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1. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
1.1 The Council currently engages RBKC to provide the service of the collection; 

counting and banking of monies taken by pay and display machines. The contract 
commenced on 1st September 2003, The contract was extended in 2009 and 
expires on 31st August 2014.   

 
1.2 Prior to RBKC’s involvement this work was originally added to the Council’s cash 

in transit contract with Brinks before a new contract was agreed with Guardforce in 
1998. Whilst the service provided by Brinks had not been satisfactory, the service 
provided by Guardforce was originally exemplary.  However, a year into the 
contract Guardforce was purchased by its main competitor, Securicor, from this 
point the service seemingly deteriorated alarmingly. The contractual requirements 
regarding collection frequencies were missed by huge margins, coinboxes were 
damaged through neglect, keys were lost and money was allegedly stolen from 
the Council’s machines by an employee of the company. The contract ended in 
disarray with a final financial settlement only being reached with litigation in the 
background.  

 
1.3 By this time, the growth in the number of pay and display machines and value of 

the monies collected meant that this component was dominating the cash in 
transit contract. It was also felt to be likely to be preventing some companies who 
did not want to provide the pay and display cash collection service from tendering 
for the other cash in transit work. The Finance Department therefore decided to 
separate the remaining cash in transit work and re-tender it.  

 
1.4 With the already very small market having already contracted, it was anticipated 

that, had the pay and display element been re-tendered, Securicor would have 
been the only bidder. RBKC had been the critical friend during the Council’s best 
value review of parking services and had a similar number of pay and display 
machines. Their in-house service had recently itself been the subject of a best 
value review where the very limited private sector was considered. The recently 
re-organised in-house service was felt to offer better value for money and was 
therefore retained.   

 
1.5 RBKC appeared to have the capacity and superior organisation to provide the 

service required by the Council and we therefore embarked on lengthy 
negotiations to seek agreement for them to provide this service for Hammersmith 
and Fulham. The contract drafting process between the two legal services 
sections took a year to conclude but resulted in a contract that has worked well for 
both Councils with RBKC receiving an .award for this service.  

 
1.6 The contract was entered into by virtue of Section 1(1) of the Local Authorities 

(Goods and Services) Act 1970 which permits “the provision by [a local] authority 
to [another public body] of any administrative, professional or technical services”.  
RBKC relied on this power to provide the services to the Council.  The Council, in 
turn, had the power to enter into the arrangement under Section 1 of the Local 
Government (Contracts) Act 1997, which gives it a general power to enter into 
contracts for services it provides in connection with its statutory functions. 



  

 
1.7 The market has not changed significantly during the lifetime of the original 

contract. Some Councils have taken the high risk approach of awarding contracts 
to other very small service providers. Given the value of the cash being handled, 
Officers do not consider this to be an option for this Council.  Others have sought 
to combine in the way that Hammersmith and Fulham and RBKC have done.    

 
1.8 It should be stressed that, at the outset of the RBKC contract, the problem of 

thefts of entire coinboxes  by criminals drilling into machines  did not exist. As a 
consequence of having achieved a supportive and fast response from our local 
Police, combined with a high level of awareness and flexibility from both our pay 
and display maintenance contractor and RBKC’s cash collection team, 
Hammersmith and Fulham has suffered proportionately much less than many 
neighbouring boroughs from these thefts. These thefts have, though, focussed 
attention on the balance between frequency of collection and risk of loss from 
thefts.   

 
1.9 In the 2009 contract renewal, and in response to Hammersmith and Fulham’s 

desire for service efficiencies to reduce the cost of a renewed contract. RBKC 
produced a proposal which achieved a saving of approximately £95K/year from 
the previous cost of £530K/year..        

 
 
 
2. AUDIT REPORT 
 
2.1 Deloittes undertook an audit in February 2011 and due to identified  issues on 

controls in relation to a number of areas issued a Limited Assurance Audit Report.  

  
 
 
 
 
 
2.2 The following 4 Priority 1 recommendations were made. 
 



  

 
2.3 The Council accepted all of the recommendations and agreed appropriate 

responses. The majority of the recommendations related to the ability to evidence 
that the activity had taken place, as opposed to concerns that the there were no 
controls. 

2.4 However, concern was expressed over the interpretation of the rationale relating 
to investigation of variances, as set out below: 

 



  

 
2.5 Whilst the machines are generally reliable in terms of daily use, intermittent 

problems with data transmission means that the totals reported are not completely 
reliable. The previous reconciliation process was based on  a spot reconciliation 
i.e. did the total reported equate to the cash collected on that specific day. Where 
there had been delayed data transmission this could mean significant over or 
under-reporting of income in relation to the cash collected.  

2.6 The new reconciliation process is continuous and thus smoothes out over and 
under-reporting as it records the data reading and cash over a period of time. This 
has improved the reconciliation process and helps identify problems with specific 
machines. 

2.7 The other major operational activity identified during the audit was the reporting of 
foreign coins. Whilst the Council is susceptible to cheaper foreign coins (usually 
produced by the Royal Mint) it is not a significant issue relative to the remedy of 
cashless parking. Nevertheless the recommendation of reporting the level of 
foreign coins has been implemented and on one occasion the department 
undertook an exercise to verify the extent of foreign coin usage. 

2.8  The exercise was based on a European Football game at one of the borough’s 
clubs but the results did not suggest that this was a contributing factor. 

3. FOLLOW-UP AUIDIT 
3.1 A follow-up audit was undertaken in November 2011. Seven of the eight 

recommendations were found to be fully implemented. One recommendation 



  

relating to management reporting, in particular the difficulty with quantifying the 
impact of foreign coins on lost income. The finding of the report is set out below. 

 

  
3.2 Whilst the methodology is not fool-proof, officers work with RBKC to translate 

foreign coins with the sterling coins that they are most likely to replicate. This 
information is being captured and used to provide an estimate of the lost income. 
Should it indicate high levels of consistent activity then appropriate action 
involving surveillance will be considered.  

3.3 All other recommendations have been successfully implemented. 
 

 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 2000- 
LIST OF BACKGROUND PAPERS 

 

No. Description of 
Background Papers 

Name/Ext. of Holder of 
File/Copy 

Department/ 
Location 

1. Report Dave McNamara  
Ext 3404 

Environment services, 
HTHX 

2. CiT Contract Dave Taylor  
Ext 3251 

Environment services, 
Bagley’s Lane 

3. File Amit Mehta Environment services, 
HTHX 

 


