideration of all material facts.

5.2 Under Section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998, the Council has a duty to do
all that it reasonably can to prevent crime and disorder in its area.  Street trading in
certain areas, particularly after dark, can lead to problems of disturbance and
disorder.

5.3 The European Convention on Human Rights secures certain fundamental human
rights.  The Human Rights Act 1998, which came into force on 2 October 2000,
makes it unlawful for a local authority to act in a way which is incompatible with a
convention right.

5.4 A refusal of consent to street trading at this location may constitute an interference
with the right under Article 1 of the First Protocol to the peaceful enjoyment of
possessions.  Such interference is permissible if it is in accordance with the law and
in the public interest.  Such action could also interfere with the right under Article 8
of the Convention, to respect for private and family life and the home.  Unjustified
failure to take action could also interfere with this right.  Interference is permissible
provided that it is in accordance with the law and is necessary in the interests of
protecting the rights and freedoms of others in the Community.  The Council's
response to the application and any perceived problems must be proportionate.

5.5 It must be remembered that local residents as well as prospective traders enjoy
Convention Rights.  Clearly, when considering whether or not a consent should be
granted the Council should seek to balance the interests of the person seeking to
trade against those of any objectors.  The power to attach conditions to any consent,
and to restrict hours of trading to levels which are considered to be appropriate, may
enable the Council to achieve a balance between the opposing interests.

6. Conclusion

6.1 Surrey Police, Surrey Highways, Runnymede Parking Services and both of the Ward
Members that have responded have referred to a loss of parking which would result
from trading in this location in an area in which parking is at a premium.
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6.2 The limited width of the footway and the potential for congestion on the footway
have been raised as issues by Surrey Police, Surrey Highways, Runnymede Parking
Services and one of the Ward Members.

6.3 Surrey Police consider that trading might result in congestion on the access road
and have referred to the narrow width of the service road.  Surrey Highways have
stated that trading would further restrict visibility for vehicles exiting the pub car park.
Runnymede Parking Services consider that trading might be hazardous to
pedestrian traffic.

6.4 Both of the Ward Members have stated that, from their experience, the trading area
is prone to flooding on a regular basis.

6.5 Before any street trading consent could be granted, there would need to be a
satisfactory resolution of the issues set out in paragraphs 6.1 to 6.4 above and the
dimensions of the stall/vehicle/food trailer which would be used by any trader would
need to be known.

6.6 Surrey Police and both of the Ward Members have referred to the potential for
littering and anti-social behaviour arising from trading at this location.  The close
proximity of dwellings to the trading site has been referred to by Surrey Police,
Runnymede Environmental Health and one of the Ward Members and the likelihood
of complaints by residents and anticipated lack of resident support for trading has
been mentioned by Surrey Police, Environmental Health and another Ward Member.
The potential for noise nuisance has been mentioned by Surrey Police and the
potential for odour nuisance has been referred to by Runnymede Environmental
Health.

6.7 The trading history of this site shows previous public order difficulties which were
understood to be attributable to customers of previous hot food traders.

6.8 Accordingly, Officers consider that the application should be refused for the reason
set out in the recommendation above.

(To resolve)

Background papers

Relevant papers on CHLG file 64.26

7. ANNUAL REVIEW OF CAR PARKING CHARGES IN OFF-STREET CAR PARKS
(ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES)

Synopsis of report:

This report reviews the current charges in the Council’s car parks, including the
charges for season tickets, permit and contract parking.

This report was deferred at the previous meeting of the Committee (17 November
2016) to allow for additional consultation on proposed changes.  The outputs
from that consultation and other updates have been included in Appendix B.

Recommendation(s) that:

i) Town Centre car parking charges be increased as set out below:
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1. Context of report

1.1 At its meeting in September 2005, the former Economic Development Committee
resolved that there should be an annual review of car parking charges.  Charges are
reviewed each November with any changes usually implemented in the following
January. Due to the desire to undertake further consultation this report was
originally deferred from the November meeting to undertake public consultation for
consideration in January, meaning any changes agreed will be introduced most

Time Period Current
Tariff

Proposed
Tariff

Proposed
Increase

Up to 1 hour £0.80 £1.00 £0.20

1 – 2 hours £1.60 £2.00 £0.40

2 – 3 hours £2.50 £3.00 £0.50

3 – 4 hours £3.00 £3.50 £0.50

4 – 5 hours £3.50 £4.00 £0.50

5 – 6 hours £4.50 £5.00 £0.50

All day £6.00 £6.50 £0.50

ii) Out of Town car parking charges be increased as set out below:

Time Period Current
Tariff

Proposed
Tariff

Proposed
Increase

Up to 1 hour £0.30 £0.40 £0.10

1 – 2 hours £0.60 £0.80 £0.20

2 – 3 hours £1.20 £1.50 £0.30

3 – 4 hours £2.00 £2.50 £0.50

4 – 5 hours £2.50 £3.00 £0.50

All day £4.50 £5.00 £0.50

The proposed parking charges are estimated to increase income for
Parking Services by £83,000 per annum

iii) Car park permits, season tickets and contract parking charges otherwise
remain unchanged.

iv) A free parking period of one hour in Pooley Green car park be introduced
but the current annual cost of permits of £100 in this car park remains
unchanged.
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likely in April.  The nature and outcome of the consultation is discussed in paragraph
2.13 below.

1.2 Public car parks are an amenity provided by the Council for the convenience of the
public.  In shopping areas they also encourage and maintain the viability of
businesses but the income from the car parking charges is expected to, at least,
cover the cost of providing and maintaining the car parks.

1.3 The ‘pay and display’ car parks are managed by the Parking Services team, which is
part of the Environmental Services Business Centre.  This team also carries out on-
street parking enforcement, under an agency agreement, on behalf of Surrey County
Council.  Borough car parks where pay and display charges are imposed are listed
in Table 1.  The current charges are shown in Table 2, paragraph 1.8 together with a
comparison of other Boroughs’ charges.

Table 1 – Borough Pay and Display Car Parks

Car Park No  of Spaces

Precinct Extension, Church Road, Egham 43
Waspe Farm, Station Road, Egham 119
Hummer Road, Egham 125
Victoria Street, Englefield Green 34
St. Jude’s Road (Cemetery), Englefield
Green

39

Memorial Gardens, Virginia Water 50
Beomonds, Heriot Road, Chertsey 55
Chertsey Library, Heriot Road, Chertsey 168
Gogmore Farm Park, Chertsey 53
Pooley Green 35
Woodlands 102
Homewood (Leisure) 70
Runnymede Pleasure Grounds, Windsor
Road, Egham (Leisure)

352

Notes

i) Figures in the above table include disabled bays and motorcycle bays.

ii) The Runnymede Pleasure Grounds Car Park has higher charges due to its
popularity as a leisure destination.  All the income has to be used for the
improvement and maintenance of the site due to the terms of the
Runnymede Pleasure Grounds Trust.  The charges here are reviewed
annually by the Council’s Community Development business centre, which
manages parks and open spaces.

iii) Homewood car park is a Leisure car park with pay and display income going
to Community Development business centre which also sets the charges.

iv) The car park at the Sainsbury Centre in Heriot Road, Chertsey, (170 spaces)
is managed by Sainsbury’s, which has full discretion to set the charges in
that car park.  Sainsbury's operates the car park under a Management
Agreement.

v) A new car park, provided under licence on land outside the ownership of
RBC, at the British Legion site Virginia Water, is currently under construction.
This car park, when complete will have 21 publically available spaces.  It is
due to be open before the end of the calendar year and will be charged at

12



the ‘Town Centre’ rate as is the other car park in Virginia Water (Memorial
Gardens).

