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MINUTES OF A MEETING OF NORTH HORSHAM PARISH COUNCIL 

PLANNING, ENVIRONMENT AND TRANSPORT COMMITTEE 

HELD ON THURSDAY 29th OCTOBER 2020 AT 7.30pm. 

 

Present: Committee Members 

Cllr M. Cockerill, Cllr J. Davidson (Vice Chairman), Cllr Mrs R. Ginn, Cllr Mrs J. Gough,  

Cllr R. Knight, Cllr D. Mahon, Cllr R. Millington, Cllr T. Rickett BEM*, Cllr D. Searle,  

Cllr R. Turner (Chairman), Cllr I. Wassell, Cllr Mrs S. Wilton. 

*denotes absence 

 

In attendance: Ross McCartney – Committee Clerk 

 

PET/836/20 Public Forum 

 There were no members of the public in attendance. 

 

PET/837/20 Apologies for absence 

 There were no apologies for absence. 

Cllr T. Rickett BEM did not attend and did not give his apologies. 
 

PET/838/20 Declarations of Interest 

 There were no declarations of interests. 

 

PET/839/20 Minutes 

 The Minutes of the Committee Meeting held on 24th September 2020 were 

agreed and will be signed by the Chairman as a true record at the earliest 

opportunity. 

 

PET/840/20 Chairman’s Announcements 

 1. On the 9th October 2020, the request for support in the Planning 

Committees Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) for double yellow lines 

at Crawley Road, between the bus stop and the traffic lights, has 

been advertised in Horsham Pages, on the Parish Council’s website 

and letters have been sent to houses between the effected site on 

Crawley road, including the houses in Rutherford Way. West Sussex 

County Times has been notified of the advertisement for use in their 

paper. Currently there are 10 people in support of the TRO. 1 

resident did not support the application due to insignificant parking in 

the area and suggested the addition of a layby would improve the 

situation. 

Due to Covid-19 this project had to be pushed back. In terms of 

applications, the TRO year runs from 1st August – 31st July. The 

application is unable to be put forward to the County Local 

Committee (CLC) in November 2020 and so will be submitted before 

31st July 2021 to go to the CLC meeting in November 2021. 

2. A resident of Parsonage Road has notified West Sussex County 

Council (WSCC) of concerns for the weight limit of the road being 
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exceeded by lorry drivers and there being no policing measures to 

mitigate the issue, creating an increase in noise and air pollution. 

Concerns were also raised regarding the railway bridge in 

Wimblehurst Road where a sign noting a weak bridge has been 

removed. West Sussex County Cllr A. Baldwin, under information 

from WSCC Traffic Manager, informed the resident that WSCC has 

no legal powers of enforcement for any restriction on the public 

highway, including weight restrictions, and so it will need to be 

reported to the Police. The Police have responded to the resident 

informing them this is something they can’t address. The local 

policing team have been sent the initial report for their awareness 

only. 

3. Works to extend the on-road contra-flow cycle lane, with associated 

changes and refreshing of signs and road markings, in Godwin Way 

will take place between 11th and 20th November 2020. 

4. Cllr R. Millington has reported that a field alongside the Riverside 

Walk, between Pondtail Road and Cook Road, has been severely 

damaged by use of heavy machinery to carry out tree work, which 

took place before the end of March 2020, making the area of land 

hazardous for members of the public. The area of land is not owned 

by North Horsham Parish Council and so Cllr R. Millington will be 

notifying Horsham District Council of this issue. 

 

PET/841/20 Speed of traffic in Crawley Road 

 At the Planning Committee meeting on 24th September 2020 it was agreed 

to request the Police to install 30mph reminder posters along Crawley Road 

between the 30mph zone sign by Kingsmead Lodge to the traffic lights at 

Roffey Corner. 

Sussex Police have responded noting that only ‘slow down’ message/signs 

can be explored for installation, rather than the ‘speed check’ signs as 

these directly relate to Community Speedwatch (CSW) approved sites. It 

has been requested for the ‘slow down’ signs to be installed instead. 

Sussex Police’s CSW Team are reviewing the area to assess the 

availability for them to be installed along the stretch of road.  

PCSO Erica Baxter presented the improvements and changes in the CSW 

system to the Planning Committee in September 2019. Sussex Police have 

offered to present more information on the initiative to the Parish Council. 

