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[bookmark: 1]Date of 

Responder no. Name 

Position in Organisation

Organisation

Email address

reply

Notes

1E

Steve Bishop

Enforcement Manager

Copeland Borough Council

13/07/2006

2E

Richard a Brassard

Courtenay

xxxxxxx@xxxxxxxxx.xx.xx

14/07/2006

3E

17/07/2006

4E

David Brandwood-Spencer

Parking Manager

South Ribble Borough Council

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx@xxxxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

19/07/2006

5E

21/07/2006

Team Leader (Transport Policies & 

6E

Michael Cairns

Studies)

Cheshire County Council

michael.cairns@cheshire gov.uk

03/08/2006

7E

 

11/08/2006

8E

Gwyn Jenson

Operations Manager

Norwich City Council

xxxxxxxxxx@xxxxxxx.xxx.xx

16/08/2006

9E

Andrew Pulham

Head of Parking Services

East Herts Council

andrew xxxxxx@xxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

21/08/2006 Hard copy also sent: 6P

10E

22/08/2006 Supplementary to 3E

11E

xxxxxxxxxx@xxxxxxxxxx.xxx

25/08/2006

12E

Kay Wright

Public Affairs

British Security Industry Association  x.xxxxxx@xxxx.xx.xx

29/08/2006 Hard copy also sent: 7P

13E

Mike Beckham

Head of Transportation

Welwyn Hatfield Council

m xxxxxxx@xxxxxx.xxx.xx

29/08/2006

14E

Business Development Officer

Tribunals Service 

ribunals.gsi.gov.uk

29/08/2006 DCA Agency

15E

29/08/2006

16E

05/09/2006

17E

Brian Boyce

Technical & Support Manager

Basildon District Council

basildon.gov.uk

05/09/2006

18E

05/09/2006

Director of Community Services and 

19E

R D Jones

Assistant Chief Executive

Oswestry Borough Council 

oswestry-bc.gov.uk

11/09/2006 In ParkRight partnership

20E

Ian Ashmore

Principal Traffic Officer

Rotherham Borough Council 

xxx.xxxxxxx@xxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

12/09/2006

Group Leader (Development and 

21E

Regenera ion)

Daventry District Council

daventrydc.gov.uk

13/09/2006

Head of Building Control and Property 

22E

Peter Armitage

Services

North Shropshire District Council

xxxxxxxxx@xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

13/09/2006 In ParkRight partnership

23E

sc.gov.uk

13/09/2006

24E

Allan McNicoll

Senior Transport Policy Officer

Cumbria County Council

xxxxx.xxxxxxxx@xxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

14/09/2006

Assistant Director Network Management 

25E

Mike Ashworth

and Customer Services

Derbyshire County Council

Mike.Ashwor x@xxxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

14/09/2006

26E

Chris Brimley

Head of Transportation & Parking

Brentwood Borough Council 

xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

15/09/2006

Assistant Director Transport and 

27E

Phil Crossland

Highways

Shropshire County Council

xxxx.xxxxxxxxx@xxxxxxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

15/09/2006 In ParkRight partnership

28E

03/09/2006

29E

01/09/2006

30E

Colin Worsley

Parking Strategy Manager

Buckinghamshire County Council

buckscc.gov.uk

19/09/2006

31E

Revs & Ben Manager

Bridgnorth District Council

bridgnorth-dc.gov.uk

19/09/2006 In ParkRight partnership

32E

Mike Geary

Head of Revenue Services

South Shropshire District Council

southshropshire.gov.uk

19/09/2006 In ParkRight partnership

33E

Ryan Lynch

Parking Services Manager

Castle Point Borough Council

xxxxxx@xxxxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

19/09/2006

34E

Amanda Lumby

Legal Services Executive

BVRLA

xxxxxx@xxxxx.xx.xx

19/09/2006

35E

Nigel Clarke

Parking Team Leader

Leicester City Council

xxxxx.xxxxxx@xxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

19/09/2006

36E

Antoneta Horbury

Transport, Environment & Planning

ALG

xxxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxx.xx

20/09/2006 Also 20P

37E

20/09/2006

Buckinghamshire County Council 

38E

Anne Marie Goodbody

Parking Services Manager (Contracts)

Parking (High Wycombe)

xxxxxxxxx@xxxxxxx.xxx.xx

20/09/2006

39E

Clive Metcalf

Parking Services Manager

Kent Parking Group

xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

20/09/2006

40E

DPE Project Manager

Essex County Council

essexcc.gov.uk

20/09/2006

41E

Martin Wood

Chief Parking Adjudicator

Parking Adjudicators for London

Martin.Wood@alg gov.uk

20/09/2006

42E

Martyn Gallivan

Technical Services Manager

Weymouth & Portland Borough 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxx@xxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

20/09/2006



[bookmark: 2]Corporate Services Administration 

43E

Simon Rycraft

Manager

Chiltern District Council

chiltern.gov.uk

20/09/2006

44E

Helen Kent

Parking Manager

London Borough of Hounslow

hounslow.gov.uk

21/09/2006

45E

Prof John Raine

School of Public Policy

University of Birmingham

x.x.xxxxx@xxxx.xx.xx 

21/09/2006

46E

Jack Creeber

Head of Systems Development

APCOA Parking

apcoa.co.uk

21/09/2006

47E

Nicky Cos in

Business Manager

Southwark Council 

xxxx.xxxxxx@xxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

21/09/2006

48E

Principal Engineer

Tonbridge and Malling Borough 

mbc.gov.uk

21/09/2006

Highway Planning Engineer and Traffic 

49E

Andrew Molyneux

Manager

Leeds City Council

andrew xxxxxxxx@xxxxx.xxx.xx

21/09/2006

50E

Secretary

Motorists' Forum

dft.gsi.gov.uk

21/09/2006

51E

Gina Kellett

Principal Engineer

St Albans City and District Council

stalbans.gov.uk

21/09/2006

52E

Mike Macey

MFM Associates

21/09/2006 Resent on 25/09/06; sent acknowledgement

Cambridge City Council and 

Joint response; extra question in general comments from the 

53E

Paul Necus

Head of Parking Services

Cambridgeshire County Council 

xxxx.xxxxx@xxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

21/09/2006 County Council

54E

Charlotte Semp

Service Improvement Manager

Manchester City Council

x.xxxx@xxxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

21/09/2006

55E

Richard Massett

Executive

The Licensed Taxi Drivers 

@ltda.co.uk

21/09/2006

56E

Service Development Officer

London Borough of Newham

newham gov.uk

22/09/2006 Sent replacement Page 3; attached - response sent in .jpg 

57E

22/09/2006

58E

Simon Taylor

Street Facilities Manager

Braintree District Council

xxxxx@xxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

22/09/2006

59E

Roger Williams

Traffic Manager

East Sussex County Council

xxxxx.xxxxxxxx@xxxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

22/09/2006

60E

BAR - External Affairs

British Association of Removers 

22/09/2006

61E

Chief Constable Sean Price ACPO lead for 'Policing Bureaucracy'

ACPO 

cleveland.pnn.police.uk

22/09/2006 PA to Chief Constable

62E

Peter Bloxham

Traffic Manager

Brighton & Hove City Council

xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxxxxxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

22/09/2006 Also 29E

Group Manager: Traffic and Parking 

63E

Management 

Southend-on-Sea Borough Council

southend.gov.uk

22/09/2006

64E

Robert Hudleston

Traffic Manager 

Surrey County Council

xxxxxx.xxxxxxxxx@xxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

23/09/2006

65E

Darren Richardson

Barnsley Metropolitan Borough 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx@xxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

23/09/2006 Sent on behalf of Alan Carnall

66E

yahoo.co.uk

24/09/2006

67E

Stewart Briggs

Head of Environment & Street Services

Bedford Joint Parking Board 

bedford.gov.uk

25/09/2006 Joint Bedford Borough Council and Bedfordshire County Council 

68E

Neal Skelton 

Head of Professional Services

ITS United Kingdom

xxxxxxxxxxx@xxxxxxxxxx.xxx

25/09/2006 The Intelligent Transport Society for the United Kingdom

69E

Martin Hemenway  

North Yorkshire Police 

xxxxx@xxxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

23/09/2006

70E

Phillip Stone

Chief Executive

The Despatch Association

xxxx@xxxxxxxx.xx.xx 

25/09/2006 Also xxxxxxx.xxxxx@xxxxx.xx.xx

Chief Engineer Traffic Management and 

71E

Peter Bayless

Road Safety

Hampshire County Council

xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxxxx.xxx.xx

25/09/2006

72E

Mark Mihajlovic

Member

The Clarendon Terrace Society

25/09/2006

73E

Susan Marks

Social Policy Officer - Consumer Affairs

Citizens Advice Bureau

xxxxx.xxxxx@xxxxxxxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

25/09/2006

Commission for Local Administration 

74E

PA to Chairman & Chief Executive

in England

go.org.uk

25/09/2006

75E

Gary Powell

Traffic Engineer

Devon County Council

xxxx.xxxxxx@xxxxx.xxx.xx

25/09/2006 Poli ically confirmed version sent 26/9/06

76E

Neil Mathews

Principal Engineer (Traffic & Safety)

Bracknell Forest Borough Council

neil xxxxxxx@xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

25/09/2006

77E

Richard Hebditch

Policy Co-ordinator

Living Streets

xxxxxxx.xxxxxxxx@xxxxxxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

25/09/2006

78E

Richard Walker

Manager

Ipswich Parking Service

xxxxxxx.xxxxxx@xxxxxxx.xxx.xx

25/09/2006

79E

William L Earnshaw 

Group Engineer (Parking Services)

Salford City Council

xxxxxxx.xxxxxxxx@xxxxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx 

25/09/2006 Urban Vision is a joint venture with Salford City Council

80E

Nigel Bird

Parking Strategy Team Leader

West Sussex County Council

westsussex.gov.uk

25/09/2006

81E

City Bikes Ltd

25/09/2006

82E

hotmail.com

25/09/2006

83E

Robert Walsh

Head of Community Services

Stratford-on-Avon District Council 

xxxxxx.xxxxx@xxxxxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

25/09/2006

84E

Steve Smith

Network Manager

Oxfordshire County Council

xxxxx.xxxxx@xxxxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

25/09/2006

85E

Sally Keiller

Compliance Manager

Westminster City Council

skeiller@westminster gov.uk

25/09/2006

86E

Parking Manager

South Tyneside Council

outhtyneside.gov.uk

25/09/2006

87E

Parking Manager

Plymouth City Council

plymouth.gov.uk 

25/09/2006



[bookmark: 3]PA to Director of Transport, Environment 

88E

& Planning

SPARKS Programme

alg.gov.uk

25/09/2006

Association of International Courier 

89E

Mark O'Brien

Public Affairs Manager

and Express Services (AICES)

xxxx@xxxxxxxxxxxx.xxxxxxx.xx.xx

25/09/2006

Principal Manager Highways & Parking 

90E

Services

Trafford Borough Council

trafford.gov.uk

25/09/2006

91E

Business Development Manager

NCP

ncp.co.uk

25/09/2006

92E

Parking Services Manager

Chelmsford Borough Council

chelmsford.gov.uk

25/09/2006

93E

Chief Executive

BPA

xxxxx.x@xxxxxxxxxxxxxx.xx.xx

25/09/2006

94E

Roy Tunstall

Parking Manager

Liverpool City Councils

xxx.xxxxxxxx@xxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

25/09/2006

Assistant Director Culture and 
Environment Department (Streets 

95E

Alex Williams

Management)

London Borough of Camden

Camden.gov.uk

25/09/2006 Also 27P

Personal Assistant to Director of 

96E

Environment

Herefordshire Council

herefordshire.gov.uk 

25/09/2006

xxxxxx.xxxxx@xxxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

97E

Alan Lloyd

Traffic Manager

Birmingham City Council

birmingham gov.uk

25/09/2006

98E

Gill Kerr

Public Afffairs Manager

RAC

xxxxx@xxx.xx.xx 

25/09/2006

99E

Peter Taylor

Traffic Manager

Isle of Wight Council

xxxxx.xxxxxx@xxx.xxx.xx

25/09/2006

100E

Jon Le Mottee

Policy & Programme Manager

London Borough of Hackney 

xxx.xxxxxxxx@xxxxxxx.xxx.xx

25/09/2006

101E

Tribunal Manager

Na ional Parking Adjudication Service

parking-adjudication.gov.uk

26/09/2006

102E

John Backley

Technical Projects Officer

South Oxfordshire District Council

xxxx.xxxxxxx@xxxxxxxxx.xxx.xx

26/09/2006

Would appreciate being kept informed of the TMA timetable as 
much as practicable; as the timetable for change is very similar 

103E

Environment

Nottinghamshire County Council

nottscc.gov.uk

26/09/2006 to their anticipated timetable to commence CPE.

104E

Research & Policy Officer

GMB Trade Union

gmb.org.uk

26/09/2006

105E

Andy Viccars

Head of Engineering and Transporta ion

Fareham Borough Council

xxxxxxxx@xxxxxxx.xxx.xx

26/09/2006

106E

Paul Pearson

Owner of website

www.parkingticket.co.uk 

26/09/2006

107E

Keith Parrott

Traffic Manager

Northamptonshire County Council

kparrott@northamptonshire gov.uk

27/09/2006

108E

DPTAC Secretariat

DfT

dft.gsi.gov.uk

27/09/2006

109E

Enforcement Partnerships

Transport for London

streetmanagement.org.uk 27/09/2006

110E

Alex Henney

General Secretary

London Motorists Action Group

29/09/2006 Also 26P

111E

Paul Watters

Head of Roads and Transport Policy

The AA Motoring Trust

xxxx.xxxxxxx@xxxxx.xxx

29/09/2006

The Licensed Private Hire Car 

112E

Steve Wright

Chairman

Association

xxxxx@xxxxxxxxxx.xxx 

01/10/2006

113E

Parking Office

Kirklees Council

kirklees.gov.uk

02/10/2006

114E

Steve Williams

Public Affairs Manager

Road Haulage Association

x.xxxxxxxx@xxx.xxx

03/10/2006

115E

Windrush Frozen Foods Ltd

Windrushfrozen.com

20/09/2006 Missed adding this 

Watford Council and Three Rivers 

116E

Parking Service Manager

Council 

05/10/2006 Sent in Officers response (a) & Members response (b)

117E

Nigel Brien

Traffic Manager

Derby City Council

xxxxx.xxxxx@xxxxx.xxx.xx

06/10/2006



[bookmark: 4]Responder no. Name 

Position in Organisation

Organisation

Date of reply Postal address 1

Postal address 2

Postal address 3

Post code

Phone no

1P

22/06/2006

2P

26/07/2006

3P

Michael Killpartrick 

Chairman, Transport & Highways

Bath Chamber of Commerce

29/08/2006

Trimbridge House

Trim Street

Bath

BA1 2DP

01225 460655

4P

15/08/2006

5P

Chairman

Brewery Logistics Group

17/08/2006

n

t

T

6P & 9E

Andrew Pulham

Head of Parking Services

East Herts Council

21/08/2006

The Parking Office

PO Box 43

Buntingford

SG9 9WZ

01279 655261

7P & 12E

Kay Wright

Public Affairs

British Security Industry Association 

29/08/2006

Security House

Barbourne Road

Worcester

WR1 1RS

8P

Vincent Stops

Streets & Surface Transport Policy Officer

London TravelWatch

30/08/2006

6 Middle Street

London

EC1A 7JA

020 7505 9000

9P

Paula Danby

Parking Manager

East Riding of Yorkshire Council

05/09/2006

The Highway Building

Beck View Road

Beverley

HU17 0JP

01482 887700

10P

Pam Bryan

Founder

Justice for Parkers Campaign

06/09/2006

Xanadau, 27 Hayner Grove

Weston Coyney

Stoke-on-Trent

ST3 6PQ

11P

Carolyn Downs

Chief Executive

Shropshire County Council

14/09/2006

Shirehall

Abbey Foregate

Shrewsbury

SY2 6ND

01743 252302

12P

Vernon Phillips

Executive Director

Enforcement Services Associa ion

15/09/2006

Park House

10 Park Street

Bristol

BS1 5HX

0117 907 4771

13P

Dave Marrin

Traffic Services Manager

Sefton Council

15/09/2006

Balliol House

Balliol Road

Bootle

L20 3NJ

0151 934 4295

14P

04/09/2006

15P

Roger Bennett

Traffic Projects Group

Warwickshire County Council

18/09/2006

PO Box 43

Shire Hall

Warwick

CV34 4SX

01926 491665

c/o Wiltshire County Council 

16P

Ian White

ATCO Liaison Officer

ATCO

18/09/2006

Passenger Transport Unit

County Hall

Trowbridge

BA14 8JD

01225 713322

17P

Louise Hanson

Head of Campaigns

Which (Consumers' Association)

19/09/2006

2 Marylebone Road

London

NW1 4DF

020 7770 7000

18P

Cllr Brian Haley

Exec. Member for Environment & Conservation

Haringey Council

20/09/2006

River Park House

225 High Road

Wood Green

N22 8HQ

19P

22/09/2006

20P & 36E

Antoneta Horbury

Transport, Environment & Planning

ALG

19/09/2006

59½ Southwark Street 

London

SE1 0AL

020 7934 9907 

21P

Martin Epsom

Executive Director of Environmental Services

London Borough of Waltham Forest

20/09/2006

Municipal Offices

16 The Ridgeway

London

E4 6PS

020 8496 6351

22P

Phil Hepburn

Parking Services Manager

Hartlepool Borough Council

22/09/2006

Bryan Hanson House

Hanson Square

Hartlepool

TS24 7BT

01429 266522

23P

Secretary

National Decriminalised Parking Association

22/09/2006

PO Box 42

Lombard Street

West Bromwich

B70 8RU

012 1569 4150

24P

22/09/2006

25P

Cllr Daniel Moylan

Deputy Leader of the Council

Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea

18/09/2006

The Town Hall

Kensington

London

W8 7NX

020 7937 5464

26P & 110E

Lord Lucas

Chairman

London Motorists Action Group Ltd

25/09/2006

38 Swains Lane

London

N6 6QR

020 7284 4217

Assistant Director Culture and Environment 

27P & 95E

Alex Williams

Department (Streets Management)

London Borough of Camden

20/09/2006

Town Hall

Argyle Street

London

WC1H 8EQ 020 7278 4444

28P

Nick Miller

Parking Manager, Staffordshire Highways

Staffordshire County Council

15/09/2006

Riverside

Stafford

ST16 3TJ

01785 27 6726

29E & 62E

Peter Bloxham

Traffic Manager

Brighton & Hove City Council

22/09/2006

Hove Town Hall

Norton Road

Hove 

BN3 3BQ

01273 292456



[bookmark: 5]Question 1. Does the Partial RIA represent a fair 
analysis of the policy? 



[bookmark: 6]Responder no.

Reply

1E

Yes

6E

Yes
The RIA must consider the iniquitous effects of allowing the revenues generated by DPE being extended to other offences. 

7E

Councils all see this as just another revenue opportunity

8E

It appears to represent a fair analysis of the policy but does lack detail in certain areas

9E

It is agreed that the Partial Regulatory Impact Assessment represents a fair and comprehensive analysis of the policy.
The Council already provides much information about parking on its website, and the principle of openness and 

13E

accountability is supported. 

4P

No. Much more discussion is needed.

8P

Not relevant to our remit

17E

On the basis that it is a draft assessment written on a draft policy - Yes
The RIA states that there will be no material impact from any of the options on other businesses, voluntary organisations 
and charities or people in different social groups.  The RIA then goes on to state that the operation of parking enforcement 
will have an impact on everyone who uses the road network. These two statements are contradictory.  The purpose of 
implementing TMA Part 6 is to improve the enforcement of parking, which in turn will have a number of impacts including 
more efficient enforcement leading to reduced congestion and improved operation of parking facilities.  The RIA is 
therefore incorrect in its statement that these groups and organisations will not be affected. The RIA needs to state that 

19E

although authorities opting into CPE will have increased costs when compared to adopting the previous regime of DPE, 
those which have already adopted DPE will suffer the largest increase in cost.  Those that don’t currently have DPE will 
only have to cover the cost of implementing CPE, while those that have already adopted DPE, having covered the cost of 
doing so, will now also have to convert to CPE incurring additional costs.

20E

Yes



[bookmark: 7]The RIA states that there will be no material impact from any of the options on other businesses, voluntary organisations 
and charities or people in different social groups.  The RIA then goes on to state that the operation of parking enforcement 
will have an impact on everyone who uses the road network. These two statements are contradictory.  The purpose of 
implementing TMA Part 6 is to improve the enforcement of parking, which in turn will have a number of impacts including 
more efficient enforcement leading to reduced congestion and improved operation of parking facilities.  The RIA is 
therefore incorrect in its statement that these groups and organisations will not be affected. The RIA needs to state that 

22E

although authorities opting into CPE will have increased costs when compared to adopting the previous regime of DPE, 
those which have already adopted DPE will suffer the largest increase in cost.  Those that don’t currently have DPE will 
only have to cover the cost of implementing CPE, while those that have already adopted DPE, having covered the cost of 
doing so, will now also have to convert to CPE incurring additional costs.

24E

The Partial RIA is considered to be a fair assessment and we are in favour of Option 3

25E

Yes
We are not entirely clear to which ‘policy’ this question refers.  Does this mean the policy directions enshrined in the 
proposed changes, or does it refer to more general past statements about parking, contained for example in the report of 
the Parliamentary Committee?  If the latter, then the question may be seeking responses regarding general issues about 

26E

parking. The essential problem of increasing car ownership and use resulting in increasing pressure on parking resources 
on- and off-street by anti-social and selfish motorists is barely touched upon.  The proposals appear designed to relieve 
public anxiety about parking enforcement, but do not acknowledge that the problem stems from motorists’ behaviour itself. 
(plus 8 more paragraphs)
The RIA states that there will be no material impact from any of the options on other businesses, voluntary organisations 
and charities or people in different social groups.  The RIA then goes on to state that the operation of parking enforcement 
will have an impact on everyone who uses the road network. These two statements are contradictory.  The purpose of 
implementing TMA Part 6 is to improve the enforcement of parking, which in turn will have a number of impacts including 
more efficient enforcement leading to reduced congestion and improved operation of parking facilities.  The RIA is 
therefore incorrect in its statement that these groups and organisations will not be affected. The RIA needs to state that 

27E

although authorities opting into CPE will have increased costs when compared to adopting the previous regime of DPE, 
those which have already adopted DPE will suffer the largest increase in cost.  Those that don’t currently have DPE will 
only have to cover the cost of implementing CPE, while those that have already adopted DPE, having covered the cost of 
doing so, will now also have to convert to CPE incurring additional costs.



[bookmark: 8]The partial RIA does give a fair analysis of the policy. What has not been properly managed since the inception of 
Decriminalised Parking Enforcement is that it is the public’s perception that DPE is just a way for local Councils to gain a 
new income stream from unsuspecting motorists who unfortunately get trapped by Parking Attendants who are highly 
incentivised to produce parking tickets? Local authorities need to share the guilt for this but effectively the Department for 
Transport has not really properly supported DPE with regular updates of guidance, legal procedures and general support, 
neither has it operated a proper education campaign to ensure the public know the truth about DPE.

30E

Whilst NPAS has tried to be independent and produce information it is not perceived as the neutral observer it wishes to 
become. A further problem has been allowed to manifest itself because the change to DPE has been voluntary and the 
DfT has had no policy or plan to ensure that all areas of the Country have taken DPE forward. This is further complicated 
by the fact that within the two tier authorities the preferred option of District / Borough lead SPAs is not compulsory so we e

The RIA states that there will be no material impact from any of the options on other businesses, voluntary organisations 
and charities or people in different social groups.  The RIA then goes on to state that the operation of parking enforcement 
will have an impact on everyone who uses the road network. These two statements are contradictory.  The purpose of 
implementing TMA Part 6 is to improve the enforcement of parking, which in turn will have a number of impacts including 
more efficient enforcement leading to reduced congestion and improved operation of parking facilities.  The RIA is 
therefore incorrect in its statement that these groups and organisations will not be affected. The RIA needs to state that 
although authorities opting into CPE will have increased costs when compared to adopting the previous regime of DPE, 
those which have already adopted DPE will suffer the largest increase in cost.  Those that don’t currently have DPE will 
only have to cover the cost of implementing CPE, while those that have already adopted DPE, having covered the cost of 
doing so, will now also have to convert to CPE incurring additional costs.

31E

The RIA states that there will be no material impact from any of the options on other businesses, voluntary organisations 
and charities or people in different social groups.  The RIA then goes on to state that the operation of parking enforcement 
will have an impact on everyone who uses the road network. These two statements are contradictory.  The purpose of 
implementing TMA Part 6 is to improve the enforcement of parking, which in turn will have a number of impacts including 
more efficient enforcement leading to reduced congestion and improved operation of parking facilities.  The RIA is 
therefore incorrect in its statement that these groups and organisations will not be affected. The RIA needs to state that 

32E

although authorities opting into CPE will have increased costs when compared to adopting the previous regime of DPE, 
those which have already adopted DPE will suffer the largest increase in cost.  Those that don’t currently have DPE will 
only have to cover the cost of implementing CPE, while those that have already adopted DPE, having covered the cost of 
doing so, will now also have to convert to CPE incurring additional costs.



[bookmark: 9]The analysis appears to be fair, however; the proposed amendments to Statutory Guidance will necessitate more work for 
Parking Authorities and create additional costs. An efficient enforcement regime gives 100% compliance. The greater the 
level of compliance, the less the income from enforcement becomes. The general message from Department for 

33E

Transport seems to be that, with the increasing number of vehicles on the road Local Authorities must manage the road 
network to provide parking facilities where possible, for example residents parking schemes. At the same time government 
are laying down development controls which include strict limits on off street parking provision coupled with restricted 
street widths resulting in increased verge and pavement parking. 
Overall, we are happy with the partial RIA and would suggest it represents a fair analysis.  Our only comment refers to 
para 18 in the costs and benefits section.  The use of the word ‘consumers’ here is perhaps misleading as all businesses 
are effected in someway by parking services as they will all have employees who park within an authorities boundaries at 

34E

some point.  This could be in the form of a delivery or collection in a commercial vehicle or an employee using a hired car 
to attend a meeting.  Therefore there are some costs and benefits to businesses if DPE is implemented. 

The Partial Regulatory Impact Assessment does appear to represent a fair analysis of the parking policy and 
implementation of the parking provisions of Part 6 of the Traffic Management Act 2004. The Transport Committee`s report 
on parking policy and enforcement as well as acknowledging the benefits arising from DPE has also highlighted the 
unfortunate side of DPE where there has been the growth of public perception that parking and traffic enforcement is an 
excuse by local authorities to extort money from the motorist at large as opposed to enforcing transport objectives. 

35E

Implementation of the parking provisions of Part 6 of the Traffic Management Act 2004 should strengthen the existing 
system of DPE as well as increasing public acceptance of the existing system. The proposed changes and statutory 
guidance, based on experience gained over recent years should lead to motorists being treated in a consistent and fair 
manner when DPE becomes known as Civil Parking Enforcement. Parking enforcement should also become more 
transparent and proportionate to ensure public and media acceptance of the system where it is recognised that enforcemen

The ALG’s does not support this view as clamping and removal form a legitimate deterrent to certain types of vehicle, not 
just persistent evaders, in certain places.   The ALG is also concerned that although the costs of clamping should be 
recovered through the fees charged, the reduction in the number of vehicles clamped may push up unit costs and the 

36E

increase in fees which would need to be implemented to recover costs may be deemed to be unacceptable. This may 
result in either the operation being loss making or alternatively boroughs who currently clamp ceasing to do so in the 
future. 

38E

Yes

39E

Yes, the Partial PIA represents a fair analysis of the policy.



[bookmark: 10]The analysis appears to be fair, however; the proposed amendments to Statutory Guidance will necessitate more work for 
Parking Authorities and create additional costs. An efficient enforcement regime gives 100% compliance. The greater the 
level of compliance, the less the income from enforcement becomes. The general message from DfT seems to be that, 

40E

with the increasing number of vehicles on the road LA’s must manage the road network to provide parking facilities where 
possible, for example residents parking schemes. At the same time government are laying down development controls 
which include strict limits on off street parking provision coupled with restricted street widths resulting in increased verge 
and pavement parking.
The Partial RIA represents a fair analysis of the Government’s rationale behind its proposals, but does not make 
adequately clear the very considerable workload and the associated costs which will be encountered by local authorities in 

42E

introducing compliant enforcement operations. The proposed implementation timescale is also a cause for concern.

The partial RIA does give a fair analysis of the policy. What has not been properly managed since the inception of 
Decriminalised Parking Enforcement is that it is the public’s perception that DPE is just a way for local Councils to gain a 
new income stream from unsuspecting motorists who unfortunately get trapped by Parking Attendants who are highly 
incentivised to produce parking tickets? Local authorities need to share the guilt for this but effectively the Department for 

43E

Transport has not really properly supported DPE with regular updates of guidance, legal procedures and general support, 
neither has it operated a proper education campaign to ensure the public know the truth about DPE. Whilst NPAS has 
tried to be independent and produce information it is not perceived as the neutral observer it wishes to become. (4 more 
paragraphs)
It is appropriate to establish consistency (via option 3) and to try to address some of the public discomfort with 
enforcement. However, limiting clamping and removals to persistent evaders (paragraph 21 of the partial RIA) may result 
in a necessary contraction of the service. (This may result from reduced revenue resulting from the failure for the keeper – 
especially an unknown keeper - to release a vehicle). If this occurs to such an extent that it is necessary to reduce costs, 
and therefore reduce the level of clamping and removal enforcement, it may no longer act as a deterrent to those who 

44E

contravene restrictions. It is important to ensure local authorities fully consider mitigation, (Paragraph 27 consultation; 36 
(vii) RIA) however, there are a number of implications of adjudicators making decisions on mitigation or referring cases to 
the Chief Executive’s office. What currently characterises parking offices is the volume of processing including the 
answering of correspondence challenging penalty charges at different stages. Transferring responsibility for consideration 
of mitigation to either the adjudicator or the Chief Executive’s office could lead to a rise in the public’s expectations, a rise in

It does not fully represent all the notice processing activities expected to be undertaken by a local authority, nor does it 

46E

refer to the requirements to publish reports and review local parking strategies.
Yes in general I would say it does, and would agree it can be confusing to have two separate forms of enforcement. The 

47E

Council has not agreed with all of the points in the document and this has been detailed in the following responses. 



[bookmark: 11]The Partial RIA does not reflect the fundamental differences in local circumstances between what a large authority has to 
deal with, say a London Borough, and the conditions experienced by smaller authorities where the urban and rural mix has 
a significant influence on the economics of decriminalised or civil parking enforcement.  This deficiency in the Partial RIA 
is further echoed in the paragraphs of the Guidance dealing with financial objectives, 11 to 13.  Smaller parking services 
based on more dispersed rural area and without a major urban centre are unlikely to be able to raise a steady base budget 

48E

income stream through on street charges.  A direct consequence of this is that the only source of income for CPE are 
penalty charges, directly contradicting the financial objectives as stated in the Guidance. In the light of controversy about 
what and what should not appear on a PCN as illustrated in the recent ruling R v The Parking Adjudicator, ex parte Barnet 
LBC can the Guidance make it absolutely clear exactly what MUST appear on a PCN?  Whatever that information might 
be, can the aggregate requirements reflect practical limitations on the space available on such a notice.

49E

Yes, there are no particular concerns with the RIA

51E

Yes
We agree that the Partial RIA represents a fair analysis of the policy. We welcome these proposals and the opportunity 

53E

that they bring to build on and improve our existing strong and healthy reputation. 

54E

Yes
In general, the Borough accepts that the Regulatory RIA represents a fair analysis of the policy. The Borough accepts 

56E

Option 3 of the consultation as the way forward. (plus 2 paragraphs)
The analysis appears to be fair, however; the proposed amendments to Statutory Guidance will necessitate more work for 
Parking Authorities and create additional costs. An efficient enforcement regime gives 100% compliance. The greater the 
level of compliance, the less the income from enforcement becomes. The general message from DfT seems to be that, 

58E

with the increasing number of vehicles on the road LA’s must manage the road network to provide parking facilities where 
possible, for example residents parking schemes. At the same time government are laying down development controls 
which include strict limits on off street parking provision coupled with restricted street widths resulting in increased verge 
and pavement parking. 

59E

Yes

60E

Yes

62E

Yes

63E

YES. except as noted in 2 and the general level of penalty charge needed to cover enforcement costs.
In General yes, I believe so. However many authorities fail to cover their costs operating DPE and there is no guarantee 

64E

that the additional cost can be recovered through income from the new powers.



[bookmark: 12]This document identifies deficiencies in LTA’s current policies and thus areas for improvement the section headings are 
discussed here: (i) Availability of information on the DPE operations we are in support of this and represents our own 
recommendations of the internal Housing and Community Safety Scrutiny Commissions report on Decriminalised Parking 
Enforcement. (ii) Consultation on the proposed changes is clearly an appropriate opportunity for the LTA’s to influence the 
formation of new legislation; the recommendation to affect such changed through new legislation is supported. (iii) Costs 

65E

and Benefits of the proposed changes are varied a key issue is the use of nationally accredited software and other 
equipment; this poses a risk if the current systems and devices are not approved retrospectively. Option 3 sets out a 
summary position on the overall financial cost to a move to CPE, this is the Governments preferred option and does come 
at a cost dismissed to some degree by economies of scale and collaborative approaches to implementing the changes, it 
is viewed that such cost could extend the “Self-Financing” period.

67E

Agreed
Yes, the Partial RIA does represent a fair analysis of the policy and no additional evidence regarding assessment of costs 

68E

and benefits to the RIA is submitted



[bookmark: 13]Question 2. What further evidence might be added to 
the assessment of costs and benefits in the RIA? 
Please supply substantive evidence to support your 
argument. 



[bookmark: 14]Responder no.

Reply

Not known at this time but should include the various methods available to adopt the new powers [camera/IT/processing 

8E

costs etc]. More information is needed in respect of the training needs. A training needs analysis would be required. This 
Authority already employs a private training company to conduct its needs.

9E

It is agreed that the Partial Regulatory Impact Assessment represents a fair and comprehensive analysis of the policy.
There is potential to increase the amount and quality of information on the website. Ultimately it is hoped that all Traffic 

13E

Regulation Orders can be available on the web.

4P

The opinion of the public & local shop keepers & businesses

8P

Not relevant to our remit
A cost assessment of real time access to a national database for persistent evaders. This assessment to include equipment 

17E

and data transmission costs.
The range of groups and individuals assessed within the RIA, on whom the TMA Part 6 may impact, is limited and the 
assessments are at a very basic level.  A more detailed assessment will aid a more positive and clear assessment of the 
benefits from implementing this policy to be developed. At present the RIA is limited by the lack of clear detail and supporting 

19E

evidence for the comments made within the document. As this is a transport policy change, an assessment in terms of the 
key objective areas for transport (Economy, Safety, Environment, Accessibility and Integration) could be beneficial.  It is 
noted that some elements of this are already included.  This would help to clarify where the government sees the key 
improvements being made in terms of the overall benefit to the transport network from this policy.

20E

Costs of any additional training for PAs – Benefits -  should result in better standard and consistency of enforcement.
The range of groups and individuals assessed within the RIA, on whom the TMA Part 6 may impact, is limited and the 
assessments are at a very basic level.  A more detailed assessment will aid a more positive and clear assessment of the 
benefits from implementing this policy to be developed. At present the RIA is limited by the lack of clear detail and supporting 

22E

evidence for the comments made within the document. As this is a transport policy change, an assessment in terms of the 
key objective areas for transport (Economy, Safety, Environment, Accessibility and Integration) could be beneficial.  It is 
noted that some elements of this are already included.  This would help to clarify where the government sees the key 
improvements being made in terms of the overall benefit to the transport network from this policy.

DfT needs to assess the impact of the general direction of the proposals, which is clearly to raise the requirements on Local 
Authorities in considering parking contraventions, for example in the need to keep records regarding the consideration of 
mitigation.  This is bound to have the effect of either making the service significantly more expensive for the same numbers 

26E

of PCNs paid, or reducing the number of PCNs issued, for the same level of Local Authority resources.  Someone will have to 
pay for this additional service provision.  It is likely to dissuade many Authorities from taking on civil parking enforcement, 
although the national need for them to do so is recognised. 



[bookmark: 15]The range of groups and individuals assessed within the RIA, on whom the TMA Part 6 may impact, is limited and the 
assessments are at a very basic level.  A more detailed assessment will aid a more positive and clear assessment of the 
benefits from implementing this policy to be developed. At present the RIA is limited by the lack of clear detail and supporting 
evidence for the comments made within the document. As this is a transport policy change, an assessment in terms of the 

27E

key objective areas for transport (Economy, Safety, Environment, Accessibility and Integration) could be beneficial.  It is 
noted that some elements of this are already included.  This would help to clarify where the government sees the key 
improvements being made in terms of the overall benefit to the transport network from this policy.

The financial incentive needs to be such that where smaller authorities needing to take up DPE do not have to provide all the 
costs of set up or potential risk. A small incentive or grant or loan repayment should be considered, so that they are 
incentivised to introduce the process and will not face long term financial risk. It is unfortunate that whilst there is often an 

30E

urgent need to improve on –street parking enforcement because the police have withdrawn from the process.  The cost of 
introduction of the DPE scheme effectively acts as a barrier to introduction to many smaller types of council who do not 
believe they can realise enough self-funding to make DPE a success. The political cost because of the publics lack of 
understanding of the DPE operation also means council members do not view the introduction of DPE as worthwhile.
The range of groups and individuals assessed within the RIA, on whom the TMA Part 6 may impact, is limited and the 
assessments are at a very basic level.  A more detailed assessment will aid a more positive and clear assessment of the 
benefits from implementing this policy to be developed. At present the RIA is limited by the lack of clear detail and supporting 
evidence for the comments made within the document. As this is a transport policy change, an assessment in terms of the 

31E

key objective areas for transport (Economy, Safety, Environment, Accessibility and Integration) could be beneficial.  It is 
noted that some elements of this are already included.  This would help to clarify where the government sees the key 
improvements being made in terms of the overall benefit to the transport network from this policy.

The range of groups and individuals assessed within the RIA, on whom the TMA Part 6 may impact, is limited and the 
assessments are at a very basic level.  A more detailed assessment will aid a more positive and clear assessment of the 
benefits from implementing this policy to be developed. At present the RIA is limited by the lack of clear detail and supporting 
evidence for the comments made within the document. As this is a transport policy change, an assessment in terms of the 

32E

key objective areas for transport (Economy, Safety, Environment, Accessibility and Integration) could be beneficial.  It is 
noted that some elements of this are already included.  This would help to clarify where the government sees the key 
improvements being made in terms of the overall benefit to the transport network from this policy.

It would be helpful to provide details of the difference between the number of fines issued under a criminal enforcement 

34E

regime and a decriminalised enforcement regime.  The administration associated with fines for businesses will then assist 
with determining any increased costs for businesses with a decriminalised enforcement regime.



