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Joint Parking Committee 

 

AGENDA 

 

PART 1 – OPEN AGENDA 

 

1 Apologies    

2 MINUTES OF LAST MEETING   (Pages 1 - 4) 

 Held on 18 March, to be signed as a correct record. 
 

3 Declarations of Interest    

4 Review of Proposed Parking Restrictions on Parkstone Avenue   (Pages 5 - 12) 

5 Traffic Regulation Requests - Verbal update on Traffic 
Regulation Request from Staffordshire County Council   

 

6 Proposed Residents Parking Zone - South East of Town Centre   (Pages 13 - 62) 

7 Review of Parking Enforcement within Staffordshire   (Pages 63 - 68) 

8 Urgent Business    

 
Members: Councillors Cairns (Chair), Kearon, Studd and Sweeney 

 
Members of the Council: If you identify any personal training/development requirements from any of  the 
items included in this agenda or through issues raised during the meeting, please bring them to the 
attention of the Democratic Services Officer at the close of the meeting. 
 
Meeting Quorums :- 16+= 5 Members; 10-15=4 Members; 5-9=3 Members; 5 or less = 2 Members. 

 
Officers will be in attendance prior to the meeting for informal discussions on agenda items. 
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JOINT PARKING COMMITTEE 

 
6.00 pm, Monday, 18 March 2013 

 
Present:-  Councillor Matt Taylor – in the Chair 

 
Councillors Cairns and Sweeney 

 
In attendance:- Graham Williams (Engineering Manager), David Greatbatch 

(Community Highway Liaison Manager, Staffordshire County 
Council) and Louise Stevenson (Scrutiny Officer) 

 
1. APOLOGIES  

 
Apologies for absence were submitted on behalf of County Councillors Dylis Cornes 
and Simon Tagg. 
 

2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  

 
There were no declarations of interest. 
 

3. MINUTES OF LAST MEETING  

 
Resolved: That the minutes of the meeting held on 14 January 2013 be approved 

as a correct record and signed by the chairman. 
 

4. TRAFFIC REGULATION REQUESTS  

 
A verbal update was provided in respect of traffic regulation requests by Staffordshire 
County Council and a note was circulated showing new requests received since the 
previous meeting on 14 January 2013, which would be added to the list.  These 
included measures at Trent Grove, Newcastle, Coppice Road, Talke, Stanton Close, 
Newcastle, Mow Cop Road, Mow Cop and Grosvenor Place, Newcastle. 
 
Resolved: That the position be noted. 
 

5. TRAFFIC REGULATION ORDER PRIORITIES  

 
Further to minute number 6 of the meeting of 14 January, a list was presented of 
requests submitted by the eight county councillors for the divisions within the 
borough in relation to the prioritisation of Traffic Regulation Orders. 
 
The committee was requested to select four orders for the county council to 
implement in 2013/14. 
 
Resolved: That the following locations be selected for Traffic Regulation Orders 

in 2013/14, in the priority order indicated:- 
(1) Parkstone Avenue, Newcastle 
(2) Liverpool Road, Red Street 
(3) The Avenue, Kidsgrove 
(4) Northwood Lane, Clayton 

 
6. RESIDENTS' PARKING ZONES  
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(a) A verbal update was provided on progress in relation to the Town Centre East 
Residents’ Parking Zone. 

 
 Letters would shortly be sent to residents providing a general update and 

outlining the next steps.  A joining fee of £50 was currently proposed based 
on an uptake of 80 residents.  There would need to be sufficient uptake to 
ensure the scheme’s viability as its cost would be approximately £8,000. 

 
(b) A report was submitted advising the committee of the receipt of a petition 

from 49 residents in relation to parking issues in the Dunkirk area of 
Newcastle. 

 
The petition called for a number of measures including signage, monitoring of 
vehicles at peak times, issuing of warning notices, enforcement action in 
respect of persistent parking on footpaths and at junctions, and ongoing 
monitoring. 

 
Resolved: That the content of the petition be noted and Dunkirk be 

reaffirmed as the next area to be considered for a residents’ 
parking zone. 

 
(c) A report was submitted in relation to the funding of residents’ parking zones. 
 
 The introduction of civil parking enforcement had enabled the introduction of 

residents’ parking zones (RPZ) where appropriate and the county council was 
committed to progressing the introduction of one zone at a time, with the area 
to the south-east of the town centre currently being considered. 

 
The process of assessing the suitability of an area for a RPZ was resource 
intensive and included significant amounts of consultation with the residents.  
This had led to delays in investigating the introduction of RPZs, if suitable, for 
other areas within the borough.  In order to reduce the delays in introducing 
RPZs, the county council could buy in external consultants to supplement its 
resources, but funding for this would be needed.  Requests had been made to 
the county council for additional funding to support this acceleration of the 
program but unfortunately no suitable funding stream had been identified. 
 