The initiative has been considered in recent years, in both 2018 and 2019: 

In 2018 it was decided not to proceed with the initiative as there were 

limited areas in the Parish in which it could be used. It was acknowledged a 

similar scheme in the past did not yield any reduction in speed and it was 

deemed not to be an effective use of the councils’ limited resources. 

Again in 2019, after noting the PCSO’s comprehensive presentation, there 

were concerns raised regarding the resource implications and possible 

risks to volunteers. As a result, the Parish Council did not pursue the 

initiative. 
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It was RESOLVED: 

1. To note the information regarding available signage.  

2. Not to invite the Community Speedwatch Team to discuss the 

Community Speedwatch initiative, due to the limited areas in 

the Parish in which it could be used and acknowledging a 

similar scheme in the past did not yield any reduction in speed. 

  

PET/842/20 Highway safety under the railway bridge on Pondtail Road 

 Old Millmeads Residents and Neighbourhood Watch are requesting support 

in their Community Highways Scheme (CHS) application. 

 

In December 2019 the Planning Committee was informed of a resident’s 

concerns regarding the speed of vehicles approaching the bridge on 

Pondtail Road and its single-width footpath, which directly affects driver 

safety using the junction of Trundle Mead onto Pondtail Road, situated just 

outside North Horsham Parish Council. It also poses a hazard to 

pedestrians, particularly those using a wheelchair or pushchairs alongside 

children. Highway and footpath use in Pondtail Road have recently 

increased due to the newly established Nursery located a short distance 

from the bridge. 

Some members of Old Millmeads Estate Residents (including members of 

the Neighbourhood Watch), WSCC Traffic Officer and West Sussex County                    

Cllr P. Catchpole visited the site on 29th November 2019. An additional 

meeting took place in February 2020.  

 

The latest update from the representative of the Old Millmeads Estate and 

the Neighbourhood Watch is as below:  

Horsham District Council’s (HDC) Improvements Team, who implement all 

the CHS, have explored the possibility of installing a ‘give/go’ system under 

the bridge, making the carriageway single track in that area, with build-outs 

at either end of the tunnel, and a widened footpath. It has been concluded, 

in principle, such a scheme is deliverable. 

  

HDC suggested to the residents that a formal CHS application is completed 

by a member of the community, or somebody representing a local 

community group, working on the basis of a scheme as described above. 

The representative is looking to take forward this application.  

 

Support for the application has been received from West Sussex County 

Cllr P. Catchpole. Horsham District Neighbourhood Council previously gave 

support when they were briefed initially and are being updated on the 

current progress. 

 

It is acknowledged that the stretch of road and its single width 

footpath is hazardous to pedestrians and road users. It was 

RESOLVED to continue to support in principle the safety improvement 
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for the section of Pondtail Road under the railway bridge, and its 

single width footpath. The Committee are not certain that the 

suggestion to install a give/go system under the bridge, making the 

carriageway single track, with build-outs at either end with widened 

footpaths, represents the optimum solution. 

 

 

PET/843/20 Consultations 

 1.  White Paper: Planning for the Future – The consultation runs 

from 6th August to 29th October 2020. (The National Association of 

Local Council’s (NALC) deadline for a response 15th October 2020). 

See Clerk’s Report. 

 

As agreed at the Planning Meeting on 24th September 2020 Cllr R. 

Turner, Cllr R. Knight and Cllr D. Mahon have produced a report 

responding to the consultation, which has been agreed under 

delegated decision, and has been submitted earlier today. The 

agreed response will be circulated to the Parish Council and be 

tabled at the next Planning, Environment and Transport Committee 

meeting. 

Due to the limited time frame, the working party have been unable to 

respond to the National Association of Local Council’s (NALC) 

response date of 15th October 2020. However, NALC will be notified 

of the Parish Councils finalised response. 

Cllr R. Turner and Cllr D. Mahon, members of the working party, 

have attended the Sussex Association of Local Councils briefing on 

the consultation. 

Link to consultation file: 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov/uk/government/uploads/system/ 

uploads/attachment_data/file/907647/MHCLG-Planning-

Consultation.pdf 

 

This consultation covers a package of proposals for reform of the 

planning system in England, covering plan-making, development 

management, development contributions, and other related policy 

proposals. Views are sought for specific proposals and the wider 

package of reforms presented. 