1.4 There are two scales of car park charges.  A lower scale of charges operates in the
smaller ‘Out of Town Centre’ car parks.  These are Victoria Street and St Jude’s
Road car parks in Englefield Green, Pooley Green Car Park and Gogmore Farm Car
Park in Chertsey.  The other car parks are subject to the higher ‘Town Centre’ scale
of charges but some only offer short term parking within the scale of charges.

1.5 As well as the scale of parking charges car parking income also comes from season
tickets, contract parking permits and penalty charge notices.

Season tickets

Season tickets in most car parks are currently £650 per annum or £200 per quarter.
Residents living in close proximity to the car parks can purchase these at £250 per
annum or £75 per quarter. In Englefield Green and Pooley Green the permits are
£100 per annum or £30 per quarter.

The season ticket charges for non-residents were last increased in January 2016.
Permits for residents were last increased in 2011.

Contract parking permits

Contract parking bays are reserved bays in Beomonds Row and White Hart Row,
Chertsey and are currently £700 per year and were last increased in January 2016.

Penalty Charge Notices (PCNs)

Penalty charges issued for contraventions in the car parks are set at two levels
depending on the contravention.  The charges are designed to reflect the severity of
the contravention where, for example, someone parking in a disabled person’s bay
when not entitled would be subject to a higher level penalty.  Someone whose ticket
has expired would receive a lower level.  Higher level penalties are £70 (reduced to
£35 if paid within 14 days).  Lower level penalties are set at £50 (reduced to £25 if
paid within 14 days).  The scale of penalty charges is set nationally by the
Department for Transport.

Recent History of Parking Charges

1.6 The most recent changes were:-

January 2016- Car park permits in Town Centres increased to £650 from £600,
contract parking increased to £700 from £650

January 2015 – Increased one hour charge in Hummer Road and Precinct
Extension car parks, back to 80p in line with the other Town Centre car parks.
Charges in Town Centre car parks increased as follow: 2-3 hours from £2.20 to
£2.50, 3-4 hours £2.80 to £3.00, 4-5 hours £3.20 to £3.50, 5-6 hours £4.20 to £4.50.

January 2014 – All day parking charges in the Town Centre car parks were
increased to £6 from £5.50. The one hour charge in Hummer Road and Precinct
Extension car parks were reduced to 50p from 80p.

September 2013 - £100 annual permits (limited to ten in number) introduced in St
Jude’s Road car park Englefield Green for local residents and businesses.

January 2013 – Parking charges were increased in all car parks.  Permit and
contract parking charges were also increased
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January 2012 – Parking charges, with the exception of the one hour charge, were
increased across the board for the town centre car parks.  ‘Out of Town’ charges
and season ticket and contract parking charges were unchanged.

1.7 All of the Council’s chargeable car parks have in the past achieved the ‘Park Mark’
award for safer parking but it was decided to withdraw from the scheme in August
2011, due to the on-going cost of membership.  The Borough Parking Services team
continues to ensure that the car parks are maintained and operated to the scheme
standards.

1.8 The following table shows a comparison of Runnymede parking charges with other
Surrey and Neighbouring Councils.

Table 2 – Comparison of Runnymede Parking charges with other Surrey and
Neighbouring Councils

Borough/District 1
hour 1 to 2 2 to 3 3 to 4 4 to 5 5 to 6 6 to 7 All

day

Runnymede
(Town Centre) 0.80 1.60 2.50 3.00 3.50 4.50 4.50 6.00
Runnymede
(Out of Town) 0.30 0.60 1.20 2.00 2.50 4.50 4.50 4.50
Guildford
(Town Centre) 1.20 2.40 3.60 4.80 6.00 7.20 8.40 9.60

Elmbridge
(Church Field
Road) *

0.90 1.80 2.80 3.80 9.00 9.50 9.50 9.50

Epsom & Ewell
(Ashley Centre)* 1.80 2.50 3.00 5.50 5.50 12.00 20.00 20.00

Spelthorne
(Staines Town)* 1.20 2.20 2.70 2.70 3.50 7.20 7.20 7.20

Surrey Heath
(Knoll Road) 1.00 1.50 2.00 3.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00

Waverley
(Farnham Town)* 0.90 1.00 3.10 4.20 5.30 6.40 7.50 10.80

Windsor
(Victoria Street) 1.50 2.50 4.00 7.00 10.00 11.00 11.00 11.00

Woking
(Town Centre) 1.30 2.60 3.90 5.30 6.00 6.00 9.00 10.00

*  Shows where charges have increased since the last report.

The main Network Rail station car parks in the Borough have a peak charge of
£6.50 per day and are normally full to capacity on weekdays.

1.9 Since the last review, there have been increases in charges in Spelthorne,
Elmbridge, Epsom and Ewell and Waverley. It can also be noted that since this
matter was previously considered by the Committee, Woking Borough Council, on
8th December 2016 have determined to increases their parking charges by
approximately 10p per hour, commencing in October 2017.  This increase is
expected to increase revenue for Woking by over £500,000.

1.10 The following table shows a comparison of Runnymede parking charges with other
car parks operated within the Borough.
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Table 2a – Comparison of Runnymede Parking charges with other car parks
operated within the Borough

Borough/District 1
hour 1 to 2 2 to 3 3 to 4 4 to 5 5 to 6 6 to 7 All

day
Runnymede
(Town Centre) 0.80 1.60 2.50 3.00 3.50 4.50 4.50 6.00
Runnymede
(Out of Town) 0.30 0.60 1.20 2.00 2.50 4.50 4.50 4.50

Addlestone ONE*
Multi-storey 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 6.00 7.00 15.00

Waitrose Egham * 0.80 1.60 2.20 2.80 3.20 7.50

*Notes that some free parking is available - 30 minutes at Addlestone ONE, and up
to 2 hours for Waitrose customers at Egham.

Free Car Parks

1.11 There are also a number of free Borough Council car parks in parks, cemeteries,
recreation grounds and corporate buildings.  These are managed by Community
Development and reported to the Community Services Committee.