[bookmark: 16]It is recommended that some assessment be made as to what percentage of vehicles which are currently clamped and 

36E

removed are persistent evaders in order to enable a more accurate estimate of the cost of the proposal to be established.
The potential financial costs of Option 3 are clearly set out and the Kent Parking Group believes that this is important.  Whilst 
the group is, in broad terms, in support of the changes proposed it is clear that this would have a significant up front financial 

39E

implication.  If implemented, the DfT should take steps to assist parking authorities in these changes wherever possible.

1. Implementation Costs. Although much of what is proposed is already in place, It will still be necessary for this Council to:- 
a. Rewrite all TROs (as well as Off-Street Parking Places Order) to introduce the new enforcement powers, the change from 
Parking Attendants to CEOs and to reflect both the new legislation under which DPE will be conducted and the new 
contraventions which the council will be able to enforce. These Orders will have to be advertised in accordance with the 
relevant legislation. b. Retrain all relevant staff with regard to the new powers and to the new restrictions which will be 

42E

enforced. The consultation document states that CEOs should be “undergoing independently assessed training and 
demonstrating a satisfactory level of competence”. It is not clear whether it is the intention that such training be provided by a 
single national body, or whether the ‘level of competence’ will have to be evidenced by the attainment of a national 
qualification. If all staff are required to be formally qualified before being permitted to work within a DPE operation, such 
qualifications will clearly have to be attained before the TMA comes into force. Such requirement would also probably prevent 

The financial incentive needs to be such that where smaller authorities needing to take up DPE do not have to provide all the 
costs of set up or potential risk. A small incentive or grant or loan repayment should be considered, so that they are 
incentivised to introduce the process and will not face long term financial risk. It is unfortunate, that whilst there is often an 

43E

urgent need to improve on –street parking enforcement because the police have withdrawn from the process.  The cost of 
introduction of the DPE scheme effectively acts as a barrier to introduction to many smaller councils who do not believe they 
can realise enough self funding to make DPE a success. The political cost because of the publics lack of understanding of 
the DPE operation also means council members do not view the introduction of DPE as worthwhile.
Many vehicles targeted for removal as persistent evaders are not collected from the pound, which may result in considerably 
increased costs and corresponding drop in revenue. More research into the proportion of persistent evaders removed and 

44E

clamped, which are either paid for and collected, or abandoned in situ or in the pound, would provide the required evidence to 
support or undermine the proposed policy.



[bookmark: 17]There is much more from a local authority perspective that could have been added in relation to costs.   Your preferred 
Option 3 (clause 19) does not state exactly what equipment systems will be required to obtain certification and what the 
process will be and therefore does not provide sufficient information to identify potential cost implications.   Option 3 clause 
35 while this states that enforcement should be easier resulting in a higher income recovery what assessments has been 

46E

taken regarding the potential for higher number of back office staff being needed to provide more timely responses to the 
public and to deal with the greater number of representations and appeals that are being encouraged?   What cost 
assessments have been undertaken to cost the set up and running of a national database for persistent evaders?

In part 35 of the RIA you mention positive financial impacts. We would very much like to see further analysis. You also 
mention enforcement being easier and overall you would expect that costs would be reduced. We don’t see any correlation 

47E

with this statement and it assumes that many members of the public do not currently have an understanding of the existing 
enforcement regime and would therefore park more responsibly if they did. 
The Partial RIA does not reflect the fundamental differences in local circumstances between what a large authority has to 
deal with, say a London Borough, and the conditions experienced by smaller authorities where the urban and rural mix has a 
significant influence on the economics of decriminalised or civil parking enforcement.  This deficiency in the Partial RIA is 
further echoed in the paragraphs of the Guidance dealing with financial objectives, 11 to 13.  Smaller parking services based 

48E

on more dispersed rural area and without a major urban centre are unlikely to be able to raise a steady base budget income 
stream through on street charges.  A direct consequence of this is that the only source of income for CPE are penalty 
charges, directly contradicting the financial objectives as stated in the Guidance. In the light of controversy about what and 
what should not appear on a PCN as illustrated in the recent ruling R v The Parking Adjudicator, ex parte Barnet LBC can the 
Guidance make it absolutely clear exactly what MUST appear on a PCN?  Whatever that information might be, can the 

49E

Yes, there are no particular concerns with the RIA
Here the majority of the income that the Council receives in order to pay for its parking service comes from penalty charges.
The current parking contract is based upon quality of service and it purposely avoids generating further income from
motorists, which could be achieved by paying the contractors a premium for issuing additional parking tickets. The cost of

51E

the contract to the Council will increase over the years because it is indexed to the rate of inflation. The size of penalty
charges is not a matter for local determination and therefore it is possible that at a future date the costs of the contract will
exceed the income generated.
In order to take better account of the justifications and accuracy of existing Traffic Regulation Orders (TROs), there may be a 
need for more frequent consultations and reviews than can currently be supported. The cost of the TRO review at the 
implementation stage of decriminalised parking enforcement was significant.  The cost, both in financial and staff resource 
terms, of a systematic annual review is also likely to be significant. Additional costs will be incurred in making and maintaining 

53E

this information in a widely accessible format.  The staff resources required would inevitably impact on the day-to-day 
consideration of any additional restrictions that may be required to optimise the management of the road network. We also 
wonder about the financial implications of differential pricing for Penalty Charges i.e. how this will affect income for planning 
and operating enforcement.



[bookmark: 18]56E

More frequent consultations?
The potential financial costs of Option 3 are clearly set out and we believe that this is important.  Whilst in broad terms, we 

59E

support the changes proposed it is clear that this would have a significant up front financial implication.  If implemented, the 
DfT should take steps to assist parking authorities in these changes wherever possible.
Further evidence needed on cost relates to the reality of affordability for all/ different types of authority. The complexity of 
organising enforcement (and therefore its costs) varies with nature of the local highway network. Parking demands for 
shopping and businesses may be tightly focused or spread through mixed development. The partial RIA does not appear to 

63E

consider this or the level of penalty charge realistically needed for an authority to balance its books. The current penalty 
charge was set some five years ago and requires increasing. Not all authorities can derive significant income from on-street 
charges. In many locations the cost of a charging mechanism will not cover its own costs.
Training and recruitment if existing officers are not able to become competent in the new expanded role. Assessment of 
understanding of the Regulations and use of technology. I assume there will need to be changes made to the enforcement 

64E

software and documentation supplied to local authorities. This will result in an initial cost to the suppliers of the software and 
documentation which will be passed on to local authorities.
At present this information is available through our web-site as are leaflets and maps showing parking at our council offices, 

65E

and some retail establishments such as garages and petrol stations to what extent do we feel information should be made 
available?
Yes, the Partial RIA does represent a fair analysis of the policy and no additional evidence regarding assessment of costs 

68E

and benefits to the RIA is submitted



[bookmark: 19]Question 3. To what extent and how should 
authorities publish information about parking provision 
and/or parking restrictions in their area? 



[bookmark: 20]Responder no.

Reply

1E

On website

4E

Leaflets & Websites. Details of restrictions & available parking can be an added layer on a district/county webmap
Cheshire County Council is preparing to publish maps on its website showing waiting and loading restrictions. These will be 
the mapped schedules of relevant TROs. Links will be made from district council websites to this information. The 
Department for Transport could play a role in producing guidance on the availability and display of information but it must be 

6E

recognised that anything for on-street parking other than publishing mapped schedules could be costly in terms of staff and 
financial resources. Unitary Authorities and District Councils should be compelled to publish information on off-street parking 
provision.
There must be a mandatory requirement to publish information, and the media used must be used wherever practicable:- 
Internet – specific ‘Parking’pages’ giving full details of the parking area, the charges and any other relevant information, 
including the appeal procedures. (Most councils already have web-sites); Press – local newpapers on introduction, and when 

7E

changes are made, (as for other council announcements); Council News-sheets – most councils issue a news sheet at 
regular intervals.  Parking policy and practice should be included in these; Leaflet issue – all council tax-payers to receive the 
policy as a leaflet at every council tax demand, or when councils are circulating on other matters. (leaflet issue already 
commonplace with other council initiatives); Advertisements on TV, local radio, and on bill-boards
a] In Norwich we use the website to identify CPZs. Once the relevant CPZ is identified, this will provide details of all the 
streets where that permit can be used legally. New permit holders are provided with this information on a hard copy when 
they are given their permit. 
b] Website also includes all off-street parking areas and tariffs including all privately run car parks. Information is also 

8E

included in Local Authority produced literature i.e. ‘The Citizen’ and ‘Where to Park’ leaflets produced and available to the 
public. Off street signage at car parks includes TRO information and penalties for non compliance. 
c] Variable Message Signing [VMS] on most major roads for the information of incoming traffic. This provides motorists with 
up to date information about parking spaces as they near the City centre.



[bookmark: 21]The internet is likely to be the single most important means of councils publishing information about parking provision and/or 
restrictions in their area although councils should also explore the potential for leaflets and offering advice through the local 
press and their own community newspapers. As there is a broad commonality in terms of how on street restrictions are 
signed and lined, such information is likely to centre on local off-street parking provision. Councils should take every 
reasonable opportunity to publish such information as widely as possible. Of potentially greater importance is the need for 
local authorities to review and publish their parking policies on a regular basis. It is inappropriate for local authorities to place 

9E

a cloak of secrecy around their parking operations and in particular to engage in enforcement activity against covert policies, 
or policies that are difficult for the public to locate and understand. This is information that should be fully in the public domain 
– not least on local authorities’ websites. Local authorities will need to be cautious in terms of how this information is 
presented. In the case of enforcement policies in particular, care must be taken that these cannot easily be used by motorists 

The idea of a separate unit is not considered appropriate. The number of cases which fall outside the remit of the adjudicator 

13E

and the Ombudsman will be small, and should be dealt with through the Council’s existing complaints procedure.

4P

They should be published by the DOT (?DfT?) for all authorities 
Believe motorists would benefit from mapping of car parks. Disabled motorists particularly have to plan their journeys in 
advance & so would welcome the availability of information as to where disabled bays are available. Websites should have 

8P

this information. Local authority help lines should be able to provide information on parking & particularly assist disabled 
motorists locating bays which are available to them near their travel objectives. Local authorities could be encouraged to 
provide leaflets & posters to businesses advising of local parking facilities for their customers. 

17E

Web sites, leaflets, signage, local press, Council publications.
The provision of clear and accessible information to all the public is key to fulfilling the Network Management Duty and the 
use of parking facilities is a significant part of this. The current public confusion and suspicion of the parking enforcement 
system is not aided by the lack of information and the way that information is provided. Essential information which should be 
provided by local authorities should include; • Policy and procedure manuals • Appeals procedures • Financial statements • 
Performance management reports • Reports and Business plans from local Parking Management Boards There are a wide 
range of tools available to provide information to the public and these need to be used fully by all local authorities.  The 

19E

internet is a prime source of much local authority information including on parking but it is often accessed through poorly 
constructed sites.  The use of the internet to provide information also reduces access for certain sections of society including 
the elderly, the less affluent and non-computer literate.  Hard-copy versions of internet-based information should be available 
from authorities. Further to the supply of information, authorities need to make more efforts to highlight the positive aspects of 



[bookmark: 22]Website to include details of parking facilities / linked to map-based system.  Parking Information leaflet detailing both on and 

20E

off street facilities / Brief annual report with statistics on enforcement
The provision of clear and accessible information to all the public is key to fulfilling the Network Management Duty and the 
use of parking facilities is a significant part of this. The current public confusion and suspicion of the parking enforcement 
system is not aided by the lack of information and the way that information is provided. Essential information which should be 
provided by local authorities should include; • Policy and procedure manuals • Appeals procedures • Financial statements • 
Performance management reports • Reports and Business plans from local Parking Management Boards There are a wide 
range of tools available to provide information to the public and these need to be used fully by all local authorities.  The 

22E

internet is a prime source of much local authority information including on parking but it is often accessed through poorly 
constructed sites.  The use of the internet to provide information also reduces access for certain sections of society including 
the elderly, the less affluent and non-computer literate.  Hard-copy versions of internet-based information should be available 
from authorities. Further to the supply of information, authorities need to make more efforts to highlight the positive aspects of 

There is a need to provide clear and comprehensive information on parking provision and restrictions across the authority on 

24E

its website . Details of the general statistical data on parking enforcement should also be made available on the website 
annually.          
This Authority is in the process of putting the data regarding the parking provision and restrictions on a GIS database. It is 
intended that this will be published on the authorities webPages relating to CPE prior to taking on of enforcement powers, so 

25E

that it will be available for the enforcement providers, all the District and Borough Councils and the general public via the 
internet.
Clearly there would be benefits in publishing further information, although the primary channel of communication with 
motorists will still be the signing and lining in place on-street and in car parks.  Information regarding Orders and other 
parking matters should be published on the web, and as printed matter, showing car parks, residents’ bays and zones, Pay & 
Display and Limited Waiting bays, etc., but this is good practice anyway and guidance is unlikely to make much difference to 
the extent it is undertaken.  There has been much discussion about the claimed need for Local Authorities to publish reports 
of their finances, and summaries of their enforcement activities, and it has been said that this will increase public support for 

26E

the activity.  This seems doubtful, because very few will ever bother to read it. The Chief Adjudicator of NPAS has expressed 
the view that further Council publication of information will have beneficial impact on the public’s perception of parking 
enforcement.  We regret we find this over-optimistic. Aggrieved motorists frequently cast around for matters to blame the 
enforcement authorities, when the problem is that they will not accept they themselves are to blame for the contravention.  The



[bookmark: 23]The provision of clear and accessible information to all the public is key to fulfilling the Network Management Duty and the 
use of parking facilities is a significant part of this. The current public confusion and suspicion of the parking enforcement 
system is not aided by the lack of information and the way that information is provided. Essential information which should be 
provided by local authorities should include; • Policy and procedure manuals • Appeals procedures • Financial statements • 
Performance management reports • Reports and Business plans from local Parking Management Boards There are a wide 

27E

range of tools available to provide information to the public and these need to be used fully by all local authorities.  The 
internet is a prime source of much local authority information including on parking but it is often accessed through poorly 
constructed sites.  The use of the internet to provide information also reduces access for certain sections of society including 
the elderly, the less affluent and non-computer literate.  Hard-copy versions of internet-based information should be available 
from authorities. Further to the supply of information, authorities need to make more efforts to highlight the positive aspects of 

Authorities should be instructed (not voluntarily asked) to provide annual financial reports which show a Balance Sheet /profit 
& loss account of all council managed parking operations. In the event that these accounts show a shortfall or loss the 

30E

authority should provide an action plan effectively showing how the situation is to be managed in order that recovery can be 
achieved. Deadlines future charging policies should be clearly shown so that Council taxpayers clearly understand that 
shortfalls will not impact on increased levels of taxation.
The provision of clear and accessible information to all the public is key to fulfilling the Network Management Duty and the 
use of parking facilities is a significant part of this. The current public confusion and suspicion of the parking enforcement 
system is not aided by the lack of information and the way that information is provided. Essential information which should be 
provided by local authorities should include; • Policy and procedure manuals • Appeals procedures • Financial statements • 
Performance management reports • Reports and Business plans from local Parking Management Boards There are a wide 
range of tools available to provide information to the public and these need to be used fully by all local authorities.  The 

31E

internet is a prime source of much local authority information including on parking but it is often accessed through poorly 
constructed sites.  The use of the internet to provide information also reduces access for certain sections of society including 
the elderly, the less affluent and non-computer literate.  Hard-copy versions of internet-based information should be available 
from authorities. Further to the supply of information, authorities need to make more efforts to highlight the positive aspects of 



[bookmark: 24]The provision of clear and accessible information to all the public is key to fulfilling the Network Management Duty and the 
use of parking facilities is a significant part of this. The current public confusion and suspicion of the parking enforcement 
system is not aided by the lack of information and the way that information is provided. Essential information which should be 
provided by local authorities should include; • Policy and procedure manuals • Appeals procedures • Financial statements • 
Performance management reports • Reports and Business plans from local Parking Management Boards There are a wide 
range of tools available to provide information to the public and these need to be used fully by all local authorities.  The 

32E

internet is a prime source of much local authority information including on parking but it is often accessed through poorly 
constructed sites.  The use of the internet to provide information also reduces access for certain sections of society including 
the elderly, the less affluent and non-computer literate.  Hard-copy versions of internet-based information should be available 
from authorities. Further to the supply of information, authorities need to make more efforts to highlight the positive aspects of 

The proposals include a requirement to consult stakeholders frequently. This was one of the first requirements to adopting 
DPE under the 1991 Act, and continues on a regular basis in managing the network and introducing, revoking and reviewing 
parking restrictions and prohibitions. In practice, in order to achieve an efficient balance between the perceived needs of 

33E

stakeholders with regard to parking provision and the congestion and safety elements of the network management, there 
needs to be a close liaison between the enforcement practitioners and the highway engineers. Where different Authorities 
enforce and maintain difficulties and conflict of priorities can arise. Basic information regarding signing of parking restrictions 
and prohibitions appears in the Highway Code. 
We recommend that local authorities publish information on their website and replicate this information in leaflet form to be 

34E

provided to: citizens advice bureaux, tourist information boards, libraries and rental companies (if requested).
It would be of assistance to motorists for the local authority to provide information on parking provision within the area of 
responsibility. This is particularly of importance with respect to details concerning City Centre and off street parking provision. 
As well as car parking leaflets this information should be included as part of the Council`s website. At the present time details 

35E

and records of on-street parking restrictions are available as part of the overall traffic regulation order database for the City. 
This is subject to paying a licence to the system supplier. Possibly in the future read only access to this information could be 
provided to the public as part of the authorities web site. However, there is the issue of licensing the software for public 
access to be determined. 
In addition to the publication in local newspapers of the Traffic Management Order and the opportunity to raise objections at 
this initial stage, information on parking policy and enforcement should be published on the website and in leaflets available at
Council sites. Use could also be made of Council publications/ newsletters issued with local free papers throughout the 

36E

borough to report or advertise parking issues often. Maps are particular helpful in illustrating parking restrictions, such as the 
ALG map of the location of Blue Badge bays in London. In short, authorities should be encouraged to provide as much 
information, in as many different available media as possible, about both parking provision and restrictions in order to 
facilitate and encourage compliance with parking regulations.



[bookmark: 25]Information about parking provision and parking restrictions should be published on the Council’s website and made available 

38E

in printed form as leaflets or explanatory sheets.
The aspiration of the consultation document to produce parking maps for each local authority area is a sound one. This will 
continue to help the public and media see parking services as customer focused and user-friendly.  Some basic financial and 

39E

statistical data should be produced for public consumption, so long as it is relevant to members of the public and is produced 
in a straightforward format.  
The proposals include a requirement to consult stakeholders frequently. This was one of the first requirements to adopting 
DPE under the 1991 Act, and continues on a regular basis in managing the network and introducing, revoking and reviewing 
parking restrictions and prohibitions. Most Authorities already do this while others only do so in response to criticisms, 
working on the basis of no criticisms means no problems.  In practice, in order to achieve an efficient balance between the 
perceived needs of stakeholders with regard to parking provision and the congestion and safety elements of the network 
management, there needs to be a close liaison between the enforcement practitioners and the highway engineers. Where 

40E

different Authorities enforce and maintain difficulties and conflict of priorities can arise. Basic information regarding signing of 
parking restrictions and prohibitions appears in the Highway Code. Information distributed in relation to Vehicle Excise 
Licences could be used to include additional information. Leaflet distribution to local residents and in libraries, information on 
websites should include local proposals and changes, car parks location and charges. Clear signing to car parks with real time

1. Parking Maps. This Council experiences a huge increase in the numbers of visiting vehicles during the summer months. 
Our holiday brochures and our web site contain general advice on parking and give details of the locations of each of our car 
parks, as well as details of the tariffs and regulations applicable to those car parks. The Council produces leaflets which are 
distributed by the Parking Section and Tourist Information Centres, and which encourage the use of either our off-street car 
parks, or of our seasonal Park and Ride service. (plus 1 paragraph). 2.  TROs. Some Local Authorities publish their TROs on 

42E

their web sites. This idea has sufficient merit to warrant inclusion in the Guidance. 3.  Annual Reports. The proposals for the 
publication of annual reports, along the lines of the example given in ‘Annex 1’ of the Draft Statutory Guidance are welcomed. 
However, it must be borne in mind that, for so long as Local Authorities each formulate their own policies on the exercise of 
discretion in cancelling PCNs, a comparison of figures between the reports of two different authorities, will not give a true 
picture. Further guidance in this area is required. (plus 1 paragraph)
Authorities should be instructed (not voluntarily asked) to provide annual financial reports which show a Balance Sheet /profit 
& loss account of all council managed parking operations. In the event that these accounts show a shortfall or loss the 
authority should provide an action plan effectively showing how the situation is to be managed in order that recovery can be 
achieved. Deadlines future charging policies should be clearly shown so that Council taxpayers clearly understand that 

43E

shortfalls will not impact on increased levels of taxation.  Councils should be required to publish, both electronically and 
physically, information on parking provision.  The opportunity should be taken for Councils to use map based information/GIS 
system where practical as experience shows the public are more likely to understand map based information than written 
text.



[bookmark: 26]Following the publication of traffic orders, local authorities should be required to publish information in such a way to be useful 
to the public in ‘plain English’ (with translations), in a variety of formats (websites, information leaflets, borough journals, car 
park notices). This enables the public to know what the restrictions are and where they can park lawfully. The information 

44E

should include the location of off-street car parks and the on-street bay types, in particular where there are disabled bays. To 
cater to the variety of ways people understand information, it should be available in visual form (maps and diagrams) as well 
as written. 
It is important that local authorities each prepare and publish their parking policies (and review and update these on a regular 
basis).  They should also be required to publish clear auditable performance information on their parking operations (e.g. 
numbers of PCNs issued, numbers immediately cancelled, numbers challenged, numbers of cases in which representations 

45E

were accepted, number subject to appeals to the adjudicators and numbers in which adjudicators allowed the appeals). Much 
of this information is in fact already in the public domain (in Adjudicators’ annual reports) so there is no reason why local 
authorities themselves should not publish it for the benefit of their local communities. (plus 3 other paragraphs) 

This is to be encouraged through better web site information, various information leaflets and radio messages (tagged onto 

46E

traffic news possibly) 
We feel that a report should be published annually for the public domain which will include relevant policies, statistics on 
enforcement, customer care, financial surplus’s and where the funding has been spent. It should be written in plain English 

47E

and not be more than 10 pages. In respect of parking provision or restrictions, these should be communicated through 
Community Council’s, Web sites, Libraries, and the local press. 
Information on parking policies and operational provision should be as complete and well distributed as it can be with current 

48E

technologies and media.  Web based information is proving to be an important means of sharing information on parking 
plans, policies and details of parking opportunities and costs.  
We support the need for authorities to publish clear general information about parking provisions and restrictions but have 

49E

some concerns about the level of detail which may be required. Clearly in large city urban areas it is more difficult to set out 
all of the provisions and restrictions which apply. 
The Forum believes that once an authority has drawn up its parking policy, it should ensure this is widely publicised. The 
greater the understanding by the public of an authority’s policy, the more likely there will be public acceptability and 
understanding for it. We have looked at a selection of local authorities’ websites to see what information was published in the 
above regard. (5 points) In some instances councils went further (3 points). There were 2 councils that had a downloadable 

50E

booklet that provided comprehensive details about the parking facilities. We suggest that DfT, in conjunction with local 
authority associations, should undertake a more detailed look at the information provided and agree on the elements that 
should be published on an authority’s site. This must include a summary of an authority’s parking strategy. 



[bookmark: 27]Following on from its Transport and Parking Best Value Review, Council officers are in the process of designing a new leaflet,
which will provide an overview of parking restrictions within the District. The Council is also in the process of providing

51E

information on its website as to how informal representations are processed. For up to date information, it is considered that
the website is the most useful tool for providing information to members of the public, including car park tariffs and how to
appeal against penalty charge notices. The majority of parking restrictions in the District are shown on maps. The District
Council is working with Hertfordshire County Council (who produced the maps) to get these maps onto the website.
Current TRO information should be available on-line and historic information relating to TROs should be accessible on 
request. Ideally, we think that all local authorities should develop systems that can allow easy reference to current restrictions,
designated bays and to charges for permitted parking on and off-street on a street-by-street basis. Information systems that 

53E

build on existing successes using existing Interactive Voice Response Telephony and that enable prepayment for parking and 
for exemptions from parking should be standard features of local authority services, delivered through a corporate website. It 
is important that motorists are provided with up to date information about parking restrictions by ensuring that TRO signing 
and lining is well maintained.  
We believe that parking services should publish Code of Practice/policy documents and these should be available on the 
Council’s web site. These Codes of Practice/policy documents should cover areas such as enforcement, the cancellation of 
PCNs  and the application of mitigation. Council also believe that there should be a website address that contains information 

54E

about on-street and off-street parking. On-street parking should include information about the different parking zones, tariffs 
and times of operation  of parking  zones. a list of streets that are within particular zones. Off-street: List of car parks; 
locations; number of spaces; car park tariffs availability of car park spaces, locations of specific spaces i.e. disabled, 
coaching parking facilities.
Accepts that Las should be required to publish full details of their parking policies, regulations & enforcement on their 

56E

websites & arrange the issue of leaflets locally, coupled with media campaigns as appropriate. (plus paragraph)
Only in terms of summary information on a website. No need for large printed documentation, or full details on every parking 

57E

space. This would be unnecessary and bureaucratic. Parking spaces are still signposted with restrictions
Consultation with stakeholders is fundamental to traffic management policy, parking and provision of enforcement. For the 
average user, the key information point is on the street at the time of use. As such, existing signage and marking regulations 

58E

are felt to be adequate if a little confusing and overcomplicated in places, both from the point of view of the traffic manager 
and the user. Local policies are, and should continue to be, published and in the public domain. (plus 2 paragraphs)

The aspiration of the consultation document to produce parking maps for each local authority area is a sound one. This will 
continue to help the public and media see parking services as customer focused and user-friendly.  Some basic financial and 

59E

statistical data should be produced for public consumption, so long as it is relevant to members of the public and is produced 
in a straightforward format.  
Statutory guidance should go further by encouraging local authorities to review their parking policies on a regular basis in 

60E

consultation with ‘Stakeholders’ such as local companies, Trade Associations and Freight Quality Partnership groups



[bookmark: 28]Authorities should provide comprehensive details of the parking arrangements in their area, which should include information 
on the types of parking control in place, the boundaries of each scheme or zone, charging structures in place together with 
information on how permits waivers etc. can be obtained. Ideally this information should be available via the authority’s web-

62E

site, but must also be available in other formats to allow access by those not having access to the internet. Information should 
also be made available in public buildings such as libraries information points etc. Where appropriate and reasonable it 
should also be available in alternative languages, Braille etc. (plus 1 paragraph & 8 bullet points)

It should be established that best practice is for authorities to publish details of all parking provision and restrictions, policies 
and charges. electronic Map based systems would provided the flexibility for on-line inquiry, paper copy extraction and face-to
face customer service.  It is necessary to get away from complex text schedules describing locations of parking provision and 

63E

restrictions, as these tend to be esoteric and of little use to the public. Best practice is suggested rather than ‘must do’ as 
each authority can only allocate resources on the basis of its overall corporate priorities. (plus another paragraph)

Authorities should be encouraged to provide extensive parking information such as: • Their parking policy • Extent of on street 
parking restriction and times of restrictions • Location of parking places and charges • Location of car parks • Capacity and 
charges in car parks • Cost of penalties • Car park occupancy in real time • A Q & A web page/leaflet • How to web 
page/leaflet: (e.g how to obtain a disabled parking permit) In a two tier authority it is hoped that the either the 

64E

districts/boroughs and/or the County Council would use their websites and tourist information centres (TIC) as a minimum to 
publish such information. In addition for two tier authorities it is important that the public are provided with clear guidance on 
the responsibilities and accountabilities relating to the various aspects of parking management as these can be confusing for 
the public.
At present this information is available through our web-site as are leaflets and maps showing parking at our council offices, 

65E

and some retail establishments such as garages and petrol stations to what extent do we feel information should be made 
available?
The Joint Parking Board (JPB) supports publishing information about parking provision and restrictions.  It believes this 
should be published electronically and should contain the following information:- • How to contact the Council/Service 

67E

Provider • Details of where to park and cost of parking • Map based information on parking restrictions (it is recognised 
providing detailed maps of parking restrictions may be overly complex and this should be reviewed in light of customer 
feedback) • FAQs • Annual report • Performance/quality information • How to pay • How to complain
It is essential that Local Authorities provide clear guidance to motorists on parking provision and restrictions within their areas 
with clearly published information available that gives accurate directions to the car parking areas. This information should be 
available on VMS signs, via in-car information (mobile phones, PDA, Sat-Navigation devices and vehicle audio) and also on 

68E

the Internet.  Car parking areas, their availability and current charges need to be clearly indicated together with credible 
alternative options. Additional information to road users should include the proximity to local amenities, business areas and 
communities; furthermore this should also include a ‘real time’ notification of parking availability, the parking penalty charges. 



[bookmark: 29]Question 4. What additional information would be 
most useful to road users and how should it be 
presented? 



[bookmark: 30]Responder no.

Reply

Improved signage on entry to town/area would help but this is a local issue - perhaps a minimum standard could be 

1E

given as guidance to improve the situation

4E

Statistics about PCN issue. Extracts from replies to FoI enquiries
Clear and unambiguous road-signs placed so that motorists can read them. In other words not placed where 

7E

parking is not allowed so they can only be read by pedestrians or cyclists !!  yes, this really does occur. Information 
to be available to Sat-Nav equipment producers for use on their displays.

a] In Norwich we use the website to identify CPZs. Once the relevant CPZ is identified, this will provide details of all 
the streets where that permit can be used legally. New permit holders are provided with this information on a hard 
copy when they are given their permit. 
b] Website also includes all off-street parking areas and tariffs including all privately run car parks. Information is 

8E

also included in Local Authority produced literature i.e. ‘The Citizen’ and ‘Where to Park’ leaflets produced and 
available to the public. Off street signage at car parks includes TRO information and penalties for non compliance. 
c] Variable Message Signing [VMS] on most major roads for the information of incoming traffic. This provides 
motorists with up to date information about parking spaces as they near the City centre.

The internet is likely to be the single most important means of councils publishing information about parking 
provision and/or restrictions in their area although councils should also explore the potential for leaflets and 
offering advice through the local press and their own community newspapers. As there is a broad commonality in 
terms of how on street restrictions are signed and lined, such information is likely to centre on local off-street 
parking provision. Councils should take every reasonable opportunity to publish such information as widely as 
possible. Of potentially greater importance is the need for local authorities to review and publish their parking 

9E

policies on a regular basis. It is inappropriate for local authorities to place a cloak of secrecy around their parking 
operations and in particular to engage in enforcement activity against covert policies, or policies that are difficult for 
the public to locate and understand. This is information that should be fully in the public domain – not least on local 
authorities’ websites. Local authorities will need to be cautious in terms of how this information is presented. In the c

This is considered to be a retrograde step. It would add to the current confusion rather than increase public 

13E

understanding. The Police already have powers to deal with obstructive or dangerous parking under other 
legislation.

4P

Facts of their entitlement as road users & road tax payers



[bookmark: 31]All parking plates should include the times of operation of any controls except where they are in operation for at-
any-time. Not enough to rely on gateway signs to controlled areas to inform motorists of the hours of control. 
Maximum Loading/Unloading times should be displayed where the activity is allowed. There is much 
misunderstanding about the motivations of highway authorities regarding the implementation & enforcement of 

8P

parking controls. To correct this, the publication of parking policies & financial income etc is welcomed. Also the 
justification & benefits of good parking management etc.should be promulgated. Much of this information is already 
available & so to publicise it shoud not be a great burden on councils. The information should be available on 
council website parking pages, reported to a council meeting annually & published in the local papers.

Explanation of the aims, procedures and projected outcomes of the new enforcement process. The aim is to 
standardise enforcement throughout England consequently this should be addressed as a National Issue as well 

17E

as local.  The Highway Code, and DVLA should be used to communicate with drivers on a National Basis thereby 
indicating the backing and support of Central Government. 
A uniform national parking enforcement policy would remove inconsistencies between authority areas and should 
increase public support.  Such a policy would also be easier to understand, could be publicised at a national level, 

19E

rather than by individual local authorities, and could potentially form part of an expanded Highway Code. 

20E

FAQ style leaflet / website content – meaning and effect of restrictions, parking charges and enforcement policy
A uniform national parking enforcement policy would remove inconsistencies between authority areas and should 
increase public support.  Such a policy would also be easier to understand, could be publicised at a national level, 

22E

rather than by individual local authorities, and could potentially form part of an expanded Highway Code. 

It is considered that easily understood maps for each of the towns where ‘CPE’ will be in operation would be of 
significant benefit. The map would clearly indicate where people can park, the time restrictions in operation and the 

24E

type of parking in place. This should be made available on relevant websites and by means of printed leaflets 
distributed to householders and visitors.
Car parking prices both on and off-street, including Park & Ride facilities and links to public transport providers 

25E

WebPages.



[bookmark: 32]Unfortunately it is not currently possible to sign on-street the specific scope of ‘no return’ provisions, as the TSRGD 
does not allow this.  There is potential for confusion amongst motorists on this issue.  The problem is exacerbated 
because ‘no return’ provisions are open to being used as challenges by motorists.  Although in our on-street order 
we define ‘return’ as referring to the named street (in accordance with common sense), we have no way of 

26E

communicating that intention on-street, and the Highway Code does not refer to any definition. In general, dynamic 
car parking signing is of great use to road users.  We remain sceptical that in-car web technology will ever greatly 
ease the public’s search for convenient on-street parking spaces;  the information is just too complex to be useful 
to a motorist.
A uniform national parking enforcement policy would remove inconsistencies between authority areas and should 
increase public support.  Such a policy would also be easier to understand, could be publicised at a national level, 

27E

rather than by individual local authorities, and could potentially form part of an expanded Highway Code. 

The local authority should be expected to work towards providing electronic access to all Traffic Regulation Orders. 
They should provide guidance on do’s and don’ts for parking and what constitutes an offence or where parking 
correctly will avoid penalties. Clear policy should be given on those areas where informal appeals may be 

30E

considered and the level of information required when making any representation. Wherever possible local 
authorities that operate SPA’s should provide easy access to information on all its parking operations via the web. 

A uniform national parking enforcement policy would remove inconsistencies between authority areas and should 
increase public support.  Such a policy would also be easier to understand, could be publicised at a national level, 

31E

rather than by individual local authorities, and could potentially form part of an expanded Highway Code. 

A uniform national parking enforcement policy would remove inconsistencies between authority areas and should 
increase public support.  Such a policy would also be easier to understand, could be publicised at a national level, 

32E

rather than by individual local authorities, and could potentially form part of an expanded Highway Code. 

Traffic Sign Regulations & General Directions 2002 does not provide clear and concise signing in relation to 

33E

permitted parking with a restriction on return. e.g parking 1 hour no return in 2 hours. There is no clarification of 
what constitutes a return; different bay, different road or different side of the road?  
It would be helpful, especially for foreign drivers visiting this country, who may not be familiar with the signage and 
parking restrictions, if road users were provided with the following: a brief explanation of what signs and road 

34E

markings mean, a few handy tips to follow when parking on street and details of what to do if a penalty charge 
notice is received. This information should be presented in leaflet form and on a website.



[bookmark: 33]The following information would be of assistance to road users: Financial • The total income and expenditure to the 
authority in running the on and off-street parking operation. • The total surplus or deficit in running the on-street 
operation. • Details of how any financial surplus has been spent, including the benefits to road users that arise from 

35E

this expenditure: Statistical • The number of  penalty charge notices issued for both on and off street parking 
contraventions. • The number of vehicles wheel clamped on-street and the number removed from on-street. This 
information could be published annually as part of the authorities overall statement of accounts within the year end 
financial report.
Information which is targeted at specific road users is useful, such as information for Blue Badge Holders, 
Residents and Businesses in specific Controlled Parking Zones (CPZs). Letter drops within CPZs and information 
issued by umbrella organisations, such as the ALG, appear to also be the effective. Leaflets and information 

36E

circulated by the ALG provide consistent advice and helps local authorities to give a uniform response. It may be 
useful for the Department for Transport to consider providing similar information at a national level in order to 
promote consistency of advice to road users. It should be noted that whilst residents are generally familiar with 
parking restrictions in a given borough, visitors may need more detailed information.

Additional information could include the Council’s Parking Policy and advice on parking hot spots to be avoided 

38E

and be published as leaflets or explanatory sheets.
The public need to be assured that parking enforcement activities are (a) necessary and not intended to provide 
revenue gathering opportunities; (b) proportionate; and (c) carried out lawfully in a fair, consistent and even way.  
Information should have the primary purpose of giving facts, whilst demonstrating to the public that parking 
management demonstrates good value for money, that surplus funds are put back into highway-related issues and 

39E

that the number of PCN’s issued per head of population is minimal.   Information that is useful to road users could 
be showing how PCN income is spent, giving details of where people can park and at what cost, and information 
on mitigating circumstances i.e. in what circumstances a PCN will and will not be cancelled.

TSRGD 2002 does not provide clear and concise signing in relation to permitted parking with a restriction on 

40E

return. e.g parking 1 hour no return in 2 hours. There is no clarification of what constitutes a return; different bay, 
different road or different side of the road?  



[bookmark: 34]This Council would like to see; 1) A review of the signage contained in the TSRGD, to make it more customer 
friendly, thereby improving understanding and, consequently, compliance. 2) Greater emphasis to be placed upon 
parking within the Highway Code, with a revised version to be published to coincide with the implementation of this 
section of the TMA. Included could be; (6 points) 3)  Parking restrictions to be made one of the prominent factors of 
the theory section of the driving test. 4) Blue Badge holders to be made aware of the importance of reading the 
Blue badge Scheme booklet. DfT should re-visit the book’s layout and incorporate a warning of that it should be 

42E

thoroughly read, before attempting to use the Badge. This message should also be emphasised by Local 
Authorities whenever issuing or re-issuing Badges. An instruction printed on the badge itself, along the lines of 
‘Display this side upwards’ would also be helpful. 5) A DfT nationwide publicity campaign to coincide with the 
launch of the TMA, explaining the changes, the need for CEOs and urging motorists to park legally and in 
accordance with parking regulations. It should also emphasise the need for motorists to read and observe the Highw

The local authority should be expected to work towards providing electronic access to all Traffic Regulation Orders. 
They should provide guidance on do’s and don’ts for parking and what constitutes an offence or where parking 
correctly will avoid penalties. Clear policy should be given on those areas where informal appeals may be 

43E

considered and the level of information required when making any representation. Wherever possible local 
authorities that operate SPA’s should provide easy access to information on all its parking operations via the web.