 

The key headlines identified by HDC are as follows: 

  

• Local Plans will be required to zone land in different 

categories: 

1. Growth Areas suitable for substantial development (Note: 

‘Substantial’ is not defined) 

2. Renewal areas suitable for development 

3. Areas that are protected (this will includes designations 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/907647/MHCLG-Planning-Consultation.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/907647/MHCLG-Planning-Consultation.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/907647/MHCLG-Planning-Consultation.pdf
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such as the High Weald AONB, South Downs National Park 

and land at risk of flooding) 

• Sufficient land to be allocated to meet housing requirements 

calculated in a revised standard housing methodology (see 

further information below) 

• No five year land supply test but continue with three year 

housing delivery test 

• Local level policies for development management to be 

replaced by standardised national policies – most likely in an 

updated NPPF 

• Land allocated for growth would be supported by 

‘development criteria’ and design codes 

• The layout and format of Local Plans will be required to be in 

a set digital format to enable a strategic national map of 

planning to be created. There is also an emphasis on digital 

methods of plan consultation. 

• Current Local Plan assessments such as Strategic 

Environmental Assessments will be replaced by a ‘simplified 

process for assessing the environmental impact of plans, 

which would continue to satisfy UK law and treaties” 

• A commitment to retaining neighbourhood plans but potential 

to change their focus / ability to focus on street level 

• The timescale for Local Plan preparation is set at 30 months 

(2.5 years) from the point where revised legislation is enacted 

– we do not know when this will be but envisage it could be in 

place next summer) 

• The mechanism of funding infrastructure will be changed – 

replacing Section 106 and CIL with a single fixed levy 

 

Further information from HDC which includes Lichfield’s analysis on 

the documentation and HDC Planning’s summary on some of the key 

proposals has been circulated to the Council for information. 

It was RESOLVED to note the Parish Council’s response to the 

consultation. 

 

2. Pavement Parking – The consultation runs from 31st August 2020 

to 22nd November 2020. See Clerks Report. 

 

To further develop its understanding of the pavement parking 

problem, the Department for Transport (DfT) is seeking views on: 

• whether its ongoing work (Option 1), see consultation link below for 

more details, to improve the TRO process, under which local 

authorities can already prohibit pavement parking, is sufficient and 

proportionate to tackle pavement parking where it is a problem; or if 

not: 

• which of 2 specific options is preferred. These were identified in the 
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department’s review of the pavement parking problem, and echoed 

by the Transport Committee; are aimed at providing better tools for 

local authorities. These options, explained in more detail in the 

consultation document (see link below), are: 

  legislative change to allow local authorities with civil parking 

 enforcement (CPE) powers to enforce against ‘unnecessary 

 obstruction of the pavement’ (Option 2), or: 

   legislative change to introduce a London-style pavement  

  parking prohibition throughout England (Option 3). 

• any alternative proposals you may have for managing pavement 

parking. 

A full list of the consultation questions can be seen on the consultation 

page: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/managing-pavement-

parking/pavement-parking-options-for-change#how-to-respond 

 

The Working Party have produced a report (Annex 1) for the Planning 

Committees Consideration. A series of 48 questions are listed in the 

consultation document. The proposed responses in the report are blue, 

items highlighted in yellow are where the Planning Committee required 

to make a decision. 

It was RESOLVED to: 

1. Agree ‘Option 2’ to be the preferred solution. 

The decision was made by way of vote: 8 members voted for 

‘Option 2’, 2 members voted for ‘Option 3’ and 1 member did 

not vote. 

2. To amend the response to correspond with the preferred 

‘Option 2’ and submit it to the Department for Transport. 

 

PET/845/20 Planning Appeals 

 Planning Appeal lodged: 

REASONS FOR 
APPEAL 

Appeal against refusal of planning permission 

APPLICATION 
REFERENCE 

DC/20/0594 

WARD Comptons 

APPLICATION Erection of a part single, part two storey side and 
front extension, and conversion of garage into 
habitable living space 

SITE 1 Howard Road 

PC COMMENTS Objection, due to the adverse impact of the open 
plan nature of the estate. 

APPEAL 
DECISION 

 

 

 

PET/846/20 Planning Applications 

 Members noted receipt of the schedule of Planning Applications received 

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/managing-pavement-parking/pavement-parking-options-for-change#how-to-respond
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/managing-pavement-parking/pavement-parking-options-for-change#how-to-respond
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under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 from HDC since 24th 

September 2020 and considered each application in turn.  

