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PAVEMENT PARKING – DRAFT RESPONSE BY:  
THE LIVERPOOL CITY REGION COMBINED AUTHORITY  
(Version: 26th October 2020) 
 

1. Context  
 

1.1 The Liverpool City Region Combined Authority (LCRCA) welcomes this opportunity to 
respond to the Government‟s consultation on Pavement Parking.  This response 
incorporates the views of the six constituent local authorities of Halton, Knowsley, 
Liverpool, St Helens, Sefton and Wirral councils. More detailed, technical comments 
will follow from the constituent local authorities, in support of this overarching 
response.  The draft response [is being considered] by the Combined Authority‟s 
Transport Committee on 5th November 2020. 
 

1.2 The Liverpool City Region Mayoral Combined Authority was established in May 
2017, following the election of Steve Rotheram as the LCR‟s first directly elected 
Metro Mayor. The Mayoral Combined Authority draws on new powers and funds 
made available through the 2015 Devolution Deal and follow-on deal in 2016.   

 
1.3 These powers and functions include:-  
 

a) strategic transport planning, including devolved powers over local bus and rail 
networks and strategically important local roads; 

b) economic development and regeneration, including the development of the Local 
Industrial Strategy (LIS) and a Strategic Investment Fund (SIF); 

c) housing and spatial planning powers, including the development of a statutory 
Spatial Development Strategy and new planning functions; 

d) employment and skills, including devolved Adult Education Budget and 
responsibilities and tailored support for jobseekers; 

e) the LCR is one of three sub regions chosen to pilot the Housing First approach, 
which aims to tackle homelessness in a radical new way; 

f) powers over a devolved and consolidated multi-year funding package; and 
g) cross-cutting priorities around the low carbon economy, culture and fairness & 

social justice 
 
1.4 The LCRCA‟s goal is to drive prosperity, encourage innovation and expand 

opportunities for people and communities in every part of the city region.  It will do 
this by becoming a clean, healthy and net zero carbon-emitting city region by 2040. 

 
1.5 The immediate priority for the LCRCA is addressing and responding to the 

challenges presented by the ongoing COVID-19 emergency.  The city region has 
developed its Economic Recovery Plan and which has been followed-up by a 
complementary submission to the Comprehensive Spending Review.   

 
1.6 The magnitude and impact of the COVID-19 emergency remains uncertain, as does 

the degree of scarring it could have on economy and society.   The LCRCA will  
accelerate efforts during these unprecedented times to develop recovery plans from 
the harm imposed by the pandemic.  The links between health, air quality and all 
aspects of our lives have never been more stark, and the case for change is even 
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more compelling.  This means “building back better” and not return to trends and 
assumptions of old. 

 
 
2 Views on the proposals 

 
2.1 In light of the context set out above, and the LCRCA‟s clear ambitions to “build back 

better” from the COVID-19 crisis, the LCRCA welcomes the ambition by Government 
to radically improve conditions for pedestrians and road users, and to mainstream 
walking and cycling for all the first choice.  The recognition that inconsiderate 
pavement parking is a physical barrier in achieving these aims, and a danger to road 
users alike is important.  Creating a mix of measures that help tackle problems, to 
create conditions that are conducive to making walking and cycling the travel choices 
of choice, is vitally important and is to be welcomed. 

 

2.2 The government‟s wider aims in respect of walking and cycling accord fully with those 
of the LCRCA in respect of decarbonisation, improving air quality, improving health 
and equality of access to all.  Walking and cycling are integral to these aims, as set in 
a range of delivery strategies including:-  
 

 the Combined Authority Transport Plan 

 the Local Journeys Strategy and  

 the Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan  
 

2.3 The LCWIP sets out a ten year plan of action to deliver a prioritised network of 31 
corridors and 600km of cycling and walking routes.  In addition, the LCRCA is closely 
engaged with Sustrans on developing the Liveable Neighbourhoods concept and are 
piloting an e-scooter trial within Liverpool.  Improving the safety of all road users is 
also a statutory duty, and high moral priority for the LCRCA and its constituent 
authorities. 
 

2.3 It is 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.  One of the LCR‟s smaller unitary authorities 
estimates that some 75% of its spend of nearly £2 million on pavement repairs over 
the past five years can be attributed to pavement parking.  Roads and pavements 
blighted by inconsiderately parked cars are also a barrier to walking and to cycling.  
In this new COVID-19 pandemic context, there is an added dimension that 
inconsiderate pavement parking can undermine measures to ensure social 
distancing on the pavement, by forcing pedestrians closer together than is otherwise 
safe.  
 

2.4 But the issues are complex, and challenges could equally remain if pavement parking 
is restricted in some cases.  For example, restrictions could hinder access for refuse 
and emergency service vehicles, or make access and egress to private driveways 
more difficult or dangerous.  Equally, the Liverpool City Region houses large 
numbers of traditional streets of terraced housing, and where blanket bans on 
pavement parking would not be workable, given the inherent constraints of the 

https://www.liverpoolcityregion-ca.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/LCRCA-TRANSPORT-PLAN.pdf
https://www.merseytravel.gov.uk/about-us/local-transport-delivery/Documents/Local%20Journeys%20Strategy-FINAL.pdf
https://moderngov.merseytravel.gov.uk/documents/s41660/Enc.%201%20for%20Liverpool%20City%20Region%20Local%20Cycling%20and%20Walking%20Infrastructure%20Plan.pdf
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highway infrastructure,  For all these reasons, identifying a long-term, sustainable 
and workable solution to this longstanding problem is important. 
 