1.12 Every three to four years, the Parking Services team carries out a review of the
Council’s free car parks alongside the annual Off-Street-Car Parking Charge
Review.  Members will recall that the latest review took place in autumn 2016 and
the resulting comprehensive report was then fully discussed at the last meeting of
the Committee.  Once again, the Committee resolved that there was no case for
introducing charges in these car parks.

2. Report

2.1 The report this year is intended to present proposals for the Council’s car parking
charges.

Car Park Usage

2.2 Table 3 below shows a comparison of the ticket sales in all of the Council’s car
parks for the periods 1 October 2014 to 30 September 2015 inclusive  and for the
same period terminating at the end of September last year.

Table 3 – Comparison of Ticket Sales year of 1 October 2014 to 30 September 2015
the same period 2015 to 2016 (Figures include payment at machines and by phone.)

14/15 15/16 %
comparison

Beomonds 7593 7920 104
Chertsey Library 32798 34185 104
Hummer Road 181469 165373 91
Memorial 9953 10665 107
Precinct Ext 23773 27513 116
Waspe Farm 25925 28258 109
Woodlands 1286 34020 2645
St Judes 7292 11272 155
Victoria St 7554 6047 80
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Pooley Green 4774 4610 97
Gogmore Farm 4442 4206 95
Total 306,859 334069 109

Town Centre Car Parks

2.3 The main car parks have all shown some increase in usage with the exception of
Hummer Road car park in Egham. The new Woodland car park in the grounds of St.
Peters Hospital has proved to be very popular. The car park did not open until
August last year. The above figures therefore should be considered with that in
mind.

Out of Town Car Parks

2.4 Reversing the trend from the last report the use of St Judes Road has increased,
however, the other car parks have shown a reduction in use.

Penalty Charge Notices (PCNs)

2.5 Penalty Charge Notices issued for contraventions in car parks for the last financial
year (2015/16) resulted in an income of £75,942, compared to £82,570 in the
previous year (2014/15).  The number of fully paid tickets was 2,228 in the last year
and 2,743 in the previous year. These figures are from the Debt Management
system.

Recent and Forthcoming Changes affecting Car park Income

2.6 Phone and Pay to park was introduced, as an alternative to pay and display, into all
of the Borough car parks in October 2013. As that contract ended in January a new
contractor, RingGo, was appointed.  Mobile payments now account for 7% of all
parking transactions and 37% of ‘All day’ parking payments.

2.7 The Bourne car park in Virginia Water closed in June for development. Garfield
Road car park in Addlestone closed in April as part of the Addlestone development.
This was replaced by a multi-storey car park which is not operated by the Borough
Parking Services department.

Car Park Season Tickets and Contract Parking

2.8 Car park season tickets and permits are available in most of the Council’s car parks.
Income from the sale of these permits was £120,974 in 2015/16, compared to
£124,236 in the previous year.  Contract parking in Beomonds Row and White Hart
Row, Chertsey, is also available at £700 per year which is £50 more than the cost of
an annual permit in other car parks.  Income from those bays in 2015/16 was
£12,533 as compared to £12,110 in the previous year. Permits for the town centre
car parks and the contract charges were raised at the last review.

2.9 A few car parks offer discounted permits to residents whose properties are accessed
through the car parks or who live immediately adjacent to them. These are currently
£250 per annum or £75 quarterly. There are currently ten holders of these permits.

Customer Survey and Consultation

2.10 A customer survey was carried out in August/September 2016. In relation to
Parking Charges 56% found them very reasonable or acceptable and 44% found
them too expensive. (Return of 18 responses, 7% of the survey forms distributed).
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2.11 Apart from the questions relating to cost, the survey also contained questions about
the cleanliness, lighting and other factors relating to the facilities. 39% of
respondents were content or very content with the facilities provided.

2.12 Permit costs were thought to be too high by 44% of respondents.

2.13 Following the deferral of this item in November a public consultation was
undertaken.  Consultation took place between 23 November and 14 December
2016 – a period of 21 days.  46 Letters/emails were issued to groups, such as
Residents’ Associations and Chambers of Commerce, taken from a database held
by the Council.  An email was also sent to all Members of the Runnymede Citizen’s
Panel (66 individuals). The consultation was also publicised on the Runnymede BC
website and Twitter account and referenced in the local newspaper through
information provided by the Runnymede Communications team.

2.14 The November/December public consultation resulted in 18 responses from local
individuals and groups. These comments of course have to be considered in
conjunction with the 18 responses received in the August/September customer
survey (paragraph 2.10 above), and the five letters submitted in response to the
previous Committee report in November.

2.15 All consultation responses are provided in Appendix B to this report but the main
issues are summarised below:

 Generally, the December consultation responses objected to the increase in
parking charges. One letter made no objection to increasing charging but
raised a concern if increases were applied to the Runnymede Pleasure
Ground (Officer Note: Runnymede Pleasure Ground charges are reviewed
annually by the Community Services Committee and not covered by this
report)

 Responses encouraged the Council to balance covering the costs of parking
with potentially deterring visitors to the Borough and its towns and villages.
Responses also suggested that increasing charges will discourage use of car
parks

 Some responses suggested that parking services should be altered (e.g. use
of ANPR)

 Comments have been made that parking income should not exceed the
operational costs of Parking Services.

 Several responses requested or encouraged cheaper or free short stay
parking in car parks, including requests for 30 minutes free parking in all
town centres.

 Some responses raised concerns regarding parking charges in the
Addlestone multi-storey car park. (Officer Note: This car park is not managed
by Runnymede Parking Services, and therefore not subject to charges set by
the Council through this Committee)

 A letter from Pooley Green Shopping Parade Traders Association was again
received (as was the case for the previous report) requesting one hour free
parking in the adjacent car park and a reduction in the cost of permits.

Consultation with SCC

2.16 As a Statutory consultee, Surrey County Council have confirmed that they do not
have any objections to the proposals.

Parking Charge Review

2.17 The all-day parking charge for the Town Centre car parks was increased in January
2014 to its current level of £6. No other pay and display charges were increased
last year. Charges in the Out of Town car parks have not been raised since 2013.
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2.18 When considering the level of car parking charges Members normally balance the
costs of operating car parks and the income for the Council with the impact on the
viability and vitality of the town and neighbourhood centres in the Borough.  This is
particularly relevant in this review due to the Council’s financial position and the
current financial climate for local businesses.

2.19 The former Economic Development Committee decided to have a single Borough-
wide scale of charges in its Town Centre car parks, as this avoids confusion for
drivers using different car parks.  Also, if there were different scales of charges in
the car parks the cost of re-programming when the charges are changed would be
higher.

2.20 Several of the consultation responses requested reducing or removing all together
parking charges, especially for shorter stay parking.  As the majority of car park
users park for short periods such an approach would have a significant adverse
impact on parking income and the Council’s financial position.