It was RESOLVED that the Committee’s comments on each planning 

application be forwarded to HDC (appended as part of the minutes).  

 

PET/847/20 Planning Decisions 

 An ongoing schedule of planning decisions made by HDC had been 

circulated to members of the Committee. It was noted that some of the 

decisions where displayed on the application list. 

It was RESOLVED to note the schedule of planning decisions.  

 

PET/848/20 Date of next Meeting 

 The next meeting is scheduled for Thursday 26th November 2020 at 7.30pm. 

 

There being no other business, the Chairman closed the meeting at 8.58p.m. 

 
 

………………………………………Chairman 
 

…………………………………….Date 
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NORTH HORSHAM PARISH COUNCIL 
SCHEDULE OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS FOR CONSIDERATION 

29th OCTOBER 2020 

 
 

DC/20/0874 Roffey North 

Site Address: 94A Rusper Road 
Proposal: Erection of a single storey dwelling. 

 

Parish Council Comment: 
Objection due to the application being overbearing at its location. It 
is an overdevelopment of the site, having an adverse impact on 
the street scene, amounting to ‘garden grabbing’ and it will harm 
the local environment. Parking on the site is not clear. The vehicle 
entrance to the new building is close to the Luxford Close Junction 
causing concern for public safety at this often busy junction, which 
is on a bus route, and will be further impacted by traffic generated 
by the North of Horsham Development. It is considered access 
onto Luxford Close would be safer.  

 

HDC Decision  

 
 
 
 

DC/20/1239 Roffey North 

Site Address: 76 Rusper Road 
Proposal: Retrospective application for the relocation of the front 
entrance to the southern elevation by changing the existing 
window to a door. 

 

Parish Council Comment: 
No objection to the relocation of the front entrance. 
The application is not clear to what is being requested, as it 
appears to also relate to a request for an extension of the building. 
If planning consent is required for the extension the Parish Council 
would object as it is an overdevelopment of the site and there is no 
provision for parking.  

 

HDC Decision  

 
 
 
 

DC/20/1685 Roffey North 

Site Address: 63 Farhalls Crescent 
Proposal: Erection of a single storey rear orangery. Installation of 
a rooflight to the north-east elevation. Construction of a new 
boundary wall to the north-east and north-west. Erection of a 
greenhouse and replacement shed and store. 

 

Parish Council Comment: 
Objection to the erection of the orangery due to an 
overdevelopment of an already crowded site. There are no 
comments to the erection of the greenhouse and replacement 
shed and store.  

 

HDC Decision  
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DC/20/1767 Roffey North 

Site Address: 29 Greenfields Close 
Proposal: Erection of 2 No. single storey front extensions. 

 

Parish Council Comment: 
No objection.  

 

HDC Decision  

 
 
 

DC/20/1779 Horsham Rural 

Site Address: Land North of Horsham Old Holbrook 
Proposal: Reserved matters application for a mixed use strategic 
development to include housing (up to 2,750 dwellings), business 
park (up to 46,450 m2), retail, community centre, leisure facilities, 
education facilities, public open space, landscaping and related 
infrastructure following approval of outline application DC/16/1677, 
relating to layout and landscaping including foot and cycle ways 
and temporary turning circle. As well as provision of underground 
utilities and swale. 

 

Parish Council Comment: 
No objection. However, the Parish Council is in support of West 
Sussex County Council’s comment regarding the segregation of 
the cycleway and footpath.  

 

HDC Decision  

 
 
 

DC/20/1781 Holbrook West 

Site Address: 36 Pondtail Road 
Proposal: Erection of a single storey detached garage to the front 
of the property. 

 

Parish Council Comment: 
Objection, on the grounds it will create an adverse impact on the 
street scene and will set a precedent.  

 

HDC Decision  

 
 
 

DC/20/1792 Roffey North 

Site Address: 103 Crawley Road 
Proposal: Replacement shop front and installation of delivery 
doors to side elevation. 

 

Parish Council Comment: 
No objection.  

 

HDC Decision  

 
 
The Parish Clerk has granted a dispensation for the Committee to discuss the following 
matter under Section 33 of the Localism Act 2011.  
 
