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LONDON BOROUGH OF BRENT 
EXECUTIVE  8TH MARCH 2004 

 
FROM  THE  DIRECTOR  OF  ENVIRONMENT 

 
FOR ACTION                                  NAME OF WARDS 

ALL WARDS 
  

 
CONTROLLED PARKING ZONES 

DESIGN AND CONSULTATION and PARKING ENFORCEMENT 
(SCRUTINY COMMITTEE ROAD USE SPACE TASK GROUP) 

 
 
FP REF:  ES-03/04-152 
 
1.0 SUMMARY 
 
1.1 This report considers recommendations made by the Scrutiny Roads Task Group 

concerning: 
(a) the design and consultation process for controlled parking zones (CPZ’s) and 

details the investigations undertaken and recommendation made by officers with 
regard to reviewing procedures. 

(b) the enforcement of Controlled Parking Zones (CPZs) with regards to exercising 
discretion to cancel parking tickets in certain circumstances.  

 
2.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
2.1 That the Executive endorses the current public consultation processes used by the 

Transportation Service Unit and notes the improvements approved in March 2003  by 
the Highways Committee. 

 
2.2 That the Executive welcomes the detailed assessment of the Task Group report. 
 
2.3 That the Executive endorses the additional improvements to be made to the public 

consultation process as detailed in 8.46 (b) and (c). 
 
2.4 That the Executive decides whether the recommendations at 8.46 (a) and (d) should 

be taken forward by officers or withdrawn. 
 
2.5 That the Executive note and endorse the existing cancellation policy for PCNs set out 

in paragraphs 8.32 to 8.43 of this Report. 
 
2.6 That the Executive note officers’ concerns regarding further relaxation of the PCN 

cancellation policy, as proposed by the Task Group Report. 
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3.0 FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
3.1 The task group recommendation to set up an individual steering group for each 

scheme to facilitate consultation would require a significant increase in annual revenue 
funding to employ sufficient staff to undertake and manage these forums effectively. An 
additional six officers in the Traffic Management Section and other material resources 
would be required in order to introduce this which is estimated at an additional 
£350,000 per annum of revenue funding. 

 
3.2 A greater amount of staff time will be spent on public consultation if the additional 

procedures detailed in 8.46 (a), (b) and (c) in the report are approved. The additional 
costs of accommodating pre-consultation surveys and improved consultation material 
will be accommodated within the scheme budgets which are funded from both Capital 
and Revenue sources and are estimated to be an additional 5 - 10% of the total cost of 
the scheme. In respect of Capital funded schemes any future bids will be increased to 
include these requirements. In respect of revenue funded schemes it is likely that a 
smaller number of projects will be completed per year if the current level of revenue 
funding for CPZ schemes (£214,000) is maintained. 

 
3.3 In respect of 8.46 (d) the introduction of a cross boundary permit parking scheme will 

increase revenue costs for consultation, review and order making. It could make the 
controlled parking zones generate less income because the wider use of permits in 
neighboring zones would cause a reduction in the use of “pay and display” machines 
and increase the usage of permit holder bays. 

 
3.4 The relaxation of the current PCN cancellation policy would reduce the overall payment 

rate of PCNs issued, with the consequence of reducing income and incurring 
additional staff time in dealing with and responding to representations. 

 
 
4.0 STAFFING IMPLICATIONS 
 
4.1 The Council’s Transportation Service Unit will deal with all issues relating to public 

consultation on traffic and parking schemes. 
 
4.2 The Council’s StreetCare Service Unit manages the parking enforcement contract, 

together with the notice processing, representations, and appeals processes. 
 
 
5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
5.1 Public consultation is a key component in ensuring that all potential environmental 

issues or consequences are considered prior to schemes being implemented. 
 
6.0 LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 
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6.1 Carrying out public consultation reduces any risk of a challenge to the Council’s 
decision to proceed with a scheme on the grounds that it failed to have regard to all 
relevant considerations.    

 
7.0 DIVERSITY IMPLICATIONS 
 
7.1 All public consultation material includes a section written in the most common 

languages used in the Borough with an explanation of how more information about 
proposals can be obtained.  

 
7.2 CPZ’s take account of the requirements of the different religious organisations in the 

borough in respect of parking needs for community establishments during the design 
of projects and through the consultation process.  

 
7.3 CPZ’s take account of the needs of people with disabilities through parking 

dispensations for blue/orange badge holders in parking places which allow parking 
without charge or restriction on length of stay and through the provision of disabled 
persons parking places in order to assist the mobility impaired. The control of on street 
parking also allows greater access to crossing points and at road junctions by 
preventing obstruction at these locations in order to assist pedestrians particularly the 
blind or visually handicapped. 

 
8.0 DETAIL 
 

Background 
 
8.1 The Council’s Corporate Strategy and Environmental Services Service Development 

Plan (SDP) place great importance on consultation and communication in order to 
achieve service excellence. The way in which consultation is undertaken affects the 
perception of the service and impacts on service delivery. Given the high profile of 
CPZ schemes and the Transforming Transport agenda, which is a key theme in the 
Environment SDP, it is very important to ensure that public consultation is carried out to 
a very high standard. 

 
8.2 The Transportation Service Unit has the main responsibility within Environment for 

undertaking design and public consultation on Controlled Parking Zones. The most 
important aspect of developing CPZ schemes is taking into account the views of all 
stakeholders because proposals have the potential to affect a very wide range of 
people and their travel patterns. The list of affected stakeholders is extensive and 
includes residents, businesses, councillors, local government organisations, the 
emergency services, special needs groups, schools, religious organisations, etc. A 
very effective consultation process is needed in order to deliver schemes successfully 
and a very high proportion of the time spent on scheme development by officers is 
currently concentrated solely on this aspect. 

 
8.3 In October 2002 the Scrutiny Committee Roads Use Task Group began its own 

investigations on a number of road use related issues which included the design and 
consultation process for CPZ’s. Their investigations continued until June 2003 when a 
report was produced (extract shown in Appendix A) which reviewed current practice 
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and made a number of recommendations. The report makes comparisons with the 
neighbouring borough of Camden which is considered to have demonstrated good 
practice in this regard. This report will focus on the recommendations made by the 
Scrutiny Committee and the subsequent investigations and findings of officers in 
consideration of those recommendations. 

 
8.4 The Transportation Service Unit has also recently reviewed its own consultation 

practice for traffic and parking schemes generally. This resulted from issues raised by 
the Highways Committee during the consideration of reports on schemes and 
consultation results when contentious items arose and when points of principle needed 
to be resolved. The Highways Committee is the Council Committee with the 
responsibility for approving CPZ schemes. A report was brought by officers to the 
March 2003 meeting of the Highways Committee for consideration (Appendix B) and a 
number of proposed improvements to consultation practice were approved. 
Consideration was given to the findings of the Scrutiny Committee Roads Use Task 
Group in that report at that time. 

 
Scrutiny Committee Roads Use Task Group – Findings – Design & 
Consultation 

 
8.5 The task group recognised that Brent currently has a consultation procedure for CPZ’s 

but feels that this is only sufficient to generally fulfil the legal requirements for 
implementing schemes and is not sensitive enough for local residents. They 
highlighted the fact that, in their opinion, there is a common perception by the public 
that Brent is not completely open, honest and transparent by quoting frequently 
expressed statements such as “Brent is more preoccupied with raising revenue than 
meeting the needs of local residents”, or “the decision to implement the CPZ has 
already been made”, or “there is a one size fits all policy”. The group feels that the 
design and consultation process itself has created this perception and that it does not 
have enough safeguards to protect it from such criticisms. The group has reviewed the 
process used by the neighbouring London Borough of Camden which has overcome 
similar problems by improving its consultation procedure and they have concluded that 
this is now an example of good practice which is more inclusive and is able to dispel 
suspicion of Council motives and able to control opposition groups more effectively by 
involving the community in the design of the consultation and the design of the scheme. 
The Task Group therefore recommend that Brent should adopt a similar process which 
is more sensitive, flexible and credible. The key recommendations are detailed in the 
following paragraphs. 