Local authorities should also inform the public on its enforcement policy to ensure users understand the 

44E

consequences of not parking lawfully.
Local authorities should be trusted to decide precisely what additional information (over and above this financial 
and performance information they wish to provide for road users (e.g. regarding details of parking arrangements in 

45E

their local areas), and precisely how/where it is published/available (e.g. on websites, pamphlets etc.) (plus 3 other 
paragraphs)  

46E

Greater use of intelligent parking signs, reducing the amount of slow moving traffic looking for parking spaces.
Information which we feel would be useful to motorists and published on the web are our enforcement regime, 
times and days, and car parking facilities which should be clearly signed. It would be useful to have a schedule on 
the web site of what major road works are taking place in the borough which is likely to cause congestion. These 

47E

could include any road closures, road re-surfacing, lamp column renewal and implementation of controlled parking 
zones. These are planned works and would be easy to publish with start and completion dates.

Information on parking policies and operational provision should be as complete and well distributed as it can be 

48E

with current technologies and media.  Web based information is proving to be an important means of sharing 
information on parking plans, policies and details of parking opportunities and costs.  
Some statistical information may be beneficial as long as it demonstrates the positive benefits of civil parking 

49E

enforcement on the reduction of congestion and improved safety of the network.



[bookmark: 35]The Forum believes that once an authority has drawn up its parking policy, it should ensure this is widely 
publicised. The greater the understanding by the public of an authority’s policy, the more likely there will be public 
acceptability and understanding for it. We have looked at a selection of local authorities’ websites to see what 
information was published in the above regard. (5 points) In some instances councils went further (3 points). There 

50E

were 2 councils that had a downloadable booklet that provided comprehensive details about the parking facilities. 
We suggest that DfT, in conjunction with local authority associations, should undertake a more detailed look at the 
information provided and agree on the elements that should be published on an authority’s site. This must include 
a summary of an authority’s parking strategy. 
The Council considers it of primary importance for motorists to be advised, via clear signage, about what parking
restrictions are in place when they try to park on street. Information that doesn’t change – such as types of

51E

restrictions on street, and the location of car parks should be included in the leaflet referred to in Q3. Any paper
documentation should lead to the website where changing information such as car park tariffs or changes in
restrictions can be viewed. 
To enhance transparency and public confidence in the way enforcement is managed we think that agreed 
operational policies should be available on-line. However, the application of these policies will differ from case to 
case. Therefore, we think that details of the scope of Parking Attendant discretion and back-office procedures and 
policies on discretion and cancellations should remain outside of the public domain. We think that local authorities 

53E

could do more to inform the public by publishing performance indicators that demonstrate the quality of their 
service and the level of activity, if a set of such indicators could be agreed. Increased use of electronic messaging 
boards and local radio stations could also help to provide real time early alerts to motorists about restrictions, off 
street car parking availability and any significant parking suspensions

It would be useful to inform drivers of long term parking bay closures due to engineering work on of by the 
roadside. An up to date guide on the website  would be useful to drivers. It would be also helpful to suggest parking 

54E

alternatives in the vicinity. Any short term closures would be very difficult to communicate as these can change on 
a daily basis. Codes of Practice/policy documents should cover areas such as how enforcement is carried out, the 
cancellation of PCNs  and the application of mitigation. 
Location of car parks, tariffs, waiting times, performance indicators & in fact anything that helps the public 

56E

understand the local parking policies/issues. It needs to be comprehensive but understandable.
Summaries of restrictions, especially within controlled parking zones, and parking charges. Also an explanation of 

57E

what the parking restrictions mean.



[bookmark: 36]There are numerous issues. The blue badge system for the disabled is total chaos and should be fundamentally 
reviewed. For example, should blue badges permit parking on waiting restrictions as they currently do? The current 
information for badge holders is overcomplicated and should be made much more concise. Perhaps the badge 

58E

should only permit holders to park in designated bays? Also, TSRGD 2002 does not provide clear and concise 
signing in relation to permitted parking with a restriction on return. e.g parking 1 hour no return in 2 hours. There is 
no clarification of what constitutes a return; different bay, different road or different side of the road?

The public need to be assured that parking enforcement activities are (a) necessary and not intended to provide 
revenue gathering opportunities; (b) proportionate; and (c) carried out lawfully in a fair, consistent and even way.  
Information should have the primary purpose of giving facts, whilst demonstrating to the public that parking 
management demonstrates good value for money, that surplus funds are put back into highway-related issues and 

59E

that the number of PCN’s issued per head of population is minimal.  Information that is useful to road users could 
be showing how PCN income is spent, giving details of where people can park and at what cost, and information 
on mitigating circumstances i.e. in what circumstances a PCN will and will not be cancelled.

Better information should be made available to parking restrictions and information in all areas – such as type of 
access/parking restrictions for heavy/long goods vehicles in all areas and easy access to type of parking restriction 

60E

in all streets, such as red route, yellow lines, parking meters, residential parking bays, restricted loading/unloading 
times... (large paragraph)
Authorities should provide comprehensive details of the parking arrangements in their area, which should include 
information on the types of parking control in place, the boundaries of each scheme or zone, charging structures in 
place together with information on how permits waivers etc. can be obtained. Ideally this information should be 

62E

available via the authority’s web-site, but must also be available in other formats to allow access by those not 
having access to the internet. Information should also be made available in public buildings such as libraries 
information points etc. Where appropriate and reasonable it should also be available in alternative languages, 
Braille etc. (plus 1 paragraph & 8 bullet points)
Has access to live and historic data for off-street parking occupancy by time and day. Publishing this type of data 

63E

would enable users to better plan to access car parks at times of available occupancy. Web publishing and notices 
at individual car parks would bee most suitable as the data would need regular updating. 

The information the public most require is where can I park, how much will it cost and how long can I stay. This 
information should be available via the web site, at TIC, Civic Buildings and Parking Shops where provided. In 

64E

future authorities  should be aiming to make this information available through mobile phones, satellite navigation 
systems and other mobile devices. 



[bookmark: 37]Our view is that the appropriate signs and road markings are the clearest indication of what restrictions apply a 
fundamental part of the highway code for any driver, however with regard to the proposed CPE process then a 

65E

series of FAQ’s might direct an individual to the right decision such as information on; (i) What do the different 
types of restrictions mean? (ii) What to do if I receive a ticket? (currently on PCN and website)  (iii) How do I make 
representation?  (iv) What is the process and the timescales I need to comply with?

The Joint Parking Board (JPB) supports publishing information about parking provision and restrictions.  It believes 
this should be published electronically and should contain the following information:- • How to contact the 
Council/Service Provider • Details of where to park and cost of parking • Map based information on parking 

67E

restrictions (it is recognised providing detailed maps of parking restrictions may be overly complex and this should 
be reviewed in light of customer feedback) • FAQs • Annual report • Performance/quality information • How to pay • 
How to complain
It is essential that Local Authorities provide clear guidance to motorists on parking provision and restrictions within 
their areas with clearly published information available that gives accurate directions to the car parking areas. This 
information should be available on VMS signs, via in-car information (mobile phones, PDA, Sat-Navigation devices 

68E

and vehicle audio) and also on the Internet.  Car parking areas, their availability and current charges need to be 
clearly indicated together with credible alternative options. Additional information to road users should include the 
proximity to local amenities, business areas and communities; furthermore this should also include a ‘real time’ 
notification of parking availability, the parking penalty charges. 



[bookmark: 38]Question 5. Should the Government encourage local 
authorities to set up a unit independent of the parking 
department to handle cases where the road users had 
a grievance but it falls outside the remit of the 
adjudicator and the Ombudsman? 



[bookmark: 39]Responder no.

Reply

1E

Already dealt with through customer complaints procedures, nothing else required

4E

No, there are sufficient safeguards in place
Could be difficult in two tier authorities bearing in mind the split in responsibilities between County (Highway Authority) 

6E

and District Councils (off-street car parks). This could add to confusion among the public. 
NO NO NO, a thousand times NO!  No council-operated appeal department can ever, EVER, be independent even on 
the most generous interpretations.  Not only this, how can it possibly be seen by the general public as independent either. 
Consider the Local Government Ombudsman,  now commonly thought of by most people as the ‘catspaw’of the councils, 
being packed with ex-council employees, and bending over backwards to accommodate them. All experience of DPE 
since its introduction shows a clear need for an independent Parking Regulator, financed, like the adjudicators, from a 
levy on the councils. This regulator must have powers to levy severe penalties on councils operating CPE merely to 

7E

bolster council finances, and who behave capriciously and mendaciously.  In the last resort this regulator must have the 
power to remove or restrict council DPE powers in cases  where they are blatantly ignoring the recommendations and 
decisions of the adjudicators. The suggestion that an adjudicator should have an additional power to remitt a legal, but 
clearly, and unequivocally, contentious PCN back to the Chief Executive of the council concerned for ‘further consideration

No to an independent unit. In this Authority, all complaints outside the appeals procedure are dealt with under the 

8E

Council’s Corporate Complaints Procedure. These complaints are therefore investigated with impartiality and within the 
stated time limits.
The Council does not agree with the proposal to set up an independent ‘complaints unit’ for cases that fall outside the 
Adjudicator’s or Ombudsman’s remit for the following reasons: a) It will create further confusion in the mind of the 
motorist as to the correct course of action in their particular circumstances. b) Given the proposed enhanced powers of 
the Adjudicator to refer appeals back to the Council for fresh consideration, it could lead to an unnecessary duplication of 

9E

function. c) Councils will already have an internal complaints mechanism that if operating correctly will be capable of 
resolving most complaints of the sort this question identifies. d) The Local Government Ombudsman is a robust and well 
known route for those who allege maladministration on the part of a local authority and between this, the Adjudicator and 
an effective internal complaints mechanism, it is felt that all necessary grievances can be accommodated.

This suggestion is supported, as it is patently more serious to park on double yellow lines, than to overstay on a time 
limited parking bay. However, when considering differential charges the Government should bear in mind the need for 

13E

Councils to make the enforcement operation as close to self-financing as possible, and do nothing  which would 
jeopardise this requirement.   

4P

No, the government should set up a central body in each major city 



[bookmark: 40]No – The cost to smaller authorities would not be acceptable bearing in mind the need for training etc. What benefit 
would this bring except to open another potential avenue of appeal, thereby clouding the issue? Neither should the remit 
of either the Adjudicator or the Ombudsman be expanded. Representations officers employed by any enforcement 
authority are fully trained and conversant with CPE and the authority’s enforcement policy. Mitigation is always considered

17E

whenever offered as part of a representation and it should always be indicated, in the response, why this has or has not 
been accepted. The consideration of mitigation should be easily demonstrated and additional powers to consider 
mitigation should not be given to the Adjudicators, as is their want. It is time for adjudicators to accept that enforcement 
authorities act in good faith and do not see the process as an income stream.

The setting up of a separate unit could represent a poor value for money and bureaucratic solution depending on the size 
of the parking department in Shropshire ParkRight, the partnership of the County Council and all the District and Borough 

19E

councils will have a Notice Processing Office with only 5 people in it. Either the remit of the adjudicator or ombudsman 
should be widened or clearer guidelines on these cases should be given to the local authorities.

20E

No – this seems to be an unnecessary function as already covered by the adjudication appeals process.  
The setting up of a separate unit could represent a poor value for money and bureaucratic solution depending on the size 
of the parking department in Shropshire ParkRight, the partnership of the County Council and all the District and Borough 

22E

councils will have a Notice Processing Office with only 5 people in it. Either the remit of the adjudicator or ombudsman 
should be widened or clearer guidelines on these cases should be given to the local authorities.

24E

Yes, as has been done at this Council.
No, the parking section would be the first department to handle a grievance and if they can not resolve this issue it could 

25E

be transferred to the local authorities existing Complaints Departments.
It does seem to be unnecessarily onerous and bureaucratic to set up a separate unit. We are also not clear under what 
circumstances a given case could fall outside the remit of both NPAS and the Ombudsman. We are not of the view that it 
is desirable for NPAS to take on the consideration of mitigating circumstances.  Their adjudicators are not democratically 
elected, so as to be able to cover subjective issues, and the public airing of subjective and sensitive issues of this nature 
is likely to do untold harm to parking enforcement and the public’s perceptions of it, and cause significant conflict with the 
principles of the Data Protection Act.  It will also require greatly extended systems be put in place to support Local 

26E

Authority views on subjective matters.  We are convinced that Councils do already consider mitigating circumstances, it is 
just that NPAS do not see the background evidence at Appeal, often because it would contravene the data subject’s 
rights if we were to give it to them.  In the absence of this information, NPAS are often not aware of why the Council has 
taken a particular stance over an appellant’s submissions. Another body, albeit part of the Council, would, one assumes, h

The setting up of a separate unit could represent a poor value for money and bureaucratic solution depending on the size 
of the parking department in Shropshire ParkRight, the partnership of the County Council and all the District and Borough 

27E

councils will have a Notice Processing Office with only 5 people in it. Either the remit of the adjudicator or ombudsman 
should be widened or clearer guidelines on these cases should be given to the local authorities.



[bookmark: 41]No. Whilst in larger authorities I believe this is an excellent opportunity to show complete independence from the day-to-
day parking operations it is very difficult to provide this service in areas where the enforcement operation is so small that 
the cost of this facility would place to great a burden on the overall costs of providing enforcement. If this where to 

30E

become a necessity in all authorities then provision would need to be made where it was possible for councils to recover 
costs where claims for review where considered frivolous or vexatious. This is just a further body, which the public will 
approach, or we to avoid the statutory process and will probably result in the existing appeal process through NPAS being
ignored.
The setting up of a separate unit could represent a poor value for money and bureaucratic solution depending on the size 
of the parking department in Shropshire ParkRight, the partnership of the County Council and all the District and Borough 

31E

councils will have a Notice Processing Office with only 5 people in it. Either the remit of the adjudicator or ombudsman 
should be widened or clearer guidelines on these cases should be given to the local authorities.
The setting up of a separate unit could represent a poor value for money and bureaucratic solution depending on the size 
of the parking department in Shropshire ParkRight, the partnership of the County Council and all the District and Borough 

32E

councils will have a Notice Processing Office with only 5 people in it. Either the remit of the adjudicator or ombudsman 
should be widened or clearer guidelines on these cases should be given to the local authorities.
Authorities enforcing within the County do not agree there should be another department or level of authority introduced 
to the civil enforcement process. There is no other department with the necessary expertise in enforcement to make 
sound judgements on contraventions. In addition, to introduce another level would undoubtedly be at a cost. The National 

33E

Parking Adjudication Service (NPAS) should not be given authority to consider mitigating circumstances. Their role 
should remain as verifying the validity of the Traffic Regulation Order (TRO), establishing if the necessary Penalty Charge 
Notice (PCN) issuing process has been complied and identifying if a contravention has or has not occurred, not to decide 
if their were extenuating circumstances surrounding the occurrence.

In our view this would cause confusion and we are unclear as to what grievance would fall outside the scope of the 

34E

adjudicator and the Ombudsman.  Surely the role of these two should be sufficient to encompass any form of grievance 
which needs to be addressed.
Yes it would be a good idea for an independent unit to be set up by authorities to review any decision or action taken by 
the back office fine processing section where it may fall outside the remit of the parking adjudicator or the Local 

35E

Government Ombudsman. This would allow the case to be considered objectively and impartially and for a fair decision to 
be reached either in favour of the motorist or local authority. This should ensure that the motorist feels they are being 
treated in a fair and just manner.
The main issues raised where neither the adjudicator nor the Local Government Ombudsman can get involved relate to 
policies and traffic regulations.   The ALG does not believe that there is any case for a separate unit to consider 
complaints about parking policies when there are no such units to consider complaints about other policies such as social 

36E

services, housing or education.   To introduce this requirement would be disproportionate and would also lead to 
confusion for motorists about which office considers which complaint.   The ALG believes that local councillors are the 
right people to consider local policies.



[bookmark: 42]No, definitely not for the following reasons: a)  The introduction of an alternative unit independent of the parking 
department would totally undermine the whole of the Civil Parking Enforcement (CPE) process. This would imply that the 
Local Authorities (LAs) Parking Appeals Officers are not able to discharge their statutory functions in a professional 
manner, which is far from being the case. b) In cases where the Appellant disagrees with the LA decision, the statutory 
right of appeal to a tribunal/adjudicator provides for an independent review of the LA decision. c) In addition, LAs have 

38E

procedures in place to deal with formal complaints and these can be followed through to the Ombudsman. d) The 
introduction of a third unit to deal with appeals or grievances would require the same level of training for staff as for 
current Parking Appeals Officers. It would also effectively take away the delegated authority of current Parking Appeals 
Officers and throw the statutory procedures into chaos. e) Page 23 of the consultation paper suggests that after 
Adjudication, cases should be referred back to the LA Chief Executive. As explained above, this would effectively undermi

The Kent Parking Group does not support the setting up of a further unit within local authorities.  The current system is 
robust and fair, with enough safeguards to ensure that all customers are treated in a just way.  The introduction of 

39E

another unit could be detrimental to ensuring consistency.  Local authorities should already have grievance procedures in 
place when dealing with complaints relating to the conduct of their staff.
The CC and the Borough/Distict Authorities enforcing within the County do not agree there should be another department 
or level of authority introduced to the civil enforcement process. There is no other department with the necessary 
expertise in enforcement to make sound judgements on contraventions. In addition, to introduce another level would 

40E

undoubtedly be at a cost. NPAS should not be given authority to consider mitigating circumstances. Their role should 
remain as verifying the validity of the TRO, establishing if the necessary PCN issuing process has been complied and 
identifying if a contravention has or has not occurred, not to decide if their were extenuating circumstances surrounding 
the occurrence.
We are somewhat unclear what sort of “grievance” the Department has in mind. If there is a grievance it seems unlikely it 
would fall outside the remit of the Ombudsman. We would envisage the initial handling of all aspects of a challenge 
initially being dealt with by the parking department. There is certainly a case for a mechanism that would provide for a 

41E

fresh look at a case where there are unresolved issues. We would, however, have thought that there would already be in 
place a general complaints procedure that could be used for this purpose. In any event, you will note our views, set out in 
our comments on the draft regulations, relating to the “compelling reasons” issue; in short, that the decision on these 
should rest with the adjudicator.
This Council has not found a need for such a unit, as such grievances are handled in accordance with our published 

42E

complaints procedure.



[bookmark: 43]No, definitely not for the following reasons: a)  The introduction of an alternative unit independent of the parking 
department would totally undermine the whole of the Civil Parking Enforcement (CPE) process. This would imply that the 
Local Authorities (LAs) Parking Appeals Officers are not able to discharge their statutory functions in a professional 
manner, which is far from being the case. b) In cases where the Appellant disagrees with the LA decision, the statutory 
right of appeal to a tribunal/adjudicator provides for an independent review of the LA decision. c) In addition, LAs have 

43E

procedures in place to deal with formal complaints and these can be followed through to the Ombudsman. d) The 
introduction of a third unit to deal with appeals or grievances would require the same training of staff as for current 
Parking Appeals Officers. It would also effectively take away the delegated authority of current Parking Appeals Officers 
and throw the statutory procedures into chaos. e) Page 23 of the consultation paper suggests that after Adjudication, 
cases should be referred back to the LA Chief Executive. As explained above, this would effectively undermine the CEO P

No, this is a wasteful duplication of roles. The LGO deals with complaints relating to process; the corporate complaints 
section deals with complaints outside the decision; elected Members deal with issues of policy; the statutory process of 

44E

adjudication deals with appeals against decisions on the penalty charge. A local authority failing to demonstrate proper 
consideration of the representation against the penalty charge will suffer the appeal being allowed.   

It is probably best if individual authorities themselves decide in favour or against setting up special units that are 
independent of the parking department – as part of their own approaches to complaints handling and customer service 
generally.  Potentially this seems a good practice, and might logically be located under the auspices of the local 
authority’s Head of Legal Services – to provide an appropriate legal and judicious scrutiny of disputed cases. However, it 

45E

will probably be helpful if the remit of the Adjudicators and of the Ombudsman are defined in such a way that there is 
always the possibility of recourse to independent and external (to the local authority) review of any parking 
administration/enforcement matters of concern to the road user.  This may mean widening the powers of the 
adjudicators, but that is probably to be welcomed as being in the wider public interest.   

 

This is not a good idea in that the general public will see this as being another appeal process. Local authorities already 

46E

have rigorous complaint procedures that would take into account issues that do not fall into the remit of the adjudicator. 

 We feel that there is occasion when the statutory process may not fully satisfy the complainant. However, if this falls 

47E

outside the remit of parking enforcement it then follows the established complaints system. This has proved effective and 
we feel that there is not a need for a separate unit.        
It is not clear what operational parking matters would fall outside the remit of either the Adjudicator or the Ombudsman so 

48E

value of setting up such a unit is doubtful.
No. There are very few instances where cases would fall outside the remit of the adjudicator and the Ombudsmen. If 

49E

cases of this nature arise they should be dealt with through the authority's complaints system which has independent 
consideration built in.



[bookmark: 44]The Forum recommends the appointment of a “trouble-shooter” in each local authority. We make no recommendation as 
to whether that “trouble-shooter” should be based in the parking department or outside of it. The reason we make this 
recommendation is that there is evidence to suggest that once a Penalty Charge Notice (PCN) is issued, the formal 
procedures kick-in and it becomes difficult for a motorist to simply have his or her PCN cancelled.  To help overcome this 

50E

difficulty, we recommend the appointment of a “trouble-shooter”. The “trouble-shooter’s” contact details should be widely 
publicised and he or she should be easily contactable by aggrieved motorists. The “trouble shooter” would have the 
power to intervene personally in cases where it was felt proper care and attention was not being given to an appeal.   

Road users who consider that they have a grievance are able to approach Councillors who may then act as their
advocates in dealings with officers. In addition the Council already has Working Party of Councillors who regularly
consider petitions and representations from members of the public about parking matters. The Council also has a

51E

complaints department who deal with any complaints regarding behaviour or attitude of staff. The Ombudsman can
resolve any complaints not resolved internally. With regard to a Penalty Charge Notice, there is already the National
Parking Adjudicator who is an independent tribunal.  
We think this suggestion is an unnecessary layer of bureaucracy in the current process and would inevitably lead to 
further confusion for the motoring public over which route to take if they had a grievance.  By creating an additional route 
for people to complain, it sidesteps the reasons why the present system is failing the customer.  In our local experience, 

53E

there has been no need for such an arrangement and we can’t readily think of circumstances when this would be 
necessary.  We think it will undermine confidence in and the integrity of current tribunals like NPAS and PATAS.

No, the appeals system should be clearly defined and to introduce another layer would be potentially confusing for the 

54E

motoring public and could lead to conflicting standards
No. Already has a system for dealing with complaints from an aggrieved member of the public via the Corporate 

56E

Complaints Procedure. (plus paragraph)
The current procedure is clear and well defined. With a well written policy there should be few, if any, areas concerning 
actual enforcement issues that cannot be dealt with via the challenge, representation and appeal process. NPAS should 
not be given authority to consider mitigating circumstances. Their role should remain as verifying the validity of the TRO, 

58E

establishing if the necessary PCN issuing process has been complied and identifying if a contravention has or has not 
occurred, not to decide if their were extenuating circumstances surrounding the occurrence. Anything outside of the 
above falls under the remit of corporate complaints, for which every authority should have a well established and robust 
process.
We do not support the setting up of a further unit within local authorities.  The current system is robust and fair, with 
enough safeguards to ensure that all customers are treated in a just way.  The introduction of another unit could be 

59E

detrimental to ensuring consistency.  Local authorities should already have grievance procedures in place when dealing 
with complaints relating to the conduct of their staff.



[bookmark: 45]YES. Road users often feel that there is nobody to whom they can take their concerns about how an individual case 

60E

was/is handled if it falls outside the remit of the parking adjudicator or the Local Government Ombudsman
This is not considered necessary as the authorities ‘corporate complaints system’ should be able to deal with this type of 

62E

complaint. In the 5 years we have been enforcing parking this mechanism has been found to be satisfactory                       

No. Reference should be made to the authority’s complaint procedure, which should be amended to suit if necessary. A 

63E

good complaints procedure should already be able to provide an ‘appeal’ route to deal with all forms of grievance.

No:-  there are already sufficient safeguards for the public to challenge a  PCN and would increase the workload of 

64E

parking services and may lead to more confusion over responsibilities and accountabilities. The stages described in 
paragraph 42 should be sufficient.
This is not deemed necessary as the management structure deals with all issues and those falling out of the remit of the 

65E

adjudicator or ombudsman would be covered by policies and procedures set out by the Council.
Most Councils have a separate complaints procedure for dealing with complaint about the delivery of a service.  
Establishing a separate unit to investigate complaints against a service presupposes that the unit providing the service 

67E

does not deal effectively with its own customers.  A well managed authority will already have systems in place to provide 
the necessary checks and balances and it does not seem necessary for Government intervention/encouragement in this 
area.
It would be very useful to do so as this would enable grievances to be aired with an independent body affording motorists 

68E

the opportunity to consider that they had been given a fair representation. Furthermore such units would ensure that there 
was a national consistency in dealing with such grievances.



[bookmark: 46]Question 6. Should the regulations to implement the 
TMA give the police the power to enforce parking if 
they should wish to do so? 



[bookmark: 47]Responder no.

Reply

If the police were, in effect, given back some powers, they wouldn't be used.  They do not use their 
powers surrounding obstructions now and it causes problems - Local Authorities need to be able to deal 

1E

with obstructions as well rather than give this back to the police - it wouldn't make a difference to their role

Yes probably. The likelihood of the police using such powers is extremely low. In our experience, as soon 

4E

as a police officer hears the word ‘parking’ he/she immediately redirects the complaint or query to the 
local authority, whether appropriate or not 

6E

Yes
No. Parking enforcement should be either one or the other, Police or Council, not both.  The police would, 

7E

or course,  still retain their long-standing powers to enforce cases of obstructions to the highway.

No. This would cause too much confusion. It is understood that the Police would not wish to resume 

8E

enforcement.
The Council does not agree that once a parking offence has been ‘decriminalised’ the police should still 
be able to enforce it as a criminal offence. This will inject uncertainty into the process and blur the very 

9E

boundaries that local authorities operating DPE (along with the police) have been attempting to define 
since 1993, to their mutual benefit and the benefit of the general public.

This suggestion is supported, as it is patently more serious to park on double yellow lines, than to 
overstay on a time limited parking bay. However, when considering differential charges the Government 

13E

should bear in mind the need for Councils to make the enforcement operation as close to self-financing 
as possible, and do nothing  which would jeopardise this requirement.   

4P

No, they are now overwhelmed tackling crime
Yes. We would wish to see all regulations enforced & it may well be appropriate for police to enforce 

8P

illegal parking, particularly when it causes a safety hazard or is obstructive to other street users

No. This would cloud the issue in the minds of the public and lead to dual enforcement. Rather we should 

17E

act in partnership with the police, not be seen to act in competition.



[bookmark: 48]There could be some significant unplanned events which it could be beneficial for the police to enforce 
parking . However, in practical terms and for consistency we do not consider that the police should have 
the power to enforce parking. Practically to allow the police to enforce parking they would need to use the 
same policies , procedures, systems and IT which would mean specific training for police officers and 
additional costs.  The equipment and training would need to be made available to any police officer 
carrying out parking enforcement. The cost of this would far outweigh the benefit. If the police used their 

19E

own policies , procedures, systems and IT  it would create inconsistency and  uncertainty in the mind of 
the public and undermine all the positive  PR being done to make parking enforcement easily understood  
and visible. 
It is therefore the opinion of the ParkRight partnership that the enforcement of parking restrictions by the 
police may be desirable for occasional  events ; but this would be entirely impractical, not be cost effective 
and cause confusion with the public.

No – unlikely to be used in the current economic climate.  May lead to confusion. Police can enforce if a 

20E

vehicle is causing an obstruction – already within their powers
There could be some significant unplanned events which it could be beneficial for the police to enforce 
parking . However, in practical terms and for consistency we do not consider that the police should have 
the power to enforce parking. Practically to allow the police to enforce parking they would need to use the 
same policies , procedures, systems and IT which would mean specific training for police officers and 
additional costs.  The equipment and training would need to be made available to any police officer 
carrying out parking enforcement. The cost of this would far outweigh the benefit. If the police used their 

22E

own policies , procedures, systems and IT  it would create inconsistency and  uncertainty in the mind of 
the public and undermine all the positive  PR being done to make parking enforcement easily understood  
and visible. It is therefore the opinion of the ParkRight partnership that the enforcement of parking 
restrictions by the police may be desirable for occasional  events ; but this would be entirely impractical, 
not be cost effective and cause confusion with the public.



[bookmark: 49]Yes . We welcome the continued involvement of the Police in principle, in particular for matters where 
driving licences may be endorsed such as parking on pedestrian crossing zig-zags. It is desirable for the 
potential penalties of such parking to remain more severe than for other parking contraventions.  It would 
also be helpful for the Police to be able to take action against inappropriate parking during the night as 
many civil enforcement operations cease, for practical and safety reasons, at around 10pm. However, the 
need for consultation with the local Police must be stressed to establish a framework for enforcement.  
Police involvement must also be confined to enforcement against contraventions or offences, and not 

24E

include the granting of permissions by the issuing of waivers or dispensations.  The local authority should 
remain in overall control of parking, with the Police providing an additional level of enforcement where it 
has been agreed that this is beneficial. There could also be potential for confusion as to who has issued 
the parking ticket and the fact that the ensuing processes would be different.  The mechanism for establish

No, this goes against the uniformity of one enforcement provider that Central Government is striving to 

25E

create to improve public understanding of enforcement provision.
We do not believe the Police are seeking these powers, and we can see there may be difficulties anyway.

26E

There could be some significant unplanned events which it could be beneficial for the police to enforce 
parking . However, in practical terms and for consistency we do not consider that the police should have 
the power to enforce parking. Practically to allow the police to enforce parking they would need to use the 
same policies , procedures, systems and IT which would mean specific training for police officers and 
additional costs.  The equipment and training would need to be made available to any police officer 
carrying out parking enforcement. The cost of this would far outweigh the benefit. If the police used their 

27E

own policies , procedures, systems and IT  it would create inconsistency and  uncertainty in the mind of 
the public and undermine all the positive  PR being done to make parking enforcement easily understood  
and visible. It is therefore the opinion of the ParkRight partnership that the enforcement of parking 
restrictions by the police may be desirable for occasional  events ; but this would be entirely impractical, 
not be cost effective and cause confusion with the public.



[bookmark: 50]No. The select committee findings and the view of NPAS clearly stated that the public where completely 
confused by the fact that both criminal enforcement by the police and decriminalised enforcement could 
exist on opposite sides of a street in any given area and that this was not satisfactory. The police have 
clearly shown they have no desire to carry out parking enforcement. More recently the arrival of PCSO 
has made the parking enforcement process seem more attractive and a task that PCSO can potentially 

30E

carry out. If the police feel it is necessary for them to carry out enforcement of parking restrictions then 
they could do so using the current regulations available to them. In the event that they where required to 
involve themselves in parking enforcement within Special parking Areas, they could be allowed to 
supplement the DPE process by carrying out these tasks, but only through the decriminalised process 
and thus allowing the public to appeal to NPAS. The police could still retain their powers for moving traffic 
offences and obstruction etc.

There could be some significant unplanned events which it could be beneficial for the police to enforce 
parking . However, in practical terms and for consistency we do not consider that the police should have 
the power to enforce parking. Practically to allow the police to enforce parking they would need to use the 
same policies , procedures, systems and IT which would mean specific training for police officers and 
additional costs.  The equipment and training would need to be made available to any police officer 

31E

carrying out parking enforcement. The cost of this would far outweigh the benefit. If the police used their 
own policies , procedures, systems and IT  it would create inconsistency and  uncertainty in the mind of 
the public and undermine all the positive  PR being done to make parking enforcement easily understood  
and visible. It is therefore the opinion of the ParkRight partnership that the enforcement of parking 
restrictions by the police may be desirable for occasional  events ; but this would be entirely impractical, 
not be cost effective and cause confusion with the public.

There could be some significant unplanned events which it could be beneficial for the police to enforce 
parking . However, in practical terms and for consistency we do not consider that the police should have 
the power to enforce parking. Practically to allow the police to enforce parking they would need to use the 
same policies , procedures, systems and IT which would mean specific training for police officers and 
additional costs.  The equipment and training would need to be made available to any police officer 

32E

carrying out parking enforcement. The cost of this would far outweigh the benefit. If the police used their 
own policies , procedures, systems and IT  it would create inconsistency and  uncertainty in the mind of 
the public and undermine all the positive  PR being done to make parking enforcement easily understood  
and visible.It is therefore the opinion of the ParkRight partnership that the enforcement of parking 
restrictions by the police may be desirable for occasional  events ; but this would be entirely impractical, 
not be cost effective and cause confusion with the public.



[bookmark: 51]The authority for the Police to enforce parking regulations was withdrawn with the introduction of 
Decriminalised Parking Enforcement (DPE). Over a period of several years prior to Local Authorities 
adopting DPE Chief Constables steadily withdrew the Traffic Warden Service and parking enforcement 
was given an extremely low priority by the police. Since the adoption of DPE there has been no 
suggestion or requirement for the criminal enforcement to be reinstated. The Association of Chief Police 
Officers has stated clearly and categorically that it is opposed to the reinstatement of the criminal 

33E

enforcement of parking restrictions. Police Officers retain the authority to deal with cases of obstruction 
and parking in a dangerous position which are adequate when Parking Attendants are not available or 
unable to deal with the circumstances. There is a distinct difference here with the need for criminal 
investigation of moving traffic offences which could arise from more serious incidents e.g. injury road 
accidents, which Parking Attendants/ Civil Enforcement Officers are not empowered or qualified to 
investigate. 

No. Our view is that this again would cause confusion. If a local authority has chosen to go down the 

34E

route of a decriminalised parking regime, then it should be enforced by civil enforcement officers only who 
fully understand the regime.
No, once an authority has been awarded DPE powers to enforce all of the on-street parking restrictions 
the responsibility should be solely with the local authority to enforce parking and not the Police. This 
should ensure that the public clearly understand that the local authority is responsible for this activity and 

35E

not the Police who will continue to be only responsible for dealing with obstructive and dangerous parking 
and moving traffic offences. It is also very doubtful whether the Police would wish to continue to carry out 
straightforward parking enforcement once the local authority had been awarded DPE powers.

No, the police do not have the resources to enforce parking regulations effectively and this was one of the 
reasons for decriminalisation. Furthermore partial involvement could lead to confusion and duplications of 

36E

enforcement. In addition, the House of Commons Transport Committee recent report on Parking Policy 
and Enforcement criticised the fact that there are currently two different enforcement regimes, i.e. criminal 
and civil.



[bookmark: 52]No.  This Council does not agree that the TMA should give the police the power to enforce parking if they 
wish to do so. a) DPE was introduced because the police did not have the resources to enforce parking 
regulations. It is unlikely that the police would have resources to enforce parking in the future. b) If the 
police were given the power to enforce parking where CPE is in force, it may add to the poor public 
perception of parking enforcement by LAs by implying that infringements against parking regulations are 

38E

only serious if they are enforced by the police. c) It would also create confusion because the same 
infringement would be enforced under two different legal systems (criminal and civil), drivers would 
therefore be treated differently depending on who had issued the penalty notice and would be confused 
as to what appeals procedure is available to them.

The Kent Parking Group feels strongly that the police should not be given the power to enforce parking as 
well as the parking service.  Parking was decriminalised to remove the burden of parking enforcement 
from the police, and to give it to local authorities to manage.  By allowing police to issue PCN’s which take 

39E

precedence over Civil PCN’s it could trivialise the work of decriminalised parking enforcement, as well as 
sending out mixed and confusing messages to the public.  The Kent Parking Group feel that this move 
would be a step backwards.
The authority for the Police to enforce parking regulations was withdrawn with the introduction of DPE. 
Over a period of several years prior to Local Authorities adopting DPE Chief Constables steadily withdrew 
the Traffic Warden Service and parking enforcement was given an extremely low priority by the police. 
Since the adoption of DPE there has been no suggestion or requirement for the criminal enforcement to 
be reinstated. The Association of Chief police Officers has stated clearly and categorically that it is 

40E

opposed to the reinstatement of the criminal enforcement of parking restrictions. Police Officers retain the 
authority to deal with cases of obstruction and parking in a dangerous position which are adequate when 
Parking Attendants are not available or unable to deal with the circumstances. There is a distinct 
difference here with the need for criminal investigation of moving traffic offences which could arise from 
more serious incidents e.g. injury road accidents, which Parking Attendants/ Civil Enforcement Officers 
are not empowered or qualified to investigate. 

We can see no benefit whatever in there being parallel criminal enforcement powers. This would seem to 
us to be a retrograde step. One of the main purposes of decriminalisation was to relieve the police of the 
responsibility of parking enforcement to allow them to deploy their resources elsewhere. We cannot 

41E

imagine the police welcoming recriminalisation. Having parallel powers would also be bound to have the 
potential for creating confusion, which would be likely to further discredit parking enforcement in the eyes 
of the public.



[bookmark: 53]No. This will lead to both confusion and accountability. If the Police were to be given such powers, they 

42E

would need to have compatible and inter-active systems with the local Highway Authority, which would 
lead to increased costs.
No.  This Council does not agree that the TMA should give the police the power to enforce parking if they 
wish to do so. a) DPE was introduced because the police did not have the resources to enforce parking 
regulations. It is unlikely that the police would have resources to enforce parking in the future. b) If the 
police were given the power to enforce parking where CPE is in force, it would add to the poor public 
perception of parking enforcement by Las by implying that infringements against parking regulations are 

43E

only serious if they are enforced by the police. c) It would also create confusion because the same 
infringement would be enforced under two different legal systems (criminal and civil), drivers would 
therefore be treated differently depending on who had issued the penalty notice and would be confused 
as to what appeals procedure is available to them.

No, this would lead to the public’s confusion. The intention of ‘option 3’ of the Partial RIA is to provide 

44E

consistency.
No; this could be confusing for the public and seems unnecessary given the existence already of police 
powers to take action if parking causes obstructions or danger.  More important, and a disappointing 
omission from this consultation, is the question of whether civil parking enforcement should be introduced 
in all local authority areas.  This is something we strongly favour to put an end to the confusing practice of 
two-approaches in operation outside London (with some authorities having opted for DPE (and enforcing 

45E

rigorously) while elsewhere the responsibility remains with the police (and is being given little or no 
priority).  This duality of approach across the country is a nonsense that has never been satisfactorily 
justified.  We think it should be terminated quickly (as the House of Commons Transport Select 
Committee has recently recommended).

The creation of the RTA91 was primarily due to the Police relinquishing their enforcement powers due to 

46E

parking not being an high enough priority and to bring them back into enforcement would potentially result 
in confusion for the motorist.



[bookmark: 54]The Council would see this as a backward step, as it could lead to confusion and doubling of resources. 
However, we would like to see joint operations on occasions where a particular location has a history 
violence and intimidation. Additionally rather than a general power, perhaps the Police should be required 
to request the Local Authority for parking enforcement to be carried out in a certain location and within 

47E

perhaps one hour of their call as a matter of urgency.  If the Local Authority is unable to meet the 
requirement then the Police shall be permitted to enforce until the Local Authority has the available 
resources. This will result in the police service not having to distract from more serious priorities any 
longer than is necessary.