On 7th February 2019 “the Property Committee considered a request from a resident to 
carry out work on four of the Oak trees growing on Amberley Close allotment site (land 
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owned by North Horsham Parish Council) as they were casting a shadow over his and 
several of the adjacent rear gardens. It was agreed not to carry out the work as it was not 
considered to be essential or that the trees were a Health and Safety risk. The resident 
who had requested the work was advised that, subject to agreement from the Parish and 
District Councils (the trees are thought to have TPOS), they could have the work carried 
out themselves.” (minute PR/081/19).  
The tree surgeon who has submitted the application has been told by HDC that the work is 
allowed under common law as the work is to overhanging branches, therefore, approval 
from the land owner for cutting back the branches overhanging the fence adjacent to 
properties 38-42 Earles Meadow is not required, but the tree surgeon has indicated that it 
would be preferred.  Under those circumstances, the PET Committee is invited to indicate 
if it has any objections to this work being carried out. 
 
 

DC/20/1799 Roffey North 

Site Address: Allotments Amberley Close 
Proposal: Surgery to 5 x Oaks (Adj to 38-42 Earles Meadow) 

 

Parish Council Comment: 
No objection, subject to the comments of HDC’s Tree Officer and 
provided it doesn’t affect the overall structure and health of the 
trees.  

 

HDC Decision  

 
 
 

DC/20/1829 Horsham Rural 

Site Address: Land North of Hosham Old Holbrook 
Proposal: Reserved matters application for the mixed use 
strategic development to include housing (up to 2,750 dwellings), 
business park (up to 46,450 m2), retail, community centre, leisure 
facilities, education facilities, public open space, landscaping and 
related infrastructure following approval of outline application 
DC/16/1677 relating to layout, scale, appearance and landscaping. 

 

Parish Council Comment: 
No objection.  
In consideration of this application, it is unsure who will be 
responsible for looking after/maintaining the landscape after the 
application is completed. This is a question which will be asked at 
a future North of Horsham Development Parish Liaison Meeting.  

 

HDC Decision 
 

 
 
 

DC/20/1885 Comptons 

Site Address: St Leonards Oak Tree Way 
Proposal: Surgery to 1 x Blue Cedar and 1 x Cherry Tree 

 

Parish Council Comment: 
No objection subject to the comments of HDC’s Tree Officer.  

 

HDC Decision  
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DC/20/1943 Holbrook East 

Site Address: Skylark House St Marks Lane 
Proposal: Retrospective application for the erection of a shed for 
use as a summerhouse. 

 

Parish Council Comment: 
Objection. The location of the shed can be situated at another 
section of the plot so not to cause disturbance to neighbouring 
properties.  

 

HDC Decision  

 
 
 

DC/20/2012 Holbrook East 

Site Address: 26 Lemmington Way 
Proposal: Erection of a first floor extension over existing side 
extension. 

 

Parish Council Comment: 
No objection.  

 

HDC Decision  

 
 
 

S106/20/0015 Horsham Rural 

Site Address: Land at North Horsham 
Proposal: Discharge of planning obligation relating to schedule 4, 
part 10, paragraph 1.1 (Greenspace Plan) to approved application 
DC/16/1167 as amended under DC/19/0984. 

 

Parish Council Comment: 
No objection.  

 

HDC Decision  

 
 



Annex 1 



Report to the Planning, Environment and Transport Committee 29th October 2020 

Pavement parking: options for change – consultation by the Department for 

Transport (DfT) running from 31st August 2020 to 22nd November 2020. 

A working party formed of Cllr James Davidson, Cllr David Searle and Cllr Ray Turner 

convened by Zoom on 14th October 2020 at 6.30pm to consider the consultation.  

The definition of a pavement in the consultation document is “the part of the highway 

which shares its border with the carriageway (road) on which there is a public right of 

way on foot. This is distinct from a ‘footpath which does not border a road.” 

The DfT seeks views on:- 

Option 1 whether ongoing work to improve the Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) process, 

under which local authorities can already prohibit pavement parking, is sufficient and 

proportionate to tackle pavement parking where it is a problem.  

Or if not:- 

Option 2 – legislative change to allow local authorities with civil parking enforcement 

(CPE) powers to enforce against ‘unnecessary obstruction of the pavement’ 

Option 3 – legislative change to introduce a London style pavement parking prohibition 

throughout England.  