It could be possible for the borough council to sponsor the RPZ program, 
subject to the availability of funding. 
 
The cost to undertake a review of an area for a RPZ was dependent on the 
response to the consultations with the residents and the area being 
considered.  A budget estimate of between £15,000 and £20,000 would not 
be unreasonable; this would not include any of the Traffic Regulation Order 
advertisement costs or the cost of any site works (signing, lining, possible 
kerbing works, etc). 
 
As the county council was not able to provide funding to accelerate the 
program, the committee was asked to determine whether it wished to request 
the Cabinet to consider funding this proposal. 
 
A successful scheme would deter indiscriminate parking, leading to the 
potential for increased use of the borough’s car parks and the associated 
increase in income. 
 

Page 2



Joint Parking Committee - 18/03/13 

3 

Resolved: 

 
(1) That, as part of the co-operative agenda, the Cabinet be requested to 

consider the making of a financial contribution to increase the rate of 
introduction of residents’ parking schemes; and 

(2) Further discussions be entered into with the county council on this 
matter in pursuance of the co-operative council initiative. 

 
7. URGENT BUSINESS - WAITING RESTRICTION, BRAMPTON ROAD, 

NEWCASTLE  

 
It was reported that the chairman had agreed to this item being considered as one of 
urgency in accordance with section 100B(4) of the Local Government Act 1972 as 
the issue had come to the fore since the publication of the agenda for the meeting 
and to delay its consideration until the next meeting would lead to an unacceptable 
delay in addressing the financial implications of the issue. 
 
It was reported that the current level of use of the charging restriction on Brampton 
Road, Newcastle was leading to its operation being unprofitable. 
 
It was therefore proposed that the charging restriction be replaced with a waiting 
restriction of two hours. 
 
Resolved: That the county council be recommended to replace the charging 

restriction at Brampton Road with a waiting restriction of two hours, 
subject to the making/modification of the appropriate Traffic 
Regulation Orders. 

 
 
 
 

COUNCILLOR MATT TAYLOR 

Chair 

 
The meeting concluded at 6.50 pm. 
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Local Members Interest 

  

 
 

Newcastle Borough Council Joint Parking Committee  
22 July 2013 

 
 

Review of proposed parking restrictions on Parkstone Avenue 
 

Recommendations of the Cabinet Member for Communities & Localism 
 
1. That Newcastle Borough Joint Parking Committee reviews the report for parking 
 restrictions along Parkstone Avenue.  
 
2. That the committee support the recommendation of the report. 
  
Report of Director of Place and Deputy Chief Executive 
 
PART A 
 
Why is it coming here – what decisions are required 
 
3. To seek confirmation from Members to confirm that following the informal 
consultation the proposals as detailed should be supported at the formal stage and 
advertised on site and in the local press. 
 
Reasons for Recommendations 
 
4. The informal consultation, together with subsequent discussions with individuals 
confirms that the majority of residents support the original proposal in its entirety. 
 
PART B 
 
Background: 
 
5. The Joint Parking Committee prioritised an investigation to look at new parking 
 restrictions along Parkstone Avenue.  Some of the residents have requested 
 additional parking restrictions to prevent all day parking from employees of the 
 hospital, students of Newcastle High and parental parking at each end of the day 
 and at weekends. 
 
6. The residents feel that the migration of parked vehicles has come about since the 
 restrictions were placed on The Avenue. 
 
7. The road along Parkstone Avenue is wide enough to accommodate free flowing 
 traffic and parking by placing restrictions on one side of the highway at all times 
 and providing parking bays with a restricted time limit on the other side, allowing 
 vehicles to park for short periods.  This would prevent the all day parking that is 
 taking place at present.  We have chosen the northeast side (odd) for the double 
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 yellow lines as residents reported that bedrooms are on this side of the road. We 
 have had numerous calls with regards to car radios that wake them along with car 
 doors being closed too loudly disturbing them also. 
 
8. On the 1st May 2013 an informal consultation was sent out (with a plan showing 
 the proposal) to all the properties of Parkstone Avenue, 45 in total.   We have 
 received 26 responses in favour of the proposals, 5 responses not in favour and 
 no comments from the remaining 14. 
 
9. Of the 26 responses in favour there were four very distinct comments. 
 

o Concerns about lack of enforcement 
o Would have preferred a Residents Parking Zone 
o Concerns about visitors and workmen 
o Concerns with regards to parents of children at the High School who will 

continue to flaunt the restrictions 
 
10. Of the 5 responses not in favour their main concerns and comments are listed 
 below. 
 

o Too restrictive 
o They have large families who visit regularly and for periods longer than 2 

hours  
o Keep restrictions on one side allowing un-restricted parking on the other side 
o Reduce the parking bays to Mon-Fri only not 24/7 
o Will reduce the value of properties 

 
11. One particular resident who is not in favour of the restrictions, sent her own letter 
 out to the 45 properties. To date 4 complaints about her letter have been 
 received.  No one has changed their original response to the informal consultation 
 because of her letter. 
 