It is difficult to understand why this should now be under consideration when it has the potential to cloud 
the public’s growing awareness of the differing roles and responsibilities of the police and local 
authorities.  This could lead to confusion for the public and could cause operational difficulties.  Far more 
critical would be achieving a greater priority for the matters that the police remain responsible for in terms 

48E

of dangerous and obstructive parking and also the chronic problem of cars parked on footways.  This 
would help provide a consistent level of enforcement and avoid the risk of the more serious parking 
offences going unpunished relative to the less serious civil or decriminalised contraventions.  

We have concerns about suggestions that the Police should be given the option to enforce parking. It 
would lead to confusion for the public and potential inconsistencies if the two organisations were 
enforcing the same regulations. One of the prime reasons for DPE was the transfer of parking 

49E

enforcement from the police to enable them to concentrate on other priorities. The CEO responsibilities 
should rest with local authorities but it is important that they work and liaise closely with the Police to 
resolve problems.
We note that under the Traffic Management Act 2004, the police can also carry out parking enforcement 
activity where appropriate. We are concerned that this could lead to confusion and adverse publicity in the 

50E

media should such confusion arise. Clear guidance needs to be given on the liaison that authorities 
should undertake with the police to ensure there are clear lines of responsibility.  

The experience here before the District took on decriminalised parking enforcement was that the 

51E

enforcement of parking offences was not a priority for the Police Authority.  However, the Council would 
welcome any assistance by the Police in enforcing the TMA if they wished to do so.



[bookmark: 55]We are not in favour of this proposal, which we think will confuse the motoring public and blur the 
distinctions between civil and criminal regulations.  If the public perceives that local authorities enforce 
inconsistently and are not transparent in their application of policy they will not be reassured by the 
prospect of independent third-party intervention on the part of the police.  Rather, we think that the 
differences between the respective roles of Police officers and the proposed Civil Enforcement Officers 

53E

(CEOs) should be clarified and publicised.  Whilst we believe that the police should continue to exercise 
their use of enforcement powers, for example in case of obstruction, we are supportive of the general 
direction of policy that seeks to extend the role of CEOs into what was previously enforcement of criminal 
offences and into enforcement activity that is generally given a low priority by the police.

No, this would cause confusion and could duplicate work. Motorists should be made clearly aware of 

54E

which authority is responsible for the effective management of kerb side space. To devolve powers to 
separate authorities may also lead to inconsistent and inequitable enforcement.
It would be unfair on some offenders if their offence was prosecuted by the police under the criminal 

55E

justice system while similar offences were subject only to financial penalties under the civil system.

56E

Considers that this would be a step backwards. (large paragraph)

57E

Yes. Definitely
No, not that they would wish to anyway. It is not unusual for the Police to tell the public that they cannot 
enforce obstruction at present and to direct them to contact the local Council, who have no such powers 

58E

under DPE. This is confusing for the public and frustrating for the local authority. If anything, these 
additional powers that the Police seem reluctant to enforce should be transferred to local authorities.

We feel strongly that the police should not be given the power to enforce parking as well as the parking 
service.  Parking was decriminalised to remove the burden of parking enforcement from the police, and to 
give it to local authorities to manage.  By allowing police to issue PCN’s which take precedence over Civil 

59E

PCN’s it could trivialise the work of decriminalised parking enforcement, as well as sending out mixed and 
confusing messages to the public.  We feel that this move would be a step backwards.

YES – providing they follow same rules/code of conduct as CEO’s and provided that any criminal offence 

60E

takes precedence over a civil offence in order to avoid danger of double jeopardy.
The original decriminalisation not only removed considerable bureaucracy from the Police, but also staff 

61E

and funds were transferred to the Local Authorities. Mr. Price considers that this proposal will have a 
detrimental effect upon Policing and would constitute a retrograde step.
Yes providing systems are in place to enable the recipient of a PCN to be able to determine who has 

62E

issued it.                                                                  



[bookmark: 56]Yes, because if they are called to an incident where part of appropriate action is the issue of a PCN their 

63E

inability to do so diminishes public confidence in both the Police and the authority – BUT the PCN process 
should be through the local parking authority’s CE process to avoid confusion. 

Currently, even where the Police have powers they fail to use them and the situation is unlikely to change 
in the future even if they were given the powers. To have two authorities with similar powers would 
complicate the situation regarding communication on appeals and the submission of mitigating 

64E

circumstances. The originator of the PCN may have to confirm the details supplied and the officer issuing 
the charge notice may feel his authority is being challenged. I suspect after the first accepted appeal the 
police may not wish to exercise their right under TMA powers if conferred. 

There are a number of technical and practical difficulties with this proposal, firstly it is clear the police 
have limited resources to deal with this issue hence its current state of neglect and we need to question if 

65E

the I.T. systems are compatible. A better route may be the enhancement of powers of the CPO’s, SNT ‘s 
etc. allowing them to deal with obstruction offences in particular where no marked restrictions are in 
place.
Yes.  The police should  have powers to enforce the same parking restrictions as local government 

66E

officers, if they choose to
Presently the role of the Police in dealing with parking offences is limited, for matters where driving 
licences may be endorsed such as parking on pedestrian crossing zig-zags.  It would also be helpful for 
the Police to be able to take action against inappropriate parking during the night as many civil 

67E

enforcement operations cease, for practical and safety reasons, at around 10pm or 11 pm. Extending 
Police powers to deal with enforcement may blur the lines of accountability and could likely to lead to 
disputes over when the Police and the Council should act. Therefore clear guidance in this area would be 
helpful to support any changes.
Yes – there are many circumstances where police officers and Community Support Officers will be 
presented with circumstances where it is appropriate that a PCN should be issued. It is proper therefore 

68E

that the police service should be included in the organisations that are authorized to enforce parking 
regulations



[bookmark: 57]Question 7. Would differential penalty charges based 
on the severity of the contravention help improve 
public acceptance of and compliance with parking 
regulations? 



[bookmark: 58]Responder no.

Reply

Possibly but what if someone was outside of a bay marking, on a road, that sat on double yellow lines - 
what offence would this be?  If this was going to come in - very clear guidance would have to be given to 

1E

LA's otherwise there would be a wrath of complaints about inconsistency and council's 'money-grabbing' 
by using higher tier fines.  It would help if the cost of the fines increased with inflation - it hasn't changed in 
years but wage costs etc have!
Overstaying could reasonably be subject to a lower penalty, say 10 or 15 minutes over. Beyond that, the 

4E

full penalty should apply. This could be done automatically by being pre-programmed in the DAP 
(handheld computer). 

6E

Probably
Yes. However, this differential needs to be by a reduction in the current totally disproportionate fines for the 
very minor offences, in particular overstaying a parking place when the motorist has already paid for 
parking time. (£60 for overstaying 6 minutes and the same for parking on double yellows; it beggars belief). 

7E

The old parking regime recognized this with the Excess Charge Notice. In addition, in cases of small and 
insignificant infractions where a parking space has been paid for, the deduction for early payment should 
be 75%.on any lower penalty
Yes. Current Penalty Charges should remain for what would be seen as a minor contravention. Increased 
charges should be introduced for those deemed more serious. There would need to be a robust 

8E

publicity/communication strategy to warn and inform. More information needed in this respect.

The Council supports the concept of differential charging. At present the same penalty charge applies 
whether a car is parked on double yellow lines on a busy road junction or having exceeded its paid for time 
by five minutes in an off street car park. This creates a great sense of injustice in some motorists and does 
not reflect the relative seriousness (i.e. road traffic and safety implications) of each act. It is suggested that 
properly explained and publicised such a move would enjoy considerable public understanding, if not 

9E

unequivocal support. Such differential charging would have to operate on a common, national basis to 
avoid confusion to the motorist. As part of their application to the DfT to take on DPE powers local 
authorities will have created a model which, inter alia, suggests that DPE will at least break even in 
financial terms. Any move towards differential levels of penalty charge must bear this in mind and should 
do nothing to jeopardise the likelihood of any existing or future DPE council achieving this fundamental 
objective.
It is this Council’s view that discretion should only be applied by “back office” staff. To do otherwise would 

13E

leave the Civil Enforcement Officer on the street open to harassment or allegations of bribery, 
inconsistency, and favouritism etc. 

4P

No, no allowance would help



[bookmark: 59]Yes. Some parking regulation enfringements are more serious than others. Parking in a bus lane is a 
contravention that can inconvenience many passengers, particularly those that have limited mobility & find 

8P

it difficult to get on & off buses, while overstaying in a parking bay for a few minutes is less problematic. 
Members have suggested that the differential shoulds be substantial.

Yes – But must be kept simple and transparent. No more than two levels with the lower set at the existing 

17E

PCN rate.
Differential penalties based on the severity of the contravention would create communication and 
consistency difficulties, especially if done on a local , rather than national , basis. Operationally there would 
be little effect other than have the need for the enforcement management system to be able to issue PCN 
with different levels of penalty charge. , which they can, and do, now. Differential charges will change the 
behaviour of offenders and in some instances will move the offence rather than remove it. The setting of 
differential charges would need to be done in a balanced manner, that is raising some charges and 
lowering others, to avoid this being perceived as a means of increasing income. This would then increase 

19E

the risk of the lower penalty charges once discounted, not being a deterrent. A slight increase in the 
number of lesser contraventions may be acceptable if a general decrease in the more serious breaches of 
the regulations and an improvement in the public perception can be achieved. A balance needs to be 
struck between ensuring compliance and improving public perception therefore in the longer term national d

20E

Yes – it would be generally more acceptable to motorists
Differential penalties based on the severity of the contravention would create communication and 
consistency difficulties, especially if done on a local , rather than national , basis. Operationally there would 
be little effect other than have the need for the enforcement management system to be able to issue PCN 
with different levels of penalty charge. , which they can, and do, now. Differential charges will change the 
behaviour of offenders and in some instances will move the offence rather than remove it. The setting of 
differential charges would need to be done in a balanced manner, that is raising some charges and 
lowering others, to avoid this being perceived as a means of increasing income. This would then increase 

22E

the risk of the lower penalty charges once discounted, not being a deterrent. A slight increase in the 
number of lesser contraventions may be acceptable if a general decrease in the more serious breaches of 
the regulations and an improvement in the public perception can be achieved. A balance needs to be 
struck between ensuring compliance and improving public perception therefore in the longer term national d



[bookmark: 60] Whilst the public may see differential charging as more acceptable, there is nothing to suggest that it 

24E

would encourage greater compliance, unless the charge rate for contraventions deemed to be more 
serious was significantly higher than the present uniform charge.
A two or more tier charging regime is likely to cause those who intend abusing parking or waiting 
restrictions out of choice, to do so on the ones with the lowest charge. If say the penalty for abusing No 
Waiting At Any Time was increased sufficiently high enough, this would help maintain essential traffic 

25E

movement bas they would become self enforcing. It could then lead to the concentration of the 
enforcement activities on the limited waiting places etc where a turnover of vehicles is desired. 

There is an argument to support differential penalty charges, and it might improve public acceptability to a 
minor extent, but the problem is within each band of charge there would be many other factors regarding 

26E

the severity of the contravention.  This might merely result in the motoring public changing its attack to 
focus on these other factors.
Differential penalties based on the severity of the contravention would create communication and 
consistency difficulties, especially if done on a local , rather than national , basis. Operationally there would 
be little effect other than have the need for the enforcement management system to be able to issue PCN 
with different levels of penalty charge. , which they can, and do, now. Differential charges will change the 
behaviour of offenders and in some instances will move the offence rather than remove it. The setting of 
differential charges would need to be done in a balanced manner, that is raising some charges and 
lowering others, to avoid this being perceived as a means of increasing income. This would then increase 

27E

the risk of the lower penalty charges once discounted, not being a deterrent. A slight increase in the 
number of lesser contraventions may be acceptable if a general decrease in the more serious breaches of 
the regulations and an improvement in the public perception can be achieved. A balance needs to be 
struck between ensuring compliance and improving public perception therefore in the longer term national d

Possibly. There is some merit in differentiating penalty charges for overstays in timed pay and display bays 
and for overstays in off street car parks where pay in display is in operation (return to an excess charge 
may provide a better solution rather than a straight forward penalty charge). You could however introduce 

30E

higher penalties, thus creating a differential, for offences which may be perceived as more dangerous or 
publicly unacceptable such as parking on double yellow lines or in those bays marked for use by the 
disabled.



[bookmark: 61]Differential penalties based on the severity of the contravention would create communication and 
consistency difficulties, especially if done on a local , rather than national , basis. Operationally there would 
be little effect other than have the need for the enforcement management system to be able to issue PCN 
with different levels of penalty charge. , which they can, and do, now. Differential charges will change the 
behaviour of offenders and in some instances will move the offence rather than remove it. The setting of 
differential charges would need to be done in a balanced manner, that is raising some charges and 
lowering others, to avoid this being perceived as a means of increasing income. This would then increase 

31E

the risk of the lower penalty charges once discounted, not being a deterrent. A slight increase in the 
number of lesser contraventions may be acceptable if a general decrease in the more serious breaches of 
the regulations and an improvement in the public perception can be achieved. A balance needs to be 
struck between ensuring compliance and improving public perception therefore in the longer term national d

Differential penalties based on the severity of the contravention would create communication and 
consistency difficulties, especially if done on a local , rather than national , basis. Operationally there would 
be little effect other than have the need for the enforcement management system to be able to issue PCN 
with different levels of penalty charge. , which they can, and do, now. Differential charges will change the 
behaviour of offenders and in some instances will move the offence rather than remove it. The setting of 
differential charges would need to be done in a balanced manner, that is raising some charges and 
lowering others, to avoid this being perceived as a means of increasing income. This would then increase 

32E

the risk of the lower penalty charges once discounted, not being a deterrent. A slight increase in the 
number of lesser contraventions may be acceptable if a general decrease in the more serious breaches of 
the regulations and an improvement in the public perception can be achieved. A balance needs to be 
struck between ensuring compliance and improving public perception therefore in the longer term national d



[bookmark: 62]The proposal to include details of the appeals process on every PCN will bring the parking process in line 
with that of bus lane enforcement. This would be a useful step. Differentials in penalties would be 
supported by the County Council and the Borough/Districts which enforce parking. Parking prohibitions 
introduced for safety and traffic management reasons i.e. yellow lines should be treated more seriously 
than those introduced for the convenience of the motorist, i.e. permitted parking areas. The lowering of the 

33E

penalty for a lesser contravention would result in a loss of income to Authorities. The current PCN level of 
£60 outside London has remained the same for a number of years and should be reviewed. The County 
Council and the Borough/Districts enforcing across Essex believe the penalty charge should be increased 
to £100 and that for the lower level reduced to £30. It is also felt the introduction of a two tier penalty 
should be at a national level.  
We are aware and will be responding to the joint Transport for London/ Association of London Government 
consultation on the proposal for differential levels of penalty charges and feel this is something that should 
be investigated further.  Our initial view is that there would be benefits behind this proposal and drivers 

34E

would perhaps be happier with a ‘punishment which fits the crime’ regime, however, there is the potential 
for this to be seen as confusing and we are unclear how the different levels would be determined. 

To a lot of motorists the enforcement of on-street parking restrictions under DPE is already  confusing. If 
two different levels of penalty charges were introduced within the same area although this may help public 
acceptance of and compliance with parking regulations this would undoubtedly lead to further confusion. 

35E

The only case for operating two different levels of penalty charges is within on-street pay & display bays 
and within the car parks where a lower penalty charge is imposed on a motorist for overstaying the time 
paid for compared with a user who has parked without making any payment whatsoever.

This is currently part of a joint ALG/ Transport for London consultation on Additional Parking Charges and 
Other Traffic penalties, in which public opinion on this question is being sought. The consultation closes on 

36E

16 October and therefore it would be inappropriate for the ALG to comment on this issue until after this 
date.
Yes and No. Differential penalty charges based on the severity of the contravention might improve public 
acceptance but it is very unlikely that it would improve compliance. How would contraventions be graded 
into degrees of severity? A parking regulation is not a polite request for compliance, it is a legal 

38E

prescription. It does not confer the right for the driver to choose whether or not to comply with the 
regulation.  However one might like to qualify a contravention, it still remains a contravention.



[bookmark: 63]This would not improve public acceptance, it would be confusing and could instil in the public the 
perception that it was more acceptable to breach one regulation over another as it carried a lesser penalty. 
The public are more accepting of clear and appropriate regulations, worded in such a way as to alleviate 

39E

confusion. The fact that penalty charge notices in different locations carry differing penalties for the same 
contravention is anomalous and consistency would be achieved by a levy of the same charge across the 
board. The Group does not feel that compliance would be increased by a sliding scale for the reasons 
outlined above.
The proposal to include details of the appeals process on every PCN will bring the parking process in line 
with that of bus lane enforcement. The greater the consistency in procedures across the civil enforcement 
of the contraventions proposed in TMA 2004 the better for the enforcement authorities and the motoring 
public. Differentials in penalties would be supported by this Authority and its Borough/Districts which 
enforce parking. Parking prohibitions introduced for safety and traffic management reasons i.e. yellow lines 
should be treated more seriously than those introduced for the convenience of the motorist, i.e. permitted 
parking areas. The lowering of the penalty for a lesser contravention would result in a loss of income to the 

40E

Authority. The current PCN level of £60 outside London has remained the same for a number of years and 
should be reviewed. Our Authorities believe the penalty charge should be increased to £100 and that for 
the lower level remain at the current figure of £60. It is also felt the introduction of a two tier penalty should 
be at a national level. With positive and clear publicity on its introduction the public should understand the d

With regards to public acceptance, probably yes. But, as motorists who either intentionally, or un-
intentionally, park in contravention of parking restrictions may well not know the level of Penalty Charge 
which has been adopted within a CEA (particularly in an area such as ours, which draws large numbers of 
visitors), it is doubtful that it would lead to much in the way of improved compliance. Those who park where 
prohibited tend to be those who are either ‘taking a chance’, are ignorant of parking regulations, think that 
they will not be traced, think that parking regulations do not apply to them, or, who can afford to pay a 

42E

Penalty Charge if caught. Differential rates are unlikely to have a significant deterrent effect upon such 
motorists. Having higher penalties for parking where it is banned, than those for contravening regulations 
where parking is permitted, would still not be seen as equitable by all. For example, a motorist who had 
deliberately failed to pay to park would still be subject to the same penalty as a motorist who did pay to 
park but unintentionally overstayed their paid for time. If introduced, a two tier system would require change



[bookmark: 64]Differential penalty charges based on the severity of the contravention might improve public acceptance 
but it is very unlikely that it would improve compliance. How would contraventions be graded into degrees 

43E

of severity? A parking regulation is not a polite request for compliance, it is a legal prescription. It does not 
confer the right for the driver to choose whether or not to comply with the regulation.  However one might 
like to qualify a contravention, it still remains a contravention.
Has not carried out local consultation on differential charges and awaits the outcome of the current ALG 
and TfL consultation. However, complaints are occasionally received on the subject and it would appear 
that the public may consider differential charges relating to permitted and prohibited parking to be more 

44E

equitable and proportionate. Consideration should be given to the speed with which local authorities can 
ensure their computerised systems can be implemented to deal with the necessary changes. Some 
systems are set up to deal with this very quickly, others may require further development.

Yes, two categories of penalty charge would be more appropriate than one given the different 
seriousness/implications, notably between overstaying in a permitted parking area and parking in a banned 
area.  This would be no more confusing to the public than many other current aspects of parking 

45E

enforcement (not least the existence of local authority civil parking enforcement in some areas and police 
enforcement in others).  It would represent a more natural form of justice and would be easily understood 
and accepted by motorists and the public at large.

This in principle sounds good but unless there are strict guidelines and the adoption of the same 

46E

processes across the UK this could create the confusion this act is trying to eradicate. How this message 
is conveyed to the public and commercial sector is also an issue.
The ALG have consulted on this previously and the Council responded with a supporting document. The 
notion probably comes from public questions of why they get penalised the same for a 15 minute overstay 
at a meter as they do for parking at a junction on a double yellow line. We feel that the public do 

47E

understand and would accept differential charging rates.  The definition of severe and less severe would 
need to be successfully communicated to the PA’s so they could be easily understood when explaining to 
the public. This would be addressed through training.
This Council is unaware of any pressure at a local level to introduce a sliding scale of charges for different 

48E

contraventions and it is more likely to be the case that applying a straightforward single rate has the benefit 
of being readily understood and tolerated by the public.
We can see the logic of differential charges based on the severity of the contravention. The public and 
local authorities would probably view parking in a restricted area as a more serious contravention than an 

49E

overstay in a parking bay. This proposal would improve public acceptance of and compliance with parking 
regulations.



[bookmark: 65]The Forum supports variable parking penalties in principle as we do not believe that, for example, 

50E

motorists who overstay a time limit in a legitimate parking bay for only a short time should be fined the 
same penalty as those who park in a dangerous or obstructive manner.
Yes, the Council considers that having differential parking charges based on a more severe penalty for 

51E

parking where it is always banned than for breaking the regulations where it is permitted may improve 
public acceptance.
On the one hand, compliance here is already high, so we do not think that such a change is required. The 
public generally respects the regulations that are in place. However, there is clearly a public perception 
elsewhere that some charges are disproportionate to the contravention and we share the view that 
persistent evaders should receive more severe penalties. We also think that this proposal highlights an 
opportunity to limit the need for ‘lower level’ contraventions. We believe that the development of 

53E

technologies that encourage motorists to take more responsibility for avoiding parking enforcement 
penalties in the first place should be promoted widely. For example, the introduction of real-time 
technology to allow motorists to purchase and pay for parking in advance, and the option to prompt 
motorists about the imminent expiry of paid-for parking time, or to top-up or purchase additional parking, 
will promote the message that penalties are readily avoidable. 
Yes. The consensus of opinion is that it would be sensible to have a charge, which is distinct and provides 
for a differential between Prohibitive Parking (yellow line restrictions) and Permissive Parking (parking 
bays) , recognising the seriousness of a  contravention which could cause a danger/obstruction to other 

54E

road users and  create  serious traffic problems/congestion. It should be reasonable to expect that  the 
Department of Transport would  define  each  contravention and provide guidance on the level of charge to 
be applied, to enable consistency to be achieved by Local Authorities thereby providing equitability to the 
motorist.

Differential penalty changes based on the severity of the contravention would help improve public 

55E

acceptance and should not be confusing. Penalties for less severe contraventions, such as overstays 
should be set at lower levels.
Accepts that differential charging based on the type of contravention may improve public acceptibility & 

56E

confidence in CPE. (large paragraph)
Yes. Overstaying in a parking bay should be lower than a much higher penalty for blocking a bus lane for 

57E

example
While such an arrangement would, at first glance, appear more equitable, it would undoubtedly just lead to 

58E

confusion.



[bookmark: 66]We would support a simple national two tier penalty structure, with yellow line offences ranking higher than 
overstay offences.  We believe there is a fundamental unfairness in having the same penalty for 

59E

overstaying for a few minutes in a pay and display bay as compared to parking illegally on double yellow 
lines. We do not wish to see freedom for authorities to establish their own tariff which would result in public 
confusion and resentment. 
Differential penalty charges based on severity of contravention would help to improve public acceptance of 
compliance BUT ONLY if some of the present charges – for minor/less serious infringements ARE 

60E

REDUCED as otherwise both public and commerce would only see this as a ‘scam’ to   increase the total 
‘penalty charge take’. 
Yes we believe this would improve public acceptance. Experience has shown that the enforcement of 
double yellow lines where they are provided for safety reasons on junctions or to reduce congestion on 

62E

public transport corridors are far better accepted by the public than for example a PCN issued for 
overstaying a time limit in a parking bay.                                                                   

63E

Yes. Simple differential between offences in ‘permitted’ and ‘prohibited’ areas.
I am sure the public would most certainly accept differential penalty charges to reflect the severity of the 
contravention particularly where it results in a reduced fee. However there are practical difficulties that 
could lead to public confusion and potentially increased level of appeals. Much better to introduce an 

64E

incentive to prevent parking contraventions in the first instance In addition, those offenders who knew they 
could get a lower charge for a ‘minor’ indiscretion may look at the charge as acceptable and thereby 
increase the number of persistent evaders and the cost in pursuing these cases. .

This is not supported as it further may result in localised confusion with yet extra signage and information. 

65E

Differential parking charges based on the severity of the parking offence seems on the face of it an 
attractive idea.  However, it is believed that a differential rate will lead to confusion and there is nothing to 
suggest that it would encourage greater compliance, unless the charge rate for contraventions deemed to 
be more serious was significantly higher than the present uniform charge.  The single rate for a PCN is a 
blunt instrument but it is clearly understood.  The focus for enforcement should be towards double yellow 
line enforcement. However, in many prime areas, a lower charge for contraventions relating to over-stay in 

67E

a limited waiting bay could insufficiently deter all-day parking in on-street bays instead of the alternative of 
using less convenient long-stay car parks, potentially damaging the economic activity of the area.  The 
contra view is that this may encourage motorists to see other offences as minor and thereby cause more 
disagreement about enforcement policies for these offences.  It should be left to the discretion of the 
Council to deploy its resources most effectively to achieve its parking aims without the added burden of ope



[bookmark: 67]Differential penalty charges would be appropriate provided that they are enforced correctly and in 

68E

accordance with the local parking regulations. Penalising, commensurate to the offence, would be 
regarded as acceptable and would ensure a higher degree of public acceptance and compliance.  



[bookmark: 68]Question 8. Or would it be confusing to have two 
different levels of penalty charge in the same area? 



[bookmark: 69]Responder no.

Reply

Yes but as 7 - depends on how clear the guidance is - it would need to be crystal clear - if CEO's were 

1E

having to decide the level of fine, complaints would increase against enforcement and councils - 
dangerous!
As 7. Overstaying could reasonably be subject to a lower penalty, say 10 or 15 minutes over. Beyond that, 

4E

the full penalty should apply. This could be done automatically by being pre-programmed in the DAP 
(handheld computer). 
No. I think most motorists would welcome a return to proportionality in parking enforcement, it is the 
draconian and massive fines for very small offences, and the excessive zeal of councils to collect money 
which have brought the current regime into such disrepute. Proportionality of punishment is a key element 
in the European Convention on Human Rights, and used to be in British law, now sadly lost, it seems..  

7E

Ministers might also like to attend a performance of ‘The Mikado’by Gilbert & Sullivan: -

“To make the punishment fit the crime, the punishment fit the crime…….”

Yes. Current Penalty Charges should remain for what would be seen as a minor contravention. Increased 
charges should be introduced for those deemed more serious. There would need to be a robust 

8E

publicity/communication strategy to warn and inform. More information needed in this respect.

The  Council supports the concept of differential charging. At present the same penalty charge applies 
whether a car is parked on double yellow lines on a busy road junction or having exceeded its paid for time 
by five minutes in an off street car park. This creates a great sense of injustice in some motorists and does 
not reflect the relative seriousness (i.e. road traffic and safety implications) of each act. It is suggested that 
properly explained and publicised such a move would enjoy considerable public understanding, if not 

9E

unequivocal support. Such differential charging would have to operate on a common, national basis to 
avoid confusion to the motorist. As part of their application to the DfT to take on DPE powers local 
authorities will have created a model which, inter alia, suggests that DPE will at least break even in 
financial terms. Any move towards differential levels of penalty charge must bear this in mind and should do 
nothing to jeopardise the likelihood of any existing or future DPE council achieving this fundamental 
objective.

1

It is considered that this is a matter to be determined locally as there is a clear link between performance 

13E

standards and resources.

4P

Yes, the same charges should apply to all areas



[bookmark: 70]Yes. Some parking regulation enfringements are more serious than others. Parking in a bus lane is a 
contravention that can inconvenience many passengers, particularly those that have limited mobility & find 

8P

it difficult to get on & off buses, while overstaying in a parking bay for a few minutes is less problematic. 
Members have suggested that the differential shoulds be substantial.

No – But must be kept simple and transparent. No more than two levels with the lower set at the existing 

17E

PCN rate.
The public is already used to a variable system for traffic offences where the number of points given can 
vary depending on the severity, such as speeding offences, and in areas where DPE does not operate.  A 

19E

system of penalties at different levels is therefore not necessarily confusing ; however, as in differentiating 
by time,  it would be very difficult to communicate to the public and therefore would not be beneficial.

20E

No
The public is already used to a variable system for traffic offences where the number of points given can 
vary depending on the severity, such as speeding offences, and in areas where DPE does not operate.  A 

22E

system of penalties at different levels is therefore not necessarily confusing ; however, as in differentiating 
by time,  it would be very difficult to communicate to the public and therefore would not be beneficial.

Whether differential charging is potentially confusing is highly dependent on the nature of the split between 
the two charge rates.  A different charge applicable to off-street contraventions, as opposed to on-street 
contraventions would be likely to be easily understood, and is readily justified.  A split between 
contraventions relating to permitted parking, as opposed to prohibited parking is more complex.  At first 
sight, a lower rate for contraventions relating to over-stay in a limited waiting bay is justifiable in comparison 
to parking on a yellow line.  However, if the over-stay is of substantial duration the effect on turnover of 
spaces, and consequently  on the economic activity of the area, could be highly damaging.  In many prime 

24E

areas, a lower charge could insufficiently deter all-day parking in on-street bays instead of the alternative of 
using less convenient long-stay car parks.  Overcoming this by increasing the charge for a longer period of 
over-stay would present difficulties.  It would either be necessary for the CEO to make a judgment as to 
whether to issue a ticket after a short period, thereby removing the possibility of issuing a higher penalty if th

25E

Not if it was national.



[bookmark: 71]We think it could be done without too much difficulty.  However, there is concern that if the existing charge 
levels are merely split in a way that raises one and reduces the other, motorists may seek more often to 
park illegally in bays, taking a risk on enforcement, as a cheaper way of securing convenient parking on-

26E

street than at present.  We understand however the proposal is that the more serious contraventions would 
attract a higher charge, with the less serious being unchanged.  On that basis we would support the 
proposals.
The public is already used to a variable system for traffic offences where the number of points given can 
vary depending on the severity, such as speeding offences, and in areas where DPE does not operate.  A 

27E

system of penalties at different levels is therefore not necessarily confusing ; however, as in differentiating 
by time,  it would be very difficult to communicate to the public and therefore would not be beneficial.

30E

Probably it would but it should not be if clearly explained to the public.
The public is already used to a variable system for traffic offences where the number of points given can 
vary depending on the severity, such as speeding offences, and in areas where DPE does not operate.  A 

31E

system of penalties at different levels is therefore not necessarily confusing ; however, as in differentiating 
by time,  it would be very difficult to communicate to the public and therefore would not be beneficial.

The public is already used to a variable system for traffic offences where the number of points given can 
vary depending on the severity, such as speeding offences, and in areas where DPE does not operate.  A 

32E

system of penalties at different levels is therefore not necessarily confusing ; however, as in differentiating 
by time,  it would be very difficult to communicate to the public and therefore would not be beneficial.

The proposal to include details of the appeals process on every PCN will bring the parking process in line 
with that of bus lane enforcement. This would be a useful step. Differentials in penalties would be 
supported by the County Council and the Borough/Districts which enforce parking. Parking prohibitions 
introduced for safety and traffic management reasons i.e. yellow lines should be treated more seriously 
than those introduced for the convenience of the motorist, i.e. permitted parking areas. The lowering of the 

33E

penalty for a lesser contravention would result in a loss of income to Authorities. The current PCN level of 
£60 outside London has remained the same for a number of years and should be reviewed. The County 
Council and the Borough/Districts enforcing across Essex believe the penalty charge should be increased 
to £100 and that for the lower level reduced to £30. It is also felt the introduction of a two tier penalty should 
be at a national level.  



[bookmark: 72]We are aware and will be responding to the joint Transport for London/ Association of London Government 
consultation on the proposal for differential levels of penalty charges and feel this is something that should 
be investigated further.  Our initial view is that there would be benefits behind this proposal and drivers 

34E

would perhaps be happier with a ‘punishment which fits the crime’ regime, however, there is the potential 
for this to be seen as confusing and we are unclear how the different levels would be determined. 

To a lot of motorists the enforcement of on-street parking restrictions under DPE is already  confusing. If 
two different levels of penalty charges were introduced within the same area although this may help public 
acceptance of and compliance with parking regulations this would undoubtedly lead to further confusion. 

35E

The only case for operating two different levels of penalty charges is within on-street pay & display bays 
and within the car parks where a lower penalty charge is imposed on a motorist for overstaying the time 
paid for compared with a user who has parked without making any payment whatsoever.

The ALG has commissioned a public option survey on differential parking penalties to assess whether the 

36E

public would find such as system confusing. The survey is currently underway and therefore it would be 
inappropriate for the ALG to comment on this issue until this study concludes.

Yes, it would be very confusing to have two different levels of penalty charge in the same area. It may also 
encourage the public to argue that “lesser” contraventions should not be enforced at all. Different levels of 
penalties would create more problems. Example 1: If a higher charge is applied where parking is 
prohibited, what happens on yellow lines for example? Yellow Lines are subject to “No waiting” restrictions 
but Disabled Badge Holders are allowed to park on Yellow Lines for up to 3 hours. As parking is prohibited, 

38E

the higher charge would apply. However, as some drivers are permitted to park, one could argue that the 
lesser penalty would apply. Example 2: In a Pay and Display Bay, there could be a higher penalty rate for 
NO Pay and Display and a lower rate for expired Pay and Display ticket. However, would it then be fair to 
apply the same charge for those whose tickets have expired for a few minutes as for those whose tickets 
have expired for a longer period? And how would one qualify the “longer period”?  

It would be confusing for the public for the reasons in Q 7. It would put enforcement staff in an invidious 

39E

position of trying to explain the unexplainable to a confused public as to why one contravention is 
considered more seriously than another.



[bookmark: 73]The proposal to include details of the appeals process on every PCN will bring the parking process in line 
with that of bus lane enforcement. The greater the consistency in procedures across the civil enforcement 
of the contraventions proposed in TMA 2004 the better for the enforcement authorities and the motoring 
public. Differentials in penalties would be supported by this Authority and its Borough/Districts which 
enforce parking. Parking prohibitions introduced for safety and traffic management reasons i.e. yellow lines 

40E

should be treated more seriously than those introduced for the convenience of the motorist, i.e. permitted 
parking areas. The lowering of the penalty for a lesser contravention would result in a loss of income to the 
Authority. The current PCN level of £60 outside London has remained the same for a number of years and 
should be reviewed. Our Authorities believe the penalty charge should be increased to £100 and that for 
the lower level remain at the current figure of £60. It is also felt the introduction of a two tier penalty should 
be at a national level. With positive and clear publicity on its introduction the public should understand the di
In order to negate the possibility of public misunderstanding, there may be a case for introducing a single 

42E

Penalty Charge (and discounted Penalty Charge) amount nationwide, regardless of whether or not the 
‘differential’ system is adopted.
Yes, it would be very confusing to have two different levels of penalty charge in the same area. It may also 
encourage the public to argue that “lesser” contraventions should not be enforced at all. Different levels of 
penalties would create more problems. If a higher charge is applied where parking is prohibited, what 

43E

happens on yellow lines for example? Yellow Lines are subject to “No waiting” restrictions but Disabled 
Badge Holders are allowed to park on Yellow Lines for 3 hours. As parking is prohibited, the higher charge 
would apply. However, as some drivers are permitted to park, you could argue that the lesser penalty would 
apply.
Has not carried out local consultation on differential charges and awaits the outcome of the current ALG 
and TfL consultation. However, complaints are occasionally received on the subject and it would appear 
that the public may consider differential charges relating to permitted and prohibited parking to be more 

44E

equitable and proportionate. Consideration should be given to the speed with which local authorities can 
ensure their computerised systems can be implemented to deal with the necessary changes. Some 
systems are set up to deal with this very quickly, others may require further development.

Yes, two categories of penalty charge would be more appropriate than one given the different 
seriousness/implications, notably between overstaying in a permitted parking area and parking in a banned 
area.  This would be no more confusing to the public than many other current aspects of parking 

45E

enforcement (not least the existence of local authority civil parking enforcement in some areas and police 
enforcement in others).  It would represent a more natural form of justice and would be easily understood 
and accepted by motorists and the public at large.



[bookmark: 74]This in principle sounds good but unless there are strict guidelines and the adoption of the same processes 

46E

across the UK this could create the confusion this act is trying to eradicate. How this message is conveyed 
to the public and commercial sector is also an issue.
We currently have two PCN charges (Band A and Band B) generally divided by the South Circular Road. I 
think the explanation is simple enough and easily understandable to be accepted.  Once understood it 

47E

might even encourage people who are going to contravene the regulations anyway to choose to do so in a 
safer area then they might otherwise have done, ie, in a resident bay instead of at a junction on a double 
yellow line.
This Council is unaware of any pressure at a local level to introduce a sliding scale of charges for different 

48E

contraventions and it is more likely to be the case that applying a straightforward single rate has the benefit 
of being readily understood and tolerated by the public.
The majority would understand the difference between the offences committed of either an overstay or non-
payment/prohibited parking. It would however be a source of potential confusion for road users if there are 
variations in the penalties implemented across the country. If it was possible to introduce nationally set 

49E

level penalties for say two types of offence that could be published, advertised nationally and understood 
by all road users then it may be useful. I would not support locally set differential penalties on the grounds 
that motorists could be confused when parking in different areas.

The Forum supports variable parking penalties in principle as we do not believe that, for example, motorists 

50E

who overstay a time limit in a legitimate parking bay for only a short time should be fined the same penalty 
as those who park in a dangerous or obstructive manner.
Possibly; a decision would have to be made as to how the regulations apply when a contravention is

51E

committed that covers both scenarios set out in Q7, for example, a resident permit holder parks half within
a bay and half on a yellow line.  



[bookmark: 75]In principle we support the idea of having one rate for contraventions against permitted parking and a 
higher rate for contraventions against prohibited parking.  We do not foresee any real issues in managing 
or administering the processes associated with having two levels of penalty charge. However we do believe 
that there are many difficulties in finding acceptable criteria to distinguish between these two levels of 
severity. For example, disabled drivers are permitted to park on double yellow lines (prohibited parking).  
Should disabled drivers be given higher rate contraventions for parking incorrectly on these lines? Should 

53E

the abuse of a loading bay be considered a higher rate contravention, and if so, what is its relative severity 
when compared with other designated places, such as a resident parking bay, or a medical bay? We are 
also concerned about the potential for adverse publicity from higher rates for penalty charges and are 
therefore cautious about wholesale changes.  However, we do not believe that penalty charges should be 
so low as to eliminate the disincentive to park correctly. Here the cost of a day’s parking is approaching the c

No, not if there was a clear definition between contraventions and there was a minimum number of charge 

54E

levels.
Differential penalty changes based on the severity of the contravention would help improve public 

55E

acceptance and should not be confusing. Penalties for less severe contraventions, such as overstays 
should be set at lower levels.
Accepts that differential charging based on the type of contravention may improve public acceptibility & 

56E

confidence in CPE. (large paragraph)

57E

No
While such an arrangement would, at first glance, appear more equitable, it would undoubtedly just lead to 

58E

confusion.
It would be confusing for the public. It would put enforcement staff in an invidious position of trying to 

59E

explain the unexplainable to a confused public as to why one contravention is considered more seriously 
than another.
It should not be confusing if charges/scale of charges easily accessible to the public/all schemes are 

60E

transparent. Freight, in particular, would be made easier by less congestion, finding fewer cars parked in 
‘reserved places’/abuse of specified loading/unloading bays etc. 
The 1991 RTA already sets various levels of fines depending on when the   charge is paid. This would 

62E

deter motorists from parking in places which cause the most disruption or a hazard to pedestrians or other 
road users. 
No. But for the authority the levels of penalty charge need to be increased to balance the cost of 

63E

enforcement. 