The working party worked through the relevant questions and the proposed responses 

are detailed below:- 

Responses are in blue. 

Items highlighted in yellow are where the Committee has to decide an option.  

Question 1 

Contact details of the Clerk will be inserted. 

Question 2 

The response is on behalf of North Horsham Parish Council. 

Questions 3 – 5 relate to responses from individuals and are therefore not 

applicable. 

Questions for all respondents. 

Question 6 



Do you think vehicles parked on the pavement is a problem in your area? 

Yes. 

Question 7 

Do you prefer: 

• option 1? 

• option 2? 

• option 3? 

• an alternative option? (please describe it) 

 

The working party discarded Option 1 but whilst there was agreement that legislation 

was required to manage pavement parking, there was disagreement as to whether 

option 2 or option 3 would best address the issue. The working party answered the 

questions for both options so that the Committee could agree the final option that would 

be put forward to DfT. 

 

Responses if option 2 were chosen – to allow local authorities with CPE powers to 
enforce against ‘Unnecessary obstruction of the pavement’ 

Question 8 

How would you define an ‘unnecessary obstruction of the pavement’? 

An ‘unnecessary obstruction of the pavement’ would be where a vehicle impeded the 
comfortable use of the pavement and where a stationery vehicle forced pavement users 
into the highway. (The definition of pavement is that used for this consultation).  

Question 9 

Do you think a warning notice should be given for first-time offences of causing an 
unnecessary obstruction by parking on the pavement? 

Discretion should be given to the enforcement body. 

 

Question 10 

What do you think are the advantages and disadvantages associated with Option 2? 

Advantages:- 

1. Local Authorities have a better understanding of their own areas and where the 
problem spots occur. 

2. If money from enforcement went directly back to the Local Authority it would pay 
for the scheme to be administered. 



3. The enforcement officer would be able to use some common sense.  

Disadvantage:- 

1. It is confusing if there are different rules in different areas.    

Responses if Option 3 were chosen - England-wide pavement parking prohibition 

Question 11 

Do you think a national prohibition should apply: 

• on no roads (since you are against the proposal)? 

• on all public roads within the country? 

• only on roads with speed limits up to 40mph (this includes roads in villages, 
towns and cities); or 

• in an alternative way of your description? (please describe) 

Question 12 

Should a national prohibition apply to: 

• pavements only? 

• pavements and verges? 

Question 13 

What are your views on the impact this would have on the built and historic 
environment? 

Prohibiting pavement parking in built up areas has a positive effect. Cars rarely enhance 
a street scene and with more people working from home, there are more parked cars in 
residential roads. 

Prohibiting pavement parking would reduce the amount of damage to pavements, kerb 
edges and grass verges, which has a knock-on impact of reducing Local Authority 
spending.  

Question 14 

What do you think are the advantages and disadvantages of Option 3: 

• for rural areas including villages? 

• for suburban areas? 

• for town and city centres? 

• overall? 

 



Overall Option 3 represents an easily understood law that pavement parking and parking 
on grass verges is prohibited.  

Question 15 

Do you believe Option 2 or Option 3 would have an impact on the environment? 

Both options would have a favourable impact if properly managed and robustly enforced.  

Damage caused by vehicles parked on pavements and grass verges is unsightly, 
expensive to repair and can cause obstacles for local residents to negotiate (eg uneven 
pavements and large undulations in grass verges).  

Overall, the impact of vehicles parked on pavements erodes the sense of pride that 
residents can have in an area.  

Question 16 

For both options 2 and 3, we propose exceptions for those vehicles listed in Annex B. 
(The final listed exception applies to option 3 only.) What, if any, other additional 
vehicles or services would you like to exempt and why? 

The proposals to exempt postal service and delivery, collection, loading or unloading of 

goods to, or from any premises, in the course of business: where this cannot reasonably 

be carried out without the vehicle being parked on a pavement: and the vehicle is so 

parked for no longer than is necessary for these purposes, and in any event for no more 

than a continuous period of 20 minutes, should be removed from Annex C. 

There has been a significant increase in home deliveries over the last six months and 

these cause issues associated with parking on pavements, inconsiderate parking and 

blocking roads. Deliveries to retail outlets involve vehicles that are heavy and that can 

cause significant damage to pavements and grass verges.  

