
  

  

Report to  Scrutiny committee Item 

 29 January 2015 

9 Report of Head of city development services 

Subject Verge and pavement parking update 

 

Purpose  

To update members on progress to control verge and pavement parking 

Recommendation  

To note the report 

Corporate and service priorities 

The report helps to meet the corporate priority “A safe and clean city” and the 
service plan priority  

Financial implications 

There are no direct financial implications arising from this report 

Ward/s: All wards 

Cabinet member: Councillor Stonard – Environment development and transport  

Contact officers 

Andy Watt 01603 212691 

Background documents 

None 

 



  

  

Report  

Background 

Verge parking 

1. Parking and driving over grass verges on a regular basis destroys the grass so 
that it becomes unsightly.  This in turn can lead to erosion of soil and further 
loss of visual amenity as well as damage to street trees both directly and 
through ground compaction.  The resulting uneven ground may puddle after 
rain and can present a hazard to pedestrians. 

2. In view of such issues, the then Executive, reviewed the council’s approach to 
managing verge parking issues in September 2006.  The Executive resolved: 

(1) Support the use of Traffic Regulation Orders (TROs) to control verge 
parking where alternative parking exists either on the carriageway, in 
adjacent streets or off-street: 

(2) Note that where alternative parking does not exist verge reconstruction 
to accommodate parking is the most feasible way to address verge 
parking problems; 

(3) Consider the provision of funding towards verge reconstruction as part of 
future capital planning;  

(4) Support the use of bollards, ankle rails of other physical measures to 
address problems cause by motorists driving over verges; and 

(5) Ask officers to report the Executive’s views to Norwich Joint Highways 
Agency Committee 
 

3. Subsequently the approach was also agreed by the Norwich Highways Agency 
Committee (NHAC) and a number of TROs were introduced to help control 
verge parking.  However funding for verge reconstruction has not been 
identified due to other council1 capital programme priorities. 

4. Furthermore following a reduction in budget for new TROs – and priority being 
therefore given to TROs specifically to improve road safety – in recent years no 
new verge parking TROs have been introduced.  This is unless they have been 
part of a wider improvement scheme for an area, and funded through that 
scheme. 

5. The damage to highway verges is widespread in the city being found in all 
wards.  It includes streets with no off-street parking and where verge 
reconstruction might offer the best solution.  On streets with alternative (off-
street) parking a TRO offers a much cheaper solution, however, public opinion 
may remain resistant to their introduction. 

6. In situations where vehicles drive over or along verges physical measures can 
address the problem.  In some circumstances it may be preferable to re-align 
the carriageway (for example to take account of bus turning circles). 

                                                   

1
  It was and remains unlikely the county council would contribute to major and widespread verge 

reconstruction.  The present maintenance regime ensures safety but not protection of visual 
amenity.  The county council’s local transport plan prioritises other areas of expenditure. 



  

  

Pavement parking 

7. There has been no formal review of pavement parking by the council within at 
least the past 10 years.  As with verge parking it is a widespread phenomenon 
and includes occasional parking where, for example, a vehicle pulls up partly 
onto a footway to make a delivery.  More chronic pavement parking can occur 
in residential streets where there is little or no on-street parking and it is 
particularly prevalent in terraced house areas. 

8. Where pavement parking occurs it can cause difficulties for pedestrians, 
particularly the disabled or for those with prams and pushchairs.  Heavier 
vehicles can damage the footway surface leading to trip or other hazards, as 
well as increased repair costs. 

9. As with verge parking it may be possible to feasibly prevent pavement parking 
making use of TROs (or in some circumstances via physical means).  However, 
in residential streets any ‘solution’ is likely to have a very significant impact on 
on-street parking supply. 

Future work on verge and pavement parking 

10. Given that there has been no recent formal review of pavement parking and 
because the council’s approach to verge parking was agreed in 2006, officers 
consider that an updated review of the council’s approach is necessary.  The 
draft 2015/16 service plan includes provision for such a review accordingly. 

Highway car sales 

11. The 2006 report Executive report did not address vehicle sales from verges, 
which has once again become a problem on some key radial routes into the 
city. 

12. As regards car sales, the council was for some time successful in applying 
powers to prevent such activity using powers contained in the Clean 
Neighbourhoods and Environment Act 1985.  However the powers have been 
found to have shortcomings in terms of their enforceability (for example in 
proving that vehicles parked closer than 500m to each other are owned by the 
same person).  These shortcomings have become known to those selling cars 
in this way and hence it has become almost impossible for officers to enforce. 

13. Officers have therefore been examining alternative approaches as part of the 
2014/15 city development services service plan including: 

− The issuing of warning letters (as undertaken by Great Yarmouth Borough 
Council with some success); 

− Use of section 149 of the Highways Act 1980 (but which only can be used if 
the vehicle is causing a danger); 

− Verge or other parking TROs; 



  

  

− Use of powers contained in Schedule 4 to the Local Government 
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1982 which enable a Local Authority to 
prohibit trading on specified streets (i.e. including car sales); and 

− Use of Anti-social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014 powers to create 
a public spaces protection order 

14. Work to confirm the practical feasibility and the merit or otherwise in taking any 
of the above forward has been delayed due to long-term staff sickness.  
However, this resourcing issue has now been resolved and it is hoped to bring 
a report to cabinet to consider options early in the new civic year. 
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