12. One phone call from a gentleman has been received who has paid money for 
 searches on a property he was considering purchasing along Parkstone Avenue. 
 However the parking restrictions have made a big difference to this and he was 
 considering pulling out of his contract.  
 
Equalities implications: 
 
 This report has been prepared in accordance with the County Councils policies on 
 Equal opportunities. 
 
Legal Implications: 
 
 There are no significant legal implications arising from this report. 
 
Resource and value for money implications: 
 
 Sufficient resources are currently available within the Community Highway Liaison 
 Team to advertise and implement the new proposal. 
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Risk implications 
 
 There are no significant risks arising out of this report. 
 
 
Health Impact Assessment screening: 
 
 In summary no significant negative impacts on public health have been identified in 
 respect to the outcomes of this report.  
 
 
Author’s Name: County Council Officer: David Greatbatch/Angela Nutter  
Ext. No.: 01538 483027 
Room No.: Leek Depot 
 
Background Documents: 
 
(i) Plan of proposed parking restriction. 
(ii) Copy of a letter from a resident not in favour of restrictions that was sent to all 
 properties of Parkstone Avenue. 
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Proposed ‘2 hour Parking Bays’

Proposed ‘No Parking At Any Time’
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Dear Resident 
 
I am writing to you following a conversation I have had with Angela Nutter, Community 
Traffic Management Officer. 
 
As you are aware there is a proposal for double yellow lines on one side of the road and 
2 hour restricted bays on the other.  
 
I must stress I do understand that we need some restrictions in our street and that all day 
parking is not acceptable. However, I am unsure if you know that the current proposal 
means the 2 hour restricted bays will be made 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 365 
days a year. 

 
What this will mean for us. 

 

• This will mean that if we have visitors in an evening or at a weekend for more than 
2 hours, and if there is no space on your drive, your visitors will have to either 
leave or find alternative parking on a neighboring street.  

 

• Realistically, this means we will be unable to hold family parties, friendly 
gatherings or even Christmas lunch at our own properties, for more than 2 hours. 

 

• Our visitors will not be spending quality time with us, but will instead be watching 
out for the traffic warden.  
 

• The policing of the restrictions may not be workable for the council 24 hours a day 
and therefore maybe even more ineffective. 
 

• If we have any contractors to our properties we will have to pay a waiver which is 
£15 for the first day and £5 per day thereafter, this would include Saturdays, 
Sundays and Bank Holidays.  
 

• Our properties may not be as attractive or as re-sellable as a result of the strict 
restrictions, I have been informed that one property sale has already fallen 
through due to these specific proposals.  
 

• We will have to ensure our front gardens can hold numerous cars in order to 
accommodate our current needs and future needs. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Possible alternative proposal.  
 
We all know the problem with traffic is not so bad in an evening or at a weekend. 
Therefore, wouldn’t it be sensible to ask for the restrictions to be in-line with the other 
neighboring streets rather than this blanket proposal? 
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For example, we could ask for the restrictions to be 7am-7pm Monday-Friday and a 
Saturday morning, if you think this is required.  
 
Benefits to us of seeking an alternative proposal 
 

• Firstly, the alternative proposal will still stop all day parking. 
 

• It would also help to reduce the number of night staff workers parking, without 
being unfair on other residents or impacting on family life. 

 

• If people from the hospital wished to park on a street during these times, then they 
will more than likely choose to park on a street closer to the hospital, not venturing 
as far as our street as there would be little or no benefit for them. 

 

• We all would be able to have evening and weekend visitors, this is mainly when 
people visit anyway, so would not cause too much disruption or inconvenience.  

 
I have been informed that there will be a formal consultation period where people will 
have the option to appeal if they wish. I urge us all to think carefully about what we wish 
to happen now and for the future.  
 
If you would like to contact me, please feel free to either telephone me on 3 or pop 
along to ...  

 
I do really understand everyone’s concerns and worries, but the outcome does need to 
be fair resolution for each and every one of us.  
 
Yours Sincerely 
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Newcastle Under Lyme Borough Council Joint Parking Committee  
22 July 2013 

 
CIVIL PARKING ENFORCEMENT (CPE) –  

Proposed Residents Parking Zone – South East of Town Centre. 
 

Recommendations of Staffordshire County Council Cabinet Member (Communities 
& Localism):  
 
1. Note the contents of this report. 
 
2. Approve the implementation of the proposed Residents Parking Scheme as previously 

discussed and approve the proposed amendments to the proposed Visitor Permits as 
discussed in paragraph 10(f). 