Questions on the equality duty 

Question 17 

In respect of people who share any of the following protected characteristics: 

• age 

• disability 

• gender reassignment 

• pregnancy and maternity 

• race 

• religion/belief 

• sex 



• sexual orientation 

Please describe any negative impacts that the options in this document might have on 
these objectives: 

• eliminating discrimination 

• advancing equality of opportunity 

• fostering good relations 

Please clearly identify the specific consultation option, the protected characteristic 
affected, which objective is affected and the nature of any negative impact. 

It was considered that neither of the options 2 or 3 would discriminate against any group 
of people as the rules would apply equally to all.  

Final comments for all respondents 

Question 18 

Do you have any other comments? 

Users of Mobility Scooters are seriously affected by pavement parking. If a pavement is 

blocked the user needs to turn around, sometimes on narrow pavements, to find drop 

kerbs both sides of the highway to be able to cross the road. They then need to find 

similar drop kerbs to return to their original route. Mobility Scooters are unable to 

negotiate kerbs without putting the driver at risk. This can cause distress to the user and 

in some cases it has been known that the person has aborted their journey and returned 

home. 

Those using children’s buggies or pushchairs have to cross the road or walk in the road 

to pass a vehicle parked on the pavement. If they also have a young child walking with 

them, it is difficult to control the buggy and child and puts them at an increased risk.  

Pavements and grass verges weren’t designed to take vehicles, particularly heavy vans 

and lorries. There is a move to put services in grass verges to reduce cost and 

disruption when any repairs need to be undertaken.  Many pavement surfaces locally 

have broken up and present trip hazards which are unlikely to be repaired due to limited 

budget funds. The cost to repairs are ultimately borne by the Council taxpayers.  Grass 

verges become uneven with ruts from heavy wheels.  Not only is this unsightly but also 

presents a trip hazard and the grass cannot be cut. 

There are local examples of where schools are sited near to sheltered housing 

developments and where parents delivering or collecting children park on the pavements 

both sides of the road making access along the pavement impossible.  Scooter drivers 

and children have to walk in the road making it extremely dangerous when other 



vehicles arrive or depart.  Small children and scooter drivers are very low down and are 

not easy to be seen by drivers. 

Pavement parking around schools can restrict access and cause safety issues for those 

using more sustainable means to collect their children.  

 

Pavement parking affects the elderly, disabled, poorly sighted and those with hearing 

loss.  In some cases this can cause disorientation. We have evidence that groups of 

people will not go out as they are afraid they will find the pavement being blocked. 

 

Since the Covid 19 pandemic many people are working from home and it appears that 

this may be the trend in the future.  More vehicles are being left all day outside residents 

homes and many of them are parked on the pavements and causing congestion.  This is 

particularly bad during waste collection days. 

Grass verges form part of the pavement and enhance the urban scene. Persistent 

parking can cause damage to the verges and result in mud extending across the 

footway causing a slip hazard, as was evidenced locally at Roffey Corner, Crawley 

Road, Horsham.  

Legislation is conflicting in so far as driving on a pavement is illegal, but parking on a 

pavement outside London is not. In theory, the Police can take action where a vehicle is 

witnessed driving onto a pavement, but with the cut in police numbers, such occasions 

are virtually unheard of.  

There are local examples of where residents are installing bollards in verges outside 

their homes to try to reduce the damage that can be caused by pavement parking. It is 

not clear whether permission has been gained for this practice.  

It is acknowledged that in some locations pavement parking is difficult to avoid, for 

example in areas where terraced or high density housing predates universal car 

ownership. In such cases exemptions could be granted subject to highway management 

that would ensure that full pedestrian access is maintained. Local examples are Leith 

View Road, Lime Avenue and Spooners Road in Roffey Horsham.  

Questions for organisations (other than local authorities)  

Question 19 - 21  

North Horsham Parish Council is not a commercial business and does not routinely 
make deliveries as part of its business.  

Question 22 

Do you agree that 20 minutes of pavement parking would be adequate for a delivery? 

Delivery vehicles should not be exempt from any legislation. (See question 16) 



Question 23 

If you answered “No”, of all the daily deliveries that you may make, what percentage do 
you think will take longer than 20 minutes each to be completed? 

Not applicable. 

Question 24 

In your opinion, what types of delivery that you make would require greater than 20 
minutes? 

Not applicable.  