[bookmark: 76]Experience shows users struggle to understand the change to Decriminalised Parking Enforcement and I 
am not sure that most ‘users’ actually are aware of what charges are applied. I think most see the charge 
as a penalty and as such reluctantly accept the sum. There is a danger that confusion will occur if two or 

64E

more charges were the norm. What would be the penalty if a person is parked outside a marked bay partly 
on a double yellow line and has exceeded the time shown on the parking ticket. 3 contraventions with 
potentially different charges.

Differential parking charges based on the severity of the parking offence seems on the face of it an 
attractive idea.  However, it is believed that a differential rate will lead to confusion and there is nothing to 
suggest that it would encourage greater compliance, unless the charge rate for contraventions deemed to 
be more serious was significantly higher than the present uniform charge.  The single rate for a PCN is a 
blunt instrument but it is clearly understood.  The focus for enforcement should be towards double yellow 
line enforcement. However, in many prime areas, a lower charge for contraventions relating to over-stay in 

67E

a limited waiting bay could insufficiently deter all-day parking in on-street bays instead of the alternative of 
using less convenient long-stay car parks, potentially damaging the economic activity of the area.  The 
contra view is that this may encourage motorists to see other offences as minor and thereby cause more 
disagreement about enforcement policies for these offences.  It should be left to the discretion of the 
Council to deploy its resources most effectively to achieve its parking aims without the added burden of oper

68E

No – provide that these varying levels of charges were clearly displayed.



[bookmark: 77]Question 9. Should civil enforcement officers have the 
discretion to decide when to issue a PCN, using the 
authority's published policy? 



[bookmark: 78]Responder no.

Reply

1E

They, in effect, already have discretion

4E

No

6E

No, discretion can be applied in the ticket processing office away from the risk of assault or fraud on the street
Yes, with safeguards: To protect the officer from accusations of favouritism etc,  a parking ticket should still be issued, 
but one without a penalty attached.  The ticket would state the grounds the CEO has used to issue the ticket, but also the 

7E

reason for waiving the penalty. All ticket issues would be recorded, and an audit trail created to show all the enforcement 
activities of the warden and if the offender came under notice again, this could be used to decide whether to issue a 
penalty or not.
Yes. Discretion is shown in procedures mentioned in manuals of guidance provided to the Parking Attendants. Do not 

8E

agree that this discretion should be mentioned in published policies.
The Council is of the view that “discretion” should rest with ‘back office’ staff, rather than with Civil Enforcement Officers 
(PAs) at the point of issuing a PCN. PAs should issue PCNs according to law and Council policy and the idea of local 
authorities publishing their policies on when a 
PCN should or should not be issued is to be commended. (If enforcement is contracted out, this information is likely to be 

9E

published in the contract specification - almost certainly a document to which the public and media will have access).  
This is not then a matter of PAs exercising “discretion” when issuing PCNs but rather of them working in accordance with 
published policies and guidelines. (This links with the earlier suggestion that local authorities should publish their parking 
policies and the same caveat must be inserted here; the way and extent to which these policies are publicised must be 
tempered by the need to avoid motorists jumping on bandwagons).

It is considered that this is a matter to be determined locally as there is a clear link between performance standards and 

13E

resources.

4P

No they should have to follow DOT rules
Restrictions are designed by traffic engineers & consulted on widely. As such they should represent the best design that 
can be developed to reconcile the conflicting demand for kerb space. These restrictions should be correctly signed & the 
lines maintained. The design must be periodically reviewed. Currently there is guidance that provides for regular review, 
but we do not believe that this is carried out systematically enough. We would want to see al controls periodically 
reviewed every 3 or 5 years. If the restrictions are signed correctly & the lines are in place & properly maintained then the 
onus should be on the motorist to park according to the rules & the parking attendants to penalise non-compliance. Any 

8P

observation time for loading etc should be prescribed by the council's policy & applied by enforcement officers. A 
standard observation time for loading etc across local government boundaries would be welcome. If there are any 
exceptional circumstances these should be dealt with after the event & by trained officers of the council & not decided on 
the street by individual enforcement officers, who may apply discretion differently or be perceived as applying it differently.



[bookmark: 79]No – CEO’s should issue PCN’s for all identified contraventions. The consideration of Discretion / Mitigation should be 

17E

left to the back office representations officers. Otherwise the public will perceive an unequal service delivery.

The public’s, often, poor perception of parking enforcement may, in part, be due to the inflexibility of procedures and the 

19E

inability, in ‘special’ circumstances, for enforcement officers to use discretion.  Where discretion can be used, within clear 
guidelines, the general perception and acceptability of the system should improve.

20E

Yes – but only in specific circumstances such as those described in the document
The public’s, often, poor perception of parking enforcement may, in part, be due to the inflexibility of procedures and the 

22E

inability, in ‘special’ circumstances, for enforcement officers to use discretion.  Where discretion can be used, within clear 
guidelines, the general perception and acceptability of the system should improve.
If a policy concerning when PCNs are issued is published, then a CEO should be following this as a matter of course, and
their actions are not a matter of discretion at all, but of operating as instructed by the local authority.   As previously 
commented, publishing the principles under which enforcement is to be carried out is to be encouraged.  Nonetheless, 
we would expect all enforcement regimes to operate in this manner, irrespective of whether the policy has been 
published, or is a set of guidelines used internally only. Discretion truly applies when a CEO has carried out the stated 
observation time contained in any policy but has good reason to believe that the vehicle is exempt, notwithstanding that 

24E

no loading activity has been observed, for instance, or when he or she has witnessed that certain mitigating 
circumstances apply.  It would not be practicable to issue prescriptive guidance on this, for similar considerations 
applying to the use of discretion in cancelling PCNs after issue for mitigating circumstances and exercise of discretion in 
this manner must be left to individual authorities to discuss and agree with their own enforcement personnel.

It is our understanding that CEOs are trained to issue PCNs as per the Highway Authorities polices and as such they are 

25E

already doing so. If they were allowed a greater discretion, beyond the published policies, it would lead to accusations of 
unfairness and favouritism.
The idea has some merit, but we are concerned that this could lead to suspicion of bribery (which we have found is very 
difficult to check up on), and to possible intimidation of CEO’s by motorists.  However, we do believe there may be a 

26E

technical solution:  the responsibility could rest with the back office staff, provided all the relevant information can be 
transmitted to them for them to form a good judgement.  This depends on photographic information being transmittable 
to the office from the CEO’s equipment, which we believe is now possible.
The public’s, often, poor perception of parking enforcement may, in part, be due to the inflexibility of procedures and the 

27E

inability, in ‘special’ circumstances, for enforcement officers to use discretion.  Where discretion can be used, within clear 
guidelines, the general perception and acceptability of the system should improve.
No. Giving discretion to CEO would place them in a difficult situation and may even expose them to violence, verbal 

30E

abuse or corruption. It is safer if these decisions are made in the administration centre rather than on the street. What is 
required is clear guidance on the appeal process both formal and informal.



[bookmark: 80]The public’s, often, poor perception of parking enforcement may, in part, be due to the inflexibility of procedures and the 

31E

inability, in ‘special’ circumstances, for enforcement officers to use discretion.  Where discretion can be used, within clear 
guidelines, the general perception and acceptability of the system should improve.
The public’s, often, poor perception of parking enforcement may, in part, be due to the inflexibility of procedures and the 

32E

inability, in ‘special’ circumstances, for enforcement officers to use discretion.  Where discretion can be used, within clear 
guidelines, the general perception and acceptability of the system should improve.
Parking Attendants currently are trained to a level such that they are relied upon to operate to certain standards. To 
introduce discretion at the road side would give rise to potential difficulties, not the least of which would be 

33E

inconsistencies, brought about by pressure from the public to the individual Parking Attendant. If the discretion was given 
to the back office staff it would be central and reliably more consistent. 
We think discretion could be used in certain circumstances, particularly when it comes to commercial vehicles involved 
with deliveries.  This is often a contentious issue and if local authorities instructed their civil enforcement officers to 

34E

exercise discretion perhaps in circumstances where the delivery driver clearly had no choice to park illegally this would be
welcomed.  For example, if a loading bay is blocked by a vehicle that should not have parked there and the commercial 
vehicle driver had no alternative but to park on a double yellow line to complete his delivery.

Yes the Civil Enforcement Officers (CEO`s) should have discretion under certain pre-determined circumstances to 
decide when to issue a penalty charge notice. To ensure, however that the CEO`s are not open to allegations of 
inconsistency, favouritism or suspicion of bribery they would have to abide strictly to the policy approved by the local 

35E

authority. For example there should be say a 5 minute allowance for a motorist to either purchase a pay & display ticket 
or return to a vehicle where the ticket has just expired. The CEO would allow for this period of time but after this a penalty 
notice would have to be issued
No, giving civil enforcement officers discretion on-street could lead to intimidation and/or corruption. Furthermore the 

36E

increased use of digital cameras provides increased evidence for back office staff in order for them to make a decision.

No. Civil Enforcement Officers should NOT have the discretion to issue a PCN. If a contravention is detected, then a 
PCN should be issued according to the defined Council Guidelines. It is for the Appeals Department to consider if 
special/mitigating circumstances and/or supporting evidence warrant cancellation of the PCN. If CEOs had discretion, 
they would not be able to carry out their duties. They could be subject to threats, assaults, bribery attempts, etc. Drivers 
would pressure CEOs into “letting them off” regardless of whether or not they have a genuine reason for parking illegally 

38E

and they would feel aggrieved when CEOs did not comply with their request not to issue a PCN. Equally, issuing a verbal 
warning would be ineffective as there would be no formal record of the “warning”. It would make it easy for persistent 
“offenders” to continue to flout the parking regulations and undermine the enforcement regime. How would a CEO know if 
a driver has already been given one or more “verbal warnings”? And at appeal stage, there would be no documentary 
evidence to support or refute a driver’s contention that they were not previously given a “verbal warning” of potential conse



[bookmark: 81]Members of the Kent Parking Group shared different viewpoints on the response to this question, with valid reasons 
behind each: (a) Yes Civil Enforcement Officers should have discretion to issue or not, as currently some Parking 
Attendants exercise their discretion. Where a member of the public is parked on double yellow lines for example and is 
with the vehicle they could attempt to move the vehicle rather than issue a Penalty Charge Notice. The first responsibility 
of enforcement staff is to keep traffic flow moving and reduce congestion. By having a policy that allows this type of 
discretion it reduces the perception of an organisation that is purely geared to generating or maximising revenue. This is 

39E

one of the primary objectives of the enforcement regime to educate and assist the public; notices should be issued when 
there is no alternative. By maintaining a strict authoritarian regime without discretion the barriers are increased and the 
ability to persuade or educate is lost. (b) No.  Civil Enforcement Officers should be required to issue Penalty Charge 
Notices on all occasions where they are confronted with evidence that gives them cause to suspect that a contravention h

Parking Attendants currently are trained to a level such that they are relied upon to operate to certain standards. To 
introduce discretion at the road side would give rise to potential difficulties, not the least of which would be 

40E

inconsistencies, brought about by pressure from the public to the individual Parking Attendant. If the discretion was given 
to the back office staff it would be central and reliably more consistent. 
We support the view that fair enforcement that will enjoy public confidence requires that CEOs have discretion whether to 
issue a Penalty Charge Notice. We are pleased to note that this paragraph does advocate at least a measure of 
discretion. Those who advocate CEOs not having discretion give the following reasons: a) It will open them up to the risk 
of intimidation/violence/abuse. b) Ditto bribery. c) The public will complain about inconsistency: "You didn't give him a 
ticket, why are you giving me one?” We have seen no evidence that supports the reasons given for the “no discretion” 
approach. In contrast we would draw attention to the evidence given by Manchester City Council to the House of 

41E

Commons Transport Committee enquiry into Parking Policy and Enforcement. It now encourages its parking attendants 
to exercise discretion. Their evidence was: This philosophy has… helped drastically improve the Service's public image. 
This has given absolute discretion to Parking Attendants in 'borderline' cases, allowing common sense to be employed 
before issuing a ticket. This has led to a reduction in the number of parking tickets issued for more innocuous offences, an

42E

Yes



[bookmark: 82]Giving discretion to CEO would place them in a difficult situation and may even expose them to violence, verbal abuse or 
corruption. Civil Enforcement Officers should NOT have the discretion to issue a PCN. If a contravention is detected, 
then a PCN should be issued. It is for the Appeals Department to consider if special/mitigating circumstances and/or 
supporting evidence warrant cancellation of the PCN. If CEOs had discretion, they would not be able to carry out their 
duties. They could be subject to threats, assaults, bribery attempts, etc. Drivers would pressure CEOs into “letting them 

43E

off” regardless of whether or not they have a genuine reason for parking illegally and they would feel aggrieved when 
CEOs did not comply with their request not to issue a PCN. Equally, issuing a verbal warning would be ineffective as 
there would be no formal record of the “warning”. It would make it easy for persistent “offenders” to continue to flout the 
parking regulations and undermine the enforcement regime. How would a CEO know if a driver has already been given 
one or more “verbal warnings”? And at appeal stage, there would be no documentary evidence to support or refute a drive

No. This would place them in a very vulnerable position, open to accusations of victimisation or favouritism and bribery. 
They would also be vulnerable to increased hostility and assaults. Enforcement policy should be published and all 

44E

discretion should lie in office when considering challenges. To reduce Parking Attendants’ vulnerability to assaults, the 
public need to understand that the Parking Attendant has no choice but to issue penalty charges to unlawfully parked 
vehicles, but requests for cancellation can be made to the parking office.  
Yes, as long as the discretion is exercised within a clear and formally adopted policy & practice framework and 
implemented by civil enforcement officers who are suitably qualified (properly assessed at time of recruitment for their 
capability to act responsibly) and fully trained for such a role.  It seems especially sensible that CEOs have the discretion 
to cancel a PCN on the street if, subsequent to its issue, it becomes apparent that it was issued erroneously (as often 
happens, for example, in loading/unloading cases).  There should be a required procedure accompanying any such 

45E

exercise of discretion whereby the CEO is required to inform the administration of the cancellation and reasons for it.  
This is preferable to expecting a motorist with acceptable mitigation to have to go to the trouble of challenging the PCN in 
writing simply to get the penalty cancelled.  Within limits established in policy/practice guidelines, CEOs should also have 
the authority to exercise discretion about when to issue a PCN and when to warn a motorist instead (this is something 
that many already routinely do without difficulty).  This would reflect a priority on safe and efficient parking management ra

To give the CEOs discretion is wrong, they need to be adhering to a strict policy no matter how unpalatable it is. It could 

46E

be seen by some people as the CEO being favourable and at worse claims of taking bribes. The discretion must lie with 
the back office during the challenging of the PCN issue due to mitigation etc. 



[bookmark: 83]Discretion, in view of the Council, is a route to increased intimidation of PA’s, with possible violence, bribery, corruption, 
inconsistency and unfairness, depending on the attitude of the customer and the previous experience of the PA at the 
time they meet.  It is not considered suitable for use here and we would not wish to see it imposed upon our staff. The 
difficulty with your question is that a published policy should be clear enough for people (the public) to interpret absolutely 

47E

and know what they can and cannot do.  It should not be shrouded in vague words such as maybe, perhaps, might, 
sometimes, depends type phrases which open for to discretion but mean the public cannot understand without contacting 
the council individually to question its interpretation.  If the published policy is clear and the PA’s and public can follow its 
rules, there is no discretion left, only right/wrong, issue/don’t issue.

Operationally it would be a retrograde step to introduce discretion at the front line.  It would remove from the parking 
attendant or CEO the useful ‘break away’ tool of being able to explain to an aggrieved motorist that he or she has a right 
to challenge a PCN and that this will be considered by a separate team back in the office and that any necessary 

48E

discretion is best exercised there.  Critically, such discretion on the front line introduces an element of personal risk to the 
parking attendant who could be open to pressures and threats to force him or her to change their mind.  

We agree with the view that the exercise of discretion should rest with trained back office staff for the reasons set out in 
the paragraph. On-street discretion should be kept to a minimum. The authority's policy should operate so as to give 

49E

some reasonable leeway before a CEO issues a PCN but once the process has started, after that leeway, it should 
continue. The suggestion of verbal warnings would be impractical to operate in any meaningful way on-street.

The Forum agrees with the general proposition that the exercise of discretion is best carried out by back office staff as 

50E

part of the representations  procedure rather than by parking attendants themselves – as this latter approach could lead 
to suggestions of favouritism and inconsistency. 
Parking Attendants here are currently asked not to exercise discretion on street. Instead the Council follows the

51E

Government view that discretion should remain with the back-office staff.
All Parking Attendants currently have some limited discretion to decide when to issue a PCN - any moves towards 
encouraging greater discretion being shown by parking Attendants would not be supported, and we would support the 
suggestion that a verbal warning or a Warning Notice should be used in certain circumstances, instead of issuing a PCN. 
However, we have to do whatever we can to promote consistency in decision-making. We also need to protect Parking 

53E

Attendants from allegations of corruption or bribery through inconsistent decisions. Parking attendants will never have all 
the information to decide on the spot about rescinding a Penalty Charge Notice, and therefore we are not in favour of 
CEOs having anything more than very limited discretion. However, most importantly, we think that the proper place to 
exercise discretion should remain within the back office.  In our experience where such discretion is exercised proficiently 
and appropriately, customer satisfaction increases and the volume of appeals reduces.



[bookmark: 84]Yes, here discretion has been given to parking attendants for a number of years with no significant impact on the ability of
the parking service to manage traffic. Clearly training and guidance needs to be issued to all enforcement staff both 

54E

attendants and office staff dealing with representation and appeals . It would be useful to have guidance from the 
Department of transport to help create policies that regulate and provide continuity between local authorities.

55E

Yes, commonsense should be applied to avert likely challenges.

56E

No. (4 paragraphs)

57E

No. If a penalty is valid it should be issued to all, and to let an appeal deal with 'special cases'
Parking Attendants currently are trained to a level such that they are relied upon to operate to certain standards. To 
introduce discretion at the road side would give rise to potential difficulties, not the least of which would be 
inconsistencies, brought about by pressure from the public to the individual Parking Attendant. This could introduce a 

58E

further source of contention and possible further endanger officers who already work in a very difficult environment. 
Discretion is currently used by back-office staff when considering mitigation in challenges and representations, within the 
restraints of the Council’s enforcement policies. 
No.  Civil Enforcement Officers should be required to issue Penalty Charge Notices on all occasions where they are 
confronted with evidence that gives them cause to suspect that a contravention has occurred.  CEO’s should only 
exercise discretion in exceptional circumstances such as when issuing a penalty charge notice may cause public concern 

59E

or may bring the local authority into disrepute.  The breakaway technique of explaining to an aggressive motorist that they
may challenge a penalty charge notice and that this appeal is dealt with by a separate team within the local authority, 
would be lost if CEO’s had discretion.

60E

Yes
No the proposal to allow CEOs to issue 'verbal warnings' could lead to more assaults on CEOs. Publishing situations 

62E

where a vehicle is in contravention but will not be issued with a ticket also reduces consistency and leaves the system 
more open to favouritism and therefore disrepute.                                                                
No. There could be problems with consistency and transparency. The Authority should, however, be clear in its published 

63E

information that the back office does consider challenges with a view to exercising discretion.
I would not wish to see CEOs being given more discretion, as, even with the best training, they will all use that discretion 

64E

in a different way leading to accusations of inconsistency. In addition it could also lead to accusation of accepting bribes 
and favoritism. Much better to deal with any issues on appeal.
This is not supported as it will create an additional burden on CEO’s to decide if a PCN should be issued, issue of 

65E

warning notices promotes inconsistency between CEO’s rather than removing it, lets stick to guidelines and training. 

Discretion should not be provided to CEOs to protect them from allegations of favouritism, challenges of applying policies 

67E

unfairly or discrimination.  The issues of discretion should be made in the back office removed from the incident and the 
motorists.
Yes – there is no doubt that discretion has considerable merit and ensures that minor infringements can be dealt with 

68E

appropriately. Whilst there is opportunity for abuse the overriding benefits from discretionary action ensures that 
grievances are minimised and greater acceptability of clear infringements are accepted.



[bookmark: 85]Question 10. Should the Government suggest time 
limits for dealing with informal and formal 
representations? 



[bookmark: 86]Responder no.

Reply

1E

Suggestions, yes
The existing time limits are reasonable. Additional time is already allowed for postal delays. It should be nationwide. 

4E
6E

Yes. The time limits should be agreed by consensus among local authorities operating DPE
Yes. The motorist has very specific and mandatory time limits imposed on him/her; there should be equal time limits 

7E

imposed on councils

8E

Yes, provided they are fair to the Authorities and are achievable.
The Council agrees in principle with the proposal to suggest such time limits.   It is unfortunate that whilst requiring motorists 
to make responses (or payment) within clearly defined timescales, local authorities can often seem a law unto themselves in 
terms of the speed with which they respond to challenges or representations. The identification in the Guidance of a 
national standard may help focus minds on the importance of a prompt response and may assist local authority parking 
departments to secure sufficient resource to meet this standard. The standard of 14 days for challenges identified in the 
consultation document is not necessarily one that should be adopted. Every local authority should have a service standard 

9E

for response to letters/emails and this should be published. The standard that local authorities should aspire to in respect of 
PCN challenges should be the same as it offers in respect of any other complaint/query. The Guidance should suggest that 
each local authority should make this connection. Although standards may therefore differ between local authorities, the 
standard will at least me a matter for local, democratic control. The standard of 90% of representations to be decided within 2

It is considered that this is a matter to be determined locally as there is a clear link between performance standards and 

13E

resources.
Yes, in all cases it should be at least 28 days, people travel for business or pleasure and cannot always be available in 

4P

under 28 days
Yes. It seems common sense & natural justice that civil matters such as parking infringements are dealt with in a timely 

8P

manner.

17E

Yes
The suggestion of time limits would seem appropriate if all authorities adopted the same standards.  This would not only 

19E

allow uniformity across CPE authorities but also simplify monitoring of authority performance.  It may therefore be 
appropriate to make the suggested time limits mandatory. 
The government should suggest time limits but it must be understood that there could be extenuating circumstances which 

20E

may result in an authority exceeding these limits (e.g. long term sickness absence in a small team).  

The suggestion of time limits would seem appropriate if all authorities adopted the same standards.  This would not only 

22E

allow uniformity across CPE authorities but also simplify monitoring of authority performance.  It may therefore be 
appropriate to make the suggested time limits mandatory. 



[bookmark: 87]The principle of answering challenges or representations in a timely fashion is supported.  Many, if not all, local authorities 
have standards for responding to correspondence and there is no absolute justification for parking correspondence to be 
treated differently.  However, it must be recognised that many cases involve more complex investigations than general 
correspondence received by an authority, and the responses must ensure that the relevant formal legal processes have 

24E

been followed, and highly advisable that any informal requirements necessary to satisfy the requirements of the adjudication 
service are complied with.  For this reason, we believe that the sending of an acknowledgment letter within any stated time 
limit should be deemed as meeting that standard.  It would be good practice for such a letter to give an indication of a 
further reasonable period in which a full response will be given, or reasons given as to why such a response may be further 
delayed.

25E

Yes, they should be suggested.

26E

Yes, generally, even if only to write advising that the matter is receiving attention.
The suggestion of time limits would seem appropriate if all authorities adopted the same standards.  This would not only 

27E

allow uniformity across CPE authorities but also simplify monitoring of authority performance.  It may therefore be 
appropriate to make the suggested time limits mandatory. 

30E

The government should not suggest but legally ensure all comply to statutory time limits
The suggestion of time limits would seem appropriate if all authorities adopted the same standards.  This would not only 

31E

allow uniformity across CPE authorities but also simplify monitoring of authority performance.  It may therefore be 
appropriate to make the suggested time limits mandatory. 
The suggestion of time limits would seem appropriate if all authorities adopted the same standards.  This would not only 

32E

allow uniformity across CPE authorities but also simplify monitoring of authority performance.  It may therefore be 
appropriate to make the suggested time limits mandatory. 
The Government should introduce time limits and they should be to a national standard. • Yes, the proposed 14 day national 
standard for dealing with informal challenges is achievable and acceptable. • Yes, the proposed 90% of formal 

33E

representations to be decided within 21 days is achievable and acceptable. • No, a Local Authority should NOT be left to set 
its own targets. It must be a national standard so that there is consistency for all road users.

We think the Government should suggest time limits and agree with the proposed time limits mentioned above.  Our 
Members often feel that they are in the unfair situation where they have strict timescales to respond to a representation yet 

34E

the local authority can take as much time as they like to either accept or reject the representation.  It would be much fairer if 
timescales were placed at all parts of the enforcement process, in particular with regards to charge certificate issuance 
which we have already mentioned.



[bookmark: 88]The Council has not yet commenced operating DPE so it is not possible to answer this question on the basis of experience 
of operating this system, which generates a high volume of both correspondence and telephone calls arising from the 
PCN`s issued. Providing adequate staffing levels are in place to administer the penalty notice process time limits could 

35E

possibly be introduced to deal with both formal representations and informal challenges These, however should be realistic 
and achievable without putting the local authority in the position where it has to make rushed decisions or rejects 
representations without making a considered judgement.
Yes, the ALG Code of Practice for Parking and Traffic Enforcement already suggests that representations should be dealt 
with within the same time limit as general correspondence and within a maximum of 20 working days. Any delay of more 

36E

than 60 working days should result in consideration being given to accepting the representations owing to undue delay.

Most LAs have their own time limits for correspondence. The Government should NOT impose time limits for dealing with 

38E

informal challenges and formal representations. If it were to do so, those limits would need to allow ample time for research, 
investigation and consideration. 
Most authorities have successfully set their own targets for dealing with informal and formal representations and the Group 
cannot see the need for Central Government to do so, they should establish national minimum acceptable standards unless 

39E

there are specific problems. The process is set by the progress of the penalty charge notice through its various stages to 
the ultimate cost of £95 (at present). This system is tried and tested and does not need review.

The Government should introduce time limits and they must be to a national standard. • Yes, the proposed 14 day national 
standard for dealing with informal challenges is achievable and acceptable. • Yes, the proposed 90% of formal 

40E

representations to be decided within 21 days is achievable and acceptable. • No, a Local Authority should NOT be left to set 
its own targets. It must be a national standard so that there is consistency for all road users wherever they happen to be.

There is already a statutory time limit of 56 days for a local authority to respond to representations against clamping and 
removal. The motorist is subject to statutory time limits at every stage of the process. The absence of a statutory time limit 
for local authority responding to formal representations, other than for clamping and removal, is incompatible with there 
being a level playing field. We would draw attention to Davis v Kensington & Chelsea, in which the Adjudicator held that the 
local authority’s duty to act fairly included an obligation to take enforcement steps within a reasonable time; and that in the 

41E

ordinary case it should respond to formal representations within 2-3 months from receipt. We can, however, see no 
justification for there not being a statutory time limit. We advocate that the 56 day time limit for clamping and removal should 
apply in all cases.  This should, however, be the outer limit. There should be no reason in most cases for the local authority 
not to deal with representations more promptly and agree that Government should suggest time limits for both informal and 
formal representations. Those mentioned in the paper would seem to be fair from the motorist’s point of view. We cannot say

42E

Yes, this Council already has such targets in place.



[bookmark: 89]The Government should set statutory time limits for dealing with informal challenges and formal representations. However if 

43E

it were to do so, the limits would need to allow ample time for research, investigation and consideration.

44E

Yes
Probably it would be  helpful if the Government were to suggest a general benchmark for time limits but then leave it to the 
individual authorities to set (and publish) their own precise time-limits (taking account of the governmental guidance and 
their own performance standards for other customer service response time).  As indicated, such timescales might be 
subject to scrutiny by the Audit Commission as part of any service reviews or general performance assessments. Probably 

45E

14 days is reasonable for deciding informal challenges.  It also seems reasonable to propose that 90% of formal 
representations should be dealt with in 21 days.  However, the remaining 10% of motorists might reasonably also expect at 
least a ‘holding letter – as a matter of courtesy - within a 21 day time frame explaining why further time would be required to 
decide the challenge. 
This can also be detrimental to providing the quality service being sought, due to some of the more complex challenges 

46E

requiring detailed investigation to enable a determination being given careful consideration. Time limits could be considered, 
however but not until a full consultation with local authorities has been undertaken. 
The Council accepts that, though motorists have a time limit within which to reply, the Council does not and this is seen as 
inequitable. It could be suggested that a basic requirement for both be set, whereby quality responses are sent to all 

47E

correspondents within the timescales 14 days for informal and 28 days for formal as that required of motorists. Individual 
authorities can then set a higher level of performance according to their current capabilities. 
Any authority striving to achieve a good service will already have their own local performance targets for dealing with the 

48E

various stages of the process.  Nevertheless, some guidance on such limits in line with the suggestions is appropriate in the 
interests of making the service consistent across the country.

49E

It should be left to authorities to set their own targets for informal and formal representations.

51E

No
While we believe that good customer service should be the driver here, we welcome this proposal if it helps to improve 

53E

accountability, generally improve service and raise the standard and reputation of the parking industry as a whole.

54E

Yes most LAs will have set their own targets but the service should be regulated

55E

Time limits should be applied to Local Authorities.
Supports the principle of setting a national standard for informal representations. Would support a standard of 90% being 

56E

decided within 28 days.

57E

Yes
Yes, but only as suggested standards. Smaller authorities do not have the staff base to cope with periods of sickness, etc., 
and in order to deal with cases fairly and equitably, staff need to have a degree of training and experience. Therefore 

58E

sometimes standards can be difficult to maintain. Also, in a district where all pre-NtO challenges are considered, the greater 
volume of correspondence relates to pre-NtO challenges rather than post-NtO representations, so should the target 
response standard for the latter be longer than the former or vice-versa? 



[bookmark: 90]Most authorities have successfully set their own targets for dealing with informal and formal representations and we cannot 
see the need for Central Government to do so, they should establish national minimum acceptable standards unless there 

59E

are specific problems. The process is set by the progress of the penalty charge notice through its various stages to the 
ultimate cost of £95 (at present). This system is tried and tested and does not need review.

60E

Yes
The phrase time limit implies that if these standards are not met then the case should be cancelled. This would be unfair as 
sometimes correspondence requires thorough investigation liaison with other sections of the authority etc. If however the 

62E

government wishes to encourage a standard then a national target could be helpful in setting out good practice.          

No – time limits should be specified as ‘must’. This would better enable the authorities costs to be anticipated and adequate 

63E

staffing provided.
Yes there needs to be clear time scales for any part of the processes. Quite what the time limits should be is subjective but 

64E

a short time window should allow a quicker resolution of any appeal.
This proposal seeks LTA’s to set internal time limits for informal responses, the Government has proposed tight targets of 
14 days but we see no reason why existing DPE timescales of up to 28 days should not apply, it is not an unreasonable 

65E

timescale and change may burden processing section for little improvement to public perception, a compromise might be 21 
days informal and 28 days formal.
Most local authorities have standards for responding to correspondence and there is no reason that parking 
correspondence to be treated differently.  The principle of answering challenges or representations in a timely fashion is 

67E

supported and guidance on acceptable time limits for formal and information representations would be welcomed to ensure 
that the process is seen as fair to motorists.
Yes – but what constitutes ‘formal’ and ‘informal’ representations? This requires clear determination and definitions to avoid 

68E

confusion and abuse.



[bookmark: 91]Question 11. If so are the following fair and 
achievable: 

  14 day national standard for dealing with informal 

challenges? 

  90% of formal representations decided within 21 

days? 



[bookmark: 92]Responder no.

Reply

Yes to both however, we are a small authority with 1 member of staff to do all PCN's and FPN administration - 
it is not always practical to respond within 14 days, especially with holidays - larger authorities can do this with 

1E

more staff but we're certainly not, unless someone can give me more money?!

The existing time limits are reasonable. Additional time is already allowed for postal delays. It should be 

4E

nationwide. 
(a) I consider this to be on the generous side, it should be 7 days, (at least for an initial acknowledgment).  
Where the council consider they need more time, a response should be sent indicating that the council have 

7E

received the challenge, and a date when a decision is expected. Any early payment facility should be protected 
during the waiting period. 
(b) Again, a bit on the generous side

8E

Yes. They are considered to be fair and achievable
The Council agrees in principle with the proposal to suggest such time limits.   It is unfortunate that whilst 
requiring motorists to make responses (or payment) within clearly defined timescales, local authorities can 
often seem a law unto themselves in terms of the speed with which they respond to challenges or 
representations. The identification in the Guidance of a national standard may help focus minds on the 
importance of a prompt response and may assist local authority parking departments to secure sufficient 
resource to meet this standard. The standard of 14 days for challenges identified in the consultation document 
is not necessarily one that should be adopted. Every local authority should have a service standard for 

9E

response to letters/emails and this should be published. The standard that local authorities should aspire to in 
respect of PCN challenges should be the same as it offers in respect of any other complaint/query. The 
Guidance should suggest that each local authority should make this connection. Although standards may 
therefore differ between local authorities, the standard will at least me a matter for local, democratic control. The

Currently this is an unusual circumstance for this Council. However, due to the need to obtain information from 

13E

the DVLA, it is considered that the time period should remain at 28 days.

4P

No, 28 days minimum
Don't know, but seems fair. The 90% target seems appropriate, but there should also be a limit on how long the 

8P

council can legitimately process any case. This would reinforce the fact that parking enforcement is respected 
as a legal, legitimate & fair activity.

17E

Yes

19E

The suggested time limits appear to be reasonable.



[bookmark: 93]20E

In general the suggested time limits are achievable

22E

The suggested time limits appear to be reasonable.
Subject to the above comments, a 14 day period for responding to informal challenges would seem reasonable 
and is in line with the 14 day discount period to a motorist receiving the PCN.  It would then seem a consistent 
approach if 90% of formal representations should be decided in 28 days, rather than 21 days, in line with the 
period given to the motorist for making the representations after receipt of the Notice to Owner.  Time limits of 

24E

this order should, however, be guidelines on which a local authority’s performance should be judged, not a 
mandatory requirement which would render a penalty charge notice unenforceable if not met.  It is noted that 
the draft Regulations themselves introduce a mandatory period of 56 days in which a response must be made 
to representations in relation to removed or immobilised vehicles.

Whilst this authority has not yet taken on enforcement powers these are targets that could be taken on board. 

25E

However, it may cause problems with smaller authorities regarding staffing levels.
The government could recommend these matters be dealt with in 14 and 21 days as above, but still allow LA’s 
to have a longer period of time, say 28 days at each stage, as an absolute maximum after which the case 

26E

would be declared void.  Two potential snags however:  the nature of an informal challenge will need careful 
definition;  the 90% criteria covers many cases, so we are not sure what the sanction on the LA is intended to 
be, in the case of non-compliance.

27E

The suggested time limits appear to be reasonable.

30E

These times are achievable

31E

The suggested time limits appear to be reasonable.

32E

The suggested time limits appear to be reasonable.
We think the Government should suggest time limits and agree with the proposed time limits mentioned above. 
Our Members often feel that they are in the unfair situation where they have strict timescales to respond to a 
representation yet the local authority can take as much time as they like to either accept or reject the 

34E

representation.  It would be much fairer if timescales were placed at all parts of the enforcement process, in 
particular with regards to charge certificate issuance which we have already mentioned.

The Council has not yet commenced operating DPE so it is not possible to answer this question on the basis of 
experience of operating this system, which generates a high volume of both correspondence and telephone 
calls arising from the PCN`s issued. Providing adequate staffing levels are in place to administer the penalty 

35E

notice process time limits could possibly be introduced to deal with both formal representations and informal 
challenges These, however should be realistic and achievable without putting the local authority in the position 
where it has to make rushed decisions or rejects representations without making a considered judgement.



[bookmark: 94]The time limit for informal challenges should be the same as for formal representations. To shorten it may 
discourage authorities from carrying out a full investigation when an informal challenge is received. The ALG 
Code of Practice for Parking and Traffic Enforcement suggests that representations should be dealt with within 

36E

the same time limit as general correspondence and within a maximum of 20 working days. Any delay of more 
than 60 working days should result in consideration being given to accepting the representations owing to 
undue delay.
Whilst the suggested time limits (14 days for informal challenges and 21 days for formal representations) would 
be sufficient for the straightforward cases, it would not be in the interest of justice to pressure the LA into 
making a decision before all the facts have been established. Any suggested timeframe should therefore NOT 
be mandatory. For the avoidance of doubt, all instances where a number of days is specified should be 

38E

qualified with the mention “calendar” or “working” days as appropriate. As a minimum, 28 calendar days should 
be allowed to deal with formal representations. However, It must be noted that, if the government were to give 
any advisory time limits in its legislation or guidance, Adjudicators and the public will expect LAs to comply with 
these guidelines in all cases and this would not necessarily be in the interest of justice.

39E

Yes to both.
The Government should introduce time limits and they must be to a national standard. • Yes, the proposed 14 
day national standard for dealing with informal challenges is achievable and acceptable. • Yes, the proposed 

40E

90% of formal representations to be decided within 21 days is achievable and acceptable. • No, a Local 
Authority should NOT be left to set its own targets. It must be a national standard so that there is consistency 
for all road users wherever they happen to be.
There is already a statutory time limit of 56 days for a local authority to respond to representations against 
clamping and removal. The motorist is subject to statutory time limits at every stage of the process. The 
absence of a statutory time limit for local authority responding to formal representations, other than for 
clamping and removal, is incompatible with there being a level playing field. We would draw attention to Davis v 
Kensington & Chelsea, in which the Adjudicator held that the local authority’s duty to act fairly included an 
obligation to take enforcement steps within a reasonable time; and that in the ordinary case it should respond 

41E

to formal representations within 2-3 months from receipt. We can, however, see no justification for there not 
being a statutory time limit. We advocate that the 56 day time limit for clamping and removal should apply in all 
cases.  This should, however, be the outer limit. There should be no reason in most cases for the local 
authority not to deal with representations more promptly and agree that Government should suggest time limits 
for both informal and formal representations. Those mentioned in the paper would seem to be fair from the moto



[bookmark: 95](a) Yes. However, there may be a few occasions when that may not be achievable. Perhaps the requirement 
should be for 95% of informal challenges to be dealt with within 14 days, with a holding reply to be sent to the 

42E

remaining 5% within that 14 day period. That remaining 5% to be dealt with within 28 days of receipt of the 
challenge. (b) Yes.

