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1. Chief Adjudicator’s Foreword

On behalf of the Traffic Penalty Tribunal Adjudicators, | am presenting this report for
the year 2010/11 that covers their work determining parking and bus appeals.

We were aware that the number of bus lane appeals was increasing as more
authorities adopted those powers, but examining the statistics for this report it
suddenly became apparent that some authorities issued a significant amount of bus
lane Penalty Charge Notices (PCNs) compared to those issued for parking
contraventions. In fact Bath issued more PCNs for bus lanes contraventions than for
parking, and Liverpool issued an equal amount.

The statistics also show that in many authorities the number of PCNs issued for
parking dropped. Looking at the table for authorities that also tow away vehicles
(these being some of the larger authorities) it is clear that PCNs issued for parking
have dropped considerably over the past few years.

Therefore this annual report focuses more on bus lane enforcement than parking.

Not surprisingly common issues arise in PCNs that have been issued by post for
parking contraventions and this report also considers the impact of this new
provision introduced in 2008 by the Traffic Management Act regulations. Most of the
PCNs issued by post are as a consequence of camera enforcement, mainly CCTV
vehicles that are increasingly in use in Local Authority areas outside London. We
touched on the use of these vehicles in our last report and we have developed the
theme this year highlighting some issues that arise as a result of this method of
enforcement,

Telephone hearings have gone from strength to strength in the period covered by this
report and at the time of writing have become the most popular method of an
Adjudicator considering and determining an appeal. We have highlighted some of the
feedback that we have received which demonstrates the effectiveness of this method
of dispute resolution.

A very important fact in telephone appeals is that it enables Council Officers to
participate in the hearing. This results in more balanced proceedings and ensures
that both parties have a full opportunity to deal with the different issues that may
arise in a hearing, but were not addressed in the earlier representations.
Adjudicators have noticed that Council Officers have become more experienced in
dealing with hearings and in particular are increasingly responsive to the issues
being explained by the Appellant, who may find a discussion on the telephone is a
better way to put forward their case than having to write it down. There are frequent
instances of the Council exercising discretion either to waive the penalty or accept
the reduced penalty where having heard the appellant it is clear that they should not
proceed to enforce that penalty.

It is not surprising that telephones bring about financial benefits to all parties and the
Tribunal. The travel costs associated with attending a hearing are saved, and Council
resources where officer time is a precious resource means that they can fully
participate in the adjudication process without having to make the decision as to
whether to arrange for an Officer attend a hearing or simply to allow it to go ahead
without their participation. From the Tribunal’s point of view efficiencies have been
achieved by moving to this type of hearing.



Having said that hearings still take place where the Adjudicators consider that it is
necessary or either party informs the Tribunal that the issues involved in the case
would be best determined at a more traditional hearing.

At the early stages of our piloting of the telephone appeals initiative | invited the
Administrative Justice and Tribunals Council (AJTC) to make a ‘virtual visit' to
sessions of our telephone appeals, coming in to the conference call as a party
observing or more accurately, listening in. We have reported their feedback in the
section on telephone appeals.

It is with profound disappointment that we learned that the AJTC is one of the public
bodies destined for abolition. From the very beginning of parking adjudication the
AJTC (as it now is) has taken considerable interest in the developments in our
tribunal, regularly attended hearings in their role of overseeing tribunals, and have
consistently made helpful comments and suggestions that we have acted upon to
improve the service and the user experience. They have visited hearings in the far-
flung areas of our jurisdiction for example North Wales. The AJTC annual
conferences (and | have attended every single one since 1993 when | was first
appointed as Chief Adjudicator in London) provide an invaluable opportunity for
representatives of the tribunals and administrative justice bodies to meet and discuss
common issues and best practice.

We appreciate that many of the AJTC’s functions will pass to a department in the
Ministry of Justice, but parking and traffic adjudicators are uneasy that as a local
government tribunal not under the auspices of the MOJ, there may not be time for
that busy department to support tribunals and administrative justice bodies that do
not directly come under Her Majesty’s Courts and Tribunals Services. We will have to
wait and see whether tribunals such as ours have access to a similar service of the
quality and supportiveness of the AJTC.

| would like to take this opportunity on behalf of the adjudicators and staff at the
Traffic Penalty Tribunal to thank the AJTC for the unswerving commitment and
encouragement that they have offered to parking and traffic adjudication over the
years.

It is also fitting for the adjudicators again to offer their thanks to Louise Hutchinson,
the Head of Service, Andrew Barfoot, who is now the Traffic Penalty Tribunal
Registrar, Lindsey Westwood, the Appeals Manager and her staff for the inspired and
cheerful way that they organise the tribunal work. Their talents have developed in the
true spirit of customer care, especially when dealing with our users on the telephone.

Finally, readers of this report will realise that this year there is not a separate section
for Wales. This is because we have focussed on bus lane and CCTV enforcement
neither of which is currently undertaken by Welsh authorities. We commented in the
bus lane section that it is high time that English Ministers brought the TMA and
moving traffic powers into force — however, the Welsh Government is doing so, and
in the near future we understand. We await the impact of that important initiative and,
no doubt, enforcement authorities in England will share that interest.

