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RESPONDING TO THE DEPARTMENT FOR TRANSPORT’S  

CONSULTATION ON PAVEMENT PARKING 
 

 
1. PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
1.1 This report sets out a draft response to the consultation launched on 31 August 

2020 by the Department for Transport on means to control the problems associated 
with inconsiderate pavement parking. 
 
 

2. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
2.1. It is recommended that the Transport Committee: 
 

(a) Notes the issues raised in this report in respect of the Government’s proposals 
to manage the problems of pavement parking in the context of its wider 
priorities to greatly increase levels of walking and cycling, and to create an 
accessible environment for all road users; 

 
(b) Agrees the direction of the consultation response as set out within the 

Appendix to this report; and 
 
(c) For the reasons set out in section 3.6 and 4.6, grants delegated authority to 

the Director of Policy & Strategic Commissioning, in conjunction with the 
Director of Integrated Transport and the Chair of the Transport Committee to 
finalise the response, ahead of its submission to the Department for Transport 
by the deadline of 22 November 2020. 

 
 
3. BACKGROUND 
 
3.1 On 31 August 2020, the Department for Transport (DfT) launched a consultation on 

Pavement Parking, available at the link below:- 
 

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/transport-secretary-announces-plans-to-
make-pavements-accessible-for-all  

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/transport-secretary-announces-plans-to-make-pavements-accessible-for-all
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/transport-secretary-announces-plans-to-make-pavements-accessible-for-all


 
3.2 The consultation forms part of the suite of measures to support a green, post-

COVID recovery by encouraging more people to choose active travel.  Members will 
recall the new policy and funding frameworks that support a very significant shift to 
walking and cycling as set out in a report to the last meeting of the Transport 
Committee in September 20201.   
 

3.3 The consultation draws from a review whereby a third of people with visual 
impairments and almost half of wheelchair users were not as willing to go out 
because of antisocial pavement parking.  The intent is to make the nation’s 
pavements accessible for everyone.  
 

3.4 It is also recognised that inconsiderate pavement parking leads to dangers for all 
road users and also adversely affects the appearance, safety, and structural 
condition, of kerbs, grass verges and pavements. 
 

3.5 The consultation is looking at whether a change of existing pavement parking 
legislation should occur.  The Government is proposing 3 options:  
 
1) Improving the Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) process, under which local 

authorities can already prohibit pavement parking.   
2) A legislative change to allow local authorities with civil parking enforcement 

powers to enforce against ‘unnecessary obstruction of the pavement’.  
3) A legislative change to introduce a London-style pavement parking prohibition 

throughout England. 
 
3.6 This consultation closes on 22 November 2020.   
 
 
4. RESPONDING TO THE CONSULTATION 
 
4.1 Officers from each of the constituent local authorities have been engaged in the 

development of this response via the Key Route Network Group, chaired by the 
Authority’s Key Route Network Manager.   
 

4.2 Looking at the three options set out in the consultation, the preferred approach that 
is recommended is Option 2.  This would entail a legislative change to allow local 
authorities with civil parking enforcement powers to enforce against ‘unnecessary 
obstruction of the pavement’.  
 

4.3 This option would bring additional freedoms for local authorities with civil parking 
enforcement powers to enforce against unnecessary obstruction.  This may need to 
be implemented in partnership with the Police authorities as there will be some 
situations where the obstruction is a criminal matter.  Option 2 is considered wholly 
consistent with devolution principles, and providing enabling powers to local 
authorities, to tailor their approaches and solutions in response to local need and 
circumstances is welcomed.  It would allow local areas to determine when a 
contravention would occur in the event that a minimum width (e.g. 1.5 metres) for 
pedestrians to pass became impeded. 
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https://moderngov.merseytravel.gov.uk/documents/s49097/Update%20on%20Active%20Travel%20Activity%
20in%20the%20Liverpool%20City%20Region.pdf  

https://moderngov.merseytravel.gov.uk/documents/s49097/Update%20on%20Active%20Travel%20Activity%20in%20the%20Liverpool%20City%20Region.pdf
https://moderngov.merseytravel.gov.uk/documents/s49097/Update%20on%20Active%20Travel%20Activity%20in%20the%20Liverpool%20City%20Region.pdf


 
4.4 Option 1 – improving the TRO process has merit, but progressing TROs is a time -

consuming process that carries very significant legal costs.  As a means of 
managing the problem of pavement parking, the option is not in itself considered 
sufficient and should be co-ordinated and implemented with Option 2. 
 