 
Consultation process 

 
8.6 The task group recommendations to improve the consultation process are as follows: 
 

a) The first step is to undertake a detailed parking survey. 
b) The second step is to form a steering group comprised of single representatives 

from each community group and local councillors and to appoint a chair. The role 
of the group will be to design the scheme and consultation material in conjunction 
with officers. 

c) Questionnaires are sent to each householder shown on the Council Tax register. 



 

Executive 
8th March 2004 

Version 4.2 
25th February 2004 

 

d) An acknowledgement card is used to confirm receipt of questionnaires. 
e) Analysis is street by street. 
f) Alternative scenarios are prepared in case of the favoured scheme not being 

supported. 
g) Inform residents of final decision for their area. 
 

8.7 Detailed parking beat surveys are always undertaken prior to scheme development to 
provide engineers with data to assess parking trends. However, the undertaking of a 
survey with residents as detailed in (a) to gather initial feedback about the residents 
perception of current parking problems and expectations of the scheme is a valid idea. 
This would provide some initial information which could be discussed with ward 
councillors at the pre-design stage of the scheme. 

 
8.8 With regard to (b) it is clear that Camden has a large level of resources and staff to be 

able to offer to residents specific forums which can be created for each individual 
scheme. Paragraph 7.20 in Appendix B compares the level of resource available and 
demonstrates that Brent’s resources are insufficient to undertake the same process. 
Officers accept that the ability to undertake such forums would greatly improve the 
interaction and communication between all parties, however, it would require a greatly 
increased level of funding in order to achieve it which is unrealistic. Officers have 
successfully submitted requests for additional revenue funding to action a programme 
of CPZ reviews which has allowed an additional two officers to be employed, but it 
would require twice as many officers in the parking team as a whole to be able to 
follow Camden’s process fully, requiring the employment of an additional six officers 
and bring the size of the parking team to sixteen in total. This would be required 
because the amount of time spent by officers on organising and managing forums, 
interacting continuously with a wider number of stakeholders and accommodating 
continuously changing ideas and proposals would be very time intensive. 

 
8.9 The Transportation Service Unit does recognise that improvements are required to 

improve interaction with stakeholders and has indicated ways in which this is possible 
in paragraph 7.24 of Appendix B. The focus of these improvements is on a greater 
level of communication and involvement with ward councillors particularly at the pre-
design and post-design stages of schemes and the greater use of the Council’s area 
consultative forums to provide information and receive feedback. There is plenty of 
evidence available since March 2003 to demonstrate that a greater number of 
meetings and discussions between ward councillors and officers are now organised 
and that this approach is helping the development of schemes and improving 
interaction between officers and councillors over schemes. This has been particularly 
noticeable with the review of existing CPZ’s which are often complex and difficult to 
progress. 

 
8.10 With regard to (c) paragraph 7.15 in Appendix B explains why the Council’s property 

database is used to create a list of addresses to be included in consultations rather 
than the Council Tax register. 

 
8.11 Issues (d), (e) and (g) are already undertaken by Brent routinely with CPZ schemes. In 

addition officers are currently investigating the possibility of writing to residents who 
have not responded to a public consultation as a reminder in order to give them a 
further opportunity to respond. 
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8.12 Time and funding constraints prevent officers from preparing a range of alternatives to 

initial proposals in advance as detailed in (f) because this is not time or cost efficient. 
However, the development of alternatives is not usually necessary because the 
Transportation Unit is able to revise and amend proposals at short notice whenever 
necessary throughout the design and consultation process in order to accommodate 
the needs of local people. This method is more economical and expedient for Brent’s 
level of resources. 

 
Consultation document content 

 
8.13 The task group recommendations in respect of consultation material are as follows: 
 

h) Information - It is made clear that this is a consultation not a referendum, that the 
results will be analysed on a street by street basis, that the scheme will be altered 
within 12 months if it doesn’t work and that schemes will be reviewed every 2 
years. 

i) Seek opinions about how residents would vote if a neighbouring street became a 
CPZ. 

j) Residents asked if they want to join another zone or whether residents already in a 
zone agree with other areas being included in their zone. 

k) Seek views about the inclusion of other traffic management measures. 
 
8.14 The resident’s perception of Brent during the development and implementation of CPZ 

schemes as detailed in paragraph 7.5 of this report does need to be addressed, 
however, the extent to which people believe the types of statements described is not 
clear. Certainly opponents to the use of CPZ’s as a method of regulating parking are 
quite vociferous and well represented at Committee meetings and public forums and 
can have a great influence on other members of the public who may not have 
particularly strong views for or against proposals. The experience of officers is that it is 
necessary to make consultations more pro-active and to make clear the key messages 
and intentions of the Council very early on through all forms of media, particularly the 
consultation material. The earlier this is done the more successful the interaction with 
the public will be and the less likelihood of false information derailing the process. 
Officers are therefore continuously seeking to improve the impact and appearance of 
consultation material and this is a key objective. 

 
8.15 In issue (h) it is clear that putting across the essential pieces of information that 

residents want to know as clearly as possible is very important. Detailing the purpose 
of the consultation, the process involved, the method of evaluating results and how and 
when decisions are taken is vital and this is an area which needs to be improved. In 
addition recourse to a review of a scheme within a set period of time and a 
commitment to amending schemes which don’t work well is a key reassurance for 
residents when considering whether to support a scheme. Officers would recommend 
reviewing the way consultation material is prepared and structured in order to put 
across these key messages.   
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8.16 The question shown in (i) has been included in consultation material where large 
groups of zones have been proposed such as in Willesden for example but not in all 
consultations. It may be appropriate to include this question in all consultations where 
new zones or extensions to zones are proposed as a matter of course. However, it 
would need to be made clear in the consultation material why this question is being 
asked and how this information will influence decision making. 

 
8.17 The question shown in (j) is already included in current consultation material where 

existing CPZ’s are being reviewed or extended. This is when the issue of zoning is 
most relevant. 

 
8.18 In respect of (k) the inclusion of traffic management measures which are required to 

maximise the efficiency of the CPZ design such as one way streets for example are 
always considered and usually built into the scheme design at the consultation stage. 
However, the inclusion of more extensive traffic management measures such as traffic 
calming which are very expensive cannot be routinely accommodated within existing 
revenue budgets and this question is therefore not asked as it would raise false 
expectations of local residents. Where traffic management measures funded from the 
Capital Programme coincide with a CPZ scheme then the public consultation is 
organised to cover both projects as one and a wider range of questions is offered. 

 
Implementation 

 
8.19 The task group recommendations regarding implementation are as follows: 
 

l) CPZ’s implemented on a street by street basis. 
m) Operational hours are implemented on a street by street basis. 
n) A wide range of “pay and display” maximum stay options are available in 

commercial areas. 
o) In short duration CPZ’s, other parts of the day could operate “pay and display” 

schemes instead. 
p) Use of buffer zones where a range of permit holders are permitted. 
q) Vary size of zones. 
r) Create zones within zones. 
s) Use zones of different types and duration. 

 
8.20 In respect of (l) consultation analyses are already undertaken street by street and 

reported to committee in this format. The zone boundaries agreed by committee for a 
CPZ are based on identifying an inclusive area of support which includes streets that 
demonstrate support individually for a common proposal. 
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8.21 In respect of (m) it is not recommended that operational hours be tailored to the needs 
of individual streets. Using different operational hours of operation for parking places 
within the same CPZ is not possible under the current traffic regulations. This is why a 
CPZ zone entry sign indicates the common operational hours for all the streets within 
the zone. For example if two neighbouring streets had different hours of operation they 
could not be included in the same CPZ together and would effectively have to become 
two separate CPZ’s with different zone identifiers. This variability would be very 
confusing for road users, create an excess of traffic signing, limit the use of permits to 
that street only and make enforcement duties more complex and difficult for the parking 
enforcement contractor potentially leading to a higher number of PCN’s issued 
incorrectly. It is likely that an excess of mini CPZ’s would be created which would 
become unmanageable because residents would probably choose different times for 
their streets if they were permitted to make this choice. This would also lead to 
problems of parking displacement potentially occurring between streets where different 
operating hours were chosen to resolve the same basic problem. In the opinion of 
officers this level of choice for residents would become counter productive and would 
result in more problems being created than are solved. There is evidence to suggest 
that Camden are having these types of problems already and that they are having to 
regularise operating hours in certain areas of their CPZ schemes as a consequence. 