Caroline Sheppard
Chief Adjudicator



2. Bus Lanes

it is now some years since local councils took over responsibility from the police for
enforcement of bus lanes in their area and although at first only very few adopted the
new powers more are now doing so.

As the statistics included in this report show a large number of PCNs are issued for
contraventions of bus lane restrictions. The term "Bus Lane" is generic and includes
not only those traffic lanes used exclusively by buses and taxis but also bus only
streets and bus gates which are short lengths of road which are restricted in order to
allow access for buses and other authorised vehicles.

The Adjudicators have found that whilst bus lanes exclusively for the use of buses
and other authorised vehicles on major roads are generally recognised the concept
of a bus gate is less well known with the resuit that many appellants who appeal a
PCN issued for this type of restriction have no idea what has happened.

Since the inception of decriminalised parking enforcement Adjudicators have had to
consider appeals relating to the signing and the principles for the signing of parking
restrictions are now well established both by the Tribunal and in a number of High
Court decisions.

it seems to the Adjudicators that the principles of the signing of bus lanes are less
well established and that there is a wide variation in the way councils across the
country sign a particular restriction. This can lead to unnecessary confusion on the
part of drivers who tend to associate a bus lane restriction with the blue and white
signs in the form set out in Schedule 5 of the Traffic Signs Regulations and General
Directions 2002.

The 2002 Regulations require the use of both roadside signs and carriageway
markings to show the extent of the bus lane restriction.

For example, diagram 953 in Schedule 5 (the blue roundel with a white bus and cycle
[symbol on a blue background)

e

requires that it is used with diagrams 1048.3 and 1048.4 in Schedule 6
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so that the carriageway is marked with the words "Bus Lane" or "Bus Only* with a
variation to show that it can be used by cycles.

The Guidelines issued by the Department for Transport in the Traffic Signs Manual
recognise that the use of a carriageway marking is an important part of the signing of
traffic regulations because it is more likely to be seen by drivers.



However the Guidance also suggests that where a bus only street or bus gate does
not apply at all times or where there is an exemption for access the sign in the form
of diagram 619 in Schedule 2 of the Regulations (“Motor Vehicles Prohibited") should
be used. This sign includes a black car and motorcycle symbol on a white
background inside a red circle.

The point of the use of this particular sign is that it does not require the use of any
carriageway markings. The Adjudicators understand the recommendation about the
use of the sign may be because where the restriction only applies at certain times it
is thought that it would be misleading not to add the times to the carriageway
markings which would become too complicated if they were included. The Guidance
says that sign 619
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is to be used in conjunction with the sign shown at diagram 620 which, in black
writing on a white background, states "Except for Access".

The Adjudicators have found that councils are using a number of variations of plate
620, often without there being any evidence of authorisation by the DfT, which give
the times when the restriction operates (a variation permitted by the Regulations) and
stating appropriate exemptions for taxis, authorised vehicles or for access.

Further variations occur because some councils, with or without DfT authorisation,
are using carriageway markings in conjunction with sign 619. Those councils which
do not have specific authorisation may regard this signing as "advisory" but in the
Adjudicators' view the use of carriageway markings does make the extent of the
restriction much clearer.

For example, Leeds City Council uses sign 619 in conjunction with carriageway
markings stating "Bus and Taxi Only" but Oxford City Council uses carriageway
markings for some restrictions but not others. Sheffield City Council does not use
sign 619 for the part time bus gate on Middlewood Road but rather has chosen to
use a variable sign which shows the blue and white roundel at times when the
restriction operates but is changed electronically at times when the restriction does
not operate to show a sign which prohibits heavy vehicles. Carriageway markings
stating "Bus and Taxi Only" are used with the variable sign.

During the course of the evidence to the High Court in Oxford City Council v. The
Parking Adjudicator it was said that the City Council had been refused permission to
use sign 619 in conjunction with carriageway markings in the High Street but it now
appears that Reading Council has in fact been granted permission to use both sign
619 and a carriageway marking.

It seems to the Adjudicators that this lack of consistency does given rise to genuine
confusion on the part of drivers, particularly when visiting an area with which they are
not familiar.

A further problem with the use of sign 619 is that the recipient of a PCN alleging the
vehicle was “in a bus lane” has no recollection of having seen a bus lane. Many
PCNs include a photograph of the vehicle, for example stopped at traffic lights, where



there is no evidence of a bus lane in the photograph. This is a particular issue with
PCNs issued for contraventions in Oxford and Bath. This anomaly must provoke a
considerable number of representations since the vehicle owner has no idea why the
penalty is being imposed because there was no evidence of the type of bus lane that
motorists recognise and understand at the location.

A number of appeals have been brought by visitors to the tourist city of Bath. Traffic
flow around this old city is undoubtedly difficult but the Council uses a variety of
signing for its bus lane restrictions including the blue and white signs and sign 619
with and without carriageway markings.

in the Adjudicators' view the use of consistent signing would certainly help drivers
recognise the various restrictions. It is suggested that sign 953, when used in
conjunction with the relevant carriageway markings, is likely to be the clearest
signing. The use of these signs should be extended to all bus lane restrictions
whether or not they apply at all times or where there are exemptions for access.