2.5 The LCRCA notes the three options set out in the consultation of potential legislative 
changes:-  
 

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. 
 

2.6 The first option relating to the improvement of the TRO process has some merit.  
Indeed, updating and improving the operation and efficiency of the TRO process is a 
wider priority that extends beyond the issue of pavement parking directly.  
Progressing TROs can take between 6 - 8 weeks, dependent on the number of 
objections during consultation, and which can run to months if a proposal is 
particularly controversial.  Managing such processes is also inherently resource-
intensive for local authorities, and thus costly.  
 

2.7 There will be very significant legal costs associated with this option.  For example, 
taking a mid-sized LCR unitary authority with a resident population of 300,000 
people, and assuming that some 10% of pavements of the authority‟s pavements are 
suited for footway parking, the costs of surveying, designing and implementing 
suitable measures through legislative orders and associated signs and lines will be 
very sizeable.  Indeed it has been estimated that the cost alone of taking forward the 
required number of TROs would probably prove double the authority‟s current levels 
of spend on TROs.   On balance, as a means of managing the problems of pavement 
parking, the option is not in itself considered sufficient and should be co-ordinated 
and implemented with the second option set out in the consultation 
 

2.8 The potential impact of Option 3, and a London-style prohibition is not 
supported.  Although it has the benefit of providing clarity, and parity across England 
it 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.  The approach would require detailed, high time-
consuming surveys and audits of all streets, and necessitate the erection of 
regulatory signs to inform drivers of the prohibition, restriction or exemption.  
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 and that the dis-benefits associated 
with vehicle idling and road safety could remain, and potentially, get worse.  As noted 
above, a blanket approach may also hinder passage by larger emergency or refuse 
vehicles to otherwise narrow streets. 
 

2.9 The preference of the LCRCA and its constituent local authorities is Option 2 
and a legislative change to allow local authorities with civil parking 
enforcement powers to enforce against ‘unnecessary obstruction of the 
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pavement’.   This brings additional freedoms for local authorities with civil parking 
enforcement powers to enforce against unnecessary obstruction, especially in 
problematic hotpots.  It is noted that 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.  However, Option 2 is 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.  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.   
 

2.10 That said, as there is likely to be high demand from residents to have pavement 
parking controls implemented on roads, there would be merit in the legislation setting 
out high level principles as to where pavement parking cannot be accommodated for 
safety or operational reasons, so as to provide a framework.  Related to this, a 
national definition for “unobstructed parking”, and similarly, clarity around 
“unnecessary obstruction” at a national level needs to be consulted upon, and agreed 
with the legal profession.  This should differentiate between cities, towns and rural 
areas. This must be clear and simple for Civil Enforcement Officers (CEOs) to 
understand on-site, so that it won‟t be challenged after a Penalty Change Notice is 
issued. The guidance suggests scenarios will suffice, but experience of managing 
decriminalised parking suggests that definitions that are open to interpretation will be 
challenged leading to increased and unnecessary administrative challenges. 
 

2.11 There are a series of wider, practical or procedural considerations that will need to be 
addressed in taking forward this options, however.  Firstly, a simple and inexpensive 
system is needed to show highway users where pavement parking is prohibited. The 
guidance suggests that unnecessary obstruction will not need signs/markings, but 
this could lead to uncertainty and challenges.  The use of warning notices in place of 
Penalty Charge Notices (PCNs) is not supported either, as this will undoubtedly lead 
to challenges from offenders issued with PCN who would contend that a warning 
notice ought to have been issued.  This will make the process more complex and 
cumbersome and could place greater pressures on the Traffic Penalty Tribunal, as 
the adjudication body. 
 

2.12 The guidance suggests that there will be an exemption where it can be proved that a 
vehicle had been used for loading and unloading goods (for up to 20 minutes, or 
longer if the authority permits it).  It is considered there should be no exemption for 
this as loading/unloading vehicles are a major problem for pavement users.  A grace 
period could also lead to reasonable challenges by those issued with fines as to why 
they were not give a 20 minute free period.  Enforcing time limited legislation is also 
time consuming and inefficient as CEOs need to return to the location at the end of 
the set period. 

 

2.13 In relation to potential exemptions in Annex B to the document for breakdown or 
emergency service vehicles, highway maintenance vehicles and utility maintenance 
vehicles it is considered that this should be refined to state that the exemption should 
apply only “while working on or from the highway”.    
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2.14 Neither does the LCRCA and its partner authorities support an exemptions in Annex 
B to “postal services”.  Current working practice is for postal vans to be driven to an 
area and parked up while postal workers deliver to an area before returning and 
moving to their next area.  This practice results in postal vans being able to block 
pavements for some time and undermine the aims of the proposal. 
 

2.15 It is agreed that Blue Badge holders should not be exempted either, given that 
holders are already entitled to park on sections of the highway that are otherwise 
prohibited, and in ways that do not necessitate parking on the pavement. 
 

2.16 Finally, it is noted that there is some inconsistency in the consultation on the use of 
the options numbering, which does not aid the clarity of the consultation or the read-
across into the associated impact assessment. 
 
 

3. Conclusion 
 

To go here 

 

 