 
3. Residents are advised of the deliberations of this committee and the implications of the 

decision taken. 
 
4. Confirm the Dunkirk area of the Borough as the next to be considered for the 

introduction of a Residents Permit Parking Scheme.  
 
Report of the Deputy Chief Executive and Director for Place 
 
PART A 
 
Why is it coming here – what decisions are required 
 
5. To update Members of the current position regarding the introduction of a proposed 

scheme following the invitation to residents to apply for permits and to determine 
whether or not to proceed with the introduction of the scheme.  

 
Reasons for Recommendations 
 
6. Following the invitation to residents to apply for Permits further opposition to the 

scheme has been received by way of petitions. Confirmation of Members continued 
support or approval of an alternative proposal is therefore sought.     

 
PART B 
 
Background: 
 
7. Members will recall the approval to introduce a new Residential Parking Zone to the 

South East of the Town Centre.  The need to extend the current scheme, charge for 
Permits, levy a one off Joining Fee and prioritise the type and issue of Permits has 
previously been considered and approved by this Committee. The required Traffic 
Regulation Order has been advertised. Objections and representations concerning the 
scheme received during the advertisement of the Traffic Order and prior consultations 
undertaken with residents have been considered by this Committee and the County 
Council. As a result approval was given to implement the scheme and residents 
invited to apply for Permits.  
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8. All residents within the review area have been advised of the details of the approved 

scheme including the type and number of permits available and have been invited to 
apply for permits. A copy of the letter is attached (appendix A) to this report for 
Members information. Members are reminded that the annual cost of a Standard 
Permit was set at £45, with concessions, with an additional one off Joining fee set at 
£50. This latter fee is a contribution to the set up and future maintenance of the 
scheme and has been subsidised by a contribution, on Traffic Management grounds, 
from the local County Councillors Divisional Highways Programme. 

 
9. In response to the invitation to apply for permits petitions have been received 

opposing the scheme from residents of Hanover Street and from Vessey Terrace. The 
petition from Vessey Terrace has been re-submitted on two further occasions with 
some additional signatures and comments. Copies of the petitions together with an 
officer response are attached (Appendix B) for Members information. (The earlier 
consultation letters have not been included due to the cost and resource implications 
although they were attached to the responses to the petitioners). A number of issues 
are raised the majority of which have been considered previously.  

 
10. The main issues raised along with the Officer response are detailed below.  Copies of 

the letters are also attached under Appendix B: 
 

(a) The petitioners dispute the amount of consultation. 
 
Officer response:  The attached (Appendix C) shows the dates of the letters 
forwarded, together with the circulation list, and the JPC’s at which the proposals 
were discussed. 
 
(b) The petitioners dispute the need to change the existing arrangements. 
 
Officer response:  Understandable. A free service has been enjoyed for many 
years. However, it is considered no longer sustainable to expect council tax payers 
from elsewhere in the Borough to effectively fund free Permits for some. The current 
proposals seek to ensure that the existing signs/lines and Traffic Order is up to date 
and that the basis of the scheme complies with any future scheme introduced 
elsewhere in the Borough. It is also considered that a ‘two tier’ system whereby 
residents in one street are expected to pay for the service whilst others enjoy the 
same service for free. 

 
(c) The petitioners dispute the level of charges and the costs involved seeking 

insurances about future increases. 
 

Officer response:  The charges (£45 per annual Permit (Standard) and a one off 
‘joining fee’ of £50, with concessions) have been approved previously. District and 
Borough Councils consider the level of charge for permits to be acceptable and 
covers the administration of the scheme.  The Joining Fee is a contribution to the set 
up costs and future maintenance of the scheme. The Petitioners have suggested an 
alternative costing structure but the current proposals are still considered appropriate 
(The first year charge for a Standard Permit together with the Joining Fee equates to 
26 pence per day).   
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(d) The petitioners recommend reducing the width of the footway on the school side 
of Bankside to accommodate echelon parking thereby increasing the number of 
parking spaces available. 

 
Officer response: The increase in parking spaces would be welcomed. However, 
such a scheme would be costly and is likely to be detrimental to road safety, 
especially in relation to the reduced footway width outside of the school. This matter 
will however be included in future County Council Divisional Highway Programme 
discussions with the local County Council Member. 

 
(e) The petitioners dispute the level of responses received. 
 
Officer response: The level of responses to the original consultation was reported to 
Members when determining whether or not to proceed to the detail development of 
this scheme.  Breakdown attached (Appendix D). 

 
(f) The petitioners (and others) question the appropriateness of the proposed time 

limitation of Visitor permits. 
 