Although the Adjudicators recognise the principles set out by the High Court in the
Oxford case that it is essentially the signing at the beginning of a bus lane restriction
with which they are concerned it is undoubtedly the case that clear advisory signing
on route to the restriction is important and is likely to reduce contraventions.

A clear example of this is in Sheffield at the "Wicker" bus lane restriction which
gained some notoriety in the local press and gave rise to a large number of PCNs
issued over a short period of time. The Adjudicators identified one of the main
problems as being that the alternate route for traffic not permitted to use the bus gate
was not clear. After many appeals had been allowed the Council decided that it
would change the signing, particularly the carriageway markings directing traffic away
from the restriction, and the Tribunal was then informed by the Council's Transport
Department that the changes had resulted in a substantial reduction in the number of
PCNs issued.

Often advisory signs are placed some distance away from the start of the restriction
so that although drivers might be alerted to the fact that the restriction exists they
have no idea what to expect when they came across it. An example of this is the
Oxford Castle Street bus lane where the advisory signing is sited just after vehicles
have left the main ring road. If drivers do not see or do not understand it they are
then in a traffic system which they can only get out of by turning round or going
through the restriction, which is a complaint made in a number of the appeals.

Adjudicators have had to consider a number of appeals where drivers complain that
the signing of the restriction only became clear once the vehicle had already passed
the start of it so that there was then no way of avoiding it except by doing a "U" tumn
which in the busy traffic conditions of a city centre was considered impractical. For
example, in Nottingham a short length of tram gate is placed in the middle of a long
road. Although vehicles are directed away from the road once drivers have missed
the advisory signing there is then no way of avoiding the restriction except by doing a
"U" turn.

Often advisory signing is part of a much more complicated sign directing traffic along
various routes and of necessity they are often placed close to junctions in busy
streets where they are less noticeable, particularly at night or in poor weather
conditions. Unlike signs relating to parking those giving information about bus lanes
must be able to be clearly read from a moving vehicle in the busy traffic conditions.



Whilst the Adjudicators recognise the need for councils to introduce those measures
it considers appropriate to assist traffic flow in the area problems can arise when
restrictions, particularly short lengths of bus gate, are placed in unsuitable locations.

Appeals have shown that the Bradford Market Street bus gate begins at a point
where there is a pedestrian crossing with the result that the signing is placed against
the background of traffic lights. The zigzag markings in front of the crossing have
resulted in the carriageway markings being placed some distance in front of the point
where the restriction begins. The Adjudicators have found, both at first instance and
on review that these markings are insufficiently clear for the restriction to be enforced
because the roadside signing and the carriageway markings are not used together.

In Bath there are two short lengths of bus lane in the High Street and North Street
which are signed with diagram 956 but because of the location of the restriction in a
short length of road between a pedestrian build-out and a traffic light controlled
junction, neither the carriageway markings nor the roadside signs are easily visible.
At both locations in order to accommodate deliveries to local businesses a short area
of the carriageway immediately before the restrictions begin permits loading and
unloading with the result that high sided vehicles actually obstruct the roadside signs.
The Council recognises that this is a problem and says that in appropriate cases
where a challenge is made and a review of the CCTV evidence demonstrates that
the signs were obstructed the PCN will be cancelled, but that does not take into
account those PCNs which are never challenged.

In the Adjudicators' view there should be a review of the signing, particularly for bus
gates and bus only streets, to ensure that there is some consistency in the use of
roadside signing together with carriageway markings and it is suggested that it might
be useful to amend the Guidance on the use of sign 619.

The procedure for the imposition of and appeals against penalty charges for bus lane
contraventions are set out in the Bus Lane Contraventions (Penalty Charges,
Adjudication and Enforcement) (England) Regulations 2005. The Adjudicators note
one important difference between these Regulations and the 2007 Representations
and Appeals Regulations which relate to parking contraventions.

The 2007 Regulations came into force as a result of the introduction of the Traffic
Management Act 2004 and include as a ground of appeal the concept of "procedural
impropriety" on the part of a council, which is defined as a failure to comply with any
requirements of the Regulations. There is also a provision in the 2007 Regulations
for Adjudicators to refer cases back to a council's chief officer in cases where
although the appeal is not allowed it is considered that there is compelling mitigation.
Those powers do not exist in the Bus Lane Regulations and the Adjudicators see this
as an important omission. Whilst councils do have a duty under the 2005 Regulations
to consider representations made the Adjudicators' powers are more limited in cases
where it is considered that insufficient consideration has been given or where,
contrary to the view of the council, the Adjudicator considers that mitigation is
compelling.

The Traffic Management Act 2004 was intended to apply a common the civil
enforcement regime to minor traffic contraventions including parking, bus lanes and
minor moving traffic. However the decision was taken only to implement the parking
provisions, and therefore there exists inconsistent process and procedure.
Adjudicators also note that many of the problems highlighted in this report are
because Councils are having to enforce traffic contraventions as bus lane
contraventions, because they have not been given the appropriate powers. For
example, failure to comply with sign 619
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Constitutes a moving traffic offence that could be enforced under TMA if the powers
are brought into force. The would enable council to issue PCNs that allege the
contravention that the driver might recognise, as opposed to be issued with a PCN
showing the vehicle but without any indication of bus lane where the vehicle was
photographed.