43E

These times are achievable
For all stages of correspondence requiring investigation, 90% being dealt with in 28 days is a reasonable 
target. The delay on the remaining 10% would need to be explainable. Since previous legislation is silent on 

44E

the subject of informal challenges, some authorities are not resourced to meet this target and may need time to 
ensure there are resources in place to meet this expectation.
Probably it would be  helpful if the Government were to suggest a general benchmark for time limits but then 
leave it to the individual authorities to set (and publish) their own precise time-limits (taking account of the 
governmental guidance and their own performance standards for other customer service response time).  As 
indicated, such timescales might be subject to scrutiny by the Audit Commission as part of any service reviews 

45E

or general performance assessments. Probably 14 days is reasonable for deciding informal challenges.  It also 
seems reasonable to propose that 90% of formal representations should be dealt with in 21 days.  However, 
the remaining 10% of motorists might reasonably also expect at least a ‘holding letter – as a matter of courtesy -
within a 21 day time frame explaining why further time would be required to decide the challenge. 

46E

If the above are the only two options then it would have to be the latter, i.e. 21 days.
The Council accepts that, though motorists have a time limit within which to reply, the Council does not and this 
is seen as inequitable. It could be suggested that a basic requirement for both be set, whereby quality 

47E

responses are sent to all correspondents within the timescales 14 days for informal and 28 days for formal as 
that required of motorists. Individual authorities can then set a higher level of performance according to their 
current capabilities. 

Any authority striving to achieve a good service will already have their own local performance targets for 

48E

dealing with the various stages of the process.  Nevertheless, some guidance on such limits in line with the 
suggestions is appropriate in the interests of making the service consistent across the country.
Whilst 14 days is not an unreasonable time to aim for in responding to informal challenges it would not be 
appropriate to set this as a limit. It would not take much in terms of an increase in challenges or some 
unpredicted staffing issues for responses to fall outside of this timescale. Workloads and response times can 

49E

vary due to circumstances outside of local authority control. The same would apply to the suggestion of 90% 
formal representations in 21 days. We would not support a proposal for nationally set limits which led to a 
challenge being upheld if it was not responded to within that limit.

51E

No

53E

Both proposals are reasonable.



[bookmark: 96]54E

Yes

55E

Time limits should be applied to Local Authorities.
Supports the principle of setting a national standard for informal representations. Would support a standard of 

56E

90% being decided within 28 days.

58E

Does not issue postal PCNs.

59E

Yes to both.
• We believe that the Authorities should deal with informal and formal representations in a reduced period – 14 
days – national standard for informal challenges and 21 days for formal challenges as long as there is strict 
provision to stop authorities simply rejecting all representations speedily in order to meet the requirements! 
Owners already have time limits within which to make any objections to a PCN. It is only fair and expected that 
restrictions should apply to the authorities (with suitable sanctions/rebates/discounts applicable if the 

60E

Authorities fail to comply. In today’s ‘electronic-age’ there is no reason why the authorities should not be able to 
comply with a reduced limit period. • The target of ‘90% for formal representations within 21 days’ is 
understandable but methods must be in place to measure such performance accurately and to bring suitable 
sanctions against local authorities that do not reach such targets. We also emphasise, as stated above, the 
need for discounts/rebates to ‘owners’ when the authorities do not comply and ‘safeguards’ for 
unjustified/speedy mass rejections.

The above targets would be difficult to achieve as sometimes correspondence requires an investigation into 
alleged comments by the CEO. If the CEO is on holiday or not on shift it would be difficult or impossible to 

62E

respond on time. The 56 days set as a time limit for removals would be more realistic for both challenges and 
representations as a time limit before which a response must be sent,  or the case cancelled

63E

Yes (14 days). Yes  (90%) 
These timescales would not be achievable for many authorities without significantly increasing back room staff.

64E

These represent achievable targets. A 14 day period for responding to informal challenges seems reasonable 
and is in line with the 14 day discount period to a motorist receiving the PCN.  A more consistent approach 

67E

would be to achieve 90% of formal representations decided in 28 days, rather than 21 days, in line with the 
period given to the motorist for making the representations after receipt of the Notice to Owner.

Variations of deadlines may well cause confusion therefore a standardised ‘21 day’ representation period may 

68E

be considered to be more appropriate. Such an agreement would clarify the statutory periods ‘across the 
board’ and reduce potential for grievance/complaint. 



[bookmark: 97]Question 12. Or should it be left to the individual local 
authority to set its own criteria? 



[bookmark: 98]Responder no.

Reply

1E

Probably wiser
The existing time limits are reasonable. Additional time is already allowed for postal delays. It should be 

4E

nationwide. 
No. There must be central government limits imposed. The motorist is expected, even legally obliged,  to keep 

7E

to limits, so should councils 
The Council agrees in principle with the proposal to suggest such time limits.   It is unfortunate that whilst 
requiring motorists to make responses (or payment) within clearly defined timescales, local authorities can 
often seem a law unto themselves in terms of the speed with which they respond to challenges or 
representations. The identification in the Guidance of a national standard may help focus minds on the 
importance of a prompt response and may assist local authority parking departments to secure sufficient 
resource to meet this standard. The standard of 14 days for challenges identified in the consultation document 
is not necessarily one that should be adopted. Every local authority should have a service standard for 

9E

response to letters/emails and this should be published. The standard that local authorities should aspire to in 
respect of PCN challenges should be the same as it offers in respect of any other complaint/query. The 
Guidance should suggest that each local authority should make this connection. Although standards may 
therefore differ between local authorities, the standard will at least me a matter for local, democratic control. The

It is considered that the 50% discount should be available for 21 days for all cases where a PCN has been 
issued by post. This would be more consistent and easier to administer, as well as acknowledging that in cases 

13E

of this type disputes over dates of service and delivery of notices are common. 

4P

Definitely not, they are not informed enough
Don't know, but seems fair. The 90% target seems appropriate, but there should also be a limit on how long the 

8P

council can legitimately process any case. This would reinforce the fact that parking enforcement is respected 
as a legal, legitimate & fair activity.

17E

No – service standards should be nationally consistent.



[bookmark: 99]Assuming that the time limits are reasonable, as those above appear to be, it should possible for all authorities 
to be set the same limits.  Clearly, those authorities that receive larger numbers of representations will require 
greater resources to process them within the same time period.  However, the proportion of PCNs that are 

19E

contested should be broadly similar across all authorities, therefore, the resources required to process the 
representations should be dependant on the overall level of enforcement activity.  Those authorities with the 
largest number of representations should also have the highest level of resources available to process them.

20E

No
Assuming that the time limits are reasonable, as those above appear to be, it should possible for all authorities 
to be set the same limits.  Clearly, those authorities that receive larger numbers of representations will require 
greater resources to process them within the same time period.  However, the proportion of PCNs that are 

22E

contested should be broadly similar across all authorities, therefore, the resources required to process the 
representations should be dependant on the overall level of enforcement activity.  Those authorities with the 
largest number of representations should also have the highest level of resources available to process them.

Subject to the above comments, a 14 day period for responding to informal challenges would seem reasonable 
and is in line with the 14 day discount period to a motorist receiving the PCN.  It would then seem a consistent 
approach if 90% of formal representations should be decided in 28 days, rather than 21 days, in line with the 
period given to the motorist for making the representations after receipt of the Notice to Owner.  Time limits of 

24E

this order should, however, be guidelines on which a local authority’s performance should be judged, not a 
mandatory requirement which would render a penalty charge notice unenforceable if not met.  It is noted that 
the draft Regulations themselves introduce a mandatory period of 56 days in which a response must be made 
to representations in relation to removed or immobilised vehicles.

If it is left as desirable target then smaller authorities can aim for these targets without causing financial staffing 

25E

problems say to cover for sickness and absence.

26E

Perhaps that would be best.
Assuming that the time limits are reasonable, as those above appear to be, it should possible for all authorities 
to be set the same limits.  Clearly, those authorities that receive larger numbers of representations will require 
greater resources to process them within the same time period.  However, the proportion of PCNs that are 

27E

contested should be broadly similar across all authorities, therefore, the resources required to process the 
representations should be dependant on the overall level of enforcement activity.  Those authorities with the 
largest number of representations should also have the highest level of resources available to process them.

30E

No



[bookmark: 100]Assuming that the time limits are reasonable, as those above appear to be, it should possible for all authorities 
to be set the same limits.  Clearly, those authorities that receive larger numbers of representations will require 
greater resources to process them within the same time period.  However, the proportion of PCNs that are 

31E

contested should be broadly similar across all authorities, therefore, the resources required to process the 
representations should be dependant on the overall level of enforcement activity.  Those authorities with the 
largest number of representations should also have the highest level of resources available to process them.

Assuming that the time limits are reasonable, as those above appear to be, it should possible for all authorities 
to be set the same limits.  Clearly, those authorities that receive larger numbers of representations will require 
greater resources to process them within the same time period.  However, the proportion of PCNs that are 

32E

contested should be broadly similar across all authorities, therefore, the resources required to process the 
representations should be dependant on the overall level of enforcement activity.  Those authorities with the 
largest number of representations should also have the highest level of resources available to process them.

We think the Government should suggest time limits and agree with the proposed time limits mentioned above.  
Our Members often feel that they are in the unfair situation where they have strict timescales to respond to a 
representation yet the local authority can take as much time as they like to either accept or reject the 

34E

representation.  It would be much fairer if timescales were placed at all parts of the enforcement process, in 
particular with regards to charge certificate issuance which we have already mentioned.

The Council has not yet commenced operating DPE so it is not possible to answer this question on the basis of 
experience of operating this system, which generates a high volume of both correspondence and telephone 
calls arising from the PCN`s issued. Providing adequate staffing levels are in place to administer the penalty 

35E

notice process time limits could possibly be introduced to deal with both formal representations and informal 
challenges These, however should be realistic and achievable without putting the local authority in the position 
where it has to make rushed decisions or rejects representations without making a considered judgement.

It would be useful if the Government could suggest non-mandatory time limits which could help in achieving 
greater consistency between areas. However, mandatory time limits for dealing with representations should be 

36E

set by local authorities themselves or via joint committees, such as the Association of London Government 
Transport and Environment Committee.

It is this Council’s view that the government should not impose time limits on LAs. Individual LAs should be able 

38E

to set their own criteria.



[bookmark: 101]Subject to agreed national minimum standards the present system of each authority setting it’s own criteria 
should continue, each individual authority has its unique problems to deal with and enforcement regimes 

39E

encounter different problems. If the proposal at 10 were to be adopted a propensity to run a league table would 
prevail with all the problems that creates.
The Government should introduce time limits and they must be to a national standard. • Yes, the proposed 14 
day national standard for dealing with informal challenges is achievable and acceptable. • Yes, the proposed 

40E

90% of formal representations to be decided within 21 days is achievable and acceptable. • No, a Local 
Authority should NOT be left to set its own targets. It must be a national standard so that there is consistency 
for all road users wherever they happen to be.
There is already a statutory time limit of 56 days for a local authority to respond to representations against 
clamping and removal. The motorist is subject to statutory time limits at every stage of the process. The 
absence of a statutory time limit for local authority responding to formal representations, other than for clamping 
and removal, is incompatible with there being a level playing field. We would draw attention to Davis v 
Kensington & Chelsea, in which the Adjudicator held that the local authority’s duty to act fairly included an 
obligation to take enforcement steps within a reasonable time; and that in the ordinary case it should respond to 

41E

formal representations within 2-3 months from receipt. We can, however, see no justification for there not being 
a statutory time limit. We advocate that the 56 day time limit for clamping and removal should apply in all cases. 
This should, however, be the outer limit. There should be no reason in most cases for the local authority not to 
deal with representations more promptly and agree that Government should suggest time limits for both 
informal and formal representations. Those mentioned in the paper would seem to be fair from the motorist’s poi

42E

No.

43E

NO

44E

No, not if it is desirable to achieve consistency across enforcement authorities.
Probably it would be  helpful if the Government were to suggest a general benchmark for time limits but then 
leave it to the individual authorities to set (and publish) their own precise time-limits (taking account of the 
governmental guidance and their own performance standards for other customer service response time).  As 
indicated, such timescales might be subject to scrutiny by the Audit Commission as part of any service reviews 

45E

or general performance assessments. Probably 14 days is reasonable for deciding informal challenges.  It also 
seems reasonable to propose that 90% of formal representations should be dealt with in 21 days.  However, 
the remaining 10% of motorists might reasonably also expect at least a ‘holding letter – as a matter of courtesy -
within a 21 day time frame explaining why further time would be required to decide the challenge. 



[bookmark: 102]Providing that the local authority has published its commitment and expected responses then it is probably best 

46E

left to each authority to decide.
The Council accepts that, though motorists have a time limit within which to reply, the Council does not and this 
is seen as inequitable. It could be suggested that a basic requirement for both be set, whereby quality 

47E

responses are sent to all correspondents within the timescales 14 days for informal and 28 days for formal as 
that required of motorists. Individual authorities can then set a higher level of performance according to their 
current capabilities. 

Any authority striving to achieve a good service will already have their own local performance targets for 

48E

dealing with the various stages of the process.  Nevertheless, some guidance on such limits in line with the 
suggestions is appropriate in the interests of making the service consistent across the country.

49E

As stated above local authorities should set their own criteria and standards.

51E

Yes

53E

Yes, if they can do better than the minimum standards

54E

No

56E

Thinks national targets should be set by DfT, plus local weighting for fairness 
Subject to agreed national minimum standards the present system of each authority setting its own criteria 
should continue, each individual authority has its unique problems to deal with and enforcement regimes 

59E

encounter different problems. If the proposal at 10 were to be adopted a propensity to run a league table would 
prevail with all the problems that creates.
DEFINITELY NOT – This would be a ‘whitewash’, open to abuse and leave little respect in the eyes of the 

60E

public/commerce
To provide a consistent approach to parking enforcement the time limits should be the same throughout the 
country. However different authorities may require varying lead in periods to enable their operations to be set 

62E

up to meet such time limits. Such lead in period could be set by the authority (within reason) and published as 
part of it's annually published parking report.  

63E

No 
There will be inconsistency whatever time limit is imposed as informal and formal representations will be dealt 
with depending on workload at the time. It is a fact that the scale of some operations will enable representations 

64E

to be dealt with quicker than others and so even if there is a maximum period some authorities may set own 
performance criteria.  
It should be up to the local authority to adopt these guidelines or to suggest more stretching targets. A 

67E

mandatory requirement would render a penalty charge notice unenforceable if not met.
No, standardisation across all Local Authorities is essential to avoid confusion of grievances and/or complaint 

68E

resolution processes between Local Authorities. 



[bookmark: 103]Question 13. Should the statutory guidance 
recommend that a postal PCN is sent within 14 days 
of the contravention? 



[bookmark: 104]Responder no.

Reply

1E

Yes, seems fair
The existing time limits are reasonable. Additional time is already allowed for postal delays. It should be 

4E

nationwide. 

6E

Yes
It should be 7 days or less. Cases are now arising of fraud in ticket issues by PAs.  This is the so-called 
‘ghost-ticket scam ‘ , whereby PAs incentivised by threat or bonuses, issue tickets to cars legally parked, 
photograph the ticket on the car, (if they are using this equipment), and then remove the ticket from the 

7E

car when nobody is around and destroy it. The first thing the owner knows is receipt of an NTO 28 or 
more days later when all memory and evidence has usually been lost. This scam is now becoming 
widespread and indeed is a major threat to the credibility of the DPE regime.

The Council agrees in principle with the proposal to suggest such time limits.   It is unfortunate that whilst 
requiring motorists to make responses (or payment) within clearly defined timescales, local authorities can 
often seem a law unto themselves in terms of the speed with which they respond to challenges or 
representations. The identification in the Guidance of a national standard may help focus minds on the 
importance of a prompt response and may assist local authority parking departments to secure sufficient 
resource to meet this standard. The standard of 14 days for challenges identified in the consultation 
document is not necessarily one that should be adopted. Every local authority should have a service 

9E

standard for response to letters/emails and this should be published. The standard that local authorities 
should aspire to in respect of PCN challenges should be the same as it offers in respect of any other 
complaint/query. The Guidance should suggest that each local authority should make this connection. 
Although standards may therefore differ between local authorities, the standard will at least me a matter for

The Guidance should recommend that the 14 day (or in the case of postal issue 21 day) period should be 

13E

re-extended when declining a challenge against a notice, providing that the challenge was received within 
the original 14 (or 21) day period following the issue of the PCN.

4P

Yes
Yes, though rather than 'recommend' we think the guidance should 'expect' that this happens in all, but 

8P

exceptional circumstances. This would ensure that parking enforcement is regarded as a legal, legitimate 
& fair activity by all.



[bookmark: 105]Issue of the PCN is dependant on the identification of the registered keeper at DVLA. The majority of 
Local Authorities utilise electronic enquiry systems that respond within a few days. However in many 

17E

cases, where there is no registered keeper, the response is received “Printed copy will be sent”. This 
often takes 6 – 8 weeks.  This will prevent a number of PCN’s from being issued in time. – Should be 
within 14 days of receiving keeper details.

19E

This time period seems reasonable.

20E

Yes

22E

This time period seems reasonable.
Notwithstanding that the DVLA generally respond very quickly to keeper requests, a local authority cannot 
be held responsible if this does not occur.  It would be preferable if the recommendation were that 

24E

application to the DVLA takes place within, say, 7 days of the contravention, and that the PCN is issued 
within 7 days of receipt of that information.  Any delay attributable to the DVLA would therefore be 
excluded from the same effective recommended period of 14 days.

25E

Yes

26E

Yes

27E

This time period seems reasonable.

30E

If that is to be the time limit then yes that should be the limit

31E

This time period seems reasonable.

32E

This time period seems reasonable.
The consultation document is confusing here in suggesting that the draft regulations stipulate that postal 
PCNs must be sent within 28 days and the draft guidance is saying Authorities should send the notice 
within 14 days. Under the recently introduced Bus Lane Contravention Regs. SI 2005 No 2757 PCNs 

33E

must be served within 28 days of the contravention, but this is extended to 6 months if information from 
DVLA is delayed, providing application to DVLA was made within 14 days. It would be logical to make the 
provisions consistent.

34E

We agree with this proposal and would strongly recommend that this is included in the guidance.
To allow for any possible delays or IT problems in obtaining the name and address of the vehicle owner 

35E

from DVLA it is suggested that the statutory guidance recommends that a postal PCN is sent within 21 
days of the contravention.
Yes. The regulations should keep the 28 day limit but the guidance should recommend that PCNs are 
posted as soon as possible after the event and within 14 days. Allowance should be made for cases 
where the keeper details are not immediately available from the DVLA. Where the keeper details have 

36E

been requested within 14 days but have not been supplied within 48 hours, but are received within the 28 
days, the authority should have 14 days from receipt of the details to send the PCN. Where they are not 
supplied before the end of the 28 days, the authority should have a further 6 months during which it could 
issue the PCN.



[bookmark: 106]A mandatory period of 14 calendar days from the date of the DVLA response for sending a PCN by post 
would prevent those keepers who fail to register their vehicle at DVLA (whether it is intentional or not) 
from being identified and receiving a NtO. A much longer time limit than 14 days would be required with 

38E

unregistered vehicles as, once again we must take into account that any advisory time limits we are given 
will be considered as mandatory by NPAS and the public. If there were to be a mandatory period, it 
should therefore only be for a percentage of PCNs sent by post.
Yes - At the present time no Penalty Charge Notices are sent by post in Kent. The assumption is that this 
would prevail in the case of bus lane and box junction enforcement. If this was to be the case this 
proposal is sensible and should be supported. The Criminal process currently allows for a notice of 
intended prosecution to be sent to the registered keeper of a motor vehicle who is alleged to have 
committed certain road traffic offences. Excess speed for example. It therefore makes eminent sense to 

39E

adopt the same process when dealing with notices issued in absentia. The notice would have to be sent 
by post to the registered keeper and each authority should consider if not already in place a direct link to 
the DVLA to ensure the relevant information is available as soon as possible in order the notice can be 
sent. Any notices sent after the 14-day period from the date of the notice would fall.

The draft regulations stipulate that postal PCNs must be sent within 28 days. Statutory Guidance should 
acknowledge this while stating that Authorities should aim to achieve postal service of notices within 14 

40E

days. It is encouraging that this provision mirrors the requirement of the Bus Lane Enforcement 
Regulations (SI 2005/2757). This Authority has introduced Civil Enforcement of Bus Lanes and will aim to 
serve all PCNs within 14 days of the contravention.
We support the reduction of the period to 14 days. However, as with a Notice of Intended Prosecution 
under section 1(1)(c) of the Road Traffic Offenders Act 1988, the requirement should be for the Penalty 

41E

Charge Notice to be served within 14 days, not sent. There needs, however, to be provision for a further 
PCN to be served in ownership and hiring cases.
No but it may be possible if DVLA can guarantee to provide the keeper name and address quickly enough 

42E

for this time scale to be adhered to. Perhaps ‘within 28 days’ would be more realistic.

43E

If that is to be the time limit then yes that should be the limit.
Local authorities are dependent on the DVLA for keeper details. Where this information is timely the target 

44E

can be reached. Where keeper details cannot be provided, the PCN should be sent within 14 days of the 
receipt of the keeper details.

45E

Yes
Only when the DVLA can be tied down to tight SLAs rather than Memorandums of Understanding which 

46E

in practice are meaningless. The current DVLA Database is so inaccurate that it can take 28 days to 
obtain information if at all.



[bookmark: 107]The introduction to this question notes that the requirement is for 28 days and providing these remain the 
ultimate a 14 day recommendation appears reasonable. However, if the DVLA is unable to provide 

47E

information in the 14 or 28 day timeframe will there be any extension to say 7 days from the point at which 
the information is provided.  Otherwise there will be people using the regulations as a means of avoiding 
payment by delaying or not registering their vehicle.

This is probably the upper limit of what could be considered an acceptable delay in issuing a PCN by 

48E

post. 
There is a need for a time period for the serving of a PCN by post. 21 days would seem to be more 

49E

appropriate.
This Council does not currently send any PCNs by post. The Council agrees with the draft regulations
stipulating that the PCN must be sent within 28 days, but where possible the PCN is sent within 14 days

51E

of the contravention. To encourage prompt payment, there is currently a 50% reduction if the penalty
charge is paid within 14 days of the contravention.

53E

Yes

54E

Yes
No more than 14 days should be allowed so that offenders would have a reasonable chance 

55E

of remembering an incident.
Yes, but this will only work if the DVLA can ensure that a reply to an enquiry can be sent to the LA within 7 

56E

days. Supports the ALG's view.

57E

Yes
Yes - At the present time no Penalty Charge Notices are sent by post in East Sussex. The assumption is 
that this would prevail in the case of bus lane and box junction enforcement. If this was to be the case this 
proposal is sensible and should be supported. The Criminal process currently allows for a notice of 
intended prosecution to be sent to the registered keeper of a motor vehicle who is alleged to have 
committed certain road traffic offences. Excess speed for example. It therefore makes eminent sense to 

59E

adopt the same process when dealing with notices issued in absentia. The notice would have to be sent 
by post to the registered keeper and each authority should consider if not already in place a direct link to 
the DVLA to ensure the relevant information is available as soon as possible in order the notice can be 
sent. Any notices sent after the 14-day period from the date of the notice would fall.

YES – the present 28 day period is archaic and not justified given the easy access that authorities have to 

60E

data via the DVLA etc.
This would be sufficient time for the authority to request and receive information from DVLA. If it were left 

62E

any longer the motorist may be    disadvantages as they may not be able to recall events.                   

63E

Yes



[bookmark: 108]64E

This would appear to be a reasonable direction.
We support this proposed change as it can only speed up the process of payment or challenge. The 

65E

relaxation for receipt of a postal PCN is reasonable.
Statutory guidance should recommend a postal PCN is sent within 21 days of the contravention or with 14 

67E

days of the receipt of information from the DVLA.
Yes, such statutory guidance would then conform to existing national practice of notifications of intended 

68E

prosecution for other road traffic offences 



[bookmark: 109]Question 14. Should the 50% discount be available for 
21 days for certain cases where the PCN was issued 
by post? 



[bookmark: 110]Responder no.

Reply

No, allow 14 days from date of issue but allow for 1 day for postage and then the usual 3 extra for 

1E

weekends etc so we advertise 14 days but actuality is 18 from date of postage.
The existing time limits are reasonable. Additional time is already allowed for postal delays. It should 

4E

be nationwide. 

6E

Yes

7E

Yes
The Council agrees in principle with the proposal to suggest such time limits.   It is unfortunate that 
whilst requiring motorists to make responses (or payment) within clearly defined timescales, local 
authorities can often seem a law unto themselves in terms of the speed with which they respond to 
challenges or representations. The identification in the Guidance of a national standard may help 
focus minds on the importance of a prompt response and may assist local authority parking 
departments to secure sufficient resource to meet this standard. The standard of 14 days for 
challenges identified in the consultation document is not necessarily one that should be adopted. 

9E

Every local authority should have a service standard for response to letters/emails and this should 
be published. The standard that local authorities should aspire to in respect of PCN challenges 
should be the same as it offers in respect of any other complaint/query. The Guidance should 
suggest that each local authority should make this connection. Although standards may therefore 
differ between local authorities, the standard will at least me a matter for local, democratic control. Th

The Guidance should recommend that the 14 day (or in the case of postal issue 21 day) period 

13E

should be re-extended when declining a challenge against a notice, providing that the challenge 
was received within the original 14 (or 21) day period following the issue of the PCN.

50% should be available for 28 days or until the arbitrator has made a decision, one should not be 

4P

penalised for appealing
Yes. We would welcome this extension to the discount period. Members would welcome a further 

8P

extension up to 28 days. This seems a reasonable length of time & would allow for drivers who may 
be on holidays etc.
No – PCN’s should be despatched by 1st Class post on the day of issue. 14 days is sufficient time 

17E

to receive and pay especially with the various payment methods now offered by enforcement 
authorities.
This would be reasonable as it allows for delays in the postal system, particularly frequent in 

19E

December, and the possibility that drivers are away from their address (on holiday, business, etc) 
when the PCN is delivered.



[bookmark: 111]20E

14 days is adequate time even for a postal PCN
This would be reasonable as it allows for delays in the postal system, particularly frequent in 

22E

December, and the possibility that drivers are away from their address (on holiday, business, etc) 
when the PCN is delivered.
Thinks that adjusting levels of penalty charges according to severity of contravention would assist in 
changing the increasingly negative views motorists have toward the current situation.  It is patent to 

23E

all that 2 minutes overtime on a parking meter should warrant a less draconian punishment than 
parking in a dangerous position or blocking an emergency exit. The penalty charges for minor 
infringements should be reduced. 

24E

We have no objection to this.

25E

Yes
The delay inherent in obtaining information from the DVLA needs to be recognised.  It would be 

26E

better to have 14 days from the date of issue.
This would be reasonable as it allows for delays in the postal system, particularly frequent in 

27E

December, and the possibility that drivers are away from their address (on holiday, business, etc) 
when the PCN is delivered.
The time limit should be 14 days from receipt for PCNs sent by post. I therefore, see no need, to 
extend the time limit to 21days. If the 14-day time limit clock starts when the person receives the 

30E

notice (the notice is served) either by post or in their hand or on the windscreen. It is fair to say that 
most councils already allow time for postage etc and local workload generally they offer a more 
generous allowance than the 14 days.
This would be reasonable as it allows for delays in the postal system, particularly frequent in 

31E

December, and the possibility that drivers are away from their address (on holiday, business, etc) 
when the PCN is delivered.
This would be reasonable as it allows for delays in the postal system, particularly frequent in 

32E

December, and the possibility that drivers are away from their address (on holiday, business, etc) 
when the PCN is delivered.
This is another instance where consistency is called for. The Bus Lane Regs (SI 2005/2757) defines 
date of service of the PCN as 2 days after posting by first class post. The 14 days for 50% discount 

33E

runs from the date of service. For Parking PCNs issued at the time of contravention some 
Authorities accept the discounted payment for up to 17 days. 
Yes, given the reliance that is placed on the postal service when a penalty charge notice is issued 
for camera enforced offences.  We feel it is unfair for the local authority to only allow 14 days when it 

34E

is feasible that a penalty charge notice may take anything from 2 to 10 days to arrive via second 
class post. 



[bookmark: 112]Yes to be seen to be fair to the motorist under certain defined circumstances where a PCN is issued 
by post, for instance where the contravention was detected by an approved device such as a CCTV 

35E

camera, the 50% discount should be available for 21 days from the date of the contravention. 

No - to avoid confusion, the discount should be available for 14 days from the date of service in all 
cases. In postal cases, service is considered to be effected when delivered. Therefore guidance 
should recommend that the discount payment is accepted for up to 21 days from the date of 

36E

contravention in order to allow for delivery and possible postal delays. There is no allowance in the 
guidance for local authorities to set their own discount rate, as is currently the case in London. The 
ALG recommends that this be remedied.
No, the 50% discount should not be available for 21 days for certain cases of PCNs issued by post. 
Where the PCNs have been issued by post, the 50% discount should apply for 14 calendar days 

38E

from the date of service of the PCN by first class post (effectively 17 calendar days from date of 
posting).
In principle yes but this is vague and needs greater definition. If a notice were sent by post then 

39E

allowing for delays in receipt the period whenever a notice is sent by post should be extended to 21 
days. Therefore there is not reason to differentiate for postal PCN’s.
This is another instance where consistency is called for. The Bus Lane Regs (SI 2005/2757) defines 
date of service of the PCN as 2 days after posting by first class post. The 14 days for 50% discount 

40E

runs from the date of service.We do not see any reason for a difference between the two sets of 
legislation. For Parking PCNs issued at the time of contravention some Authorities accept the 
discounted payment for up to17 days.
The position at present depends on what legislation the postal Penalty Charge Notice is served 
under. If under sections 4 or 5 of the London Local Authorities Act 2000, it is 14 days from the date 
of service of the notice: ss. 4(5)(c) and 5(4)(c). In other cases it is 14 days from the date of the 

41E

notice. We think it preferable to avoid adding to the complexities by having different periods. A 
single period of 14 days from service would be suitable both for PCNs served on the street and by 
post.

42E

Yes, although software systems would again need to be modified to accommodate this.
The time limit should be 14 days from receipt for PCNs sent by post. It is therefore no need to 
extends the time limit to 21days At worse the offender has the same time to pay as someone who 

43E

receives there ticket on the windscreen. (Less the postage time /most councils already allow time for 
postage etc and local workload generally they offer a more generous allowance).



[bookmark: 113]No, the discount should be available for 14 days in all cases to avoid confusion. Most authorities 
provide a wide variety of payment methods enabling people to pay by telephone, internet as well as 

44E

in person and by post. Authorities should be encouraged to provide a choice of payment methods to 
enable those wishing to pay the discounted amount to be able to do so easily within the deadline 
set. 

45E

Yes
In most cases this is the case but the public are not informed of this. The 14 day discount is stated 
on documents but the discount period will not cease until between 17 and 21 days dependant upon 
the local authority as this gives them a stronger argument that the payment was not made in time. If 

46E

people are to make an early payment to take advantage of the discount than they will do within the 
14 days making it 21 will not alter the number of those taking up the early payment option.

We believe that the stated period should be 14 days to avoid confusion with other types of PCN.  It 
could seem to be misleading if people were to think they have 21 days on a normal PCN and thus 

47E

lose their discount as a result.  Another option would be, LA’s could allow (guidance would need to 
come from the DfT) could allow a 7 day two way service period for these cases in their IT systems 
which would amount to the same thing without for potential confusion.

48E

Yes

49E

We would prefer a standard 14 days across all PCNs
The Council considers that having two different discount periods may cause confusion for drivers.  If 
for example they have only received a PCN served by post, then receive one attached to their 

51E

vehicle, they may be under the misapprehension that they have 21 days to pay at the discounted 
rate.  The Council considers that one standard discount of 50% should apply if the penalty charge is 
paid within 14 days of the contravention.

53E

Yes
No the discount period  should be the same for all PCNs. As with a Bus Lane/Parking PCNs  here 

54E

the  PCN is issued at  £60.00,  discounted by 50% if paid within fourteen days of the date of 
service.. If the PCN is not paid within 28 days the charge will increase to £90.00.

55E

Discount periods should be extended. Holidays etc. should be taken into account.
For the sake of committing to a time scale, considers that 14 days should remain as the discount 

56E

period.

57E

Yes
In principle yes but this is vague and needs greater definition. If a notice were sent by post then 

59E

allowing for delays in receipt the period whenever a notice is sent by post should be extended to 21 
days. Therefore there is not reason to differentiate for postal PCN’s.



[bookmark: 114]YES, especially in cases when postal notices are served as a result of and/or contraventions are 

60E

detected by ‘cameras/approved devices’ rather than a CEO on the street.
This would seem reasonable although in practice the 14 day discount is sufficient as most local 

62E

authorities already allow a further 7 days to allow receipt of payment by post        

63E

Yes – balanced approach.  
Currently people are allowed 14 days to pay and should continue. This proposal would allow 7 days 

64E

for posting but seems to be inconsistent with 13 above which allows 14 days for posting. 

67E

The 50% discount should be applicable for 21 days where the PCN was issued by post.
Yes, as before the standardisation of 21 days should be incorporated in to the 50% discount option 

68E

offering offenders a clear and unambiguous option to discharge their penalty obligation.



[bookmark: 115]Question 15. Should local authorities have to re-offer 
a discount period after rejecting an informal 
challenge? 



[bookmark: 116]Responder no.

Reply

1E

Yes

4E

We already do so. 

6E

Should be at discretion of the local authority 

7E

This must be mandatory
The Council agrees in principle with the proposal to suggest such time limits.   It is unfortunate that 
whilst requiring motorists to make responses (or payment) within clearly defined timescales, local 
authorities can often seem a law unto themselves in terms of the speed with which they respond to 
challenges or representations. The identification in the Guidance of a national standard may help 
focus minds on the importance of a prompt response and may assist local authority parking 
departments to secure sufficient resource to meet this standard. The standard of 14 days for 
challenges identified in the consultation document is not necessarily one that should be adopted. 

9E

Every local authority should have a service standard for response to letters/emails and this should 
be published. The standard that local authorities should aspire to in respect of PCN challenges 
should be the same as it offers in respect of any other complaint/query. The Guidance should 
suggest that each local authority should make this connection. Although standards may therefore 
differ between local authorities, the standard will at least me a matter for local, democratic control. Th

This Council does not currently carry out clamping and currently has no plans to do so. The principle 
of compelling a vehicle to remain in a location, when the idea of the restrictions is to prevent this, or 

13E

to encourage “turnover”, seems perverse. It is considered that clamping or towing away should be a 
measure of last resort targeted at persistent evaders.

4P

Yes
No. Moving away from the present system to one where an appeal is risk free will result in an 
increase in groundless challenges. The discount regime is in part a response to the potential 

8P

problem of drivers appealing that have no genuine case. This will mean genuine claims of incorrect 
tickets may not be dealt with in a thorough manner due to the increase due to the increase in 
workload for local authorities.
Yes – Already done by the Council provided the challenge is received within the 14-day discount 

17E

period.
To promote fairness in the system, the re-offering of the discount period after rejecting an informal 

19E

challenge would be reasonable.  However, the discount should only be offered for those who made 
challenges within the original discount period.

20E

Yes – provided the challenge has been received within the discount period



[bookmark: 117]To promote fairness in the system, the re-offering of the discount period after rejecting an informal 

22E

challenge would be reasonable.  However, the discount should only be offered for those who made 
challenges within the original discount period.
It should be possible for CEOs to use discretion without risk of setting precedents against law…. 
CEOs should be there to advise and PREVENT contraventions instead of simply waiting to pounce 

23E

on the unwary, which is how I and many others perceive them.  The transparency of the money-
making exercise, which the current situation indicates, simply undermines what should be a good 
and respected civil exercise.
Most local authorities already re-offer a 14 day discount period after rejecting an initial challenge.  
We believe this is good practice and is the best means of demonstrating that the discount 
requirement is not a discouragement to making a challenge.  We therefore support the inclusion of 
this in the guidance.  However, it must be made clear that this applies only when responding to the 

24E

initial challenge and that there is no suggestion that this should be repeated if further 
correspondence is received in relation to the same PCN.  Local authorities may, of course, exercise 
discretion in specific, individual cases or circumstances in re-offering another discount period, not 
necessarily of 14 days, but this should not be the subject of guidance.

Yes, it is a public perception that the current procedure is set up to deter people of from making 
representations, as when they do so they will lose of the discount period. It may lead to an increase 

25E

in representations and associated staffing costs, but it is necessary to provide a fair and equitable 
system.
If the statutory guidance did so, strictly speaking only if the challenge was received during the 

26E

discount period.  However we do not believe this should be statutory.
To promote fairness in the system, the re-offering of the discount period after rejecting an informal 

27E

challenge would be reasonable.  However, the discount should only be offered for those who made 
challenges within the original discount period.

30E

No
To promote fairness in the system, the re-offering of the discount period after rejecting an informal 

31E

challenge would be reasonable.  However, the discount should only be offered for those who made 
challenges within the original discount period.
To promote fairness in the system, the re-offering of the discount period after rejecting an informal 

32E

challenge would be reasonable.  However, the discount should only be offered for those who made 
challenges within the original discount period.
Many Authorities do re-offer the discount payment after rejection of an informal challenge. This is 

33E

felt to be showing the public that the Authority wishes to be fair. Recommendation in statutory 
guidance is appropriate.



[bookmark: 118]Yes, the discount period should automatically be re-offered regardless of the circumstances this 

34E

seems reasonable and fair and we would suggest this is implemented across all enforcement 
regimes as soon as practically possible.
A discount period should be re-offered after refusal of an informal challenge to allow for proper 
consideration to be given to each case and where decisions are made after 5 days. However, the 

35E

decision to do this should be down to the discretion of the local authority, who should not be 
compelled to offer this. This should discourage drivers from challenging a PCN as a matter of 
course just because they have nothing to lose.
It should not be mandatory but should be recommended as good practice in the guidance. The ALG 
Code of Practice on Parking and Traffic Enforcement recommends that local authorities re-offer a 

36E

discount period after rejecting an informal challenge, providing the challenge is received within the 
14 day discount period.
Yes but only up to NtO. LAs already re-offer a discount period when rejecting an informal 
challenged that has been received with 14 calendar days of the date of the contravention. If there 
were a mandatory requirement to accept the discounted amount after Adjudication, there would be 
no point in having a full PCN amount. The whole point of having a discounted amount was to 

38E

encourage prompt payment. LAs have the option to accept the discounted amount at any time if 
they consider that it is warranted. If the discounted amount is automatically available at any time for 
any reason, it will result in an increase in number of appeals and undermine the whole statutory 
process.
Yes, this should be adopted where the informal representation is received within 14 days of the date 
of the contravention and if payment is made within 14 days of the date of the letter providing 
notification that the representation had been rejected. The rationale is that if an appellant sent in an 
informal challenge by the time that it was received, a response formulated and sent back to the 

39E

appellant the initial 14 days could have almost been used up. Therefore it would seem reasonable 
to allow a further period at discounted rate to enable the appellant to consider the Authorities 
reasons for rejection and either settle or await the Notice to Owner stage to appeal formally.