4.5 Option 3 – a London-style, blanket ban, is considered an unduly stringent and 
inflexible approach and liable to generate very significant revenue pressures for 
local authorities, greatly exceeding any likely levels of income fixed penalties.   
Notwithstanding the importance of tackling the problem of inconsiderate pavement 
parking, there is a risk that a blanket approach merely transfers the problem from 
pavement obstruction to carriageway obstruction.  The advantage of the option is 
that it provides certainty, but this is outweighed by its significant operational and 
practical shortcomings. 
 

4.6 In terms of the process for responding, and in view of the mismatch between the 
deadlines associated with reporting these issues to the Transport Committee and 
the actual consultation deadline, the draft set out in the Appendix is  still in the 
process of being refined.   
 

4.7 As such, members are requested to consider and endorse the  thrust of the 
response, but to grant delegated authority to the Director of Policy & Strategic 
Commissioning to complete and submit this by the deadline of 22 November 2020.  
This delegation will be exercised in conjunction with the Director of Integrated 
Transport and the Chair of the Transport Committee.   
 
 

5. RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS 
 
5.1 There are potentially significant financial and staffing implications at stake for the 

constituent local authorities, in their capacity as local highway authorities, especially 
in the event that Government chooses to implement Option 3 – a London style, 
blanket ban on parking on the pavement.   

 
5.2 There are no direct financial, staffing or IT implications for the Combined Authority 

in its strategic transport planning capacity. 
 
 
6. RISKS AND MITIGATION 
 
6.1. There are no direct risks to the Combined Authority as a result of this consultation 

response, as it is not responsible for the management or decriminalised 
enforcement of parking on the public highway.   
 

6.2. However, issues of inconsiderate pavement parking risk harming the delivery of the 
Authority’s acknowledged policies and plans to deliver high quality walking and 
cycling infrastructure across the city region and to create streets that are safe and 
accessible for all. 
 

  



 
7. EQUALITY AND DIVERSITY IMPLICATIONS 
 
 As noted, the consultation draws from a review whereby a third of people with visual 

impairments and almost half of wheelchair users were not as willing to go out 
because of antisocial pavement parking.  The intent is to make the nation’s 
pavements accessible for everyone.  The draft response appended to this report 
welcomes the principles behind this approach.  
 
 

8. PRIVACY IMPLICATIONS 
 
8.1 None. 
 
 
9. COMMUNICATION ISSUES 
 
9.1. The communication of any legislative changes arising from the consultation at a 

national and local level will be critically important, so that people fully understand 
the implications of the changes and adapt their behaviour accordingly.  The 
imposition of fines in response to unclear national policy or legislative provision will 
also lead to criticism.  

 
9.2 A blanket ban on pavement parking (Option 3) offers the advantage of being the 

clearest message in communication terms, but this is outweighed by the very 
significant resource implications associating with making such a regime workable in 
practice. 

 
 
 
10. CONCLUSION 
 
10.1 The consultation document has been developed in recognition of the fact that 

inconsiderate pavement parking can lead to dangers for all road users and also 
adversely affect the appearance, safety, and structural condition, of kerbs, grass 
verges and pavements.  The intent is to make the nation’s pavements accessible for 
everyone.  It also provides a follow-on to the Government’s recent statements and 
policies setting out its clear ambitions for mainstreaming walking and cycling. 
 

10.2 Looking at the three options set out in the consultation, the approach that is 
recommended is Option 2.  This would entail a legislative change to allow local 
authorities with civil parking enforcement powers to enforce against ‘unnecessary 
obstruction of the pavement’.  This is considered the most practical solution.  It is 
also considered consistent with devolution principles, in allowing local authorities to 
tailor their solutions in response to local need and circumstances.  
 

  



 
10.3 Members are requested to consider and endorse the principles and broad thrust of 

the response set out in the Appendix.  Delegated authority to the Director of Policy 
& Strategic Commissioning is sought, to allow the response to be refined ahead of 
its submission by the deadline of 22 November 2020.  This delegation will be 
exercised in conjunction with the Director of Integrated Transport and the Chair of 
the Transport Committee. 

 
 
 
 

KIRSTY MCLEAN 
Director of Policy and Strategic Commissioning 

 
SHANE FITZPATRICK 

Interim Director of Integrated Transport 
 
 
 
 

Contact Officer(s): 
Andrew Sawyer, Key Route Network Manager, LCRCA 
Huw Jenkins, Lead Officer – Transport Policy, LCRCA 
 
Appendix: 
Draft response to consultation 
 
Background Documents:  
None 
 
 