 
8.22 The basic principle adopted by Brent is to identify the groups of streets which share a 

common problem and to provide a common solution which is accepted by a majority of 
the people in those streets. This is ultimately a more equitable, effective and relevant 
way of progressing schemes which has a good track record and is in the best interests 
of residents and local people. It is worth noting that during public consultations in the 
programme of CPZ scheme reviews undertaken during the last year residents have not 
requested any significant changes to existing schemes and have indicated a generally 
favourable degree of satisfaction with existing schemes. This would seem to suggest 
that the schemes developed initially have been well prepared, taken account of local 
opinion and been well received in general since they became operational. 

 
8.23 In respect of (n) a wide range of “pay and display” options are already offered in 

commercial areas of existing CPZ’s. Maximum duration stays of 1 hour, 2 hours and 4 
hours are currently used and the location and duration of such bays are provided on the 
basis of local needs identified at the consultation stage. 

 
8.24 In respect of (o) it is unlikely that this type of proposal would be supported by residents. 

In general short duration CPZ’s are targeted at preventing commuter parking and are 
intended to minimise the operational hours of the CPZ needed to achieve this. This is 
because in general residents don’t wish to see parking restrictions imposed when they 
perceive that they are not necessary. In order to introduce “pay and display” parking at 
other times of the day would simply extend the operational hours of the CPZ and 
become an additional hindrance to local people which is unlikely to be supported. It is 
possible that the statement “Brent is more preoccupied with raising revenue than 
meeting the needs of local residents” could be cited more frequently if this type of 
policy were introduced. For this reason officers would suggest that CPZ’s are focussed 
on resolving a specific problem, that the measures proposed clearly address that 
problem and that public support is demonstrated. 
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8.25 In respect of (p) buffer zones or areas where permits from different areas can be used 
in the same street have been created in Brent in isolated areas. These are generally 
on individual streets which are on a common boundary between zones. For example 
Lydford Road which is the boundary between the “MA” zone and “MW” zone has 
parking places which allow permits from both zones to park. In addition main shopping 
streets like High Road, Willesden for example which also form a boundary between 
zones (“GC” zone and “GH” zone in this case) do not have any permit parking on the 
High Road but residents / businesses with addresses in the High Road are able to 
choose the zone for which they wish to purchase permits. These types of arrangements 
are generally determined by the specific circumstances of the zone and are only 
introduced to meet local requirements as required. 

 
8.26 In respect of (q) the size of zones are determined by the extent of a common problem 

and by resident choice at the consultation stage. The size of zones varies widely as a 
consequence. 

 
8.27 In respect of (r) the Highways Committee have previously considered extending the 

use of permits within groups of zones in December 2001, however, the Committee did 
not approve a trial of this type of operation at that time. It was felt that the programme of 
CPZ’s was still in its infancy and because a large number of new CPZ’s were still to be 
introduced the effect of these was difficult to determine and would make any decisions 
on this issue premature. It was decided that this issue should be considered at a future 
date when the extent of CPZ’s and the effect of their operation was more complete and 
stable. The zone identifiers for all new CPZ’s and those in the south of the borough, 
which has the greatest proliferation of schemes, now have a two letter reference which 
could permit the introduction of this type of operation in the future. The first letter could 
be used to specify common areas for sharing permits such as “K?” for Kilburn and 
Kensal, “M?” for Mapesbury, “G?” for Cricklewood and Willesden and “H?” for 
Harlesden. The report in Appendix C gives details of the proposals put to the Highways 
Committee in December 2001.  

8.28 The view of officers is that a trial of this type of operation would be the best way to 
evaluate it and to see if local people would consider it of benefit and members may 
wish to consider whether this would be an appropriate time to consider a trial in view of 
the Task Group recommendations. However, Members attention is also drawn to the 
potential risks of parking displacement occurring between zones as a result of the 
wider use of permits being permitted (even on a short stay basis in another zone) 
which could disadvantage people living close to local amenities such as shops, 
stations, religious establishments, etc. This problem is already a concern in some 
zones, particularly with stations, which have become quite large and suffer a problem 
of internal commuting without any system of wider permit access operating at the 
moment. These types of problems would almost certainly be exacerbated as a 
consequence. 
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8.29 In respect of (s) a number of different types of zones with different operating hours are 
already used. In the best value review of the Transportation and Parking Service it was 
recommended that the standardisation of a range operating hours tailored to specific 
types of area problem be established to improve the consistency of the service as 
there was a risk of having too many variations which could become confusing and hard 
to manage. Consequently all new schemes within the last 12 months have now followed 
a consistent set of options which are offered to residents at the consultation stage. 
During consultations there are always requests for different sets of operating hours 
from residents and a wide range of variables. It is becoming increasingly difficult for 
officers to strike a balance between offering choices to residents and maintaining a 
consistent and manageable set of operating times across the borough. In addition to 
this officers have been requested by the Highways Committee to investigate very short 
duration schemes (1 or 2 hour duration per day) to tackle commuter parking and bring 
a report to a future meeting and this is currently being investigated. 

 
Scrutiny Committee Roads Use Task Group – Findings – Parking Enforcement 

 
8.30 The detailed recommendations of the Task Group relating to Parking Enforcement 

were: 
 

• That the Council should draw up a structured policy on exercising its discretion to 
cancelling Penalty Charge Notices (PCNs); 

• The Council should consider, in addition to a policy for all PCNs to drivers with 
extenuating circumstances, exercising its discretion to cancel parking tickets 
according to the following test: 
o Any individual who has been given a parking ticket should be able t o apply to 

have the PCN cancelled if he/she can show that they possessed a valid parking 
permit for the zone in which the vehicle was parked; 
AND either: 

o at the time of parking the vehicle, he/she had a legitimate reason for not being 
able to display the permit: OR 

o he/she parked the vehicle in a pay and display area not reserved for resident 
permit holders; OR 

o he/she was using a different vehicle to the one covered by the permit because 
the vehicle for which the permit was issued was out of use. 

 
8.31 Officers provided evidence and information to the Task Group during the course of its 

work and agree that there needs to be a structured policy on the use of local discretion 
in responding to representations from motorists who receive a PCN. It is important, 
however, to recognise that discretion already exists and is regularly exercised. 

 
Officer response to the Task Group recommendations on Parking 
Enforcement 

 
8.32 In addition to the policy for considering extenuating circumstances in case of all PCNs 

issued, the Task Group recommends further tests in exercising its discretion to cancel 
parking tickets issued to resident permit holders. 
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8.33 It is a primary condition of the parking permit for residents that it must be displayed on 
the vehicle to which it relates as required by the Traffic Management Orders. This is 
made clear on the letters sent to the residents with the permit. The permit is vehicle 
specific so it does not require moving from the vehicle once affixed in holders which 
are also provided by the Council especially for the permit.  

 
8.34 Given this background, Officers believe that the Council already has a positive Policy 

of discretion to cancel parking tickets issued to resident permit holders who park 
without displaying the permit. It should be noted that the Policy has evolved over time, 
but has not been formally endorsed or approved. 

 
8.35 The existing Policy according to the tests highlighted by the Task Group is as follows:- 
         

“If an individual can show that he/she had a valid resident permit for the zone 
at the time of parking without displaying the permit, it is already the Council's 
policy to let the individual off, i.e., to cancel the PCN with a warning letter on 
first offence.  Furthermore, the warning letters can cover more than one PCN 
issued for the same offence over a number of days because the resident 
permit holder has not moved the vehicle. This policy applies when parked in 
both resident and dual purpose parking bays, designated for the use of 
resident and pay display parking”.  

 
8.36 The extent of the Council's existing considerate approach on this point is clearly 

demonstrated by the significant number of warning letters issued instead of enforcing 
PCNs that have been issued. In 2003 alone, over 1100 such letters (over 20 each 
week, on average) were issued (including more cases where a resident had been 
issued with more than one PCN).  

 
8.37 However, in spite of warning letters many residents continue to park illegally and 

officers feel that the Task Group’s more lenient approach would encourage further and 
deliberate flouting of the regulations and could make it more difficult and costly (loss of 
income and extra costs of dealing with representations from motorists) to enforce 
parking regulations in CPZs. 

 
8.38 Other key points of the existing Policy are: 
 
 
8.39 “If a resident permit holder is parked in a pay and display area not reserved for 

resident permit holders, it is not the Council's policy (consistent with other 
London boroughs) to cancel the PCN”. 