Many Authorities do re-offer the discount payment after rejection of an informal challenge. This is 

40E

felt to be showing the public that the Authority wishes to be fair. Recommendation in statutory 
guidance is appropriate.
Yes, where the challenge was made within the original discount period. The fear that this would 

41E

encourage all drivers to make informal challenges is not supported by experience: most London 
local authorities already follow the practice without, as far as we know, this being the case.

42E

Yes, this Council already does so.



[bookmark: 119]Yes, many LAs already re-offer a discount period when rejecting an informal challenged that has 

43E

been received with 14 calendar days of the date of the contravention.
Yes, the discount should be re-offered, but only once, and where the challenge was received within 

44E

the discount period. Repeated challenges prior to the service of the notice to owner may be 
vexatious and designed to delay the process.
Yes, it should be a requirement that the discount is re-offered, and there should be no discretion 
afforded to local authorities about this fundamental point.  Contrary to the general premise that 
someone is innocent until proven guilty, in parking enforcement, the opposite tends to hold sway.  

45E

Too often it seems that councils presume that PCNs are only challenged as a way of 
postponing/avoiding payment of the penalty rather than because there is a genuine case for 
submission of representation.  
This is already being offered by local authorities providing that informal challenges are made within 

46E

the discount period. They are offered an additional 14 days to pay the discount rate.  
This is already the policy of the Council providing the challenge is received before the NtO is sent.  
We feel it’s a good opportunity to inform the motorist about the legislation he has contravened to 
enable him to make a decision to pay or wait for the NtO, on which to make representations, whilst 
not suffering any financial detriment.  Contrary to Transport Committee, the Council believe 

47E

motorists should only be given this one opportunity to be informed, not three, which makes the 
discount virtually meaningless, and would have the potential to increase costs considerably for LA’s. 
Whether it should be mandatory is another question – we see this as a reasonable step to inform 
the motorist and it does help to make the system appear fairer.  

This Council does this anyway.  It should be standard practice because it removes the potential for 

48E

motorists feeling that the response to a swiftly mounted challenge is being unnecessarily delayed so 
that it falls into the non-discount period.
We already re-offer the discount period after rejecting an informal challenge and will continue to do 

49E

so.



[bookmark: 120]We take the view that that the consideration of “informal” challenges and the 14 day discount period 
is an area ripe for improvement. At present, motorists have 14 days to pay a PCN at a reduced rate. 
After this period, the fine is payable without discount. We believe that this 14 day discount rate acts 
as a disincentive to motorists to “informally” challenge the PCN as they would be faced with paying 
a considerably higher penalty if authorities do not accept the appeal within that 14 day period. We 
understand that some local authorities will extend the 14 day period for payment after the “informal” 

50E

challenge has been determined. The London Borough of Haringey even refers to this arrangement 
on their PCN. But other local authorities stick rigidly to imposing the higher fine as soon as the 14 
day period expires, thus penalising motorists who wish to make “informal” challenges against their 
PCN. Accordingly, we recommend that if a motorist makes an “informal” representation, the 14 day 
discount period should be re-offered by the local authority automatically from the day on which it 
decides on the representation. 
The Council considers that it is good customer practice to offer the discount period after refusing an

51E

informal challenge, providing that the initial enquiry is within 14 days, and it is something it has done
since it took over Decriminalised Parking Enforcement.
Yes, always provided that: • The informal challenge is lodged correctly at the appropriate stage; • 
We are able to continue to exercise our existing discretion to reduce follow-up and/or continue to 

53E

offer payment at discounted rates on an individual basis for either goodwill or sound financial or 
business reasons
Yes, local authorities should have to re-offer a discount period after rejecting an informal challenge if 

54E

the challenge is made within the 14 day discount period

55E

Yes

56E

In line with current policy, so yes

57E

No
The District Council currently re-offers the discount payment after rejection of an informal challenge. 

58E

This is felt to be showing the public that the Authority wishes to be fair.
Yes, this should be adopted where the informal representation is received within 14 days of the date 
of the contravention and if payment is made within 14 days of the date of the letter providing 
notification that the representation had been rejected. The rationale is that if an appellant sent in an 
informal challenge by the time that it was received, a response formulated and sent back to the 

59E

appellant the initial 14 days could have almost been used up. Therefore it would seem reasonable 
to allow a further period at discounted rate to enable the appellant to consider the Authorities 
reasons for rejection and either settle or await the Notice to Owner stage to appeal formally.



[bookmark: 121]YES. Local Authorities should be encouraged in statutory guidance, as a matter of ‘best practice’ to 
re-offer the whole discount period after refusing an informal challenge to a PCN. This enables 
owners to have the opportunity of presenting a good case, for which the authorities will also have 

60E

reason & be encouraged to deal with speedily, without risk of unfair financial pressure upon the 
decision/consideration of challenge by the owner. Rules/sanctions could be put in place to avoid 
‘frivolous/repeated’ unwarranted challenges, by owners, in order to discourage ‘all’ drivers 
challenging PCN’s as a matter of course.

62E

Yes. This would make for a more consistent approach across the country   

63E

Yes
I do not see why not but only once. Fair and reasonable processes should encourage easier public 

64E

acceptance of the charging system.
This is not supported even though the Government is keen to promote this. If every PCN can be 
challenged and the discount rate applies no matter the outcome the possibility of the number of 

65E

challenges may increase significantly thus burdening the processing side of the CPE operation 
unduly.
The discount should be re-offered after refusing an informal challenge.  However, the problem of 

67E

people seeking to delay payment by making frivolous informal appeals is a risk.  Therefore the 
guidance should allow local authorities discretion and suggest it as good practice.
Yes, there will be extenuating circumstances where the opportunity to re-offer a discount period will 

68E

occur and it is correct that Local Authorities should have the discretion to do so. It is fair and 
practicable that this offer be extended in such situation.



[bookmark: 122]Question 16. Or should it be at the discretion of the 
local authority to do this? 



[bookmark: 123]Responder no.

Reply

1E

No, inconsistency across the country leads to complaints

4E

We already do so. 

6E

Should be at discretion of the local authority 
No, No, No, a thousand times NO. All evidence since DPE came into operation shows that councils 

7E

do not use their discretionary powers except to their pecuniary advantage – see the adjudicators 
web-site reports. 
The Council agrees in principle with the proposal to suggest such time limits.   It is unfortunate that 
whilst requiring motorists to make responses (or payment) within clearly defined timescales, local 
authorities can often seem a law unto themselves in terms of the speed with which they respond to 
challenges or representations. The identification in the Guidance of a national standard may help 
focus minds on the importance of a prompt response and may assist local authority parking 
departments to secure sufficient resource to meet this standard. The standard of 14 days for 
challenges identified in the consultation document is not necessarily one that should be adopted. 

9E

Every local authority should have a service standard for response to letters/emails and this should 
be published. The standard that local authorities should aspire to in respect of PCN challenges 
should be the same as it offers in respect of any other complaint/query. The Guidance should 
suggest that each local authority should make this connection. Although standards may therefore 
differ between local authorities, the standard will at least be a matter for local, democratic control. Th

13E

Yes

4P

No 
No. Moving away from the present system to one where an appeal is risk free will result in an 
increase in groundless challenges. The discount regime is in part a response to the potential 

8P

problem of drivers appealing that have no genuine case. This will mean genuine claims of incorrect 
tickets may not be dealt with in a thorough manner due to the increase due to the increase in 
workload for local authorities.

17E

No -  National consistency of approach

19E

To avoid confusion and promote fairness, all authorities should adopt this policy.

20E

No

22E

To avoid confusion and promote fairness, all authorities should adopt this policy.

23E

Just so long as the time limits are made clear to the motorist …



[bookmark: 124]Most local authorities already re-offer a 14 day discount period after rejecting an initial challenge.  
We believe this is good practice and is the best means of demonstrating that the discount 
requirement is not a discouragement to making a challenge.  We therefore support the inclusion of 
this in the guidance.  However, it must be made clear that this applies only when responding to the 

24E

initial challenge and that there is no suggestion that this should be repeated if further 
correspondence is received in relation to the same PCN.  Local authorities may, of course, exercise 
discretion in specific, individual cases or circumstances in re-offering another discount period, not 
necessarily of 14 days, but this should not be the subject of guidance.

25E

No

26E

Yes.  We normally offer the discount again anyway.

27E

To avoid confusion and promote fairness, all authorities should adopt this policy.

30E

Remain as now discretionary (Usually heavily influenced through request from NPAS adjudicator)

31E

To avoid confusion and promote fairness, all authorities should adopt this policy.

32E

To avoid confusion and promote fairness, all authorities should adopt this policy.
Yes, the discount period should automatically be re-offered regardless of the circumstances this 

34E

seems reasonable and fair and we would suggest this is implemented across all enforcement 
regimes as soon as practically possible.
A discount period should be re-offered after refusal of an informal challenge to allow for proper 
consideration to be given to each case and where decisions are made after 5 days. However, the 

35E

decision to do this should be down to the discretion of the local authority, who should not be 
compelled to offer this. This should discourage drivers from challenging a PCN as a matter of 
course just because they have nothing to lose.
It should be at the discretion of the local authority not to re-offer the discount in exceptional 

36E

circumstances, e.g. when dealing with a persistent and vexatious correspondent.
Yes. The option to re-offer a discount period for any informal challenge should be left at the 

38E

discretion of the LA. 
No, all authorities should adopt this practice; it is reasonable and shows that the Authority is being 
responsible and fair to the appellant. The majority of appellants once presented with evidence 
(digital photographs) for example pay the penalty charge notice. The argument that it merely 

39E

extends the discount period has some substance but this is outweighed by the advantages in the 
longer term in settled penalties. Consistency would be achieved and all authorities would be seen to 
be taking this reasonable approach.
Many Authorities do re-offer the discount payment after rejection of an informal challenge. This is 

40E

felt to be showing the public that the Authority wishes to be fair. Recommendation in statutory 
guidance is appropriate.



[bookmark: 125]42E

No.

43E

No it should be statutory to maintain a constant approach by all. 
Yes, the discount should be re-offered, but only once, and where the challenge was received within 

44E

the discount period. Repeated challenges prior to the service of the notice to owner may be 
vexatious and designed to delay the process.
Yes, it should be a requirement that the discount is re-offered, and there should be no discretion 
afforded to local authorities about this fundamental point.  Contrary to the general premise that 
someone is innocent until proven guilty, in parking enforcement, the opposite tends to hold sway.  

45E

Too often it seems that councils presume that PCNs are only challenged as a way of 
postponing/avoiding payment of the penalty rather than because there is a genuine case for 
submission of representation.  
This is already being offered by local authorities providing that informal challenges are made within 

46E

the discount period. They are offered an additional 14 days to pay the discount rate.  
This is already the policy of the Council providing the challenge is received before the NtO is sent.  
We feel it’s a good opportunity to inform the motorist about the legislation he has contravened to 
enable him to make a decision to pay or wait for the NtO, on which to make representations, whilst 
not suffering any financial detriment.  Contrary to Transport Committee, the Council believe 

47E

motorists should only be given this one opportunity to be informed, not three, which makes the 
discount virtually meaningless, and would have the potential to increase costs considerably for LA’s. 
Whether it should be mandatory is another question – we see this as a reasonable step to inform 
the motorist and it does help to make the system appear fairer.  

This Council does this anyway.  It should be standard practice because it removes the potential for 

48E

motorists feeling that the response to a swiftly mounted challenge is being unnecessarily delayed so 
that it falls into the non-discount period.
We already re-offer the discount period after rejecting an informal challenge and will continue to do 

49E

so.



[bookmark: 126]We take the view that that the consideration of “informal” challenges and the 14 day discount period 
is an area ripe for improvement. At present, motorists have 14 days to pay a PCN at a reduced rate. 
After this period, the fine is payable without discount. We believe that this 14 day discount rate acts 
as a disincentive to motorists to “informally” challenge the PCN as they would be faced with paying 
a considerably higher penalty if authorities do not accept the appeal within that 14 day period. We 
understand that some local authorities will extend the 14 day period for payment after the “informal” 

50E

challenge has been determined. The London Borough of Haringey even refers to this arrangement 
on their PCN. But other local authorities stick rigidly to imposing the higher fine as soon as the 14 
day period expires, thus penalising motorists who wish to make “informal” challenges against their 
PCN. Accordingly, we recommend that if a motorist makes an “informal” representation, the 14 day 
discount period should be re-offered by the local authority automatically from the day on which it 
decides on the representation. 

51E

Yes
Yes, always provided that: • The informal challenge is lodged correctly at the appropriate stage; • 
We are able to continue to exercise our existing discretion to reduce follow-up and/or continue to 

53E

offer payment at discounted rates on an individual basis for either goodwill or sound financial or 
business reasons

54E

No

56E

Supports the DfT making this a requirement for all Las to comply with 

57E

No
No, all authorities should adopt this practice; it is reasonable and shows that the Authority is being 
responsible and fair to the appellant. The majority of appellants once presented with evidence 
(digital photographs) for example pay the penalty charge notice. The argument that it merely 

59E

extends the discount period has some substance but this is outweighed by the advantages in the 
longer term in settled penalties. Consistency would be achieved and all authorities would be seen to 
be taking this reasonable approach.

60E

NO – a harmonised national understanding is needed
The Local Authority should always have discretion to reset the charge to the discount amount at any 

62E

stage in the process.                          

63E

No
Hereby lies the route to confusion. If one authority applies it and another not, how does the 

64E

adjudicator know how to comment consistently on cases brought before her/him?
Local authorities should have the discretion to determine if the informal appeal is frivolous and 

67E

intended to delay payment being made.

68E

No, standardisation will ensure consistency of action as described previously.



[bookmark: 127]Question 17. How long should the period following the 
issue of a PCN be before a vehicle should be 
removed or clamped? 



[bookmark: 128]Responder no.

Reply

1E

3 hours
No clamping on the highway. As to time before removal not sure. Rather depends on location and effect on other traffic. Say 

4E

a minimum of 24 hours. 
The suggested one-hour is far, far, too low in cases of overstay when a parking space has been paid for.  There is a need to 
distinguish between overstaying after payment, and total non-payment. There is a good case for barring clamping and tow-

7E

away except in exceptional circumstances.Clamping and tow-away has already been brought under notice by the parking 
adjudicators and they have suggested it is a disproportionate penalty under the European Convention on Human Rights, 
and thus contrary to the Human Rights Act.
This Authority does not have a clamping/removal policy. The Police would dictate the removal period. If the decision to 

8E

adopt these powers was made, the actual removal time should be dictated by the severity of the obstruction/danger/incident 
at hand. On occasions, instant removal is required
The Council does not clamp or remove vehicles and has no plans to do so. The Council would support a proposal to 
eliminate clamping, save in narrowly defined circumstances such as a bailiff executing a warrant or the immobilisation of a 

9E

persistent evader’s vehicle. The proposal that in the majority of cases at least 60 minutes should have elapsed before a 
vehicle can be clamped or removed appears excessive and the Council’s view would be that this period should be shorter.    
A minimum of 30 minutes would seem to strike a sensible balance.

13E

In principle yes. However the practicality and cost of such an arrangement would need detailed consideration.
Never, vehicles should never be clamped & only removed when causing a danger or dangerous obstruction not for profit of 

4P

the removers or council
Clamping should only be used for persistent evaders & persistent offenders that are not deterred by the fines imposed. 

8P

Removal should be used where a parked vehicle is particularly problematical. For example in a bus stop, on the pavement, 
at a junction etc. 

17E

The Council does not clamp or remove – suggest  minimum of 1 hour
The 60 minutes suggested by the consultation document seems reasonable, however, the period should also be dependant 
on the severity of the contravention and extent of any network management issues caused.  It may be reasonable for any 

19E

vehicle causing a serious obstruction to be towed away immediately. Any guidelines for this should be national.

20E

60 minutes
The 60 minutes suggested by the consultation document seems reasonable, however, the period should also be dependant 
on the severity of the contravention and extent of any network management issues caused.  It may be reasonable for any 

22E

vehicle causing a serious obstruction to be towed away immediately. Any guidelines for this should be national but could be 
difficult to communicate and therefore may cause confusion with the public.
A 60 minute period appears reasonable before a clamp is applied in a paid-for parking place.  We also do not consider that 

24E

clamping is justified in off-street parking places.



[bookmark: 129]A persistent evader should have no time limit before being clamped or preferably removed. Those overstaying in limited 
waiting spaces should be removed after an hour or half of the restriction time again whichever is longer. This would ensure 

25E

that they do not incur heavy charges for minor oversights, whilst removing a long staying vehicle releases that space for 
other vehicles.

26E

No view.  We do not carry out clamping or removals.
The 60 minutes suggested by the consultation document seems reasonable, however, the period should also be dependant 
on the severity of the contravention and extent of any network management issues caused.  It may be reasonable for any 

27E

vehicle causing a serious obstruction to be towed away immediately. Any guidelines for this should be national but could be 
difficult to communicate and therefore may cause confusion with the public.
Clamping is not carried out in Buckinghamshire and if is not an action we would like to encourage as the overall 

30E

effectiveness of leaving a clamped vehicle in place is questionable Whilst clamping persistent offenders may have merits it 
should only be carried out, under clear guidance, perhaps linked to the BPA Code of Practice.
The 60 minutes suggested by the consultation document seems reasonable, however, the period should also be dependant 
on the severity of the contravention and extent of any network management issues caused.  It may be reasonable for any 

31E

vehicle causing a serious obstruction to be towed away immediately. Any guidelines for this should be national but could be 
difficult to communicate and therefore may cause confusion with the public.
The 60 minutes suggested by the consultation document seems reasonable, however, the period should also be dependant 
on the severity of the contravention and extent of any network management issues caused.  It may be reasonable for any 

32E

vehicle causing a serious obstruction to be towed away immediately. Any guidelines for this should be national but could be 
difficult to communicate and therefore may cause confusion with the public.
At the moment none of the Boroughs/Districts enforcing parking across the County have a clamping or removal operation, 
however it is likely that delegated powers will be given in the foreseeable future. Vehicles illegally parked in a prohibited 
area and either causing danger or obstruction should be removed after one hour. Clamping in these circumstances is not 

33E

practical as it does not deal with the danger or obstruction element. Clamping is appropriate where a vehicle has overstayed 
in a limited waiting area, however; vehicles identified as being owned by a persistent evader which have overstayed in a 
permitted area should be removed and not released until all outstanding PCNs are paid. 

As mentioned in the guidance, we would suggest that 60 minutes is reasonable following the expiry of the paid for time.  

34E

However, we would recommend that local authorities may want to use discretion if the vehicle is causing a traffic flow issue 
or is parked in a bus stop for example and remove the vehicle sooner.
Where a vehicle is issued with a PCN within a paid for parking place if the vehicle is to be clamped a minimum of at least 1 
hour should be allowed before a clamp is placed on the vehicle. However, where a vehicle is found parking illegally on a 

35E

double yellow line and it is causing a danger to other road users or is parked in an obstructive manner the vehicle should be 
removed as soon as possible. It should certainly not be clamped since this will cause the problem to persist.



[bookmark: 130]There should not be a minimum prescribed period between the issue of a ticket and the removal of a vehicle. Providing local 
authorities are carrying out removals in a controlled and targeted manner, which means the action is not disproportionate to 
the contravention, the vehicle should be removed as quickly as possible after it has been identified as a priority for removal. 
There should not be a minimum prescribed period between the issue of a ticket and the clamping of a vehicle.  Any 
minimum prescribed period before a vehicle can be clamped should be linked to the expiry of paid for time (as at present 

36E

and suggested in the draft statutory guidance) and not to the issue of the penalty charge notice (as suggested in the section 
13 5(b) of the draft general regulations). Like removals, clamping should only be carried out in a controlled and targeted 
manner and should be used to deal with specific problems, particularly those of persistent evaders or in cases where there 
have been problems obtaining keeper details from DVLA and it has not been possible to remove them due to the longer 
time taken to remove compared with clamping.

38E

No comments as we do not implement Clamping & Removal on street in High Wycombe.
At present no local authorities in Kent remove or clamp vehicles.  If Local authorities have powers to remove or clamp 
vehicles the question of time scale is not the issue. It would seem sensible that if the vehicle was causing an 
obstruction/danger as well as contravening the regulations and a PCN was issued then consideration of instant removal 

39E

could be considered. The Police have powers under the removal of vehicles regulations to do so but their ability to be able 
to respond due to their other commitments might be impeded. Clamping is a different issue and could be used where a 
persistent offender / evader is identified. The clamp could be placed on and the vehicle and not removed until the person 
responsible returns and satisfies the Authority of their bona fides. 
At the moment none of the Boroughs/Districts enforcing parking across the County have a clamping or removal operation, 
however it is likely that delegated powers will be given in the foreseeable future. Vehicles illegally parked in a prohibited 
area and either causing danger or obstruction should be removed after one hour. Clamping in these circumstances is not 

40E

practical as it does not deal with the danger or obstruction element. Clamping is appropriate where a vehicle has overstayed 
in a limited waiting area, however; vehicles identified as being owned by a persistent evader which have overstayed in a 
permitted area should be removed and not released until all outstanding PCNs are paid. 

We strongly support the longer period of 60 minutes proposed. We do, however, have some doubts about the vires given 

41E

that s. 79(6) of the TMA specifies 15 minutes and appears to be in mandatory terms. However, the 60 minutes could be 
established as a matter of practice.

42E

The proposed period of 60 minutes (for vehicles other than persistent evaders) appears reasonable.
No clamping carried out and we would like it to remain that way, only clamping of persistent offenders should be carried out, 

43E

under clear guidance perhaps linked to a clear series of guidelines such as BPA Code of Practice.



[bookmark: 131]The period of time should be measured from the expiry of permitted time or the start of the contravention rather than the 
issue of the PCN. If a vehicle is identified for secondary enforcement under the authority’s criteria for removal or clamping, 

44E

there is no reason to delay secondary enforcement action. If it is decided to implement differential charges for permitted and 
prohibited parking, it is not appropriate to clamp vehicles where parking is prohibited: it is more appropriate to remove. 

Probably this should be a matter of discretion for the CEO/local authority, reflecting the potentially wide variety of situations 
and circumstances (degrees of danger/risk to pedestrians, other vehicles and traffic flow etc.).  But as a general guideline, 

45E

60 minutes might seem reasonable.  Notice of this time limit must be clearly visible on regulatory signs.

The question here should be more to do with when should a vehicle be clamped or removed rather than what time limit 

46E

should be applied. If a vehicle is parked in a location which is causing a serious threat to road safety or obstruction them it 
should be instant but could be 15 or 30 mins if for some other reason.
We would agree to the 60 minutes suggested by the Dft for parking contraventions. However, this response may be 
irrelevant as we are currently reviewing our clamping operations with an intention of discontinuing clamping for these 
offences. Serious contraventions, by definition mean the vehicle should not be there, and it is therefore imperative that the 
LA remove the vehicle as soon as possible, for the safety of road users (including pedestrians) and to ensure the majority 
are not delayed. Persistent Evaders are the people who disrespect the system and perhaps deserve less respect or 

47E

consideration. The proposal to require the person to be committing a new contravention and to do so for a further 15 
minutes after a PCN is issued is too lenient.  We would prefer the powers to be available providing the vehicle is on the 
public highway whether or not it is committing an offence to be clamped immediately with notification placed on the vehicle 
as to why it has been disabled and how to obtain release.  In high value cases it might also be better to remove the vehicle 
to the pound for secure storage as soon as possible – this is especially so here where illegal clamp removers have been kno

48E

This Council does not make recourse to clamping so does not have a view on how long this period should be.
15 minutes is too short for clamping. However, as far as removal is concerned it does depend on how much congestion a 

49E

vehicle is causing. A badly parked vehicle can cause gridlock in 15 minutes.
While there is an option to introduce clamping and removal within its contract with NCP, to date the Council has chosen not
to introduce those actions. However, the Council would support giving persistent offenders no time at all following the issue

51E

of a PCN before a vehicle should be removed or clamped. For other motorists it is considered that 60 minutes should be
allowed before a vehicle should be removed or clamped.
We agree that the current guidance of 15 minutes may be too short a time. However, we do not believe that it should be 

53E

longer than one hour after the issue of a PCN, particularly if it is a persistent evader.
We prioritise removals based on whether the vehicle is causing a serious obstruction or danger to other road users, or is a 
persistent offender or is parked  displaying a fraudulent disabled badge. We would not envisage that removals should be 

54E

based on priorities and it should be the case that vehicles causing a danger/obstruction are removed within 2 hours of 
notification/authorization. 



[bookmark: 132]55E

60 minutes minimum.

56E

No (large paragraph)
Removal - no additional period at all if in an illegal or obstructive position, or a persistent evader. Clamping - no additional 

57E

period at all for persistent evaders and 60 minutes for all other offences.
Members of the District Council have, in the past, expressed a desire to resist the introduction of clamping/removal in the 

58E

District. There has been no recent change to this view.
At present we do not remove or clamp vehicles.  If Local authorities have powers to remove or clamp vehicles the question 
of time scale is not the issue. It would seem sensible that if the vehicle was causing an obstruction/danger as well as 
contravening the regulations and a PCN was issued then consideration of instant removal could be considered. The Police 

59E

have powers under the removal of vehicles regulations to do so but their ability to be able to respond due to their other 
commitments might be impeded. Clamping is a different issue and could be used where a persistent offender / evader is 
identified. The clamp could be placed on and the vehicle and not removed until the person responsible returns and satisfies 
the Authority of their bona fides. 
This should be extended to 60 minutes, except for any vehicle on the ‘persistent evader list’. The present 15-minute period, 
after a PCN has been issued in a ‘paid for parking place’ is too short – especially where vehicles are clamped for minor 
breaches. Where a vehicle is parked illegally in an obstructive manner or where security issues are very high – the vehicle 

60E

should be removed rather than clamped. However reasonable consideration should be given to any commercial vehicle 
going about its necessary work in difficult situations or circumstances forced upon the operator/driver by inconsideration of 
‘other road users’.
Whilst the period of 15 minutes is short, one hour would appear to be too long if a vehicle has been parked dangerously or 

62E

is causing an obstruction. A minimum thirty minutes wait would appear to be a reasonable compromise.                                  

63E

Proposed 60 minutes is OK except for persistent evaders.
In terms of removal, action should be taken immediately where there is a safety or congestion issue. In terms of clamping I 

64E

agree that this should only be used to imobilise persistent evaders, in which case claming should also be immediate.

The Government has suggested two problem areas being the persistent offender where a 15 minute period is suggested, 
clearly in practical terms to mobilise the removal team that may be longer but we support this proposal. The other is where 

65E

the offence is clear such as double yellow lines or causing an obstruction (where the LTA has powers to address it) in such 
cases the Government propose 60 minutes, given the potential road safety and congestion issue we support this proposal.

67E

Not applicable as clamp and tow not carried out as part of the current scheme.
From the options offered a 60 minute would offer a suitable period for a motorist to return to the vehicle. The exception to 
this would be where the vehicle was parked in a location that endangered other road users; under such circumstances the 

68E

vehicle should be considered as requiring immediate removal irrespective of the time periods. Such action would reduce the 
number of grievances. 



[bookmark: 133]Question 18. Do you agree with the proposed 
definition of a persistent evader as an individual with 3 
or more outstanding and uncontested PCNs? 



[bookmark: 134]Responder no.

Reply

1E

Yes

4E

Seems reasonable 

6E

Using either national or local unpaid PCNs 
No. This is far too few, and lacks definition. It needs to recognize the time/date spread of the PCNs as well as 
numbers.  There have also been cases where a car has been ticketed several times over a few days due to the 

7E

vehicle being broken-down, or the owner absent on business abroad, or on holiday. How can such a person be 
considered to be a persistent offender ?
Yes. Should be classed as a persistent evader after the issue of 3 tickets but over a period of 28 days. NTO could 

8E

have been served in that time.
The idea of a national Persistent Evader Database is encouraging; however it is also likely to be unworkable unless 
all local authorities commit to taking part. For some, particularly smaller councils, the cost of setting up these 
arrangements may not appear justified and others may have policy objections to sharing data with other local 
authorities. Some smaller district councils may choose to set up a local database among themselves, or maybe 
countywide. 

9E

In the hope that some arrangement may be set up in the future, to which local authorities may elect to subscribe, 
East Herts Council agrees that an appropriate definition of ‘Persistent Evader’ would be three or more outstanding, 
unpaid and unchallenged PCNs, although the precise point at which this definition should click in would need to be 
agreed. (We would suggest no fewer than 35 days after the sending of a Notice to Owner).

13E

In principle yes. However the practicality and cost of such an arrangement would need detailed consideration.
No as there may be a reason for it, it should also be taken into consideration if he has written to query the PCN & a 

4P

period of at least 3months should pass before any drastic action is taken

8P

Yes

17E

Yes
This appears to be reasonable; that is assuming that the outstanding PCN is those outside the 28 day settlement 

19E

period. This may be difficult to determine for persistent offenders  who own more than one vehicle and could be 
unfair if applied to large companies. 

20E

Yes
This appears to be reasonable; that is assuming that the outstanding PCN is those outside the 28 day settlement 

22E

period. This may be difficult to determine for persistent offenders  who own more than one vehicle and could be 
unfair if applied to large companies. 
I strongly believe that there should remain a discount even if an appeal is made… It is a bullying and deeply unfair 
tactic to, in effect, charge people MORE if they ‘dare’ to challenge the penalty, which is what the withdrawal of the 

23E

discount amounts to! If a motorist makes no appeal and does not make attempt to pay within reasonable time (14 
or 21 days) then, by all means increase the penalty.



[bookmark: 135]24E

Agreed

25E

Whilst this authority has not yet taken on enforcement powers, it seems appropriate.

26E

Yes
This appears to be reasonable; that is assuming that the outstanding PCN is those outside the 28 day settlement 

27E

period. This may be difficult to determine for persistent offenders  who own more than one vehicle and could be 
unfair if applied to large companies. 

30E

Yes
This appears to be reasonable; that is assuming that the outstanding PCN is those outside the 28 day settlement 

31E

period. This may be difficult to determine for persistent offenders  who own more than one vehicle and could be 
unfair if applied to large companies. 
This appears to be reasonable; that is assuming that the outstanding PCN is those outside the 28 day settlement 

32E

period. This may be difficult to determine for persistent offenders  who own more than one vehicle and could be 
unfair if applied to large companies. 
Definitely agreed and furthermore the 3 outstanding PCNs should be for any PCN issued under civil enforcement 

33E

for parking bus lanes or other traffic matter.
We agreed that three or more outstanding penalties is a reasonable level, if only to ensure consistency with other 

34E

persistent offender databases.
The definition of a persistent evader as an individual with 3 or more outstanding and uncontested PCN`s is agreed 

35E

as an acceptable number.
Yes, the ALG agrees with the definition of a persistent evader as set out in the draft regulations, e.g. 3 or more 

36E

outstanding PCNs at Charge Certificate level, as this would mean that all appeals processes had been exhausted. 

Yes, we agree with the definition of a persistent evader as an individual with 3 or more outstanding and 

38E

uncontested PCNs.
The definition should be amended by removing the word  “and” between outstanding and uncontested PCN’s and 

39E

replacing it with “or” as it would be possible for someone to have 6 PCN’s (3 outstanding and 3 uncontested).

Definitely agreed and furthermore the 3 outstanding PCNs should be for any PCN issued under civil enforcement 

40E

for parking bus lanes or other traffic matter.
We have concerns about this proposal. It must be remembered that penalty charges are not a charge on the 
vehicle. If owner A accumulates penalties and sells the vehicle to owner B, the latter will not be responsible for A’s 
penalties. But if B’s registration as keeper at DVLA has not been completed, there would be a risk of the vehicle 

41E

being clamped or removed because of A’s penalties. This risk must be avoided. There is also the risk of an 
innocent hirer of a car finding it has been clamped or removed because of penalties incurred by earlier hirers.



[bookmark: 136]The criteria of 3 or more, outstanding, unpaid and unchallenged PCNs (with Charge Certificates having been 
issued) is reasonable. However, to ensure parity, a national time limit needs to be set on the period of time to 
elapse before a vehicle which has been issued with a PCN (and which has remained in situ), can be issued with a 

42E

further PCN. This Council does not operate clamping or conduct removals although it has the power to do so. 
Another Council, which does carry out such activities, may think it unfair that they should be expected to recover 
our outstanding PCNs, when we have no means of reciprocating such action.

43E

Yes. But all PCNs should be at least 28 days old
Yes. However, more research is needed into the practicalities of enforcing against persistent evaders from across 
borough boundaries. There is concern that to apply the definition as above, unknown vehicle keepers would not 

44E

pay to have their vehicles released. Authorities would be left with the additional costs of secondary enforcement as 
well as subsequent disposal costs, and would not acquire keeper details normally obtained on payment and 
release in order to pursue payment. 
This is difficult territory for regulation-making, especially if the action that ensues is immobilisation or removal to a 
local authority vehicle pound.  While at face value, a total of three or more three outstanding and uncontested 
PCNs might seem a reasonable basis for classifying someone as a ‘persistent evader’, the reality will often be 
different.  There are many cases, for example, where it subsequently becomes clear that the vehicle ownership has 

45E

changed, and where the outstanding PCNs relate to the previous owner, or where a previous contravention has 
become subject to an appeal.  Probably we need better procedures, rather than just a tighter definition of 
‘persistent evaders’, to ensure justice in the actions taken in parking enforcement.  The American practice, by 
which the registration plate is retained by the person, rather than with the vehicle, is one alternative procedure that 
could of course help here. (plus 1 paragraph on ‘persistent contraventionists’ )

46E

This is fine and works well in the London Congestion Charging scheme
We understand this as three unpaid PCN’s at Charge Certificates stage – ie they have not been paid and there is 

47E

no further opportunity to contest them. To this we are in full agreement.
Yes but there needs to be some flexibility to deal with local circumstances and should be limited to after the NtO 

48E

stage.

49E

We agree with the proposed definition of a persistent offender

51E

Yes

53E

Yes
No. our current definition of a persistent evader is an individual with 5 or more parking tickets in a 12 month period, 

54E

paid or unpaid

55E

Yes

56E

Yes, but with conditions

57E

Yes

58E

Agreed



[bookmark: 137]The definition should be amended by removing the word  “and” between outstanding and uncontested PCN’s and 

59E

replacing it with “or” as it would be possible for someone to have 6 PCN’s (3 outstanding and 3 uncontested).

YES- provided the system is fair to all - for example, notorious embassy/CD-plated vehicles/foreign 
operators/visitors are treated equally and effectively as other U.K. road users. A nationally based database listing 
‘persistent evaders’ would need to be compiled in order to make such a system effective. When a ‘persistent 

60E

evader’ is found to be parked illegally, the vehicle should be immobilised, after the appropriate period, and the 
relevant authority should seek payment of all outstanding penalty charges, no matter which local authority issued 
the previous PCN’s. A system of transfer of data/payments should be developed between authorities/DVLA etc in 
order to allow for such enforcement.
If set at 3 PCNs the persistent evader database would be particularly large and could include people who have left 
their vehicle parked in contravention once say over a long weekend. If set initially at the rate of 5 PCNs outstanding 

62E

it would probably have more public support allowing removal vehicles to concentrate on the worst evaders.               

63E

Yes – including 3 or more on the England database.
I think the choice of 3 (and you are out) is acceptable. The 3 uncontested PCNs need to be defined. I suggest after 

64E

56 days which equates to the time of the charge certificate.

65E

We support this proposal.

67E

Not applicable as clamp and tow not carried out as part of the current scheme.

68E

Yes



[bookmark: 138]Question 19. Would it be acceptable for the ALG to 
expand their persistent evader database for use 
across 



[bookmark: 139]Responder no.

Reply

1E

Yes, difficult to manage

4E

A lot of work for little benefit. However ‘County’ or Regional co-operation could be useful. 
The idea of a national Persistent Evader Database is encouraging; however it is also likely to be 
unworkable unless all local authorities commit to taking part. For some, particularly smaller councils, the 
cost of setting up these arrangements may not appear justified and others may have policy objections to 
sharing data with other local authorities. Some smaller district councils may choose to set up a local 
database among themselves, or maybe countywide. 

9E

In the hope that some arrangement may be set up in the future, to which local authorities may elect to 
subscribe, The Council agrees that an appropriate definition of ‘Persistent Evader’ would be three or more 
outstanding, unpaid and unchallenged PCNs, although the precise point at which this definition should 
click in would need to be agreed. (We would suggest no fewer than 35 days after the sending of a Notice 
to Owner).

4P

No, it is a local matter & not a crime 
Yes, though we would like to see this extended UK wide, not just England. We have no remit outside 

8P

London, but persistent evaders should be known to London authorities & as such enforced against 
appropriately if they park illegally in London.
Acceptable – Yes, Practical??? The concept of a National database being accessed by thousands of 
CEO’s every time they are about to issue a PCN, in real time, is theoretically excellent. The practicality of 
such a system must be questioned. Each CEO must be equipped with real time capability built into a 
hand held unit. The cost of these units to be borne by the enforcing authority along with the data 
transmission and receipt costs. The central system requires:   The upload of data from every 
enforcement authority, every day who use differing systems.   The capability to receive, deal with and 
respond to multiple communications every minute of every day (by multiple communications we must look 

17E

at 100 every minute as a minimum)   Download the national database to the local enforcement 
authority’s system and allow access to that by the CEO’s – added cost to upgrade system capability 
(hardware and software)   Download the National Database to each hand held unit – Do they have the 
memory capability for this? In addition we have the added cost of clamping and collection of penalties for, 
potentially, multiple other enforcement authorities. A very serious cost / benefit analysis would need to be u



[bookmark: 140]A nationwide database of persistent evaders would form more of a deterrent to drivers and provide a 
significant resource for enforcement.  But it would only be a deterrent if it was used as suggested by the 
Civil Enforcement Officers to immediately identify them as persistent evaders to take action beyond the 
PCN. Sufficient safeguards to ensure that the database is kept up-to-date with changes of vehicle 
ownership, etc will need to be in place. It would create additional and complex requirements of the 

19E

different enforcement management systems, in particular the software.  These would need to upload, in 
their different formats, to a central national database and download on a daily basis the database to be 
taken out on the Civil Enforcement officers hand held computer. This would be the only way of efficiently 
enabling the persistent evaders to be dealt with differently. In the view of the ParkRight Partnership that 
this would be best done through local databases and therefore only applying to persistent evaders in each
separate SPA /PPA.