Also, as we have discussed, often the mistake that was made was before the vehicle
reaches the bus gate, for example, by turning left against a no left turn’ sign. If that is
where the contravention occurred, then it would be better to issue the PCN for that.



3. Penalty Charge Notices sent by post

We have already discussed the impact of Civil Enforcement of Bus Lanes and since
that enforcement is undertaken through camera enforcement all the PCNs in that
jurisdiction can only be issued by post.

The Traffic Management Act powers enabling councils to issue penalty charge
notices for parking contraventions by post are referred to as Regulation 10 Penalty
Charge Notices. These can be issued for the following reasons:

Regulation 10 (1) (a) on the basis of a record produced by an approved device (that
is a camera device), the authority has reason to believe that a penalty charge is
payable with respect to a vehicle which is stationary in a civil enforcement area.

Regulation 10 (1) (b) a civil enforcement officer attempted to serve a penalty charge
notice on a vehicle or its driver but was prevented from doing so by some person.

Regulation 10 (1) (c) a civil enforcement officer had begun to prepare a penaity
charge notice for service on a vehicle or its driver, but the vehicle concerned was
driven away from the place in which it was stationary before the civil enforcement
officer had finished preparing the penalty charge notice or had served it on the
vehicle or its driver.

The authority is required to state on the PCN which of the three circumstances
applied in the particular case (they may not cite two or all three of the circumstances
in the alternative).

Adjudicators have in their annual reports regularly called for Councils themselves to
publish annual reports giving details of their Civil Enforcement activities. Many
Authorities have risen to the challenge of entering their annual reports for the
PATROL annual reports award. However there are still a significant number of
authorities that do not appear to publish annual reports. We mention this here
because the Adjudicators consider that the authorities should report the number of
PCNs they have sent using the Traffic Management Act provisions introduced in
2008 for a PCN to be sent by post.

A recent survey of councils suggests that of the councils which responded around
40% issue PCNs by post under these regulations, with the majority of these councils
utilising the powers stipulated in Regulation 10 (1) (b) and (c). From our survey, only
a small proportion of councils outside London, around 5%, issued penalties whereby
a contravention was captured on an approved device i.e. camera enforcement. Our
survey also indicates that of the total number of parking PCNs issued by local
authorities (4,262,342) only a small fraction, around 50,000 (1.2%) were issued by
post.

This is the first survey of its type and further detail is required to arrive at specific
conclusions. However the Adjudicators would urge councils to communicate the
scope of their enforcement by breaking this down into penalty charge notices issued
on street and by post and presenting this data within their annual report.

Of the responses received, six councils indicated that in 2010/2011 they were
undertaking camera enforcement. The table below shows the number of Regulation
10 PCNs issued as a proportion of their total PCNs issued for the year:



Basildon 4017 of 10.256

Medway 20,783 of 54.089
Nottingham 65 of 63.239
Plymouth 7615 of 37.975
South Tyneside 1334 of 12.866
Wirral 1393 of 29.090

It can be seen that nearly half of the PCNs issued by Medway were as a result of
camera enforcement.

Last year in our annual report we described the two versions of CCTV car that are
used — the first type, used in Medway, is operated by the driver and an assistant
sitting in the car. This has given rise to the vehicle being parked for up to five minutes
whilst the operators point the periscope mounted camera at the contravening vehicle.
Appeliants, perhaps not surprisingly, comment on the apparent inconsistency of this
approach.

The other type of vehicle, used for example in Basildon, is programmed to recognise
the parking regulations, and therefore identify vehicles that appear to be parked in
contravention.

Some of the recurring issues that emerge in cases where the PCN has been served
by post:

e The driver has no notice to look for signs, lines and the location until
significantly after the event

¢ In many cases it is clear that the CEO could have served a PCN by placing it
on the vehicle

e The authority has not examined the film evidence sufficiently carefully to
confirm the vehicle is stationary and to check vehicle owner’s explanation of
what happened.

e Some authorities appear to believe that a loading ban was a ban on stopping;
they have not remembered that a vehicle may stop to set down or pick up a
passenger.

One of the difficulties of sending PCNs by post is that the vehicle owner does not
receive the PCN until some time after the alleged contravention. In those cases
where the driver was not aware that the vehicle was parked in contravention of any
regulation then they have no means of knowing what has been alleged until
sometime later, and therefore may well have parked in the same position again.

If a PCN setting out the alleged contravention is not sent, for example, for a week or
ten days, the driver would have had no cause to reflect on what occurred and
therefore will aimost certainly not remember the precise details of what happened
Furthermore, if the driver did not realise that he had driven or parked in
contravention, then, they could continue to park or drive until such time as they see
the PCN which indicates to them that they have done something wrong.