Officer response: Concern expressed by the petitioners and other residents as to 
the appropriateness of the proposed 4 hour time limited visitor permits is 
appreciated. There appears to be a number of residents for whom such permits 
would not be too helpful. Whilst there is a need to control the amount of visitor 
parking to ensure, as far as is practicable, that such parking does have too much of 
a detrimental effect on residents ability to park close to their home. Following 
discussions between officers of both the County and Borough Councils it is however 
suggested that the proposal be amended so as to offer 12 hour time restricted 
permits instead of the originally agreed 4 hour permits. The number of permits being 
limited to 20 per annum to each household. This is considered to be a more 
practicable approach than agreed earlier.   

 
(g) The petitioners want a guarantee to be able to park within 30 metres of their 

home. 
 
Officer response: A guarantee to be able to park within 30 metres of home is not 
practicable. The intention is not to oversubscribe on the issue of those Permits with 
a high likelihood of a vehicle being parked for the majority of the time. As residents 
will obviously prefer to park close to their home it is expected that spaces close to 
home will be available. However, as the scheme settles down and parking practices 
become known it is possible that additional permits will be made available.  

 
11. It has taken a considerable amount of officer and Member time to develop the scheme 

to this point. As such it can be expected that at this stage so long as the number of 
residents wishing to purchase Permits is financially viable and there is sufficient 
parking space to accommodate the number of Permits requested the scheme would 
be implemented. In such circumstances some residents could, understandably, 
consider that they are being forced to join a scheme. Although it should be noted that 
there are areas of restricted and unrestricted parking available nearby. 

 
12. To date residents from 72 properties have applied for permits with a total of 97 permits 

requested. There is sufficient parking space to accommodate 197 vehicles. For the 
scheme to be financially viable with regards to the expected contribution towards the 
set up costs residents from 85 properties would have been expected to join the 
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scheme. If the scheme were to be implemented it is anticipated that this number would 
be achieved with a likelihood of sufficient spaces being available to cover initial Permit 
requests. 

 
13. Given the contents of the petitions this report seeks Members views as to the most 

appropriate way forward. Certain options and their effects are discussed in the 
attached Appendix E. As discussed at previous meetings it is apparent that the 
existing free scheme is no longer sustainable and that a ‘two tier’ scheme with some 
free permits and some paid for is not preferred. With this in mind the only viable 
options appear to be either to implement the proposed scheme or discontinue the 
proposed scheme and withdraw the current arrangements. The effects of these 
options are explained in Appendix E. 

 
14. Following the receipt of the petitions and requests for permits and prior to the 

submission of this report discussion had taken place between officers of the County 
Council and Borough Council, the local County Councillor, local Borough Ward 
Members and the Chairman Elect of this Committee with a view to determining an 
appropriate way forward. The elected members considered the options available and 
all decided to support the implementation of the proposed scheme. That decision is 
therefore recommended for Members approval. 

 
15. Assuming that the recommendation to implement the proposed scheme is supported it 

is anticipated that the scheme will be introduced during September 2013. If Members 
decide not to implement the scheme and withdraw the current arrangements a new 
Traffic Regulation Order will need to be made with due process. It is anticipated that 
this would be processed as part of the consideration of this RPZ scheme and would 
therefore be processed accordingly.  

 
Future Proposals 
 
16. Members are reminded that the Dunkirk area to the west of the town centre has 

previously been approved as the next area to be considered for a Residents Permit 
Parking Zone. Members are therefore asked to confirm that this is still so. 
Consideration would commence with a preliminary consultation with residents to 
ascertain the level of support. This consultation would commence either after the 
introduction of the current proposed scheme or after advising residents of the 
alternative recommendation of this Committee.  

 
Summary 
 
17. A summary of the main issues is as follows: 
 
(a) The current proposals seeks to replace the existing ‘free Permit’ scheme with a paid 

for scheme and extend it so as to include other roads where residents are 
experiencing difficulties in parking close to their home. 

(b) With the support of the JPC due process has been followed including consultation with 
residents and the advertisement of the required Traffic Regulation Order (TRO). 

(c) Representations received in response to the consultations and advertisement of the 
TRO has been considered by the County Council (as the delivery of the TRO is a 
County responsibility) and the JPC. 

(d) A pricing and Permit structure has been agreed with the JPC. 
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(e) Following an invitation to residents to apply for permits considerable objection has 
been raised, albeit primarily from those areas where the ‘free Permit’ scheme is to be 
replaced by a ‘paid for’ scheme. 

(f) It is not considered appropriate for a two tier system of scheme (some free with some 
paid for) to be implemented neither is the current free scheme considered sustainable. 

(g) The proposed level of charges does not seek to make a profit for either authority and 
are considered to be appropriate. Future Permit charges cannot be guaranteed but 
changes are subject to JPC approval. 