2.21 Pooley Green Car Park. Surrey County Council (SCC) are funding improvements to
the Pooley Green area to reinvigorate the area. Part of this work will involve
opening up another entrance to the car park to encourage use of the facility by
visitors to the parade. As part of that process, SCC have asked Runnymede
Borough Council to consider the issue of permits at £50 per year. The Committee,
however, may feel that the current rate of £100 per year may be considered as
already being quite generous. SCC have also asked this Council to consider
providing a free period of parking in the car park of one hour to encourage visitors to
the facilities there.

2.22 In this respect, when preparing this report, it was established that some 2324 one
hour parking sessions were purchased for the car park in the last year. The hourly
charge is currently 30p and if Members were minded to support SCC’s request the
loss of income would amount to just under £700 for the year. Surrey County Council,
however, has agreed to fund the cost of the required program changes for the
payment machine and the cost of changes to the car park tariff board as part of the
work.

2.23 The delivery of the new British Legion Car Park in Virginia Water, with 21 publically
available spaces, will occur after the agreement of this review.  It is proposed that
the charging regime reflects that operated at Memorial Gardens, the other public car
park in Virginia Water.

2.24 Comments have been made in the November/December consultation and in the
letters submitted to the November Committee suggesting that parking income
should be spent only on parking or transportation services.  Members should be
advised that income from on-street parking is restricted to being used for parking,
transport or environmental improvements (as defined by the Road Traffic
Regulations), however income from off-street parking, which this report is concerned
with is not so restricted.  However, Runnymede has nevertheless made it an
objective of our off-street parking income, as detailed in the annual off-street parking
report, to primarily cover the costs of providing parking and parking management
with surpluses applied to other council services that contribute to the environment
including recycling and environmental initiatives, refuse collection, street cleansing
and public conveniences.

3. Resource Implications

3.1 The cost of implementing changes to charges in all of the car parks is around
£4,800.  This includes the reprogramming of car park machines and amendments to
signs.

18



3.2 Table 4 shows, with tickets sales at the 2015/16 level, the estimated annual income
if all of the car park charges remained the same or are increased.

3.3 Members may wish to take in to account that small increases in charges, which use
small denomination coins, can result in additional wear on the car park machines
and increase the number of collections required.

Table 4 – Estimated Income at the Town Centre Car Parks with charges unchanged
or increased

Town Centre Tariffs

Time Period Current
tariff

Projected
Income

Proposed
Tariff

Projected
Income

Up to 1 hour £0.80 £143,345 £1.00 £179,181
1-2 hours £1.60 £119,930 £2.00 £149,912
2-3 hours £2.50 £46,030 £3.00 £55,236
3-4 hours £3.00 £28,329 £3.50 £33,051
4-5 hours £3.50 £23,968 £4.00 £27,392
5-6 hours £4.50 £17,843 £5.00 £19,825

All day £6.00 £90,786 £6.50 £98,352
Estimated

income £470,230 £562,948

Ex Vat £391,858 £469,123

Out of Towns Tariffs
Time Period Current

tariff
Projected
Income

Proposed
Tariff

Projected
Income

Up to 1 hour £0.30 £2,594 £0.40 £3,458
1-2 hours £0.60 £3,625 £0.80 £4,834
2-3 hours £1.20 £3,484 £1.50 £4,355
3-4 hours £2.00 £1,918 £2.50 £2,398
4-5 hours £2.50 £2,593 £3.00 £3,111

All day £4.50 £29,466 £5.00 £32,740
Estimated

income £43,679 £50,895

Ex Vat £36,399 £42,413

*All figures assume current trends for usage of the car parks will continue.

3.4 Members should also be aware that there is a possibility that the Egham Precinct
Extension car park may be unavailable for part of the financial year 2016/17 and
onwards, dependent on the progress of the Runnymede Regeneration Programme
which includes this land within one of the promoted development sites.  If it were to
close from October 2017 onwards, by way of illustration, this would result in the
estimated income at current tariff levels reducing by £26.400 per annum, or £32,700
per annum if the tariffs are increased as proposed. A reduction of permit income in
the region of £14,300 should also be noted.

3.5 An additional income associated with the new British Legion Car Park in Virginia
Water will also need to be recognised.  As a new car park Officers are unable to
estimate the likely income levels, but would hope that the anticipated usage,
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including the provision of a reasonable number of parking permits would be £12,500
per annum, or £13,800 per annum if the proposed increased Town Centre Tariffs
were introduced.

3.6 It should be noted that the Council's Medium Term Financial Strategy includes a 2%
increase for all discretionary fees and charges.

4. Policy Implications

4.1 The former Sustainable Community Strategy includes in its priorities “helping to
stimulate the creation of sustainable town, that reduce the need for residents to
travel outside of the Borough to access retail, commercial and leisure facilities.”

5. Legal Implications

5.1 Section 35 of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 allows Local Authorities to
impose charges for parking, with Penalty Charge Notices to enforce, by designating
car parks under the Act.  This was undertaken for the car parks in this report by the
Borough of Runnymede (Off Street Parking Places) Order 2008.

5.2 Increases or variations in charges introduced by Order can be made by issuing a
Notice.  The notice of any new charges must be given in a local newspaper and in
the affected car parks, at least 21 days before they are implemented.

6. Equality Impact Assessment

6.1 Parking Services has conducted and published an Equality Impact Assessment.
Part of that assessment looked at the provision of parking facilities for disabled
persons.  All Borough pay-and-display car parks contain dedicated and marked
provision for disabled badge holders who are currently also able to use the car parks
without charge or time restriction.

6.2 As part of the customer satisfaction survey, users were asked to comment on the
facilities for the disabled users of the car parks.  In August/September 2016, 61%
described them as good, 33% as acceptable and 1% as poor

7. Environmental Implications

7.1 Increased car parking charges could encourage walking, cycling or the use of public
transport by discouraging the use of private cars.

8. Conclusions

8.1 Any reduction in the Town Centre charges across the Borough would result in a
significant reduction in income, which would have an adverse financial effect on the
Council at a time when the Council is looking for additional funding.

8.2 The Council’s financial position both now and going forward means that not only
must savings be achieved, but income maximised to produce a balanced budget.
The medium term financial strategy assumes that income from car parking will
continue to rise. Given that the Council levies the lowest Council Tax in the County,
it is not unreasonable to adopt a ‘user pays’ policy in relation to discretionary
services such as car parking charges.