A case is MW06281B. The Appellant lives at the end of a cul-de-sac which is an
unrestricted street. The council CCTV vehicle stopped at the far end of the street for
five minutes at 07.39 on a Sunday morning just before and apparently remained
there with the camera pointing down the cul-de-sac featuring on the Appellant’s car
at the far end. A PCN was subsequently issued for parking further than 50 metres




from the edge of the carriageway (the allegation being that the although the vehicle
was parked with its front up to the end of the cul-de-sac it was in fact more than 50
centimetres away from the pavement on either side of the street).

Because the alleged contravention was identified before Christmas in fact the
Appellant did not receive the PCN until 29 December. She had continued to park in a
similar position, and explained in her appeal that that is how the residents of that
street park and they were in the habit of contacting one other if a vehicle needed to
be moved. It was not evident from the Council’s evidence in the case that there had
been a complaint about the parking however it was apparent from the Appellant's
evidence that the Council had returned on further Sundays and photographed her
vehicle from the end of the street, again without getting out and attaching a PCN to
her vehicle, which would have alerted her to the fact that the Council regarded the
parking as contravening the Prohibition of parking further than 50 centimetres from
the end of the road.

This case calls into question why the Council chose to use their car at this time in the
morning to detect this alleged offence. They consistently submit that they only use
the vehicle in accordance with the Secretary of State’s guidance in “sensitive” areas,
but it is clear from the photographs that at 07.30 on a Sunday morning there are few
residents around and it can hardly be a justification for not approaching the vehicle
and attaching a PCN in the normal manner. It therefore raises the question of
whether the CCTV vehicle is being used in order to keep it busy.

Several cases have involved people with disabilities, for example EI05155B where
the Appellant was dropping off his disabled parents to catch the bus that can be seen
in the video. His father is virtually unable to walk. There is no provision of parking for
the disabled, and there is no crossing to reach the bus stop. The Council should have
recognised the difficulty of dropping off disabled passengers and their luggage at a
reasonable distance from the bus.

In case EI05108B the Appellant’s wife has a disability and the Appellant had set her
down and waited for a reasonably short time to pick her up; an activity which in the
case of a person with disabilities, may take longer than the usual two minutes. The
adjudicator found that the vehicle was parked for the purposes of picking up a
disabled person and that the appellant was preparing to pull out when the CCTV car
passed by.

In MW 06263L the Appellant, who was the holder of Blue Badge had just pulled over
while a disabled bay was being vacated.

It is crucial to examine the video evidence carefully to see what can be seen and
what can not and particularly that the CCTV cars cannot always show the position of
the signs in relation to the parked car. In El 05134B there was no evidence of the
positioning of the sign and the council, despite representations as to where the signs
were, the council did not subsequently point out to the Appellant where the sign is
positioned and that that she should have read it.

On the other hand in EIl 05140E the video footage showed that the private hire
vehicle was stationary in a bus stop and the driver could be seen in the car reading a
magazine while he waited for a pre-booked fare.

The time of the contravention is crucial: in El 05131D the Appellant’s car was first

detected by the camera in a frame timed at 9:29:38 some 22 seconds before the
loading restriction ceased at 9:30. The Council, unnecessarily cynically, stated in
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their submission “there is no knowing how long the vehicle had been there”. It cannot
have escaped the Council’'s attention that had their CCTV car patrolled the High
Street a little sooner than 30 seconds before the restriction is lifted they would have
evidence to substantiate their assertions.

in EI 05131D the appellant had a vehicle specifically adapted for disabled use so had
a CEO been patrolling on foot then the adapted nature of the Appellant's vehicle
would have been apparent.

In El 05079F the Appellant has hit on a fundamental problem with CCTV
enforcement. He had to park his van where there was a loading ban because he was
making his regular delivery and the loading bays were occupied by cars that were not
loading. Their number plates could not be read in the film. The adjudicator
commented that if there had been a CEO patrolling the street the loading bay
contraventions could have been enforced first and the CEO would have realised the
problem encountered by the Appellant and the driver of the other van shown on the
camera footage.

in MW 06275K the Council provided three still images from the CCTV car, however
none of them established precisely where the bus stop was in relation to the
Appellant’'s van. The road marking of the bus stop can vaguely be discerned but it
was possible from the angle of the pictures that the van is just outside the bus stop.
The adjudicator was not satisfied that the van was in fact stopped on the bus stop.

In MW 06170M the flaws in the Council evidence about the signing stem from the
curious decision to enforce the alleged contravention with a camera. Not only are the
signs and carriageway markings not recorded clearly but there can be little
justification for the CCTV vehicle itself to wait in the street for more than three
minutes to film a car, the owner of which is then sent a PCN by post nine days later.
Had the CEO got out of the car and issued the PCN on-street by fixing it to the car
the Appellant could have looked at the signs when she returned to her car and there
would be clear evidence from the CEO.

In MW 06082F it appears that the Council’'s CCTV car was itself hovering around for
five minutes and did not film any activity. It is not clear why the Civil Enforcement
Officer did not get out of the car and attach a penalty charge notice to the car in the
usual manner. Had that happened the Appellant would have been put on immediate
notice of the alleged contravention and would have had evidence of the unloading to
hand. However, because the Council chose to send the PCN by post eleven days
later it is not surprising that the Appellant no longer had any supporting evidence

in MW 06282E the pictures were too indistinct to establish the contravention.
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Conclusion

1.