Questions for local authorities 

Question 25 

Are you representing a council? 

The response represents North Horsham Parish Council. 

Question 26 

Has your authority introduced a TRO, or TROs, to implement pavement parking 
restrictions? 

• Yes 

• Don’t know 

• No 

If you answered ‘No’, why not? 

If you answered ‘Yes’: * How many has your authority introduced in each of the last 10 
years? * Typically, how long does a TRO take for you to put into place (in weeks)? * 
What was the average monetary cost (to the nearest £) of introducing a single TRO? 
(please breakdown costs eg administration, legal, advertising, traffic sign purchase / 
installation & road marking creation). 

North Horsham Parish Council is seeking to use a TRO to paint double yellow lines at 

Roffey Corner, Crawley Road, Horsham where there has been significant public 

opposition to parking on the grass verges. In other areas the Parish Council has initiated 

bollards and planting to provide a physical barrier to prevent parking on grass verges.  

The Parish Council has also supported residents who have put together proposals to put 

to West Sussex County Council to stop parking in areas where this has caused 

difficulties for members of the public to use the pavements and highways safely.  



Question 27 

Could you please provide where possible, for each of the 5 years 2015-2019, figures or 
estimates (please specify which) for your local authority: 

• the number of injury claims made to your local authority 

• the number of injury claims made due to pavement parking 

• the number of injury claims for which compensation was paid 

• the number of injury claims made due to pavement parking for which 
compensation was paid 

• the total compensation paid for injury claims 

• the total compensation paid due to pavement parking 

 

Not applicable. 

Question 28 

What was the: 

• total spend on pavement repairs for each of the 5 years 2015 to 2019? 

• the percentage of this total spend due to pavement parking: for each of the 5 
years 2015 to 2019?  

Not applicable. 

Option 2 

Question 29 

If your council has civil enforcement powers and was permitted to enforce the offence of 
‘unnecessary obstruction’, would your council elect to do this? 

Not applicable. 

Question 30 

If you answered “Yes” or “Don’t know”, what number of staff, in your authority, would 
need to learn the new enforcement guidance?  

Not applicable. 

Question 31 

Can you foresee any additional, unfunded costs outside of the normal issuing and 
processing of PCNs?  



Not applicable. 

Question 32 

What are these costs (list the individual costs and the total average expenditure based 
on a per annum basis)? 

Not applicable. 

Option 3 

Question 33 

In your authority area, estimate based on your total road network, on how much road is 
pavement parking necessary to ensure free-flowing traffic is maintained? Give the 
amount: 

The Parish Council considers that there is no need for any pavement parking. Managing 
the flow of traffic can be achieved by other methods such as parking on alternate sides 
of the roads to reduce the speed of traffic but still allow access for vehicles.  

Question 34 

What do you expect an assessment of your road network, to identify exemptions, to cost 
overall and how do the costs break down individually (£)? 

Not applicable. 

Question 35 

Would your authority need to provide more parking provision to implement option 3? 

Not applicable. 

Question 36 

Please provide an estimate of the cost of implementing exemptions in your area, 
including: 

• staff costs 

• traffic signing costs 

• bay marking costs 

• removal of traffic signing for previously implemented TROs restricting 
pavement parking in your area 

Not applicable. 

Question 37 



Can you foresee any additional, unfunded costs beyond the normal costs of issuing and 
processing PCNs? 

Not applicable. 

Question 38 

Give an explanation and breakdown of the number of additional: 

• staff for your local authority? 

• salary costs for your local authority? 

• hiring costs for your local authority? 

• training costs for your local authority? 

Not applicable. 

Question 39 

What additional staff roles do you envisage? 

Not applicable. 

Question 40 

Do you expect any other, non-staff, costs to arise from a national pavement parking 
prohibition? 

Not applicable. 

Question 41 

What are these costs (list the individual costs and the total average expenditure based 
on a per annum basis)?  

Not applicable. 

Question 42 

What potential benefits, if any, do you think there will be for your authority from a 
national pavement parking prohibition (such as existing costs being reduced)? Provide 
any monetary benefit where possible. 

Not applicable. 

Question 43 



The government is looking to local authorities to introduce more cycle facilities to 
encourage active travel. Do you think this will cause issues for a national pavement 
parking prohibition? 

No 

 

Final comments 

Question 44 

Do you have any other comments? 

See question 18. 


