
 

NOTTINGHAM CITY COUNCIL 
 
OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY CALL-IN PANEL 
  
MINUTES of the meeting held at Loxley House on 15 A UGUST 2013 from 11.02 am 
to 12.07 pm  
 
� Councillor  Brian Parbutt  (Chair)  
 Councillor Azad Choudhry 
� Councillor Mohammed Ibrahim  
� Councillor Glyn Jenkins 
� Councillor Gul Khan 
 Councillor Ginny Klein 
 Councillor Tim Spencer 
� Councillor Roger Steel  (attended as a Call-in signatory, not a member) 
  
� Councillor Mohammed Saghir (substitute for Councillor Azad Choudhry)  
  
� indicates present at meeting 
 
Others in attendance  
 
Councillor Georgina Culley - Call-in signatory 
 
Councillor Jane Urquhart - Portfolio Holder for Planning and Transportation 
 
Rebecca Wilson  - Political Assistant (Labour Group) - Chief Executives 
 
Sue Flack  - Director of Planning and Transport ) 
Caroline Nash  - Service Manager, Traffic Management ) Development 
Rachel Mottram  - Executive Officer to the Corporate Director ) 
 
Angelika Kaufhold - Overview and Scrutiny Review Co-ordinator )  
Adam Pickering  - Political Assistant (Conservative Group) ) Resources 
Laura Wilson  - Constitutional Services Officer  ) 
 
1 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE  
 
Councillor Azad Choudhry ) 
Councillor Ginny Klein )  annual leave 
Councillor Eileen Morley ) 
 
2 DECLARATIONS OF INTERESTS  
 
None. 
 
3 CONFIRMATION OF VALIDITY OF CALL-IN RELATING TO D ELEGATED 

DECISION 0918 – PAY BY PHONE PARKING ZONE TARIFFS  
 
Councillor Brian Parbutt, Chair of the Panel, welcomed everyone to the meeting and 
explained the procedure for the hearing. He detailed the reasons for call-in and requested 
the Panel to confirm their validity. 
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RESOLVED to confirm  
 
(1) the call-in request as valid on the following g rounds, provided on the call-in 

request form: 
 

• “inadequate consultation relating to the decision – carrying out 
consultation as part of the Traffic Regulation Orde r (TRO) process after 
the decision to make Traffic Orders in order to man age displaced 
parking has already been made means members of the public and 
businesses have no real opportunity to influence th e decision”; 

• “justification for the decision is open to challenge  on the basis of the 
evidence considered – concerned that carrying out c onsultation as part 
of the TRO process after the decision to make Traff ic Orders in order to 
manage displaced parking has already been made mean s the 
consultation process will not be open to challenge” ; 

 
(2) the following grounds would not be considered: 
 

• “relevant information not being considered – no info rmation given on 
the effect of further displacement caused by introd uction of new 
schemes. Not enough detail of likely income/expendi ture from the 
scheme provided in the documentation. Will any inco me as it relates to 
parking displaced by workers avoiding the Workplace  Parking Levy 
(WPL) contribution feed back into the WPL”; 

• “viable alternatives not being considered – aboliti on of the WPL. 
Alternatively, discussing with businesses their app roach to the WPL, 
finding out why employers are unable to offer an af fordable on-site 
parking solution to their employees, and acting upo n these findings”. 

 
4 CONSIDERATION OF CALL-IN REQUEST RELATING TO DELE GATED 

DECISION 0918 – PAY BY PHONE PARKING ZONE TARIFFS  
 
Councillor Jane Urquhart, Portfolio Holder for Planning and Transportation, presented the 
Panel with the following information in relation to the reasons for taking the decision: 
 
(a) the decision is to establish the ability to have pay by phone tariffs where there is 

on-street parking that isn’t currently payable. It is similar to the decision to 
implement 20mph speed limits, in that the policy is established before the Traffic 
Regulation Order (TRO) process has taken place; 

 
(b) there are some areas where there is a high level of parking that is detrimental to 

the local residents, and initial consultation on the proposed parking schemes has 
taken place with local Councillors. Formal consultation will take place with citizens 
and businesses as part of the TRO process and final decisions will be based on 
the consultation outcomes, so may differ from the initial decision; 

 
(c) many residents’ parking schemes were in place prior to the Workplace Parking 

Levy (WPL) because of displacement from workplace premises, such as the 
hospitals. It was known that the WPL could potentially have an impact on staff 
parking on residential streets so an extensive study across the whole City was 
carried out prior to implementation to take action through various kinds of traffic 
management measures; 
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(d) in the areas suffering from displaced parking it is important to protect residents and 

the introduction of a charge for those parking on residential streets for long periods 
will help achieve this. Paying by phone is a new service achievable through new 
technology and the charge payable will be minimal; 

 
(e) displaced parking is a difficult issue and there is no model to predict it so  any 

problems with commuter parking in residential areas have to be addressed as they 
arise , rather than being pre-empted. 