8.3 Parking Charges in both Town Centre and Out of Town car parks were last generally
increased in January 2013.  Permits and Contract parking in Town Centres were last
increased in January 2016.
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8.4 Members will wish to balance covering the costs of operating car parks with
concerns about the impact on the viability and vitality of the towns and
neighbourhood centres in the Borough a key matter mentioned in consultation
responses received.  Within that balance, the Council’s overall financial position is a
significant consideration.  As noted in Table 4 above an increase in parking charges,
if usage is maintained, could bring in an additional £83,000 per annum. While
several consultation responses also asked for a reduction in parking charges,
especially for shorter stays Officers would advise that this would have a significant
adverse impact on parking income, as the majority of income is derived from shorter
stay users, and the proposed increases, as outlined in the recommendation above,
are recommended to Members for adoption.

(To resolve)

Background papers

Economic Development Committee, September 2005
Economic Development Committee, September 2006
Economic Development Committee, September 2007
Economic Development Committee, January 2008
Economic Development Committee, June 2008
Economic Development Committee, September 2008
Economic Development Committee, September 2009
Economic Development Committee, January 2010
Economic Development Committee, October 2010
Environment and Sustainability Committee, January 2012
Environment and Sustainability Committee, November 2012
Environment and Sustainability Committee November 2013
Environment and Sustainability Committee November 2014
Environment and Sustainability Committee November 2015
Environment and Sustainability Committee November 2016

8. TRIAL ENFORCEMENT OF LITTER AND DOG CONTROL LEGISLATION
(ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES)

Synopsis of report:

The Committee is (i) asked to approve a policy of active enforcement of the litter
and dog control legislation, within the Borough of Runnymede, by means of
Fixed Penalty Notices for a 12 month trial period; and (ii) to approve the waiver
of relevant Standing Orders for Contracts for the purposes of engaging Kingdom
Environmental Protection Services as Authorised Officers of the Council for that
12 month trial period.

Recommendation(s):

(i) The active enforcement of the litter and dog control legislation,
within the Borough of Runnymede, by means of Fixed Penalty
Notices for a 12 month trial period be approved;

(ii) That Contracts Standing Order 2.5 be waived for the reasons as set
out in the report, and, the Corporate Head of Planning and
Environmental Services be authorised to agree terms for a contract
for a 12 month trial period with Kingdom Environmental Protection
Services in order to enable a wider review and assessment of litter
and dog control issues to be undertaken to inform a full tendering
process and specification;
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(iii) Members note the potential additional costs and/or income resulting
from the various scenarios as set out in in paragraph 4.5

1. Context of report

1.1 At its meeting in March 2016, the Committee endorsed the extended use of Fixed
Penalty Notices (FPN’s) for tackling environmental crime including littering and dog
fouling. Members were made aware at that time that the Council had not actively
enforced littering and dog fouling provisions and, therefore, any proposed changes
in these areas would be subject to a further report.

1.2 Local Authorities are empowered under the Environmental Protection Act 1990 to
issue FPN’s for littering and under the Anti-Social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act
2014 to issue FPN’s where an appropriate public space protection order is in place
for dog control issues. The Runnymede Dog Control Public Spaces Protection
Order has been the subject of formal consultation and will be executed and brought
into effect before the end of March 2017.

1.3 Littering and dog fouling continue to be a problem in Runnymede and remain an
area of concern for both local communities and residents. The Council does not
have any dedicated resource or capacity available to tackle these problems and the
utilisation of an external enforcement partner to trial a 12 month enforcement
initiative will provide the most efficient solution to tackling these problems in a robust
manner

2. Report

2.1 Local Authorities are empowered under the Environmental Protection Act 1990 to
issue FPN’s for littering and under the Anti-Social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act
2014 to issue FPN’s for dog control matters including dog fouling. FPN’s are seen as
a quick and effective way of dealing with low level environmental offences with the
fixed penalty levy (£75 for littering, £100 for dog control issues) going back to the
Local Authority to use to supplement further enforcement services and provide
additional spending to enhance the local environment.

2.2 Both littering (400 reports) and dog fouling (127 reports) between Oct 2015 and Oct
2016 continue to be an area of concern to local communities and residents. Given
that the Council has no dedicated resource or capacity to effectively tackle these
problems (a situation by no means unique to RBC), it is proposed to follow the
example of many other Local Authorities including neighbouring Woking Borough
Council and to enter into an agreement on a trial basis for 12 months with Kingdom
Environmental Enforcement Services, a private partner with a proven track record in
the enforcement of environmental crime. Some information on this company is
attached at Appendix ‘C’.

Alternatives to using a private partner

2.3 Do nothing. As stated previously, the Council has no dedicated resources for
tackling littering or dog fouling issues and there is no capacity in either the Direct
Services Organisation or Environmental Health teams to take a proactive stance
against litter or dog control issues. The initial objective of this proposed trial is to
provide information on the scale of the problem and inform a future tendering
process and specification should the trial justify the need for such enforcement going
forward.

2.4 Recruiting our own staff. This would entail recruitment costs, providing training,
administrative and IT infrastructure which would be more costly and take
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considerably more time than the proposed option of a using a private partner who
will provide all the required resources to enable RBC to make a statement in tackling
this environmental crime and achieving clean and tidy towns centres and open
space areas. The option of utilising ‘loaned Kingdom’ officers from Woking Borough
Council for a trial period has also been considered. However, Woking having gone
through a similar trail period to what is being proposed for RBC with Kingdom now
operate a system by which they pay an agreed hourly rate per officer engaged with
any FPN payments being fully retained by the Council. In this case RBC would be
required to fully reimburse the WBC costs of providing the loaned officers and
administration up-front. Subsequently, should no notices then be served RBC could
not recover any costs for this provision and therefore Officers do not consider this
option as viable at this stage.

2.5 Not agreeing a waiver – other enforcement companies. Whilst it is known there
are a small number of other agencies that may be able to provide a similar provision
to Kingdom in terms of the type of enforcement officers used, it appears that
Kingdom provide a package, providing not only the enforcement officers but a tested
back office system which provides management, administrative support and access
to an area support system for identification checks. Kingdom’s enforcement solution
is adaptable and used widely across other Local Authorities and whilst it may be
possible to approach other companies for a tailor-made solution, this is likely to take
considerably more time than the proposed trial to implement.

2.6 It is the Officers’ opinion that utilising Kingdom’s services based on the neighbouring
Woking experience will provide the required level of expertise to facilitate a thorough
trial of ‘active dog control and litter enforcement’ across this Borough. A full year trial
will provide quantitative and qualitative data to inform any future ‘enforcement
provision’ taking light of seasonal fluctuations and populations in the Town Centres
and also provide applicable data sets for future detailed tendering and specifications
should the Council wish to provide a full time enforcement capability in these areas
after the trial period.

3. Policy framework implications

3.1 Enforcement of littering and dog fouling (or dog control) offences will contribute to
the Council’s corporate theme of improving the quality of local people’s lives and its
key priorities as set out in the RBC Corporate Business Plan 2016 -2020 of
improving and enhancing our environment by dealing with environmental crimes
robustly and proactively.