 
8.40 Officers consider this to be a more serious infringement of parking regulations which 

results in fewer parking spaces for non-permit holders which in turn reduces available 
space for visitors and other non-residents. The cancellation of PCNs issued to permit 
holders parked in pay and display bays not reserved for residents would compound the 
adverse effect on meter income. 

 
8.41 “If a resident permit holder has to use a different vehicle to one covered by the 

permit because the vehicle for which the permit was issued is out of service, 
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the Council can issue a temporary free of charge permit to cover the different 
vehicle”.  

 
8.42 As an example, if a resident's vehicle is in for a service the Council has a policy to 

provide a temporary permit to cover the courtesy vehicle. 
 
 
8.43 In summary, officers strongly believe that the current approach is mindful of the parking 

needs of the resident and, as outlined, represents a considerate policy of cancellation 
of PCNs issued to permit holders. Any further relaxation of policy would lead to 
reduction in income and an increase in expenditure in additional resources to process 
the extra cancellations. 

 
 

Conclusion – Design & Consultation 
 
8.44 The findings of the task group have not highlighted much detail in respect of Brent’s 

current practice and there is no evaluation or comparison of performance other than to 
indicate that some bad press is a general indication of how Brent’s consultation 
process is perceived. A focus on the negative press surrounding consultations does 
not, however, give the full picture and has overlooked many of the positive aspects of 
Brent’s performance and the considerable effort made by officers to continuously 
improve the consultation process through benchmarking and self assessment of 
performance. The report in Appendix B gives a detailed assessment of Brent’s 
consultation process, compares practices with other local authorities, details the 
strengths and weaknesses of Brent and details improvements to be made which have 
now been put into practice during the last year with some success. The Committee are 
asked to note the findings and recommendations in the report in Appendix B.  

 
8.45 The assessment of the Task Group report highlights the flexibility that officers have 

demonstrated during the development of schemes and considering variations and 
amendments in order to satisfy local requirements, the degree of ingenuity to adapt 
schemes to local circumstances and a good level of satisfaction demonstrated when 
schemes have been reviewed. It is also clear that many of the recommendations made 
by the task group are already being put into practice and are a part of the consultation 
process already. 

 
8.46 The main areas for improvement which the Executive should consider as a result of the 

assessment of the Task Group report which have not been covered in previous reports 
are as follows: 

 
a) To undertake an initial survey with residents to gather initial feedback about the 

resident’s perception of current parking problems and expectations of the scheme 
before design work has commenced. The questionnaire is to be endorsed by ward 
councillors and the results of the survey are to be discussed with ward councillors at 
the pre-design stage of the scheme. 
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b) Improve the impact and appearance of consultation material to make clear the key 
messages and intentions of the Council particularly detailing the purpose of the 
consultation, the process involved, the method of evaluating results, how and when 
decisions are taken and recourse to a review of a scheme within a set period of 
time and a commitment to amending schemes which don’t work well. 

 
c) Include a question in consultation documents which seeks opinions about how 

residents would react if a neighbouring street became a CPZ. 
 

d) To undertake a trial of a cross boundary permit scheme as detailed in the report in 
Appendix C to evaluate the merits of that mode of operation and the benefits to 
local people. 

 
 

Conclusion – Parking Enforcement 
 
8.47 Officers believe that the components of the existing cancellation policy outlined in 

paragraphs 8.32 to 8.43 of this Report represent a balanced and considerate policy. 
 
8.48 Officers do not believe that extending the discretion already available, as proposed by 

the Task Group, would improve the clarity, fairness, or enforceability of parking 
regulations. Indeed, the likely consequences would include lack of clarity and 
consistency, loss of income, increased expenditure, and a service that becomes more 
difficult to enforce. 

 
8.49 The Task Group rightly sets out the stated aims of the parking enforcement regime and 

these explicitly do not refer to financial considerations. However, the Council’s budget 
includes projections for parking account income and this is based, amongst other 
things, on existing policies and procedures. Relaxing the existing policy for using local 
discretion would have the effect of reducing budgeted parking account surpluses 
through loss of income and additional expenditure as noted above. 

 
 
9.0 BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

 
9.1 Details of Documents: 
 

Scrutiny Committee Roads Use Task Group report (Appendix A) 
Environment Service Development Plan 
Public Consultation Procedures for Traffic and Parking Schemes report – March 2003 
Highways Committee (Appendix B) 
Review Of Cross Boundary Permit Parking Within Local Communities report – 
December 2001 Highways Committee (Appendix C) 
 

9.2 Any person wishing to inspect the above papers should contact David Eaglesham 
Head of traffic Management, Transportation Service Unit, Brent House, 349-357 High 
Road, Wembley, Middlesex HA9 6BZ,Telephone: 020 8937 5140 
 
Richard Saunders    
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Director of Environment 
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Controlled Parking Zones - Design And Consultation 
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Controlled Parking Zones - Design And Consultation 
APPENDIX B 

 
 

PUBLIC CONSULTATION PROCEDURES FOR TRAFFIC AND PARKING SCHEMES 
 

 
1.0 SUMMARY 
 
1.1 This report advises Members about how public consultations on traffic and parking 

schemes are undertaken, reviews current practice and recommends revised 
procedures to be adopted to make improvements. 

 
2.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
2.1 That Committee notes the current public consultation processes used by the 

Transportation Service Unit and the improvements made in recent years. 
 
2.2 That Committee endorses the key principles adopted for the main phase of 

consultation for schemes. 
 
2.3 That Committee notes the improvements suggested by officers to improve the public 

consultation process. 
 
2.4 That Committee agrees to adopt the standard procedure set out in Appendix E for all 

future schemes. 
 
3.0 FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
3.1 A greater amount of staff time will be spent on public consultation if the additional 

procedures detailed in the report are approved. The additional costs involved will be 
accommodated within the scheme budgets. 

 
4.0 STAFFING IMPLICATIONS 
 
4.1 The Council’s Transportation Service Unit will deal with all issues relating to public 

consultation on traffic and parking schemes. 
 
5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
5.1 Public consultation is a key component in ensuring that all potential environmental 

issues or consequences are considered prior to schemes being implemented. 
 
6.0 LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
6.1 Carrying out public consultation reduces any risk of a challenge to the Council’s 

decision to proceed with a scheme on the grounds that it failed to have regard to all 
relevant considerations.    
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7.0 DETAIL 
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Controlled Parking Zones - Design And Consultation 
APPENDIX B continued 

 
Background 
 
7.1 The Transportation Service Unit has the main responsibility within Environmental 

Services for undertaking traffic and parking scheme based public consultations. 
 
7.2 Undertaking public consultation and considering the views of all stakeholders is one of 

the most important aspects of scheme development. Proposals have the potential to 
affect a very wide range of people and their travel patterns and consequently the 
consultation process needs to be very effective in order to deliver schemes 
successfully. The list of affected stakeholders is extensive and includes residents, 
businesses, councillors, local government organisations, the emergency services, 
special needs groups, schools, religious organisations, etc. 

 
7.3 The Council’s Corporate Strategy and Environmental Services Service Development 

Plan (SDP) place great importance on consultation and communication in order to 
achieve service excellence. Clearly the way in which consultation is undertaken will 
affect the perception of the service and impact on service delivery. Given the high 
profile of traffic schemes and the Transforming Transport agenda, which is a key 
theme in the SDP, it is therefore very important to ensure that public consultation is 
carried out to a very high standard. 

 
Different types of scheme consultation 
 
7.4 A very wide range of projects is progressed by the Transportation Service unit and 

there is no one standard consultation procedure for all. There are a number of different 
classes of project undertaken which can be roughly broken down into three basic 
types, determined by the general objectives of the scheme and the range of resident 
choice involved. 

 
7.5 These are categorised as follows: 
 

• Major schemes (area based CPZ's, traffic calming, 20mph zones or route based 
cycle network, bus priority schemes). These are schemes where Highways 
Committee approves schemes on the basis of the results of consultation. In general 
larger communities are affected and schemes have wider consequences reflected 
by a higher level of resident choice being involved. Consultation material will 
include a pre-paid return questionnaire with a range of key questions. Results of 
consultation are reported to the Highways Committee for decision-making. 