Care should be taken that camera enforcement is only used where
appropriate, especially where exemptions apply. There must be a good
reason not to issue the PCN by fixing it to the vehicle at the time. It follows
that if the CCTV car has to hover in the vicinity for 5 minutes, the CEO could
have got out and issued a Regulation 9 PCN.

The video footage must be properly analysed to ensure that the vehicle is
stationary. This particularly applies where the CCTV car is itself moving as it
films.

Still images taken form the camera footage must be clear.

The approach to considering representations must be focussed to take into
account the delay in sending the PCN so that it is more difficult for the driver
to provide evidence or examine the signs or location without going back.

Where a PCN has been sent by post the representations are ‘formal
representations’ (as opposed to what is known as ‘informal’ representations
made after a PCN has been attached to a vehicle, but before the Notice to
Owner has been served consideration of representations is a quasi-judicial
process that should be considered by Council Officers and not contractors.

12



4. Car Parks — Local Authorities with the Private Sector

Councils may provide off-street car parks which are subject to Civil Parking
Enforcement. Appeals have arisen in relation to these car parks where councils have
entered into arrangements with third parties.

A motorist received a PCN from Swindon Borough Council whilst parked at the Great
Western Hospital, Swindon. The adjudicator allowed her appeal and Swindon
Borough Council applied for review. This was rejected by the Chief Adjudicator who
upheld the decision to allow the appeal.

The case, SI05445E, involved an arrangement between Swindon Council and the
focal NHS Trust for Civil Enforcement Officers to issue PCNs to vehicles in a hospital
car park. In this case the Council accepted that there was a Service Agreement and
that it regarded itself as a contractor which received a fee for its services. The terms
of the Agreement provided that the Trust would be responsible for maintenance of
the service of the car park and the provision of all signing.

The decision turned on the provision of Section 33(4) of the Road Traffic Regulation
Act 1984, which gives local authorities additional powers in relation to their power
under Section 32 of that Act to provide off-street parking places, and which states:

“33(4) A local authority may on such terms as it thinks fit:

(b) arrange with any person for him to provide such a parking place on any land of
which he is the owner or in which he has an interest.

The appeal was allowed on the basis that the evidence showed that the car park was
not provided by the Council and so it had no power to issue the PCN. The Chief
Adjudicator upheld that decision in review stating:

“It is clear that this is no more than a contract for the Council to provide services to
the Trust on a commercial basis in connection with the Hospital Car Park established
under the Trust's own terms and conditions. The evidence does not support the
contention that this contract constitutes the Council arranging with the Trust for them
to provide a car park.”

Swindon Borough Council applied for permission to apply for judicial review of the
Chief Adjudicator's decision. Mr Ockelton, sitting as a Deputy Judge of the High
Court, refused, in March 2011, to permit Swindon Borough Council to seek judicial
review of the decision

The High Court stated:

“Whether the ‘arrangements” between the NHS Trust and the authority are
arrangements falling within the wording of s33(4)(b) is a question of applying a
statutory description consisting solely of ordinary words to the evidence available in
an individual case. It does not appear that the decision either of the Parking
Adjudicator or of the Chief Parking Adjudicator on review is a decision that was not
open to each of them respectively on the evidence.”

In another case, WUQ05026CSD, involving an appeal against a PCN issued

Christmas Eve 2010 by West Sussex County Council (with Worthing BC) the
adjudicator found that, while this particular car park was in fact owned by the Local
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Authority it was actually operated by a contractor and the signage only made
reference to this private contractor and not to the local authority.

The adjudicator allowed an appeal against a PCN issued by the council in that car
park and stated:

“the reference to the standard terms and conditions of NCP is a clear indication that
the entitlement to use this car park derives from the law of contract, as it does in any
other private car park. That area of law prohibits the imposition of a penalty charge
for a contravention of regulations and only allows for breaches of the contract
conditions to be recompensed....the signs do not therefore reflect the legal position
and fail to make clear to the motorist both their obligations when using the car park
and the consequences of a contravention.” The appeal was allowed by the
adjudicator.

Adjudicators understand that there are increasing examples of local authorities
making arrangements with private companies to provide ....car parks. These cases
demonstrate that care needs to be taken and the detail of the arrangements of
enforcement is to be undertaken using the Traffic Management Act process.

14



5. Witness Statements and Statutory Declarations

5.1. Introduction

An Enforcement Authority (EA) may enforce an unpaid Charge Certificate by seeking
an order from the County Court'. This has the effect of treating the sum owed as if it
were a debt payable under a County Court order.

Such a County Court order may be set aside by the making of a Witness Statement
by the person against whom the order was made (referred to here for the sake of
consistency as the vehicle owner?).

In parking cases Witness Statements replaced Statutory Declarations although bus
lane cases still follow the Statutory Declaration procedure as they are not yet within
the Traffic Management Act 2004 in England or its Welsh equivalent.

5.2. Statistics

Since the change of legislation the Tribunal has seen an increase in the number of
cases that have previously been the subject of enforcement in the County Court.