3.2 FPNs are one of many enforcement mechanisms that are utilised within the RBC,
Environmental Health and Licensing (EH&L) Enforcement Policy, which is designed
to address a range of aspects of environmental crime and to help make RBC a
cleaner, greener and safer environment to live, work and play. The Enforcement
Policy is used to help to ensure that resources are focused on priority areas and
problems and that an appropriate balance is struck between the use of FPNs and
other existing enforcement tools.

4. Resource implications

4.1 The external partner will provide enforcement officers, uniforms, equipment, host the
appeals process, send reminder letter payment letter (up to any court proceedings)
and manage telephone enquires relating to FPN’s issued.  RBC will provide
authorisation to Kingdom officers, identity cards and applicable RBC stationery
which will be met through existing environmental health resources. Additionally,
there may be some residual resource implications to RBC legal services from any
follow-up prosecutions for non-payment of FPN’s. However, the trial period will
enable a view to be taken on whether, once the process has bedded in, it can be
contained within existing resources. The effective, timely recovery of costs will need
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to be monitored as recovery cannot be guaranteed even where costs are ordered by
the court.  Due to the need for ongoing monitoring of this new function and the
established experience of the preferred contractor, as outlined in para 2.5 above, it
is considered appropriate to recommend the waiving Contract Standing Order 2.5 to
allow the direct appointment of Kingdom Environmental Protection Services Limited.

4.2 There will be some costs associated with additional printing in relation to increased
signage and publicity of the trial for the extension of FPNs provisions in relation to
littering and dog control, this is likely to be in the region of £200 -£300 and will be
met from within the existing environmental health budgets.

4.3 There is a risk that the public will perceive a more active approach to enforcement of
littering and dog control offences as an income generation exercise. Members are
made aware that no quotas will be set regarding the numbers of FPNs to be issued
and no notices will be issued to persons under the age of 18 or to those suspected
of suffering mental ill health.  Given the potential for negative press reports in
relation to overzealous private enforcement companies particularly where the more
vulnerable members of the community are concerned, the elderly and young people,
it is therefore important to ensure an effective media campaign be instigated leading
up to active enforcement including use of the Council’s webpages and related
environmental health twitter accounts. Staff resources for this will be met from within
excising environmental health provision.

Financial implications

4.4 The proposed enforcement initiative should be cost neutral but this is based on the
percentage payment rate of the FPN. FPN’s for littering are £75, Kingdom will
receive £45 for each appropriately issued FPN and RBC will receive £30 (£35
minimum for a dog fouling or dog related control FPN as the penalties are £100).
These fees will be payable regardless of any money being collected.  Kingdom will
receive a further £1.50 per FPN for providing the collection element of the FPN
system. The national average payment rate reported by Kingdom operating in 33
local authorities including Woking is 75%.

4.5 As well as the potential benefits of additional income, not to mention cleaner streets,
there is a risk that should payment collection rates fall below 50% then the Council
will incur some costs.  However, it is possible that any such costs could be
recoverable via the prosecution process. By way of example, based on the service
of 200 FPNs a month and payments to Kingdom, the anticipated income or costs
associated with various collection rates are shown in the following table: Based on a
Kingdom estimated 68 notices served per week (272 per month) and using the 75%
collection rate the estimated value of the trial to Kingdom would be around
£159,000. It is more likely that given the amount of publicity being proposed in the
lead up to ‘the active enforcement’ trial this may be an over estimation of probable
income and a revised figure of 200 notices per month would result in income of
£108,000.  Both figures are under the service contract OJEU level. Again, income
and data from the proposed trial period will better inform these matters.

No of notices
Per month

Assumed
payment rate %

Total income
from fines

Payments
payable to
Kingdom

Income /
(Cost)_ to RBC
Per month

200 100% £15,000 £9,000 £6,000
200 90% £13,500 £9,000 £4,500
200 80% £12,000 £9,000 £3,000
200 70% £10,500 £9,000 £1,500
200 60% £9,000 £9,000 £0
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200 50% £7,500 £9,000 (£1,500)
200 40% £6,000 £9,000 (£3,000)
200 30% £4,500 £9,000 (£4,500)
200 20% £3,000 £9,000 (£6,000)
200 10% £1,500 £9,000 (£7,500)
200 0% 0 £9,000 (£9,000)

4.6 The table above is for illustrative purposes only.  The actual additional costs/income
to the Council per month will vary considerably based on the actual number of
notices issued and level of receipts collected.  Due to these unknowns it is not
possible to quantify the likely outcomes, but based on collection rates elsewhere, it
is unlikely that collection rates will fall below the 50%. Should it become obvious
early on during the trial period that sufficient income is not being generated then the
trial will be cancelled to keep any additional costs to a minimum.

4.7 In all cases so far where a FPN has been offered to offenders by EH&L in respect of
other environmental crime i.e. fly-tipping and waste offences the penalty charge or
the reduced charge allowed for in the legislation has been paid. The impact on
resources being positive in that Officer time in court case preparation and
attendance at trial is minimised or curtailed. Although, where a suspected offender is
offered or refuses to pay a FPN charge the authority would be expected to
prosecute in line with the EH enforcement policy.

Use of Fixed Penalty receipts

4.8 While there is a risk of incurring some costs if payment rates are lower than
anticipated there is conversely the chance that with higher payment rates an income
may be generated for Runnymede.

4.9 Members will be aware from earlier reports that the various Acts under which fixed
penalties are levied direct the Authority to use fixed penalty receipts only to help
meet the cost of certain specified functions. However where a Local Authority was at
the time of the legislation coming in to place categorised as ‘excellent’ or ‘good’
under the Comprehensive Performance Assessment (CPA), and was subsequently
categorised accordingly by Order made by the Secretary of State, the Environmental
Offences (Fixed Penalties) (Miscellaneous Provisions) Regulations 2006, or the
Environmental Offences (Use of Fixed Penalty Receipts) Regulations 2007 allow
that Authority to spend the penalty receipts on any of its functions. RBC was
categorised as “excellent” under the CPA in 2003, and, therefore can spend the
penalty receipts on any of its functions (Note: CPA was replaced by the
Comprehensive Area Assessment in April 2009).

5. Legal implications

5.1 The body of the report, in paragraph 1.2, states the legal basis for issuing FPNs for
littering and dog control matters.  The Council’s Scheme of Delegation, Annex 2
authorises the Chief Officer and Environmental Health and Licensing Officer to issue
FPNs in accordance with the Environmental Protection Enforcement policies
prevailing at the time.

5.2 Under Contract Standing Order (‘CSO’) 2.5 Exemptions, a requirement of the CSOs
may be waived with the consent of the relevant Committee, subject to legal
requirements.

By CSO 2.5.2 “An application for a waiver shall be:
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a) submitted in writing,
b) set out clearly the reasons for requiring the waiver, and,
c) show how the proposal complies with any applicable law,

demonstrates propriety, value for money and support for
the Council’s objectives.”