 

Executive 
8th March 2004 

Version 4.2 
25th February 2004 

 

Controlled Parking Zones - Design And Consultation 
APPENDIX B continued 

 
• Essential schemes (Safer routes to school, local safety schemes, pedestrian 

crossings, etc.) These types of schemes are generally focused on improving the 
safety and well being of all road users and are often statutory requirements. 
Committee are advised of work programmes at the start of the financial year and 
requested to authorise the Director of Transportation to manage the delivery of 
schemes. Consultation material involves the use of pre-paid reply comment forms 
to use feedback to refine proposals rather than decide on their format. A good 
example is the local safety schemes programme, which is focused towards 
reducing the number of road traffic accidents and is a statutory requirement for all 
local authorities. The choice of design is based purely on technical considerations 
in terms of what is the most effective way to reduce accidents with limited resident 
choice. 

 
• Minor schemes (Pedestrian refuges, Disabled Persons Parking Places, 

Localised parking controls, etc.) There is an ongoing workload of numerous small 
schemes of a very localised nature. Consultation material is in the form of letters 
with accompanying information requesting comments or observations on 
proposals. Authority to undertake all aspects of these work programmes is 
delegated to the Director of Transportation. The Highways Committee approves 
any procedures followed in undertaking these works where they are required. A 
good example is the borough programme for implementing Disabled Persons 
Parking Places. 

 
7.6 Typical examples of the different styles of consultation material circulated to residents 

and businesses can be seen in Appendices A, B & C which highlight the main 
differences in consultation for different types of scheme. These classifications will be 
referred to in the report. 

 
Current practice 
 
7.7 The development and progression of traffic management schemes is a complex and 

systematic process. Regardless of the size and nature of the scheme the various 
stages of the process are basically as follows: 

 
• Feasibility 
• Design 
• Public consultation 
• Scheme approval (major schemes) 
• Statutory consultation (legal requirements) 
• Implementation 

 
7.8 The key consultation stages during the life of a project can be summarised in three 

main groups as follows: 
 

Pre-design consultation 
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• Meetings with stakeholders (to identify any issues which are perceived as 
important and need to be considered during the design stage) 



 

Executive 
8th March 2004 

Version 4.2 
25th February 2004 

 

Controlled Parking Zones - Design And Consultation 
APPENDIX B continued 

 
 

Post-design consultation 
• Traffic Liaison meeting (to discuss ideas with the emergency services and public 

transport bodies) 
• Public consultation documents with questionnaires (to seek views about proposals 

the Council is putting forward to assist Council Committee's to make decisions) 
• Arranged public exhibitions (to seek opinions about proposals face to face with the 

public) 
 

Post-approval consultation 
• Traffic Regulation Orders (the legal processes required to actually implement the 

restrictions in the proposals which have statutory consultation requirements) 
 
7.9 At the pre-design stage if there are active local residents or business associations in 

the locality then contact is made to discuss with them proposals at an early stage in the 
design process. This may or may not involve ward councillors. This approach is only 
possible where such organisations exist and in many cases there are no local 
associations. However, where early contact with local associations has been made the 
process of developing schemes has been very successful because it encourages 
scheme ownership by the local community and a greater understanding of the rationale 
for the scheme. Also, good communications exist between Principal Officers and 
community representatives, which are maintained through the process and help to 
resolve any difficulties more easily. In general the main public consultation and statutory 
consultation stages become significantly easier to progress where a consensus of 
opinion over the scheme design exists early on in the process. This is considered to 
be the most essential element to developing successful schemes and officers make full 
use of the available opportunities. 

 
7.10 The main stage of consultation is post design where a proposal has been formulated 

and views about the detail of the proposal are being sought. Brent's current technique 
is to prepare a consultation document comprising of two sheets, one with information 
to be retained about the proposals by the stakeholder and the other to be returned 
which is in the form of a pre paid return questionnaire and/or comment form. The 
information leaflet provides a summary of the main issues and proposals and includes 
a user-friendly plan to show the scheme. The questionnaire includes appropriate 
questions and/or space to make comments about the scheme depending on the nature 
of the proposals, which will help officers or the Highways Committee to make 
decisions as appropriate. The material is sent out to all properties directly affected by 
the proposals using addresses supplied from the Council's property database, which 
is regularly updated and accurate. Envelopes are marked to indicate that this is 
important consultation material so that it is not mistaken for junk mail. The use of hand 
delivery by staff or contractors is no longer undertaken because it is not cost effective 
in terms of staff time and deliveries are less reliable with higher instances of residents 
informing us that material was not delivered. Prior to sending out consultation material 
local ward councillor's opinions on the material are sought about 1/2 weeks 
beforehand. 
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7.11 In the case of major schemes presented to committee an analysis of the consultation 

returns is carefully monitored for accuracy and analysed on a street-by-street basis for 
each question. This information is presented to the Committee in reports for action 
seeking approval. The main focus is to ensure the consultation process has been 
undertaken correctly and reflect the views of the local community in order to make the 
decision making process more effective. 

 
7.12 The post approval stage is a standard statutory consultation undertaken as part of legal 

requirements set down in The Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 (traffic regulation 
orders) or the Highways Act. The traffic order making consultation involves the statutory 
minimum consisting of adverts in the London Gazette and local newspapers and the 
erection of street notices. These notices indicate a set time period for receiving formal 
objections and representations regarding approved proposals. In general the previous 
stages of consultation mentioned are used to develop the proposal into a form that has 
majority support first before getting to this stage, which is really the start of the 
implementation process. Objections or representations made at this stage must be in 
writing and are generally considered on material grounds only. Only when a large 
number of objections are received, demonstrating a lack of confidence in the approved 
proposal, will objections not based on material grounds require re-consultation. The 
main focus of this report is therefore on the pre and post design stages because if 
these are undertaken well then the post approval stage is much less likely to be 
challenged. 

 
7.13 Communication is of vital importance to the consultation process because the public 

need to be aware of the consequences of the consultation and how they will be 
affected. Following the main phase of public consultation and scheme approval at 
Committee the remaining stages of the process therefore focus more on effective 
communication and keeping stakeholders informed. Information letters or leaflets are 
posted to all premises in the same area as the main consultation. For major schemes 
such as CPZ’s for example there are the following key stages: 

 
• Informing stakeholders of the results of consultation and the Committee’s decision.  
• Informing stakeholders about the traffic order making process (statutory consultation), 

what it is for, how long it takes and what there right to objection is. 
• Informing stakeholders of the implementation programme. 
• In the case of CPZ’s providing information on how they operate and sending permit 

application forms in advance of the operational date. 
 
7.14 The current procedure has not been formally adopted by the Committee but has been 

developed by officers with input from Committee over the last two years through a 
particular focus on CPZ schemes where consultation is very important. 
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Key principles of the public consultation stage 
 
7.15 There are particular principles that have evolved during the development of the current 

consultation procedure which are fundamental to ensuring that the process is 
consistent, fair, equal and meaningful and provides above all accurate information to 
facilitate decision-making. These are as follows: 

 
• Prior consultation with statutory bodies before wider public consultation 

(emergency services, transport bodies, etc.) This is to ensure our partner 
authorities or bodies endorse proposals put into the public domain. There have 
been instances in the past where proposals had not had prior input from the 
emergency services and unrealistic expectations in the local community had been 
raised. This can be very damaging to the credibility of the local authority if changes 
have to be made as a consequence. 

• The circulation of consultation material to directly affected premises only. 
This ensures that the stakeholders who will live or work directly with the immediate 
consequences of the proposals have the greatest say about influencing those 
proposals where those choices are available. Proposals also affect the travelling 
public but the majority of those may not live or work with the consequences of 
proposals and are therefore only indirectly effected. In the case of CPZ’s the extent 
of the scheme boundary is largely driven by consultation results and public opinion 
and a wider area is generally subject to consultation than the resulting CPZ  zone 
where one is approved.  