One of the reasons for the increase may be that the making of a Witness Statement
is free, whilst Statutory Declarations carried a small fee. In 2009/10 the number of
Witness Statements/Statutory Declarations received by the tribunal was 1586 by
2010/11 this number had risen to 2497, an increase of over 50%.

Year Witness No Appeal Case Considered
Statement/Statutory
Declarations
Received
2009/10 1586 698 888
2010/11 2497 819 1678

5.3. Grounds for making a Witness Statement

The Witness Statement must be made within 21 days of service of the court order®,
although this time may be extended if the District Judge considers it to be
appropriate’. The Tribunal sees cases that have had time extended but do not, of
course, have any statistics on how many cases may be refused by the County Court
because of delay.

! Regulation 22 of The Civil Enforcement of Parking Contraventions (England) General
Regulations 2007 (“the General Regulations”)

2 For the purposes of this guidance “vehicle owner” includes anyone who falls to be treated
as the vehicle owner by virtue of General Regulations Reg 5(3)

3 General Regulations Reg 23(1)

4 General Regulations Reg 23 (3),(4)
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A Witness Statement may be made on one of four grounds®; that the vehicle owner®:

1. did not receive the notice to owner (NtO) (which includes a Regulation 10 PCN
issued by post’);

2. made representations to the EA but did not receive a rejection notice (NoR); or
3. appealed to a parking Adjudicator and:
i. has had no response to the appeal;
ii. the appeal had not been decided when the Charge Certificate was
served;
iii. or won the appeal;

4. has paid the penalty charge

A Statutory Declaration may be made on similar grounds but excluding 4.

5.4. Effect of Witness Statement

In response to a Witness Statement the Court may issue a Revoking Order which
8
causes’:

* Revocation of the County Court Order (so no further recovery action e.g. using
bailiffs);

» Cancellation of the Charge Certificate (so penalty returns to the original full rate)
and

e Cancellation of the NtO (only where the ground was that the NtO was not
received — Ground 1).

In every case the vehicle owner's liability for the 50% increase in the penalty charge
imposed by the Charge Certificate, the court fee and any bailiff's costs is cancelled.
The sum due is reduced back to the original full penalty charge.

Once notified by the court that this has happened, a choice must be made by the EA,
depending upon the ground chosen in the Witness Statement. The legislation states,
“the EA shall refer the Witness Statement to the Adjudicator” if made on Ground 2,
3 or 4. “Shall” generally indicates a mandatory action. Nevertheless the EA does
have a choice as the requirement only applies if payment of the penalty charge
remains in dispute and is to be pursued.

* General Regulations Reg 23 (2)

8 For the purposes of this guidance “vehicle owner” includes anyone who falls to be treated
as the vehicle owner by virtue of General Regulations Reg 5(3)

7 General Regulations Reg 23 (9)

® General Regulations Reg. 23(5)

? General Regulation 23(7)
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Accordingly, the choices faced by the EA, depending upon the ground of the Witness

Statement, are:

Ground Option 1 Option 2
1. No NtO (or Reg. 10 Waive the penalty/accept | Reissue Notice to Owner/
PCN) payment Reg 10 PCN'"
2. No NoR e na iy acesel Send to Tribunal
payment
% NQ _Adjud/cator’s Waive the penalty/accept Send to Tribunal
ecision payment
Waive outstanding
payment/ accept payment
4. Paid in full (NB Charge Cetrtificate Send to Tribunal
increase and costs no
longer payable)

The EA always has the discretion to waive a penalty charge or to accept payment at
a reduced rate. If the EA decides to waive the penalty charge it does not need to
refer the case to the Tribunal first. The EA should simply notify the vehicle owner of
its decision.

Conversely, if, having made the Witness Statement, the vehicle owner agrees to pay
the full penalty charge , the EA can accept payment and need not refer the case to
the Tribunal. This is often the subject of complaint or frustration from an EA but the
Tribunal cannot find an Appeliant to be liable for more than the standard amount of
the penalty charge: all enforcement increments and fees are removed by the County
Court’s Revoking Order.

Where the EA accepts that the full standard penalty charge has been paid there is no
purpose in referring the case to the Tribunal as there is no longer any dispute with
the vehicle owner requiring resolution by the Adjudicator.

Many Appellants still misunderstand the County Court’s Revoking Order and believe
the entire penalty charge has been revoked but of course this is not the case. The
Revoking Order places the parties in the position whereby the EA is demanding
payment of the full penalty charge, and the Appellant is disputing that demand. That
is the point upon which the Tribunal will concentrate.

10 These circumstances provide an exception to the general time limit for service of a PCN
by post- General Regulations Reg. 10 (5); or of an NtO - Reg 20(2)
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This point is important in choosing whether to refer to refer the case to the Tribunal.
The EA should not refer a case to the Tribunal simply because it disputes the
Witness Statement itself. The Regulations are very clear that only one ground may
be specified in a Witness Statement; experience shows however that often more than
one ground is chosen, and not necessarily one that is appropriate in any event.
However, there is little purpose in an EA focusing on such errors or inconsistencies
or in seeking to challenge the validity of the specified ground in their representations
to the Tribunal. Once the County Court has made the Revoking Order the Adjudicator
has no jurisdiction to interfere with it.