6. Other implications

6.1 The policy objective of the issuing FPN’s should not be viewed as a source of
revenue but as a viable alternative to the instigation of court proceedings against
transgressors for lower level crime. Fixed penalties are not the only solution to
enforcement and should be seen as part of a wider enforcement strategy which
covers all aspects of environmental crime.

6.2 Members were made aware in the March 2016 Committee report that should the
Committee resolve to extend the use of FPNs to enforcing littering provisions or
domestic waste issues a lead-in period of three to six months would be provided to
allow communication of the extended provisions to be made to members of the
public and the business community. It is proposed that should the Committee
resolve to engage with the private contractor to enforce the littering and dog control
provisions the trial period will not begin until June 2017 to allow further
communication and publicity in regard to these matters.

6.3 Existing EH&L operational procedures will be expanded to regulate the
administration processes and affect compliance with the Council’s enforcement
policies. The current EH&L enforcement policy with its graduated enforcement
approach covers FPN matters. The advanced publicity and forewarning of the
proposed ‘active enforcement’ will provide ample information and detail to the
general public to ensure they should not be subjected to enforcement action. Any
enforcement issues arising from or identified as a result of the enforcement trial will
be reflected in update to the applicable policy and procedures.

7. Equality Implications

7.1 There are no identified individuals, groups or communities other than the general
public at large which may be impacted by the use of FPNs for littering. There are
some individuals those registered as blind for example who are exempted from the
enforcement provisions of dog control orders.

8. Conclusion

8.1 Maintaining a high quality environment is a consistently high priority for our local
communities.  While efficient use of street cleansing and environmental
maintenance remains a key role for the Council no resources have been available to
date to support the effective enforcement of environmental crime such as littering
and dog fouling.  The proposed 12 month trial, utilising experienced private
contractors is considered an appropriate and proportionate step to review the
effectiveness and implications of formalised enforcement in this area.

8.2 Following discussions with a preferred contractor it is considered that this new
function could be delivered without likely additional cost to the local communities
and subject to waiving Contract Standing Order 2.5 it is recommended that Kingdom
Environmental Protection Services Limited are appointed for this task.

8.3 Following a decision to make the appointment a full project plan will then be
produced detailing how the new function will be operated, how communication and
notification of the new service will be undertaken, the work that will be undertaken to
promote the new service with partners, such as Chambers of Commerce, and when
the new service will commence.  It is proposed that commencement would occur in
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the 2017/18 year, to ensure all communities are adequately notified of the new
regime and appropriate information can be publicised.

(To resolve)

Background papers

The Environmental Protection Act 1990
The Anti-Social Behavior, crime and Police Act 2014
The Environmental Offences (Fixed Penalties) (Miscellaneous Provisions) Regulations 2006
The Environmental Offences (Use of Fixed Penalty Receipts) Regulations 2007
The Environmental Health Enforcement Policy (Current edition April 2015)
Runnymede Borough Council Corporate Business Plan 2016 - 2020
Environment and Sustainability Committee Minutes of meeting on 23 March 2016
Kingdom supplied information brochure Nov 2016

9. MINUTES OF MEMBER WORKING GROUP ON RECYCLING AND
REFUSE SERVICES – 23/11/16

To note the Minutes of the meeting held on 23 November 2016 (Appendix ‘D’).

(For information)

10. EXCLUSION OF PRESS AND PUBLIC

If the Committee is minded to discuss any of the foregoing reports in private it is the

OFFICERS' RECOMMENDATION that –

the press and public be excluded from the meeting during discussion of
reports under Section 100A(4) of the Local Government Act 1972 on the
grounds that the reports in question would then be likely to involve disclosure
of exempt information of the description specified in appropriate paragraphs
of Schedule 12A of the Act.

(To resolve)

PART II

Matters involving Exempt or Confidential Information in respect of which reports have not
been made available for public inspection

a) Exempt Information Para

(No reports to be considered under this heading) -

b) Confidential Information

(No reports to be considered under this heading) -
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APPENDIX B

ENVIRONMENT AND
SUSTAINABILITY COMMITTEE

19 JANUARY 2017
(FOR MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE ONLY)

ANNUAL REVIEW OF CAR PARKING
CHARGES IN OFF-STREET CAR PARKS:

CONSULTATION LETTER AND RESPONSES
FROM -

i) Alan Constable
ii) Annie Wade
iii) Clare Occomore
iv) Colin Horwood
v) Earlier Responses – received Nov 2016 and tabled at last meeting
vi) H V Barlow
vii) Huib Maat
viii) Jennifer Hill
ix) June Tilbury
x) Ken Cole
xi) Lance
xii) Lindsay and Richard Hall
xiii Louise Milner
xiv) Mark Simpson
xv) Molly Rickwood
xvi) Ray Walker
xvii) Rodney Guinn
xviii) Suzanne Stronge
xix) WARA Committee

x:\wpcmast\agendas\environment and sustainability committee\2017\01\appendix b.docx







































































APPENDIX 'C'







Contract Location Enforcement Officers are to be deployed throughout the area of The Borough of Runnymede

Expected Commencement To be confirmed

Expected Contract Duration 12 month pilot

Cover Required Work Days Hours Per Day Staff Per Shift Weekly
Total Hours

6 out of 7 Days
per week

1 x Team Leader and 3 x Enforcement
officers on patrol (8 hours) between the
hours of 06:00 and 23:00

1 x Team Leader and 3
x Enforcement officers

160 Hours

5 out of 7 Days
per week

1 x Administrator (8 hours) between
the hours of 0900 and 17:00

1 x Administrator 40 Hours

Site Audit and TUPE Should the quotation be provided without our standard site audit or confirmation of TUPE information (if
applicable) we reserve the right to revisit the charge rates and address any shortfall?

Contract Details 1 x Team Leader and 3 x Enforcement Officers on a call off basis to The Borough of Runnymede to conduct joint
and single patrols undertaking the duties of an Enforcement Officer 6 days out of 7 per week, between the hours
of 06:00-23:00. Working on intelligence lead Section 87 Environmental Protection Act 1990 under powers
provided by Section 88, Fouling of Land by Dogs, (or similar) & Section 59, Clean Neighborhoods and
Environment Act 2005, Dog control orders (If applicable), Public Space Protection Orders and any other
enforceable offences as directed by The Borough of Runnymede. The patrols will take place in Town Centres
and the surrounding areas.

Specific Requirements Each Officer will report at the given start point 15 minutes before the stated start time and will report in to the
operations room to ensure his attendance can be validated. During the patrol, each enforcement officer will check
into the operations room every hour to ensure the operation is running as required. At the end of the shift, each
enforcement officer will return to the Local Authority Offices and produce all paperwork immediately, including
reports and witness statements, which can be handed in to the client the next day, well within the allotted 48 hour
time frame. The partnership between The Borough of Runnymede and Kingdom will reflect equal shares in
relation to commercial profitability and mitigation of losses.