(h) The preferred option is to introduce the proposed scheme in its entirety although this 
could be considered as forcing residents to join. However it is expected that permit 
holders will be able to park close to their home. 

(i) A viable alternative option, given paragraph 17(f) above, is considered to be the 
abandonment of the current proposals and the removal of the current free scheme. 
This will result in the unrestricted parking of vehicles in those areas currently enjoying 
the benefits of the free permit scheme which may assist those parking in adjacent 
streets, remove some of the school traffic congestion in Bankside, attract traffic from 
the town centre and increase congestion in those streets currently protected.  

(j) Any further delay in implementing the current proposals may well require the making 
of a new TRO for any future scheme. 

(k) Removal of the current scheme will require the making of a new TRO. 
(l) If implemented the anticipated ‘go-live’ date would be early September 2013, 

consideration of the Dunkirk area of the town would then follow. 
(m) If the proposed scheme was to be abandoned and the existing scheme removed the 

required TRO would be processed at the same time as consideration of the Dunkirk 
area commenced. 

 
Appendix 1:Community Impact Assessment             
 

Name of Policy/Project/Proposal: CPE Residents Parking Zone –  
Newcastle Under Lyme – South East of Town Centre 

 

Responsible officer: Kevin Smith 

Commencement date & expected duration: On-going 

 Impact Assessment 

 +ve/ 
neutral/ 
-ve 

Degree of impact and signpost to 
where implications reflected  

Outcomes plus   

Prosperity, knowledge, skills, aspirations +ve Transport, parking and highway 
operations support the planned 
economy; with parking enforcement 
improving traffic flows supporting 
businesses and communities; 
Improved public realm. 

Living safely +ve Road safety: reductions in road 
casualties and antisocial use of 
vehicles. 

Supporting vulnerable people +ve Poorly and inconsiderately parked 
vehicles can often obstruct 
pavements badly affecting the 
passage of wheelchair users. 

Supporting healthier living +ve Sustainable transport / accessibility 
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options; enhanced public realm. 

Highways and transport networks Neutral  

Learning, education and culture Neutral  

Children and young people +ve  Road safety: reductions in road 
casualties and antisocial use of 
vehicles. 

Citizens & decision making/improved 
community involvement 

Neutral  

Physical environment including climate 
change 

Neutral  

Maximisation of use of community 
property portfolio 

Neutral  

Equalities impact: This report has been prepared in accordance with the County Council’s 
policies on Equal Opportunities and in fact CPE strongly supports social inclusion as the 
needs of those with disabilities, vulnerable adults and children, as well as economic 
regeneration are specifically met by a well-managed system of car parking provision and 
controls. 

Age +ve  Improved transportation for those 
too young to drive: Walking, cycling 
and public transport delivery. 

Disability  +ve Provision of integrated transport 
infrastructure compliant with DDA 
requirements. 

Ethnicity Neutral  

Gender Neutral  

Religion/Belief  Neutral  

Sexuality Neutral  

 Impact/implications 

Resource and Value for 
money 
In consultation with 
finance representative 
 

The initial investigations associated with the development of the 
RPZ requests is provided as part of the County Councils highway 
responsibilities however, the development of detailed schemes 
and implementation has to be funded from the CPE 
Appropriation Account for the District, after providing for a 
reasonable reserve of 10% of the gross annual operating cost in 
the CPE account. The CPE Appropriation Account is built up 
from surpluses that arise after contributing to the eligible start up 
costs (including first year deficits) paid for directly by the District 
and County Council in the relevant District Council Area. 
Alternatively, the set up costs will have to be met from another 
source of funding, potentially a ‘joining fee’ levied on permit 
holders and it will be necessary to seek their agreement to 
meeting any such fee, as well as the annual permit fee, before 
the scheme can be fully implemented.  
 

Risks identified and 
mitigation offered 
 

The current level of support from residents would result in a 
deficit of £650 in meeting expected set up costs. This deficit 
would need to be met from the CPE Account if alternative 
funding could not be indentified. However, If the scheme were to 
be implemented there is an expectation that sufficient additional 
residents will join the scheme to cover the set up costs in full.     
 

Legal imperative to The making of a formal permit parking scheme and/or certain 
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change 
In consultation with legal 
representative 

other restrictions on traffic requires a TRO and this is a formal 
legal process covered by the County Councils scheme of 
delegations and constrained by legislation, set procedures and 
consultation process. 

 
Health Impact Assessment screening: 
 

• In summary no significant negative impacts on public health have been identified in 
respect to the outcomes of this report.  

 
Author’s Name: County Council Officer: Kevin Smith  
Ext. No.: 01785 276727 
Room No.: Regulation and Governance, SP1, Third Floor 
 
Background Documents: 
(i) SCC Policy and Guidelines for Residents Parking 
(ii) Previous reports to NBC Joint Parking Committee 
(iii) Consultation documents. 
 