20E

Yes – provided the technology is reliable and readily available to the LA at minimal cost
A nationwide database of persistent evaders would form more of a deterrent to drivers and provide a 
significant resource for enforcement.  But it would only be a deterrent if it was used as suggested by the 
Civil Enforcement Officers to immediately identify them as persistent evaders to take action beyond the 
PCN. Sufficient safeguards to ensure that the database is kept up-to-date with changes of vehicle 
ownership, etc will need to be in place. It would create additional and complex requirements of the 

22E

different enforcement management systems, in particular the software.  These would need to upload, in 
their different formats, to a central national database and download on a daily basis the database to be 
taken out on the Civil Enforcement officers hand held computer. This would be the only way of efficiently 
enabling the persistent evaders to be dealt with differently. In the view of the ParkRight Partnership that 
this would be best done through local databases and therefore only applying to persistent evaders in each
separate SPA /PPA.
I strongly believe that there should remain a discount even if an appeal is made… It is a bullying and 
deeply unfair tactic to, in effect, charge people MORE if they ‘dare’ to challenge the penalty, which is what 

23E

the withdrawal of the discount amounts to! If a motorist makes no appeal and does not make attempt to 
pay within reasonable time (14 or 21 days) then, by all means increase the penalty.



[bookmark: 141]We have no objection to the use of a national database for persistent offenders.  However, we have 
doubts as to the likelihood of its being effectively developed unless central government provide some 
input.  It is not clear how the ALG propose to extend their database nationally and what resources they 
would be prepared to provide, or what would be required of other local authorities.  We are also unaware 
of what use the London authorities are already able to put the information available to them from the 
existing database. It is also not clear how the suggested system of requiring payment of outstanding 
PCNs to all local authorities would work, in practice.  The requirement to check an additional database 

24E

system and explain the outstanding payments would almost certainly increase the time required before 
payment could be received and the vehicle released.  A system to transfer money to other authorities 
would significantly increase the complexity of the process.  There are many instances of debtors making 
a Statutory Declaration at a late stage, a situation which will be assisted, but not removed entirely, by the 
proposals to allow local authorities to object to them.  How would an authority deal with a motorist saying h

We have no experience of their abilities so are unable to comment. However one national database is 

25E

preferable. 
It may be acceptable for them, but there will be practical difficulties in respect of access and the DPA and 

26E

cost, siting etc.  A better solution would be for it to be sited with the DVLA who have requests for keeper 
details anyway.  We foresee considerable data-handling difficulties in doing it any other way.
A nationwide database of persistent evaders would form more of a deterrent to drivers and provide a 
significant resource for enforcement.  But it would only be a deterrent if it was used as suggested by the 
Civil Enforcement Officers to immediately identify them as persistent evaders to take action beyond the 
PCN. Sufficient safeguards to ensure that the database is kept up-to-date with changes of vehicle 
ownership, etc will need to be in place. It would create additional and complex requirements of the 

27E

different enforcement management systems, in particular the software.  These would need to upload, in 
their different formats, to a central national database and download on a daily basis the database to be 
taken out on the Civil Enforcement officers hand held computer. This would be the only way of efficiently 
enabling the persistent evaders to be dealt with differently. In the view of the ParkRight Partnership that 
this would be best done through local databases and therefore only applying to persistent evaders in each
separate SPA /PPA.

30E

Yes



[bookmark: 142]A nationwide database of persistent evaders would form more of a deterrent to drivers and provide a 
significant resource for enforcement.  But it would only be a deterrent if it was used as suggested by the 
Civil Enforcement Officers to immediately identify them as persistent evaders to take action beyond the 
PCN. Sufficient safeguards to ensure that the database is kept up-to-date with changes of vehicle 
ownership, etc will need to be in place. It would create additional and complex requirements of the 

31E

different enforcement management systems, in particular the software.  These would need to upload, in 
their different formats, to a central national database and download on a daily basis the database to be 
taken out on the Civil Enforcement officers hand held computer. This would be the only way of efficiently 
enabling the persistent evaders to be dealt with differently. In the view of the ParkRight Partnership that 
this would be best done through local databases and therefore only applying to persistent evaders in each
separate SPA /PPA.
A nationwide database of persistent evaders would form more of a deterrent to drivers and provide a 
significant resource for enforcement.  But it would only be a deterrent if it was used as suggested by the 
Civil Enforcement Officers to immediately identify them as persistent evaders to take action beyond the 
PCN. Sufficient safeguards to ensure that the database is kept up-to-date with changes of vehicle 
ownership, etc will need to be in place. It would create additional and complex requirements of the 

32E

different enforcement management systems, in particular the software.  These would need to upload, in 
their different formats, to a central national database and download on a daily basis the database to be 
taken out on the Civil Enforcement officers hand held computer. This would be the only way of efficiently 
enabling the persistent evaders to be dealt with differently. In the view of the ParkRight Partnership that 
this would be best done through local databases and therefore only applying to persistent evaders in each
separate SPA /PPA.
It is highly desirable that this information is shared and expansion of the ALG database would be a 
sensible solution. Another alternative would be the DVLA data base but there is some doubt that this 
could cope. In counties where DPE is devolved to borough/district authorities under an agency agreement 

33E

it is possible a county wide data base could be set up. This could be expanded to include the two unitary 
authorities of Southend on Sea and Thurrock. This option would not enable access to data across the 
boundaries into the London Boroughs or neighbouring counties. 
To ensure harmonisation and to assist with removing the insider/outside London regimes we would 

34E

recommend that the ALG’s database is expanded.  This should also help with the enforceability of the 
database.



[bookmark: 143]To enable authorities to share data on persistent evaders with other authorities and the DVLA, and 
develop a system to transfer payments to any other authorities' owed money by the persistent evader it 
would be better to set up an organisation outside of London similar in principle to NPAS. The organisation 

35E

would be responsible for setting up and maintaining a reliable database of persistent evaders. 
Presumably issues of data protection would need to be resolved in sharing data on persistent evaders 
between different authorities.

36E

Yes we agree, and do not see a better way of dealing with this problem.  
Yes, it would be acceptable for ALG to expand their persistent evader database for use across England. 
However, if all unchallenged penalties must be paid up before a vehicle is released, and the keeper 

38E

challenges some of the charges at that stage, it may be very difficult for a LA to recover any penalties at 
all from the keeper.
Yes, this is the way forward to ensure consistent enforcement of persistent evaders/offenders there is 
little doubt that individuals cross local authority borders and contravene parking regulations. It would 

39E

seem eminently sensible therefore those local authorities have access to a common database to track 
such persons and the ability to share information.
It is highly desirable that this information is shared and expansion of the ALG database would be a 

40E

solution, however, we can foresee data handling difficulties. An alternative would be the DVLA data base 
which handles all requests for keeper details.
If it is a tried and tested system, which works well, is ‘user friendly’, is readily compatible with the software 
used by local authorities and the costs of installing it, of operating it and of maintaining the necessary data
sharing links are minimal, then it would certainly be acceptable. If information is to be shared in this way, 
it is essential that the Government firstly ensure that, in contributing towards and in utilising the database, 

42E

local authorities will not, in any way, be in breach of the provisions of the Freedom of Information Act, the 
Data Protection Act, or of the Human Rights Act. There is nothing in either the Guidance or the 
Legislation to suggest that motorists would be advised either that non-payment of PCNs may result in 
their details being placed on the database or of the possible consequences should that happen. This may 
present compliance problems. 

43E

Yes
This is for the ALG to answer. However, this is not fully utilised across London yet (though available) and 

44E

more research is needed into the practicalities of enforcing against persistent evaders from across 
borough boundaries. See answer to 18.
Subject to the above qualifications about the potential practical difficulties associating with a definition of 

45E

persistent evaders, it seems reasonable for the ALG to continue to take the lead on this – but why not 
include Wales as well as England?



[bookmark: 144]This is fine in principle but who is responsible for ensuring the data is accurate when carrying out 

46E

enforcement and seeking payment and who is to pay for this service? Please note that when I worked in 
London this database was never used and I believe that this is still the case.
The principle of the ALG providing a nationwide database is not an issue.  However, the system is, to our 
knowledge, quite dated and based upon overnight batch processing of new evaders and payments 

47E

received, together with their details. This would really need to be brought up to date with an on-line real 
time system to avoid any duplication of enforcement, which could really inconvenience a motorist and put 
the Council in an untenable position in respect of loss of reputation.
There is clearly a need for more consistent working between authorities engaged in parking management 
to deal with persistent evaders so this Council would support this.  Equally, there is a serious and growing 

48E

problem caused by foreign registered vehicles contravening local parking regulations with impunity and 
this needs to be tackled through action at a national level to support parking authorities.  

49E

Yes, it would be useful to extend the persistent offender database across England.
We welcome efforts to tackle those persistent offenders who contravene parking regulations deliberately 
and on a regular basis and fail to settle the debts incurred. We believe that efforts to tackle persistent 
offenders would be improved greatly if local authorities were able to access a database that showed the 

50E

total number of penalties outstanding across the board. (At present each authority can only access details 
of outstanding penalties from its own records). We understand that that local authorities are already 
looking to establish such a database and hope that steps to introduce such a system will be speeded up.

It would be beneficial if the persistent evader database could be used across England but this Council

51E

would not consider it appropriate to contribute financially to such an expansion.

53E

Yes
Yes, although this should be expanded to include other Councils outside London, sharing data. However, 
Councils would need to be satisfied regarding the accuracy of the data and the fact that it was up to date. 
With a variety of differing IT databases/systems this could be problematic, and it may be beneficial to set 
up a central database. A further point regarding Persistent evaders, is the ability to recover all outstanding 

54E

debts, which has to be a preferred requirement, especially as at present Councils can only recover for 
instance in the case of a removal the PCN for which the driver has been removed, and are unable to 
insist on the payment of other outstanding charges. This then leads to other problems, what happens if 
the persistent evader cannot pay all the outstanding PCNs.

55E

Yes

56E

Yes in principle, with concerns. Statutory implications re registering data.

57E

Why can't the DVLA do this? But otherwise, yes the ALG should. 



[bookmark: 145]It is highly desirable that this information is shared and expansion of the ALG database would be a 
sensible solution. Another alternative would be the DVLA database but there is some doubt that this could 
cope. In counties such as Essex  where DPE is devolved to borough/district authorities under an agency 

58E

agreement it is possible a county wide data base could be set up. This could be expanded to include the 
two unitary authorities of Southend on Sea and Thurrock. This option would not enable access to data 
across the boundaries into the London Boroughs or neighbouring counties. 
Yes, this is the way forward to ensure consistent enforcement of persistent evaders/offenders there is 
little doubt that individuals cross local authority borders and contravene parking regulations. It would 

59E

seem eminently sensible therefore those local authorities have access to a common database to track 
such persons and the ability to share information.

60E

YES
Yes. The proposal to insist that all outstanding PCNs are paid before the vehicle is released should be 

62E

particularly effective.                     

63E

Yes
I suppose if a vehicle owner has the reputation in one location what is to stop them repeating this in 

64E

others? I think it may help to change the attitude to parking contraventions of certain individuals if this 
were implemented.

67E

Not applicable as clamp and tow not carried out as part of the current scheme.
Yes, as this would enable information about persistent evaders to be known across all Local Authority 

68E

areas and would enable appropriate action to be taken at an early stage. Such a database would provide 
a highly effective enforcement tool. 



[bookmark: 146]Question 20 If not, what other options might be 
suitable? 



[bookmark: 147]Responder no.

Reply

Just allow each area to use this power for their own areas - neighbouring authorities speak to each other 
and can send out a top 10 every quarter for information to neighbouring authorities but the sharing of 

1E

information within the same authority is difficult enough let alone the whole country.  If we were allowed to 
clamp the persistent offenders in our area - it would significantly improve the situation

4E

A lot of work for little benefit. However ‘County’ or Regional co-operation could be useful. 
The idea of a national Persistent Evader Database is encouraging; however it is also likely to be unworkable 
unless all local authorities commit to taking part. For some, particularly smaller councils, the cost of setting 
up these arrangements may not appear justified and others may have policy objections to sharing data with 
other local authorities. Some smaller district councils may choose to set up a local database among 
themselves, or maybe countywide. 

9E

In the hope that some arrangement may be set up in the future, to which local authorities may elect to 
subscribe, the Council agrees that an appropriate definition of ‘Persistent Evader’ would be three or more 
outstanding, unpaid and unchallenged PCNs, although the precise point at which this definition should click 
in would need to be agreed. (We would suggest no fewer than 35 days after the sending of a Notice to 
Owner).

4P

After 3 months & no response remove the vehicle

17E

Localised multiple databases into which enforcement authorities can opt to buy into.
Extending the ALG database may be the more sensible way forward; however, it could be administered by 
the DVLA rather than the ALG, as all DPE enforcement organisations already have links with the DVLA and 

19E

the information could be linked to the vehicle rather than the owner. The advantage of this is that it could be 
included in the vehicle assessments done through ANPR by the police.

Extending the ALG database may be the more sensible way forward; however, it could be administered by 
the DVLA rather than the ALG, as all DPE enforcement organisations already have links with the DVLA and 

22E

the information could be linked to the vehicle rather than the owner. The advantage of this is that it could be 
included in the vehicle assessments done through ANPR by the police.

I agree that a persistent evader (3 or more offences) should have car immobilised and that information 

23E

should be shared across authorities. 



[bookmark: 148]Many persistent evaders will have had the large majority of their PCNs issued in one authority.  The threat of 
being clamped and all outstanding charges being due before release will often act as  a sufficient deterrent.  
Even where the evader regularly visits a number of adjacent authorities, a threshold of three outstanding 
PCNs in each authority would still provide significant limitation on the prospects of continuing to evade 
parking restrictions.  We therefore consider that it would be more advisable to introduce legislation at this 

24E

stage requiring payment of all PCNs owed to the local authority which has clamped the vehicle.  This 
requires no changes to existing systems, but does increase an authority’s enforcement powers and would 
encourage compliance. Payment of PCNs to all authorities prior to vehicle release should be the subject of 
further research and development.  Authority for the Secretary of State to introduce this at a later stage 
could perhaps be included within the legislation.

25E

DVLA alongside the information obtained for the NtO.
It may be acceptable for them, but there will be practical difficulties in respect of access and the DPA and 

26E

cost, siting etc.  A better solution would be for it to be sited with the DVLA who have requests for keeper 
details anyway.  We foresee considerable data-handling difficulties in doing it any other way.
Extending the ALG database may be the more sensible way forward; however, it could be administered by 
the DVLA rather than the ALG, as all DPE enforcement organisations already have links with the DVLA and 

27E

the information could be linked to the vehicle rather than the owner. The advantage of this is that it could be 
included in the vehicle assessments done through ANPR by the police.

Extending the ALG database may be the more sensible way forward; however, it could be administered by 
the DVLA rather than the ALG, as all DPE enforcement organisations already have links with the DVLA and 

31E

the information could be linked to the vehicle rather than the owner. The advantage of this is that it could be 
included in the vehicle assessments done through ANPR by the police.

Extending the ALG database may be the more sensible way forward; however, it could be administered by 
the DVLA rather than the ALG, as all DPE enforcement organisations already have links with the DVLA and 

32E

the information could be linked to the vehicle rather than the owner. The advantage of this is that it could be 
included in the vehicle assessments done through ANPR by the police.

36E

Yes we agree, and do not see a better way of dealing with this problem.  
Yes, this is the way forward to ensure consistent enforcement of persistent evaders/offenders there is little 
doubt that individuals cross local authority borders and contravene parking regulations. It would seem 

39E

eminently sensible therefore those local authorities have access to a common database to track such 
persons and the ability to share information.



[bookmark: 149]It is highly desirable that this information is shared and expansion of the ALG database would be a solution, 

40E

however, we can foresee data handling difficulties. An alternative would be the DVLA data base which 
handles all requests for keeper details.
Persistent evaders to be targeted in joint Police, Local Authority and DVLA operations. Such an operation 

42E

here recently resulted in the removal of 69 vehicles. Further similar operations are planned.
Strongly of the opinion that the DfT is urgently required to provide clear leadership on the operation of SPAs 
ensuring that they provide effective policy guidance on any changes. We feel that DfT should give more 
structured and regular guidance/updates on DPE and take responsibility to re-issue any guidance after a 

43E

PATAS / NPAS / Local Government Ombudsman decision. These bodies should not direct the LAs to make 
changes. This will allow NPAS / PATAS to retain its independence but at the same time provide comfort to 
decriminalised local authorities and will ensure that they do not respond to decisions made by Adjudicators 
without proper guidance from the DfT. (2 more paragraphs)

44E

No other options are known to be available.
Subject to the above qualifications about the potential practical difficulties associating with a definition of 

45E

persistent evaders, it seems reasonable for the ALG to continue to take the lead on this – but why not 
include Wales as well as England?

46E

Each local authority will have its own database of its persistent evaders which I believe is sufficient.
The principle of the ALG providing a nationwide database is not an issue.  However, the system is, to our 
knowledge, quite dated and based upon overnight batch processing of new evaders and payments received, 

47E

together with their details. This would really need to be brought up to date with an on-line real time system to 
avoid any duplication of enforcement, which could really inconvenience a motorist and put the Council in an 
untenable position in respect of loss of reputation.

There is clearly a need for more consistent working between authorities engaged in parking management to 
deal with persistent evaders so this Council would support this.  Equally, there is a serious and growing 

48E

problem caused by foreign registered vehicles contravening local parking regulations with impunity and this 
needs to be tackled through action at a national level to support parking authorities.  

49E

Yes, it would be useful to extend the persistent offender database across England.
We welcome efforts to tackle those persistent offenders who contravene parking regulations deliberately and 
on a regular basis and fail to settle the debts incurred. We believe that efforts to tackle persistent offenders 
would be improved greatly if local authorities were able to access a database that showed the total number 

50E

of penalties outstanding across the board. (At present each authority can only access details of outstanding 
penalties from its own records). We understand that that local authorities are already looking to establish 
such a database and hope that steps to introduce such a system will be speeded up.



[bookmark: 150]It would be beneficial if the persistent evader database could be used across England but this Council would

51E

not consider it appropriate to contribute financially to such an expansion.

53E

Yes

54E

Might be useful to have a centralised database with a list of persistent evaders from all Local Authorities.

56E 

Supports the BPA's suggestion
Under the Data Protection Act and Freedom of Information Act there probably is no other way of sharing this 

64E

information.

67E

Not applicable as clamp and tow not carried out as part of the current scheme.
The option of extending the information onto the Police National Computer database would enable an 

68E

alternative national database; however the issue of information re decriminalised offences may compromise 
this option.



[bookmark: 151]General comments 



[bookmark: 152]Responder no.

Reply

Suggests that parking attendants should be able to report defective streetlights, traffic lights, broken kerbs, and 

1P

paving stones, as well as dealing with parking offences
Suggests incorporating a minimum legal level of signage in pay & display car parks. Current legal requirement 

2P

is for one sign only at the entrance. Would like to have the signage increased to at least one sign for every four 
parking bays.
As a resident and business owner in the Borough of Wandsworth, I have a business permit to carry out my 
work. However Wandsworth have a complex system in our area, almost without exception each of the roads 
off Lavender Hill have different times and or days for enforcement of the parking regulations, also some bays 
allow you to use a business permit and some bays do not. The whole issue is a mess and designed to catch 
you out. I believe that Wandsworth Council over-zealous enforcement, confusing signs and lines, and the belief 

2E

that councils are using parking fines to raise revenue rather than keep the traffic moving is issues wholly 
unacceptable. Without regard to residents we have recently had two bays in the road in which I live closed 
making parking well neigh impossible and therefore when on moves one car to another street one is caught 
out due to the fact I parked on a residents only bay. I hope that you will look at the issue of Councils allowing 
parking in permit bays regardless of whether the permit is a residential one or a business on.

If appealing a fine the resulting fine should still be the original amount.  Only if a delay in payment AFTER the 
appeal process occurs should the fine be increased. My parking fine was removed from my car, or never 
placed by the traffic warden, before I saw it. As a result I merely received a letter one day with a double fine for 

5E

late payment.  To avoid such instances, I would like a letter sent immediately to the home address once a 
parking fine is issued by a traffic warden. I found Harrow council extremely unhelpful and it chose to ignore the 
recommendations provided by the Appeal process.



[bookmark: 153]The Council wishes to comment on some aspects of the draft Regulations as follows: 1. The Civil Enforcement 
of Parking Contraventions (England) General Regulations 2007. a)      The Council is pleased to see the 
provision in Regulation 23 for the enforcement authority to make representations against a statutory 
declaration. b)      Apropos the Schedule, given recent Adjudicator decisions and national media coverage, 
should it not be made clear that the contents of a PCN should include the date of issue of the PCN as well as 
the date of the alleged contravention, whether or not these differ? 2. The Civil Enforcement of Parking 

9E

Contraventions (England) Representations and Appeals Regulations 2007. a)      The Council notes the 
additional ground for representation and appeal identified in Regulation 4(4)(f). Local authorities will be 
concerned to ensure that their enforcement operations are compliant and will understand why departure from 
statutory or regulatory requirements might cause a representation or appeal to be allowed. The Council’s 
concern is that this ground, as broadly couched as it appears, might encourage motorists to go on a speculative

1. Note on the Parking Surplus: Regulation 29 of the draft "General Regulations" requires all income and 
expenditure related to CPE to be accounted for and for the account and any action taken in respect of any 
deficit or surplus to be reported to the SOS/Mayor of London (as appropriate).  I have always taken the view, 
and this is supported by amendments to S55 of the 1984 Act provided for in each authority's SPA 
commencement order, that off-street income/expenditure related to DPE is to be incorporated in the reportable 
accounts.  However, there has always been confusion about this, especially as the out-of-London guidance 
specifically says in 11.22-11.24 that the accounts should relate to on-street parking only (which is, I believe, 

10E

contradictory to all of the commencement orders, whether within or outside London, that I have seen). 
Confusion appears to continue with the draft Guidance as this includes a requirement in paragraph 108 for the 
income and expenditure in respect of "their functions as an enforcement authority" to be included in the 
account which has to be kept (and by virtue of reference to paragraphs 2, 3 and 4 of Schedule 7 to the 2004 Ac



[bookmark: 154]I believe that the dft and Transport Select Committee are making a huge, but typical, mistake. Car Parking 
should not be a national issue. Their recommendations will lead to the formation of a new Car Parking 
department, staffed with people writing policy papers, sending guidelines to every council in the country. There 
would be a car park committee served by a new secretariat. Every local council would have a car park officer 
to receive the papers from Whitehall. He would write his own papers, relate government directives to local 
conditions, and need his own sub committee of councillors. Eventually an inspectorate would be established to 
see that local councils are doing their job, and regular reports would be requested. This is what happens when 

11E

central government takes on a new issue. Car parking is not an issue that needs to be standardised 
throughout the Nation. In my local counties of Worcestershire and Herefordshire, the councils have tried to 
standardise car parking throughout the counties and that has caused unnecessary problems in many of the 
towns. On a national scale the problem will be made many times worse. The way to handle the problem is to ma

4 pages; ends with: In conclusion, we welcome the review of parking enforcement regulations and see this as 
the ideal opportunity for the Department to include guidance to local authorities to provide exemptions for 

12E/7P

bullion vehicles (in the same way that Royal Mail vehicles are exempt). This will enable the CVIT crews to park 
as close to their delivery destination as is safely possible. This will help to reduce the number of CVIT attacks, 
thereby protecting both couriers and the general public. 

Members will be well aware that this Council does not carry out parking enforcement with a view to raising 
revenue. Indeed the operation costs the Council in the order of £95,000 per annum (based on this years 
budget). 
The overall intention of these proposals (to promote public acceptance and understanding of Civil Parking 
Enforcement, by introducing a tighter and more consistent national regulatory structure; to increase public 
information about parking policies, restrictions, operational practices, and financial matters, and to consider the 

13E

use of more discretion and graduated charge levels) seems sensible and laudable. Certainly up to date 
detailed guidance is overdue, with the current guidance issued in 1995. 
However this needs to be tempered with a need to ensure that the operation of parking enforcement does not 
become a burden on the Council Tax payer. In smaller Councils it is often difficult or even impossible to cover 
the costs of the operation from the income from PCNs. This Council is such a case. Great care should 
therefore be taken by Government to ensure that the overall effect of their proposals does not increase the net c

We have been working closely with officials in DfT and the Chief Parking Adjudicators on The Civil Parking 
Enforcement Contraventions (England) Regulations 2007 and The Civil Parking Enforcement Contraventions 

14E

(England) Representations and Appeals Regulations 2007. We and our lawyer are content with the drafts for 
this consultation and have no further comments to make about them.



[bookmark: 155]When I was invited to join this consultation I was under the impression that at last there might be a new joined 
up approach to parking that would enjoy public support. If anybody can find anything in these proposals other 
than an administrative tidying effect I would be surprised. What is really appalling is that there is no attempt to 
address the general contempt with which many local authorities are viewed by the public they are supposed to 
serve, add on the negative attitude that also contaminates the police and a great opportunity has been missed. 
The public rightly holds authorities responsible for indiscriminate issuing of tickets. They rightly wonder why this

15E

is not illegal. The public holds authorities responsible for often ignoring submissions they have made and 
continuing to escalate penalty charges. They rightly wonder if money means more than justice. The public 
holds authorities responsible for being prepared to remove cars legally parked and demanding ransom for their 
return. They rightly wonder why this is not illegal. The public holds authorities responsible for being to willing to 
cause traffic chaos when removing cars that have over stayed their alloted parking span. They rightly wonder if 

Have recently proposed a more 'user friendly' approach to the issue of parking tickets, as they feel over 
zealous & rigid enforcement can easily become corrupted & is potentially damaging to visitor trade. Gives 

3P

specific example of a city centre opticians where appointments have run late so that patients overstay their 
anticipated parking time through no fault of their own and are given a parking ticket. Document discussing their 
proposals is attached. 
Is disturbed by the lack of understanding local authorities have regarding the importance of roads & traffic, 
without the movement of goods & people the town would die & the stupidity of bicycles is beyond 

4P

comment….can point out specificallly the stupid installations by local council to obstruct traffic & endanger 
pedestrians.
Primary interest is in loading/unloading of commercial vehicles in London, their implications on parking & the 
need for kerb space to be clearly availablefor a very important part of London's future. It should be noted that 
as far as the commercial vehicle is concerned the PA issues the PCN to the driver, who is not necessarily the 
owner of the vehicle. This can cause immense delay in the full process as the 'owner' is not always based at 

5P

the site of the commercial vehicle & time is taken out of the processing period.  Considers that a concerted 
programme of updating the quality, pay & training of CEOs (old PAs) is essential. Considers that there is a very 
strong case for commercial vehicles to have their own guidelines on 'loading/unloading' and this activity should 
not be linked to the current/future parking regulations but have a section in its own right. 5 pages & a leaflet.

Additional points - persistent offenders database as well as persistent evaders database; targeting for 

8P

outcomes rather than enforcement. (one paragraph each)



[bookmark: 156]There is one particular issue I'd like to raise. In the Highway Code 
(http://www.highwaycode.gov.uk/signs09.htm) it says that "Red and single yellow lines CAN ONLY GIVE A 
GUIDE TO THE RESTRICTIONS AND CONTROLS IN FORCE AND SIGNS, NEARBY OR AT A ZONE 
ENTRY, MUST BE CONSULTED." In the parts of Birmingham City Centre which I frequent, there are no signs 
on any nearby lampposts explaining the yellow lines. There are some signs on some roads which say 
something like "city centre parking restrictions operate every day" - but don't actually tell you what these 
restrictions are. In addition the signs aren't on every road - for example if you enter the city on the A38 from the 

16E

North, you only go past the sign if you go down one of the slip roads - people who stay on the A38 won't see it, 
and because it applies to such a large area, there's no way of checking what the rules are when you're actually 
looking for somewhere to park. You can't even check the City Council website to find out what the rules are. 
Such unhelpful lack of information causes confusion and some innocent motorists are given tickets or towed 
away because they have no way to find out when and where they're allowed to park legally. I think the practice 

Further comments on Draft Documentation:   Statutory Guidance: o CPE Financial Objectives: o Reference is 
made to self financing: o Penalty Charge Notice Content (1): o Penalty Charge Notice Content (2): o Use of 

17E

telephonic communication within the enforcement process. o Notice to Owner issued within 6 months of 
contravention: o Notification of Outcome of Representations. (1 1/2 pages)

18E

Comments on pavement parking (2 pages?)
Comments on the question associated with paragraph 12 ("Should the regulations to implement the TMA give 
the police the power to enforce parking if they should wish to do so?") which appears to be the only place the 

21E

issue of concern is (albeit tangentially) addressed. (4 paragraphs:  states that this is an officer response.)

I understand that the Department for Transport is considering the development of a traffic advisory leaflet on 
managing pavement parking. Although this is welcome, it will not be enough on its own and clear guidance 

28E

should be given to local authorities to include banning pavement parking in their civil enforcement policies. 
Unless this is included, the concerns of pedestrians and those with disabilities will not have been met.



[bookmark: 157]On pavement parking is rife in our area as is parking on double yellow lines, and in disabled bays. Traffic 
wardens only operate in and around the immediate town centre. The Police are as guilty as anyone, and they 
set a bad example.  I have spoken to the local police, who said that this issue has a low priority; in fact the PC I 
spoke to admitted that they never take any action over this issue.  I was told that an obstruction is not an 
obstruction, unless it is actually causing an obstruction. I was also told that any person who found such an 
obstruction should contact the owner or driver, and ask him to move it.  Which is all very fine if the complainant 

29E

knows which property the driver is in, does not have to negotiate steps, does not have a push-chair, or is 
disabled and riding on a mobility scooter. If the driver was contacted, and he (or she) refused to move the said 
vehicle, then was the time to call the Police, or Local  Authority (depending on the nature of the obstruction). I 
know, because I see what goes on, that the police regularly drive right past and ignore some dreadful 
examples of on-pavement parking.  Especially when it is on a busy "A" road, which has only one narrow footway

If we to make the significant changes to DPE so that we can meet the new demands of Civil Enforcement 
those councils operating the scheme need to know that they are effectively operating a process that is legal; 

30E

The need to be moving to a common goal of standardisation; The need to be supported. (1/2 page of other 
comments)
It is the general opinion of the boroughs and districts enforcing DPE on behalf of the CC that the opportunity 
needs to be taken to enhance the robustness of the NPAS appeals system. It is essential to have an appeals 
service in place, but unfortunately many Authorities mistrust some decisions currently being made by NPAS. 
This can, and does, deter some from contesting appeals. It is of concern to some that there should be a 
system in place to allow scrutiny by another body of the decisions made by adjudicators. There is no practical 
recourse in the event of Local Authorities, or individual appellants, being dissatisfied with the treatment they 

33E

receive. Application for judicial review would not be worthwhile for an Authority except in extreme cases. Even 
when a review of a decision is requested, it is still dealt with by another adjudicator from NPAS, which is bound 
to cause Authorities some disquiet about the independence of the review. It is also of concern that in the recent
national debates over parking enforcement, there has been little if any examination of the Appeal system itself 
to see if it is delivering robust and consistent decisions, having regard to the appropriate matters. Regrettably it 

We have particular interest in the statutory instruments and guidance for a decriminalised parking regime and 
we wish to continue to work with the department constructively so that we can ensure that the policy objectives 

34E

are fully achieved. It is on this basis that we look forward to continuing our positive and constructive work.  We 
hope that this response will help form the basis of our ongoing dialogue and that you will take on board our 
comments regarding working groups. (plus 7 pages of other comments)

35E

Other comments included for each topic (paragraphs)



[bookmark: 158]36E

Other comments included for each topic (4 pages total)
Is very disappointed that the draft guidance does not address the issue of pavement parking. If the pavement 
is not a safe refuge for people choosing to walk, and people walking have to habitually enter the highway in 

37E

order to get to their destinations,  then the consequences for walking as a mode of transport are clear; the 
implications for child health, and the health of British population in generation must be obvious. (3 pages, 1 
photo).
1. It would also be useful to have a national database for valid Disabled Badges. 2. DfT should issue an update 
of Circular 1/95, including standard forms and notices, without further delay and regular updates from then on. 
3. This Council welcomes the proposal to allow LAs to enforce footway parking and zigzag contraventions. 4. 
This Council also welcomes the change which will allow the LA to object to an  “In Time Statutory Declaration” 
where there is evidence that a false Statutory Declaration has been made. 5. There appears to be an anomaly 

38E

on Pages 18 and 19 of the consultation paper. Para 75 states that the Charge Certificate can be issued “28 
days from the date the NtO was sent” whereas para 76 states “28 days from date NoR was served”. 6. Page 
19, para 77 states that in cases “Where a Charge Certificate is issued before an appeal is decided the 
appellant may use a witness statement to render the charge certificate null and void. The Adjudicator may then 
cancel the PCN on the grounds that the authority acted inappropriately.” 

Four paragraphs of comments on Paragraphs 23 to 28; five on Draft Documentation - Statutory Guidance & 

40E

one on  Draft Regulations
Four pages of comments on: 1) The ‘Regulations and Appeals’ Statutory Instrument; 2) The draft ‘Statutory 

42E

Guidance’; 3) DVLA; 4) Enforcement.

       In Clause 7 why is the term CPE (Civil Parking Enforcement) being used when the purpose of the TMA 2004 
is to bring uniformity across the UK on enforcement practices and not just parking enforcement. This could 
potentially lead to the failure to meet a prime objective of this act, which is to win over the public’s confidence in the 

46E

enforcement process.   In Clause 13 it states that local authorities are required to ensure specified items of 
information appear on PCNs and in the proposed legislation this is not reflecting current feedback from NPAS / 
PATAS / judicial reviews, e.g. the need for two dates. Also 2 pages on 'Comments on proposed legislation' & 1 
page on 'Comments on the Partial Impact Assessment'.

Member Involvement in Individual PCN cases' (3 paragraphs), 'Current and Past Legislation' (1 paragraph), 

47E

'Appellant Representations' (3 paragraphs)

50E

Also sent copy of a letter sent to Dr Ladyman & a case study on Parking Attendants



[bookmark: 159]Unlike some local authorities in London, this Council has always dealt with informal challenges as it seen as 
good customer practice.  By law, Council staff have to deal with formal representations, but a Council may 
contract out the answering of informal representations.  Council staff deal with all correspondence received.  
Experience elsewhere shows that where authorities had used contractors to deal with informal representations, 
these are now dealt with in-house. One of the main benefits of the National Parking Adjudication Service is that 
it is a completely independent tribunal of qualified lawyers who make a decision on each individual case.  

51E

Referring the case back to the Chief Executive of the issuing Council removes the independence from the 
case.  Officers of this Council are trained in dealing with informal and formal representations (including 
mitigating circumstances) so it is unclear why the case should be referred back to the Council by the 
adjudicator. Adjudicators have the power to award costs to the appellant or to the local authority if the other 
party has acted frivolously or vexatiously or that the conduct in making, pursuing or resisting the appeal was wh

I am submitting my response to the various consultation documents on behalf of M&M Associates, a 
Consultancy specialising within the parking sector. I am confused. There are ten TMA consultation documents 
but some seem to overlap. If DPE was accused of being inconsistent in the House of Commons Report then 

52E

this description seems to have rubbed off on the DfT documents. 3 paragraphs on postal PCNs, 3 paragraphs 
on persistent evasion, one each on statistics, consistency & transparency, 5 pages on performance, 3 
paragraphs on the future, 3 pages on the RIA & 4 paragraphs on the consultation process (14 pages total).

The growing remit of Parking Attendants/Civil Enforcement Officers: we would welcome the inclusion in the 
Guidance and at the Implementation of the TMA of the potential growing remit of Civil Enforcement Officers, 
especially iWe also understand that within the TMA there is a proposal to review Statutory Declarations. It 
would be useful if there was a clearly defined procedure, backed up with Guidance as to how the proposals to 
replace Statutory Declaration with Witness Statements will work in practice. In particular, how will the Traffic 

54E

Enforcement Centre deal with appeals from Councils against certain witness statements that Councils wish to 
challenge (THIS IS NOT CLEAR)n the area of Environmental crimes, and the possibilities for powers to be 
adopted/accredited to CEOs to issue a range of FPNs. We welcome guidance on the proposal to require 
Councils to provide an annual report and to ensure all Councils are reporting on a ‘level playing field’.

We strongly believe that Local Authorities should be subject to a penalty [at least the value of the charge] when 
a PCN has clearly been wrongly issued. There have been many instances where members of this association 

55E

have had to suffer the inconvenience and expense of fighting cases when if the authorities had suitably 
qualified staff the PCN's would have been withdrawn at the earliest representation stage. It is our experience 
that Adjudicators never award costs in such cases.



[bookmark: 160]It is the general opinion of the boroughs and districts enforcing DPE on behalf of Essex CC, including Braintree 
District Council, that the opportunity needs to be taken to enhance the robustness of the NPAS appeals 
system. It is essential to have an appeals service in place, but unfortunately many Authorities mistrust some 
decisions currently being made by NPAS. This can, and does, deter some from contesting appeals. It is of 
concern to some that there should be a system in place to allow scrutiny by another body of the decisions 

58E

made by adjudicators. There is no practical recourse in the event of Local Authorities, or individual appellants, 
being dissatisfied with the treatment they receive. Application for judicial review would not be worthwhile for an 
Authority except in extreme cases. Even when a review of a decision is requested, it is still dealt with by 
another adjudicator from NPAS, which is bound to cause Authorities some disquiet about the independence of 
the review. (plus 5 paragraphs)
BAR has serious concern about fair treatment for U.K. commercial transport operators and appreciation of 
commercial needs. Infringements by ‘foreign operators’ who are not pursed and ‘persistent evaders’ bring 
concern over ‘fair competition’ and unnecessary congestion. We are also concerned over the lack of present 
effective coordination between local authorities and the DVLA not only in relation to penalties but also in 

60E

relation to advance, useful information for the public and traders. The allocation of derogations, differing 
parking schemes/rules in different areas and lack of ‘centralised/readily available contact/information systems 
brings further frustration for professional operators trying to go about their normal course of business. (plus 2 
paragraphs)
Considers it essential, to its enforcement operation, that the level of penalty charges increased from those set 

63E

some five years ago. (large paragraph)
It should be noted in overall terms that the proposed changes to the Traffic Management Act highlighted above 
provides a mix of advantages and disadvantages, our observations seek to at quality to any other argument for 
or against. Our responses highlight both where the proposed changes to legislation will benefit our operations 

65E

and equally where the proposals come at a cost that we feel cannot be borne by the Council and may be in 
some cases affect the financial position such that the current envisaged “break-even” period approved by the 
Secretary of State is put in jeopardy or is untenable.
• Pavement parking should be prevented as part of parking enforcement • Parking schemes should not allow 
residents to block off shop fronts all day • Local authorities should have to provide free short stay parking to 
shopping areas outside recognised town centres for clients and suppliers • Small business owners, whose 

66E

average income is less than the average resident driver's income, should pay the same as residents for 
parking permits, not four times as much, as they do now.  This will help regenerate inner city areas by 
encouraging local commerce
7 pages of discussion on the key points of the Department for Transport (DfT) consultation implementing the 

67E

parking provisions in Part 6 of the Traffic Management Act 2004 and a proposed response to the DfT.




    

  

  