• Each address receives only one consultation document and is permitted 
one response to the consultation. In the past consultation material was posted 
using personalised addresses from the electoral roll and business register and this 
created a number of problems. Firstly, a large number of addresses were missing 
due to non registration, and secondly, a tendency for results to be biased towards 
dwellings with a greater number of people. This gave unsatisfactory results and was 
criticised at the former Transportation sub Committee meetings. The one address / 
one response principle has now been adopted in recent years and has allowed 
more accurate results which reflect the mood of the local community. For 
consultation purposes a premises is considered to be a location which has a 
unique postal address which will be permitted one response to the consultation. 
Experience has shown that in general families, organisations and other groups 
based around an address tend to vote collectively. The use of the property services 
database for addresses has dramatically reduced the number of premises that 
report non receipt of consultation material and an increased response rate to 
consultations. 
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• Questionnaires must include a sufficient range of relevant and direct 

questions that are consistent. The level of questions will reflect the range of 
resident choice available and should be a style of questioning which is universally 
applied across all scheme consultations (by types of scheme) in the interests of 
equality and fairness. The type of questions should be designed to give meaningful 
results that will assist effective decision-making. Market research styles of 
questioning where the degree of satisfaction or non-satisfaction is requested are 
not direct enough for this purpose and Yes / No type responses to the key 
questions or multiple choice are favoured. Comment forms are also provided to 
allow respondents the flexibility to answer points or raise issues in their own way 
without being constrained by the questionnaire. 

 
7.16 These principles have proved very robust so far in providing accurate information to 

assist decision-making at Committee and enable a position to be justified. This is 
particularly the case with CPZ schemes where intense pressure for and against a 
scheme can be lobbied and make the responsibility for making decisions difficult. The 
reliability and quality of the consultation results is therefore especially important to act 
as a guide to the overall opinion of the community. Committee are therefore 
recommended to approve these key principles for the main phases of public 
consultation. 

 
Comparison of consultation processes 
 
7.17 The Transportation Service Unit is currently subject to a Best Value Review and 

consultation and communication has been highlighted as a key area. The need to 
compare and challenge the way in which we undertake our business is fundamental to 
the review. A meeting with our neighbouring London Borough of Harrow was 
undertaken as a part of the review in November / December 2002 to compare 
consultation techniques, examples of consultation material and consultation response 
rates. The main findings of that research were as follows: 

 
• There is a four-stage consultation procedure adopted for CPZ's (1 Stakeholders 

meetings, 2 Main consultation, 3 Follow up consultation if results contentious, 4 
traffic orders - statutory consultation). 

• Consultation material is prepared in-house (typically copies of the actual 
engineering drawings are used with an accompanying letter). 

• The response rates for CPZ's typically achieve 20% - 25%.  
• Analysis of results is street-by-street 
• Harrow does not consult on Local Safety Schemes at all and only provide 

information about proposals. 
 

7.18 Harrow does have a consultation procedure for CPZ's but not for other types of project. 
The response rates being achieved were generally lower than those in Brent. Although 
Brent has not previously had an adopted consultation procedure currently it is 
considered that consultation practice is currently more consistent and effective. 
Appendix D gives detail of response rates to consultations by Brent for comparison. 
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7.19 At the last Scrutiny Task Group held on 26th February 2003 feedback on public 

consultation techniques concerning Controlled Parking Schemes employed by the 
London Borough of Camden were considered. Camden is considered to be a 
Borough that is committed to good public consultation and has adopted a 
comprehensive process to carry this out. Many of the relevant points highlighted as 
good practice by Camden are identified below. 

 
• Invite one representative from all local groups to discuss methods and process of 

consultation. 
• To form a steering group comprised of officers and local representatives for the 

project. 
• Produce questionnaires of typically 14 questions. 
• Questionnaires sent to addresses on Council Tax register. 
• Questions include option to indicate alternative view if neighbouring street supports 

CPZ. 
• Wider area consulted than resulting scheme approved. 
• Typical response rates of 30% - 50% for CPZ's. 
• Typical response rates of 15% - 20% for general traffic management schemes. 
• Analysis street by street. 
• No consultant's used at public meetings. 
• Results presented to Member's street by street. 
• Guaranteed re-consultation in streets which opt out. 
• Post implementation review / consultation is undertaken. 

 
7.20  Brent has adopted many of the good practice points above already as a result of on-

going communication between officers of the two neighbouring authorities over CPZ 
schemes in recent years, and this authority has benefited from feedback from 
Camden. The main differences between the authorities, however, involve the early and 
latter stages of the projects. More pre-consultation work is undertaken to involve the 
local community and set up working parties and a more pro-active review of schemes 
after they are implemented. This is mainly because of the considerably greater level of 
resource available to Camden. The table below gives some indication of the 
differences. Appendix D gives detail of response rates to consultations by Brent for the 
purpose of comparison. 

 
Resource and output Brent Camden 
Staffing (dedicated to 
parking schemes) 

8 staff 13 staff 

Funding Mainly TfL funds through 
BSP and CCS 

Combination of large 
parking account surplus 
(£12,000,000) and TfL 
funds 

Schemes (progressed in last 
12 months) 

Approx. 20 small/medium 
size zones 

2/3 large sized zones 
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7.21 During the course of 2002/2003 transportation consultants have also been used to 

assist with the design and distribution of consultation material at periods of high 
workload. Experience has shown that the quality of consultation material prepared and 
reliability of distributing consultation material is much better when managed in-house. 
The costs of undertaking consultation in-house are also lower. 
 

Evaluation  
 
7.22 Brent’s existing practice has a number of good points, which should be endorsed and 

maintained. These are as follows: 
 

• Wherever possible there is pro-active involvement with resident and business 
associations to foster good relations, feedback, scheme ownership and an 
understanding of the objectives. 

• Robust consultation techniques producing accurate results, good response rates 
which assist effective decision-making. 

• A programme of continuous improvement through self-assessment. 
• Good post consultation communication developed through the delivery of CPZ 

schemes. 
• Consistent procedures and practice. 

 
7.23 There are some areas of weakness with Brent’s current practice that have been 

highlighted through officers own ongoing self-assessment of public consultations and 
through considering practices used by other local authorities as described above. A 
number of issues have been identified and are summarised as follows: 
 
• Ward councillors are not made aware of the work programmes at the beginning of 

the financial year and are sometimes taken by surprise by consultation on major 
schemes. 

• There is insufficient use of the area consultative forums and some criticisms have 
been made about the reactive reporting of major schemes often after the main 
public consultation. 

• There is inconsistent pro-active consultation at early stages of scheme 
development with ward councillors. Pro-active consultation is currently geared 
mainly towards high profile schemes only such as CPZ’s. 

• Committee decisions made are not routinely communicated to the public and 
again are usually done for high profile schemes only such as CPZ’s. 

• The public get confused about the differences between informal and formal 
consultation (statutory) and the timescales and process involved. 

• The Council website is not used and comments from members of the public have 
increased with the wider use of the Internet in recent years. 

• There is insufficient consultation internally with other Council departments. 
• No consultation is routinely undertaken after a scheme is completed. 
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7.24 The main improvements which need to be incorporated into the current procedure are 

as follows: 
 

• Advising all stakeholders when work programmes are initiated (Ward councillors, 
Area Consultative Forum steering groups, other Council departments and 
emergency services and transport operators). 

• More actively involving Ward councillors at the pre-design and post-design stages 
of all types of project. 

• Encourage feedback on projects from other Council departments at an early stage 
of design. 

• Using the consultative forums to provide updates on scheme designs and the 
outcomes of public consultation and to receive feedback. 

• Keeping stakeholders well informed about where they are in the post consultation 
stages of projects (Consultation results, Committee decisions, and statutory 
consultation). 

• Make greater use of the Council’s website for details of consultation material and 
the results of consultation. 

• Undertaking consultation after a scheme has been completed to assess public 
opinion about their effectiveness. 

• Development of local performance indicators to assess response rates to public 
consultations and the level of objections to statutory consultations in order to 
monitor and maintain standards. (See Appendix D) 

• That the distribution and circulation of all consultation material and 
communications with the public is undertaken in-house. 