Page 19



Page 20

This page is intentionally left blank



P
age 21



P
age 22



P
age 23



P
age 24



P
age 25



P
age 26



P
age 27



P
age 28



P
age 29



P
age 30



P
age 31



P
age 32



P
age 33



P
age 34



P
age 35



P
age 36



P
age 37



P
age 38



P
age 39



P
age 40



P
age 41



P
age 42



P
age 43



P
age 44



P
age 45



P
age 46



P
age 47



P
age 48



P
age 49



P
age 50



P
age 51



P
age 52



P
age 53



P
age 54



P
age 55



P
age 56



P
age 57



P
age 58



P
age 59



P
age 60



P
age 61



P
age 62



 

1 

NEWCASTLE-UNDER-LYME BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 

EXECUTIVE MANAGEMENT TEAM’S REPORT TO THE 
JOINT PARKING COMMITTEE 

 
22nd July 2013 

 
1. REPORT TITLE Review of Parking Enforcement in Staffordshire. 
 

Submitted by:  Engineering Manager – Graham Williams 
 
Portfolio: Environment and Recycling 
 
Ward(s) affected: All 

 

Purpose of the Report 
 
To inform members of the progress of a review of parking enforcement in Staffordshire. 
 
Recommendations  
 
That members receive the report. 
 
 

 
1. Background 
 

1. Decriminalised Parking Enforcement (subsequently renamed Civil Parking Enforcement – 
CPE) was introduced across the County in two phases in 2007 and 2009 

 
2. The on-street enforcement is undertaken by the district councils on behalf of the County 

Council. There are a number of differing methods of procuring the enforcement within the 
County. 

 
2. Issues 
 

1. The enforcement across the County is reasonably consistent; however the service is costing 
the County Council approximately £200,000 per year. 

 
2. Two (East Staffs BC and Newcastle BC) of the 8 district councils are showing slight 

surpluses, this is due to the on-street charging which exists in these areas.   
 

 
3. Proposals 

 
1. In order to reduce the cost of providing the CPE service across the County, a review of the 

service is being undertaken. This review process includes officers from all the 8 district 
councils, Stoke City Council (who provide the back office processing for all of the district 
councils) and the County Council. Views of the elected members who sit on the Staffordshire 
Parking Board (this consists of 8 district and 1 county council members) have been sought. 

 
2. A report out lining the current situation of the review was presented to the Staffordshire 

Parking Board on Tuesday 9th July 2013. A copy of the report is appended for your 
information; further updates will be made to this committee in due course. 

 

 Agenda Item 7
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4. Outcomes Linked to Sustainable Community Strategy and Corporate Priorities 

 
1. Creating a clean, safe and sustainable Borough. 
 
2. Creating a Borough of opportunity. 

 
 
7. Legal and Statutory Implications  
 

1. None for the Borough Council. 
 

 
9. Financial and Resource Implications 
 

1. None for the Borough Council. 
 
 

 

Page 64



 

Page 1 of 3 

Civil Parking Enforcement 
 
Introduction 
 
1. Members will be aware that a review of CPE started at the end of 2012 and 

since that time there have been two Members workshops and the Officer 
working group has met monthly since the beginning of 2013. 

 
 
 
The background 
 
2. Civil Parking Enforcement, supports the network management duty which is 

about making best use of the existing network, improving traffic flows to 
reduce wasteful traffic delays and providing a viable sustainable alternative to 
single occupancy car travel. 

 
3. Civil Parking Enforcement, when carried out sensitively, gives local 

communities the ability to manage parking for the benefit of many. It can 
greatly enhance the quality of life for people living in town centres, improve 
conditions for pedestrians (particularly the elderly and disabled people), ease 
traffic flow, improve short-term accessibility of the town centres, support public 
transport, make deliveries easier and boost the local economy. 

 
4. Decriminalised Parking Enforcement (DPE) was introduced under the Traffic 

Management Act 2004 and transferred the responsibility for the enforcement 
of non-endorse able on-street parking offences from the police to the local 
traffic authority. DPE was introduced in Staffordshire in two phases. The first, 
Tranche 1 covering the Districts of East Staffordshire, Newcastle-under-Lyme, 
Stafford and Staffordshire Moorlands was introduced in 2007. Tranche 2, 
covered the remaining Districts of Cannock Chase, Lichfield, South 
Staffordshire and Tamworth was introduced in 2009. Prior to the introduction 
of Tranche 2, DPE was nationally renamed as Civil Parking Enforcement 
(CPE). 