Additional Benefits Bin it to win it” scheme to be run by Kingdom

Optional Extras Can include EDA’s (Electronic Digital Assistant) for use in the contract with the cost covered by Kingdom.
Can also include Kingdom to collect all FPN receipts using an Automated Telephone line, Internet and Cash
payments at any of our strategic partners 31,000 PayPoint retail outlets.



Document prepared by John Dunne

Job title Environmental Protection Division- National Business Manager

Company prepared for The Borough of Runnymede

Date supplied Saturday 5th November 2016

Total contracted hours per week
200 Hours

Charges: Prices quoted within this submission are quoted in £’s sterling to two decimal places

Total per hour Nil charge per hour per enforcement officer

Total per week Nil charge per week per enforcement officer

Total charge per Ticket
Please see the below for the financial models in respect of pay per issued FPN, hourly rate and share of each
paid FPN.

Invoices All invoicing is carried out on a monthly basis, all invoices are strictly 30 days credit



The Financial Justification: Model 1 - Based on £75.00 FPN

The Borough of Runnymede to Pay Kingdom for each appropriately raised Fixed Penalty Notice

Financial Risk – Kingdom and The Borough of Runnymede share the risk.  Kingdom are relying on the FPN issuance and The
Borough of Runnymede are relying on the payment rate.

Kingdom will take £45.00 for each appropriately raised FPN, The Borough of Runnymede will retain the other £30.00 for each
appropriately raised FPN.

Example

Each officer issues 4 FPN’s per day.

Total FPN’s issued = 12 per day x 5 days and 8 FPNs on a Saturday = 68 FPNs per week.

Total Revenue generated is 68 FPNs x £75.00 = £5,100.00 if 100% of issued FPNs are paid.

Revenue to Kingdom = 68 FPNs x £45.00 = £3,060.00

National average for payment rate of Environmental Protection Division FPN Collection = 75% across 33 Local Authorities.

Revenue to The Borough of Runnymede if 75% of FPNs are paid = 51 FPNs x £75.00 = £3,825.00 - £3,060 (Kingdom Revenue) =
£765.00 profit to The Borough of Runnymede each week.

N.B. If Kingdom collect all FPN payments this will cost The Borough of Runnymede a further £1.50 per Fixed Penalty Notice.
All monies collected will be transferred to The Borough of Runnymede via BACS on the 5th working day of each month.



The Financial Justification: Model 2 – Based on £75.00 FPN

The Borough of Runnymede to pay an hourly rate per officer

Financial Risk – All the risk is on The Borough of Runnymede as they are relying on the officers issuing a certain number of
Fixed Penalty Notices and they must maintain a high payment rate

The Borough of Runnymede will pay Kingdom £18.35 per hour for 1 x Team Leader, 1 x Administrator and 3 x Enforcement Officers
totalling 200 hours.

Example

Each officer issues 4 FPN’s per day.

Total FPN’s issued = 12 per day x 5 days and 8 FPNs on a Saturday = 68 FPNs per week.

Total Revenue generated is 68 FPNs x £75.00 = £5,100.00 if 100% of issued FPNs are paid.

Revenue to Kingdom = 200 hours x £18.35 per hour = £3,670.00

National average for payment rate of Environmental Protection Division FPN Collection = 75% across 33 Local Authorities.

Revenue to The Borough of Runnymede if 75% of FPNs are paid = 51 FPNs x £75.00 = £3,825.00 - £3,670.00 (Kingdom Revenue) =
£155.00 profit to The Borough of Runnymede each week.

N.B. The above price includes Kingdom collecting payments.











Member Working Group on Recycling and Refuse Services

Held on 23 November 2016

7.30pm Members Room

Present: Councillor Elaine Gill (EG)
Councillor Gill Warner (GW)
Councillor Margaret Harnden (MH)
Ian Maguire (IM) – Corporate Head of Planning and Environmental Services
Cathy Knubley (CK) - Deputy DSO Manager

Copy: Councillor Jon Wilson
Councillor Iftihar Chaudhri
Councillor Pat Roberts (PR)
Dave Stedman (DS) - DSO Manager
Malcolm White

Apologies:

Review of terms of reference

It was agreed that the purpose of these meetings were to advise the Committee of issues surrounding
refuse and recycling Key Performance Indicators and to act as a conduit between the Public and
Members.  Any other capture points may be brought up by other members of the group.

Future disposal arrangements for dry recycling material

IM handed out report sent to O&S Committee that updates current situation.  Surrey taken back recycling
material and have directed us to Charlton Lane.  SCC have confirmed that Chertsey Bridge can be used
by our vehicles as we are exempt from the 18t restriction, however, IM needs to finalised several points
before this information is shared and actioned.

Bring sites update

CK confirmed that most bring sites have now been removed and already flytipping has decreased in most
car parks.

School waste collection changes update

CK and Ellie Bostock the recycling officer have visited all schools within the Borough to discuss moving
all state schools to fortnightly collections to fall in line with household collections.  This change looks to
increase recycling materials collected from schools and whilst this is a major change within their service, it
has been received in a positive light.

Christmas bin tags

CK brought examples of the new Christmas tags that are going to be placed out on all waste bins week
commencing 5 December.  The tag details changed collection dates due to Christmas as well as a
reminder of what can be recycled and where residents can take live Christmas trees for recycling.
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Surrey waste partnership update

IM discussed SWP information.  The successful bidder for the joint contract should be announced on the
30 November.   Since the changes in Community Recycling Centers have taken place, SCC are reporting
that flytipping has actually fallen.  No Boroughs agree with this fact and the reporting mechanism at
Charlton is likely to be the reason for not capturing all fly tipping materials.  SCC are still having
discussion with Boroughs regarding finances and the need to cut budgets.

Items for next meetings

If any Members wish to add to the agenda any items for discussion could they please contact CK on
Ex 5778 a few weeks before the next scheduled meeting.

AOB

There was a suggestion from the attending Members that at least one meeting should be held in the
afternoon so that the group could meet Ellie Bostock our new recycling officer who started in April and
Jack Lloyd, her assistant for 12 months who started in November.

IM discussed that a SCC Councillor had queried the legitimacy for charging to dispose of waste at the
Community Recycling Centres. Officers are aware that there is the potential for a judicial review being
considered by interested parties.

GW stated that dog waste in her area was particularly bad. IM discussed a proposal from a company to
act as a third party to issue fixed penalty notices for anti-social behavior such as dog fouling and littering.
IM, with Peter Burke, is looking at costs and doing more evaluation work.  A decision about running a 12
month pilot scheme will probably be made in January 2017.

Cllr GW had 20 recycling leaflets delivered to her home as requested.

Date of next meeting

1 March 2017 7.30pm in Members Room
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