 
Proposed procedure 
 
7.25 A public consultation procedure has been developed taking into account all the 

findings of this report, which is shown in Appendix E. This procedure incorporates 
existing good practice undertaken by Brent and the improvements highlighted in this 
report. The Committee is recommended to approve the new procedure, which would 
come into effect for schemes included in the 2003/2004 work programme. 
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Appendix A - Example of Major scheme consultation material 
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Appendix B - Example of Essential scheme consultation material 
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Appendix C - Example of Minor scheme consultation material 
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Appendix D - Response rates to public consultations in 2002/2003 
undertaken by the Transportation Service Unit 

 
July 2002 Highways Committee 
Woodgrange Avenue closure      46% 
GM zone Cricklewood CPZ      20% 
KR extension zone Kensal CPZ      23% 
KB zone review Kilburn CPZ      23% 
KC zone review Kilburn CPZ      9% 
KQ zone review Kilburn CPZ      29% 
K zone review Kilburn CPZ      13% 
Brondesbury Road area 20mph zone     18% 
Dyne Road area 20mph zone      16% 
Safer Routes to school Lyon Park scheme    21% 
Rugby Avenue area traffic calming     35% 
Neasden Town Centre improvements     10% 
 
September 2002 Highways Committee 
NT zone Neasden CPZ       (44%) 
NS zone Neasden CPZ       (16%) 
GB zone Willesden CPZ       (25%) 
GC zone Willesden CPZ       (21%) 
GD zone Willesden CPZ       (19%) 
GH zone Willesden CPZ       (18%) 
GS zone Willesden CPZ       (12%) 
SH zone Sudbury CPZ       21% 
ST zone Sudbury CPZ       19% 
Purves Road area 20mph zone      17% 
Kingsbury Town Centre improvements     29% 
 
December 2002 Highways Committee 
SH zone Sudbury re-consultation  CPZ     25% 
ST zone Sudbury re-consultation  CPZ     23% 
KS zone Sudbury re-consultation  CPZ     44% 
NS zone Sudbury re-consultation  CPZ     17% 
YK zone Kingsbury CPZ       41% 
KL zone Kensal CPZ       38% 
GB zone Willesden re-consultation CPZ    27% 
GC zone Willesden re-consultation CPZ    19% 
GD zone Willesden re-consultation CPZ    22% 
GH zone Willesden re-consultation CPZ    22% 
MW zone extension Mapesbury CPZ     45% 
HW zone Kingsbury CPZ       29% 
HS zone Kingsbury CPZ       11% 



 

Executive 
8th March 2004 

Version 4.2 
25th February 2004 

 

Harley Road closure       14% 
 

Controlled Parking Zones - Design And Consultation 
APPENDIX B continued 

 
 
January 2003 Highways Committee 
Ealing Road safety scheme      19% 
Brampton Road / Berkeley Road safety scheme re-consultation 32% 
 
April 2003 Highways Committee 
WO zone Wembley CPZ         40% 
WT zone Wembley CPZ         35% 
WL zone Wembley CPZ         20% 
WP zone Wembley CPZ         31% 
PN zone Northwick Park / Kenton CPZ     54% 
QA zone Queensbury re-consultation CPZ    41% 
P&D zone Old Kenton Lane CPZ      39% 
 
(Consultations undertaken by consultants are shown in brackets) 
 
 
 

Local Performance Indicators developed in the Transportation Service Unit 
Service Operational Plan 2003/2004 

 
Parking scheme targets: 
• Monitor response rates from area wide CPZ public consultations (greater than 20% of 

consultation circulation list addresses). 
• Monitor the number of objections raised to statutory consultations on area wide CPZ 

schemes (less than 1% of consultation circulation list addresses). 
• Monitor speed with which CPZ reviews are undertaken and completed (within 6 months of 

original CPZ operational date). 
 
Traffic scheme targets: 
• Monitor response rates from area wide traffic schemes (20mph, traffic calming, one ways, 

etc.) public consultations (greater than 20% of consultation circulation list addresses). 
• Monitor the number of objections raised to statutory consultations on area wide traffic 

schemes (20mph, traffic calming, one ways, etc.) (less than 1% of consultation circulation 
list addresses). 

• Monitor speed with which stage 3 safety audits are undertaken on traffic schemes (within 2 
months of scheme completion). 

• Monitor speed with which scheme reviews are undertaken on traffic schemes (within 2 
months of scheme completion). 

 
 
(Additional suggested target shown in Italics)
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Appendix E - Consultation,  Communication & 
Decisions Proposed Procedure 

Major 
Scheme 

Essential 
Scheme 

Minor 
Scheme 

Start of project or programme (information)    
• Advise Committee of approved work 

programme  
ü ü  

• Inform ward councillors about details of work 
programmes in their ward 

ü ü  

• Inform Area Consultative Forum steering 
groups about details of work programmes in 
their area 

ü ü  

• Director of Transportation manages work 
programme(unless referred to Highways 
Committee) 

  ü 

Pre-design stage (highlighting issues)    
• Consult statutory bodies (Traffic liaison 

meeting) 
ü ü ü 

• Inform local ward councillors   ü 
• Consult local ward councillors ü ü  
• Consult local businesses / residents 

associations 
ü ü  

• Consult local Area Consultative Forum ü ü  
• Consult other Council departments ü ü ü 
Post-design stage (Commenting on scheme 
design) 

   

• Consult statutory bodies (Traffic liaison 
meeting) 

ü ü ü 

• Consult local ward councillors  ü ü  
• Consult local businesses / residents 

associations 
ü   

• Consult local Area Consultative Forum ü ü  
• Consult other Council departments ü ü ü 
Public consultation (Methods)    
• Give opportunity to ward councillors to 

comment on consultation material 
ü ü ü 

• Manned exhibition / display ü   
• Information Leaflet / Combined pre-paid return 

Questionnaire & Comment form 
ü   

• Unmanned exhibition / display  ü  
• Information Leaflet / pre-paid return comment 

form 
 ü  

• Letter & plan inviting comments   ü 
• Details of consultation material on Council 

website 
ü ü ü 



 

Executive 
8th March 2004 

Version 4.2 
25th February 2004 

 

Controlled Parking Zones - Design And Consultation 
APPENDIX B continued 

 
 

Communication, Consultation & Decisions 
Proposed Procedure 

Major 
Scheme 

Essential 
Scheme 

Minor 
Scheme 

Post Public Consultation (Assessment)    
• Discuss results of consultation with ward 

councillors  
ü   

• Details of consultation results on Council 
website 

ü   

Approval (Decisions)    
• Highways Committee decision (public access / 

deputations / petitions) 
ü   

• Director of Transportation decision (unless 
referred to Highways Committee) 

 ü ü 

• Advise ward councillors and public of results & 
decision & traffic order making programme 
where appropriate 

ü ü ü 

Statutory consultation - traffic regulation 
orders / public notices (Methods) 

   

• Street notices ü ü ü 
• Adverts in London Gazette / local newspapers ü ü ü 
• Plans on deposit at local offices and libraries ü ü ü 
Implementation (information / applications)    
• Advise residents / businesses of 

implementation programme (after statutory 
objection period) 

ü ü ü 

• Send parking booklet / permit application forms 
and advise operational date (one month prior to 
operational date) - CPZ's only 

ü   

• High visibility street notices in affected area to 
highlight operational date of restrictions (one 
week before) 

ü ü  

Post implementation (review)    
• Invite views about operation of scheme by letter ü ü  
• Consult residents over review of scheme within 

6 months - CPZ’s only 
ü   

• Consult statutory bodies (Traffic liaison 
meeting) 

ü ü ü 
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REVIEW OF CROSS BOUNDARY PERMIT PARKING 
 WITHIN LOCAL COMMUNITIES 

 
 
 
1.0 SUMMARY 
 
1.1 This report advises Members about investigations undertaken to consider the wider 

usage of permits within a group of sub zones in a community to allow short stay parking 
in a different sub zone.  

 
2.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
2.1 That Committee notes the investigations undertaken by officers and the advantages 

and disadvantages of the cross boundary permit scheme. 
 
2.2 That Committee notes the request from the Mapesbury Residents Association to pilot 

the use of a cross boundary permit scheme in the "M" zones. 
 
2.3 That Committee considers the options detailed in 7.9 of the report and decides what 

course of action should be taken with regard to the cross boundary permit scheme. 
 
2.4 That should Committee decide to proceed with the scheme that it be implemented 

initially using an experimental traffic regulation order on a trial basis for up to a 
maximum of 18 months and subject to a full public consultation prior to implementation. 

 
3.0 FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
3.1 The cost of progressing the amendments would be funded through the Parking 

Revenue Account funds for CPZ implementation. 
 