 
5. Back office processing of notices is undertaken by Stoke-on-Trent City Council 

on behalf of all the District Councils. The Districts provide the enforcement 
services through a variety of methods including in-house and via external 
contracts. Front line enforcement in all of the Tranche 2 Districts is undertaken 
via a contract with APCOA Parking UK Limited. 

 
Where are we now? 
 
6. The review has investigated all aspects of the service with some work on 

finances ongoing following the final accounts for 2012-13 being submitted and 
agreed at the Joint Parking Board today.  

• Clear Streets has achieved its objectives, motorists are now more 
compliant in the way they park. Numbers of penalty charge notices 
issued have reduced from over 63,000 in 2009-10 to just over 45,500 in 
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2012-13 i.e. 71% of the first year of CPE across the whole of 
Staffordshire..  

• Residents in Staffordshire are more satisfied with measures to tackle 
illegal on street parking than they were in 2008 (NHT annual 
Satisfaction survey)  44% in 2012 compared to 37% in 2008 

• Residents in Staffordshire are more satisfied with restrictions of parking 
on busy roads (NHT Survey) 49% in 2012 compared to 43% in 2008 

• The service is in line with statutory requirements and best practice and 
is generally delivered effectively with a clear commitment to service 
delivery and good customer service from officers and providers 
involved.  

• The service continues to operate at a net cost (£209.1k in 2012-13   

• The Districts that regularly operate at a net surplus are those that 
operate on street charging i.e. East Staffordshire Borough Council and 
Newcastle Borough Council. For comparison, East Staffordshire would 
have made a 67.8k loss in 2013-13 without on street charging, 
Newcastle Borough a £50.5k loss.) 

• Whilst ‘Clear Streets’ has a clear set of objectives, there is no overall 
joint parking strategy that brings together on-street and off-street 
provision.  

• Where the service has consistently operated at a surplus and with no 
rolling deficit (East Staffordshire), the local Joint Parking Committee has 
been able to invest in additional parking related traffic orders above the 
rolling programme of four per year in each District. Since the 
introduction of on-street charging, Newcastle has operated at an annual 
surplus and is now paying back the deficit. 

 
 
 
29. Outcomes from Member workshop 26th March 2013.  
 

• Implement more parking related Traffic Regulation Orders 

• Allow more discretion on the issue of Penalty Charge Notices by Civil 
Enforcement Officers to reduce the number of cancellations 

• Process and implement more Residents Parking Zone 

• Better informed highway users in relation to parking 

• Governance – do we get out of the local Joint Parking Committees and 
Parking Board what was expected? 

• Develop a Parking Strategy that brings together on-street and off –
street provision and management linked to the Local Transport Plan 
and Local Development Framework 

 
 
30. There are a number of different delivery models that could be considered and 

further work is now required to define the outcome that is required for the 
service. 

 
31. It is however, unlikely that the current annual deficit for the service can be 

significantly reduced without changes to the current service. If the key driver is 
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to deliver financial savings to reduce the operational deficit, it is likely that this 
can only be achieved through changing existing service levels or, delivery 
arrangements. 

 
32. This is consistent with evidence recently given to the Parliamentary Transport 

Select Committee which is currently looking at local authority parking 
enforcement. The Chair of the British Parking Association, Patrick Troy, 
indicated that “Despite what the media might have us believe, very few 
councils are in surplus on their parking, many councils subsiding parking 
enforcement from paid-parking revenues”.  

 
33. Whilst the review has yet to go through the political process within each 

District, informal discussions with members and officers suggests that it is 
unlikely that any of the of the District Councils will wish to take on the financial 
risk of operating the on-street enforcement service and any change is likely to 
require the changing or, ending of the current agreements with the District 
Councils. This does not however rule out the possibility of the creation of new 
and more effective agreements. This could include  
o Establishing a single management structure to direct the service in 

order to achieve efficiency and service improvement outcomes  
o Centralising the co-ordination of enforcement, including reviewing beat 

patterns, to ensure effective and efficient on-street enforcement - but 
recognising that on-street enforcement needs to be undertaken by 
CEOs based locally  

o Combined procurement arrangements for enforcement services  
o Taking advantage of new technology such as ANPR ‘Smart’ Cars  
o Place Infrastructure+ 

 
Next steps 
 
 
34. Currently work is ongoing to establish the financial baseline for the service 

before moving on to examine how the service could be commissioned in the 
future and, the estimated costs of the different options. 

 
35. Next steps also need to take account of the political processes of all the 

organisations that are involved in managing and delivering the service. 
 
36. Parking Enforcement is within scope of Place Infrastructure+ and there is 

therefore further opportunities to examine options as part of the procurement 
process for this arrangement over the forthcoming months. 

 
37. The County Council will be taking a report to Cabinet in October 2013 [confirm 

after discussion with Cllr Lawrence] 
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