 
Councillor Georgina Culley, signatory on the call-in request, presented the Panel with the 
following information in relation to her concerns with the decision: 
 
(f) the WPL has caused an increase in parking issues and this scheme wouldn’t be 

needed if the WPL wasn’t in place. It will push issues further out to more residential 
areas, and may be needed throughout the whole City. If the WPL wasn’t in place 
employers wouldn’t be asking employees to pay parking charges; 

 
(g) the introduction of the scheme will not deter people from parking on streets if they 

do not want to pay the WPL; 
 
(h) the scheme penalises car owners and will require the installation of parking meters 

on residential streets; 
 
(i) consultation through TROs is specific to the scheme and people may not 

appreciate that it will push the parking issues further afield. The numbers of 
responses to consultation is usually low; 

 
(j) there is no mention of the costs for implementation or enforcement and the 

implementation of the scheme sets a precedent for charges. 
 
Councillor Roger Steel, signatory on the call-in request, presented the Panel with the 
following information in relation to his concerns with the decision: 
 
(k) there is no opportunity for residents and businesses to raise objections until 

consultation on the TRO is underway. Each area will require separate consultation 
as one solution is not suitable for all areas; 

 
(l) there needs to be City-wide consultation to recognise the inevitable displacement 

and the increase in parking meters, enforcement officer, fines, etc; 
 
(m) it will make Nottingham City Centre and inner-City areas car-less which will have a 

negative impact on businesses and turn suburbs into park and ride sites; 
 
(n) consultation with Councillors is essential and local people should also have a say 

on what they want before it reaches the TRO stage. Schemes should not be 
imposed on people; 

 
(o) workers and businesses are being taxed for driving and people may end up being 

charged for parking on their own drives; 
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(p) even though the income from the WPL is below expected levels the revenue from 
this scheme will not go into the WPL but will provide the money to introduce other 
similar schemes. 

 
Councillor Jane Urquhart provided the following information in response to the points 
made by Councillors Culley and Steel: 
 
(q) part of the TRO consultation process asks local people what they think of the 

scheme and TROs are often the result of requests from residents to Councillors; 
 
(r) one solution isn’t suitable for every area which is why schemes are consulted on 

individually and discussed fully with residents so they can be adapted to suit their 
needs. The areas included in the decision are because local people are asking for 
something to be done; 

 
(s) the number of requests for residents parking schemes is huge. People like the idea 

of having parking schemes and permits for residents will always be free of charge; 
 
(t) the City has excellent public transport, but people will always drive so none of the 

schemes are anti-car measures; 
 
(u) the responses to TROs varies greatly so it isn’t possible to characterise some as 

low and some as high, it all depends on who does and doesn’t decide to respond; 
 
(v) businesses are always consulted and we engage in discussions with them to look 

at the impact any measures may have on their customers; 
 
(w) enforcement activity already encompasses the whole City so there is no impact on 

the budget as no additional resources are required. It is an in-house team so we 
can prioritise the areas they visit. 

 
In response to questions from the Panel, Councillor Jane Urquhart and Caroline Nash, 
Service Manager for Traffic Management, provided the following information: 
 
(x) consultation will take place in the areas mentioned in the decision as they are the 

subject of the proposals. The introduction of the scheme and the charging is 
dependent on the outcome of the consultation; 

 
(y) the decision form could be clearer in explaining the decision to introduce the 

charges is subject to the processing of a TRO; 
 
(z) zones 1, 2 and 3 are within the City Centre which is why the decision relates to 

zones 4 and 5. Zones 4 and 5 are already in the legal orders for zone charging in 
the City, but with a zero charge and undefined boundaries, as these are subject to 
TRO consultation. 

 
When invited to summarise her final comments, Councillor Jane Urquhart confirmed that 
she had nothing to add to her previous comments. 
 
Councillor Georgina Culley summarised her final comments as follows: 
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(aa) it has not been acknowledged that this decision relates to installing parking meters 
in residential areas; 

 
(bb) people will be lulled into agreeing to the schemes because they think they will be 

enforced, but that is not always the case; 
 
(cc) residents permits were withdrawn from streets surrounding Queen’s Medical 

Centre (QMC) because they have a disproportionate effect on disabled residents 
due to the number of visitors they have; 

 
(dd) the scheme is ill thought out and is anti-car and anti-business. 
 
Councillor Roger Steel summarised his final comments as follows: 
 
(ee) there are no zone maps and it is difficult to see how a decision can be made 

without them; 
 
(ff) the decision should be referred back for re-consideration and the Portfolio Holder 

should provide the assurance that parking meters will not be rolled-out across the 
City without requests from residents. 

 
The Panel expressed the following views: 
 
(gg) the decision included charging for on-street parking outside of the City Centre for 

the first time, but it will be consulted on and local Councillors, residents and 
businesses will have a say on the scheme that is introduced. The TRO process 
enables people to object and if the majority of respondents do object then the 
scheme will not be implemented. Displacement was not a result of the WPL; 

 
(hh) if people are in favour of parking restrictions, this decision allows for payment to 

take place by phone; 
 
(ii) parking schemes were not new and this proposal will follow the same process that 

has always been used. 
 
RESOLVED to agree that the decision does not need t o be reconsidered and can be 
implemented for the following reasons: 
 
• the reference to inadequate consultation is misunde rstood as consultation 

takes place through the TRO process; 
• displacement is not easy to predict as it is never known what motorists will 

decide to do. 
 
 