3.2 The operation of the scheme through the use of a time clock could potentially make the 

controlled parking zones generate less income. 
 
4.0 STAFFING IMPLICATIONS 
 
4.1 The Transportation Service Unit would undertake all aspects of the amendments to the 

permit system if a pilot scheme is introduced. 
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
5.1 The implementation of the amendments to the permit system would be likely to 

encourage the greater use of motor vehicles locally within the "M" zones which is 
contrary to the principles of the parking strategy to "restrain the making of unnecessary 
vehicle trips made by private cars". 

 
6.0 LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

 
6.1 The amendments to the CPZ's detailed would require the making of traffic regulation 

orders under the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984. The procedures to be adopted for 
making the actual order are set out in the associated Statutory Traffic Regulations. The 
Council is empowered by the legislation to make the orders. 

 
7.0 DETAIL 
 

Background 
 

7.1 The Committee at its last meeting held on 8th October 2001 considered and approved 
the Parking Strategy. At that meeting an additional recommendation was agreed that 
officers consider investigating a scheme which will allow residents and businesses 
with a valid permit for one sub zone of a Controlled Parking zone (CPZ) to short term 
park in another sub zone within the same CPZ. Investigations to evaluate this proposal 
have been undertaken and this report details the implications of such a system of 
operation. 

 
Current situation 
 

7.2 The current system of operation in Brent is that a permit (resident, business or visitor) 
is only valid in the sub zone for which it is applied for. The main aim is to secure easy 
access to parking in close proximity to the applicant's home or base. Currently small to 
medium sized sub zones are developed specifically to prevent any internal commuting 
of permit holders to high demand areas such as shops or stations in order to ensure 
easy access to parking. It should be noted that other London Borough's which have 
progressed larger zones have experienced difficulties with residents or businesses 
living in areas of high parking demand where competition from permit holders within 
the zone can still prevent them from parking in close proximity to their premises. The 
zones progressed so far in the "M" zones and "K" zones have demonstrated that the 
system adopted by Brent has succeeded in that it has made parking easily available to 
the majority of residents and businesses close to their premises. 

 
7.3 Currently if residents want to make a local journey to another destination within another 

sub zone during the operational hours of that particular CPZ then parking would be 
permitted through either "pay and display" or a visitors permit provided by a resident 
being visited. 
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7.4 Representations have been received on numerous occasions from community and 

religious groups such as the Mapesbury Residents Association during the 
development of the Mapesbury and Willesden Green area CPZ's for a scheme which 
would allow permit holders to park in neighbouring sub zones on a short stay basis. 
The Association considers that such a scheme would offer considerable benefits to 
their local community, which is currently covered by three separate controlled parking 
zones (MW, MK and MC). A further zone MA is scheduled to be introduced by the end 
of the 2001/2002 financial year. Their favoured method of operation would be to use a 
time clock similar to that used by disabled badge holders to indicate the time of arrival 
in order that the parking attendants can determine the length of stay of that parked 
vehicle. They consider that the system would be relatively easy and cheap to introduce 
and therefore that the cost of administering it should be borne within the current 
charges made for permits. 

 
Proposed cross boundary permit scheme 
 

7.5 In principle a scheme which allows short stay parking in a neighbouring sub zone can 
be made to operate. The main guidelines to operate such a scheme would need to be 
as follows: 

 
• That the scheme applies only to applicants who have already purchased a standard 

resident or business permit (NOT visitor permit), 
• That the duration of stay in another sub zone is a maximum of 2 hours with no return 

within 1 hour in order to prevent internal commuting, 
• That a means of identifying the start time of the parking is placed next to the 

standard permit and is easily visible by the parking attendant for enforcement 
purposes, 

• That the sub zones grouped together as a local community share a common zone 
prefix letter for the purpose of identifying permit holders. 

• That the scheme only applies to permit holder bays 
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7.6 The means of identifying the start time is the most difficult aspect of the proposal and 
could be undertaken by either a scratchcard (like the current visitor permit scratchcard) 
which would need to be specially modified to include an area for indicating the start 
time or through the use of a time clock to be displayed in the same way as disabled 
badge holders. The scratchcard system would require charges to be made to cover the 
cost of producing and administering them in the same way that the visitor scratchcards 
are used and would involve similar charges. Currently scratchcards cost 50p each and 
can be used for only one period of parking. The impact of charges would act as a 
deterrent to any unnecessary journeys being made by vehicles in line with current 
national policies as a cost would be involved with each journey made. The use of a 
time clock system would also incur costs for producing them initially but they would be 
a reusable item for applicants thereafter only needing to be replaced if damaged or 
worn out. The cost of producing the clocks had not been determined at the time of 
writing this report, however it is likely that a minimal cost per applicant will be involved 
and this could be covered by a one off charge for supplying them at the time of 
purchasing a permit or absorbing the costs within the income generated by permit 
sales. Clearly this system would not have any deterrent to widespread vehicle usage. 
The setting of the time clock does also rely on the driver of the vehicle not tampering 
with the time set in order to provide a longer stay and this is one weakness with this 
method of operation. However, clearly a commuter would not be able to do this and the 
system would still be a deterrent to this type of parking. 

 
7.7 The implications on enforcement of the short stay restrictions also need to be 

considered. In order to enforce short stay parking restrictions effectively a more 
frequent passage of parking attendants would be required to cover the 2 hour 
maximum stay period occurring at any time within the operational hours of the zone. 
This would place a greater burden on current parking enforcement resources without 
generating income to cover the additional enforcement required. The  scratchcard 
system would be unlikely to generate much income, as there may be only a limited 
interest from within the community to use the system if charges are levied. The time 
clock system would be more widely used because it is free but generate no income to 
cover enforcement costs. Therefore no additional enforcement could reasonably be 
provided to enforce the scheme without having an adverse effect on the level of 
enforcement provided borough wide. The scheme would have to rely on being self-
enforcing to a great extent for short duration parking and careful monitoring of the 
situation would be required to see that no adverse effects resulted. The current level of 
enforcement, however, would still be sufficient to deter longer-term parking of 4 hours 
duration or more. 
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7.8 In summary the consequences of the operation of the scheme in practice would be as 

follows: 
 

• The time clock system would be more likely to be used than the scratchcard 
system, 

• The scheme would allow greater usage of vehicles locally, 
• Easier access to local amenities such as place of worship, surgeries, etc. would be 

possible (see CPZ report on agenda regarding a petition from doctor's surgery in 
MC zone), 

• No additional enforcement could be provided for the scheme, 
• No effective control over drivers fraudulently using time clocks would be possible 

and some longer term parking may be difficult to control as a result, 
• The enforcement of shorter stay parking offences (up to 4 hours in duration) could 

not be guaranteed continuously, 
• Longer term parking and prevention of internal commuting (in excess of 4 hours in 

duration) could still be controlled with current levels of enforcement , 
• Permit holder bays close to stations and shops could attract a greater level of short 

term parking disadvantaging those particular residents / businesses, 
• Income for "pay and display" bays near stations and shops and local amenities 

may reduce if short term parking in nearby permit holder bays becomes used as an 
alternative under this scheme 

  
7.9 As there are quite wide implications to the operation of this scheme the Committee 

have three options to consider as follows: 
 

a) Do not introduce the scheme, 
b) Introduce the scheme on a trial basis within the "M" zones using a specially 

modified scratchcard for which the current level of charge for scratchcards would be 
levied, subject to public consultation. 

c) Introduce the scheme on a trial basis within the "M" zones using a time clock at no 
additional charge, subject to public consultation. 

 
7.10 Should the Committee choose either option b) or c) the scheme would need to be 

introduced using an experimental traffic regulation order. An experimental scheme can 
stay in operation for a maximum of 18 months and a full public consultation would be 
required before making the order. Currently the quantity of order making work is very 
heavy and it would not be possible to start progressing a scheme until the beginning of 
the 2002/2003 financial year. In practice this would mean that the earliest a scheme 
could be operational would be July / August 2002. If this order making work was 
brought forward it would affect the programming of other order making work such as 
the essential service permits which is currently ongoing. A continuous level of 
monitoring would be required to assess the scheme if it is implemented and 
Committee would need to consider all the operational issues within the first 12 months 
of operation so that a decision to either revoke or make permanent the scheme could 
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