“False Statements”

Whilst it may be an offence to make a false Witness Statement'’,
complaints about the veracity of a declaration may be dealt with only by
the criminal courts. For conviction of such an offence the court would
have to be satisfied that the declaration was both false and made
“knowingly or recklessly”.

Bear in mind that many people have little understanding of the relevant
law or court procedures and that the making of a “false” statement may
not be criminal even if it is obviously inappropriate to others looking at the
case. The form presented to the Appellant by busy court staff is usually
of the “tick box” variety, surrounded by legalese, and many individuals
simply choose one or more boxes to tick with little or no understanding of
what the document means. Some individuals may attempt a cynical
manipulation of the system, but many are merely attempting to do what
they think is required of them.

The Adjudicator has no jurisdiction to deal with the investigation or
punishment of a false statement. An EA may wish to point out that a
statement is not correct in the particular circumstances of the case, but it
is inaccurate and purposeless to inform the Adjudicator that it “is an
offence to make a false statement”.

The EA should, instead, concentrate on the question of whether, taking into account
all the information it has from the vehicle owner either prior to or with the Witness
Statement, the vehicle owner is liable for the penalty charge. In particular, if the
vehicle owner has produced with the Witness Statement information not previously
disclosed or explained to the EA they should consider the case afresh before simply
referring it to the Tribunal.

11 Civil Procedure Rules Part 22
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If the circumstances are such that the EA, taking into account all the information it
now has from the vehicle owner, would have waived the penalty at the
representations stage there is little reason for them not to do it at this later stage.

Equally, the EA is entirely at liberty to attempt to resolve the case directly with the
vehicle owner. It may seek further evidence or invite explanation, particularly if it
appears that earlier correspondence may not have been received.

5.5 Tribunal Procedure following referral

Under the Statutory Declaration procedure the form used at the County Court had a
space where the motorist could fill in details of the case; this was useful for the
Adjudicator to see what the case was about so that a decision could be make
promptly whether the case was suitable for full registration as an appeal.

Regrettably the forms introduced since the Traffic Management Act 2004 do not
contain space for explanation. Sometimes the Council is able to supply sufficient
information for the Adjudicator to understand the nature of the case. |f it is not clear
from the documents sent, however, then the Tribunal will invite the vehicle owner to
explain their case.

Upon receipt of further information from the vehicle owner, or after the expiry of the
time allowed for its return, the case will go to the Adjudicator for directions indicating
what will happen next.

The Adjudicator shall “give directions as to the conduct of proceedings unless he
decides that no such directions are necessary” upon receipt of a Witness Statement
referral. The Adjudicator has greater powers than in an ordinary appeal and is not
limited to the standard statutory grounds of appeal.

The Adjudicator may direct that the case proceed as an ordinary appeal, or that the

EA should cancel the penalty charge altogether, or that the vehicle owner is liable to
pay the penalty charge.
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6. Telephone Hearings

The number of appellants requesting a telephone hearing has risen (21.67%), now
overtaking the number of requests for a personal hearing (17.43%), the Adjudicators
are encouraged by the increasing take up of telephone hearings.

Feedback on telephone hearings continues to reflect high levels of customer
satisfaction (some examples below):

Appellant Feedback

“It is a fair system which allows both parties to put their point of view
across without interruption”

“Whilst my appeal was not upheld, | was very impressed with the honesty
and integrity of the adjudicator. | felt the adjudicator was totally and truly
unbiased in his treatment of both myself and the council. A rare and shining
example of proper and exact fairness in an evermore unjust world.”

“The hearing itself was refreshing in that it was totally unbiased. | felt at

ease the whole time, it was presented in layman’s terms so very easy to
follow.”

“l felt it was fair, gave me a chance to give my side and took into
consideration why I disagreed with the decision”

“I thought it was conducted fairly and clearly. It was hugely convenient for
me to do it this way and | didn’t feel anything was lost that might otherwise
have been covered in a personal hearing”

“I would like to offer my thanks for the fair way in which the adjudicator
handled my appeal”

“It saved me a lot of time and expense with a telephone hearing. It must be
the way forward”

“fair and intelligent and much more efficient than going to court”

“Very professional and fair balance provided to both sides”

At the time of writing this report the percentage of telephone hearings as a proportion
of all appeals heard stands at 16%.

Appellants and councils in Wales have quickly adopted telephone hearings as a
modern, convenient and cost effective way of deciding appeals with around 10%
percent of appeals being decided by telephone in 2010/11.

This trend would appear to continue in Wales as between July and September 2011,
no personal hearings took place with cases relating to Welsh councils being heard by
either telephone hearings (18%) or paper hearings (that is a decision made on the
basis of the papers submitted by the parties only, without an oral hearing).
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Guidance is provided to appellants and councils to help them prepare for a telephone
hearing and this is summarised below:

Telephone Hearings
‘The process’

What is a Telephone Hearing?

A telephone hearing takes place by means of a telephone conference call facilitated
by the Tribunal. The telephone hearing will involve the Adjudicator, the appellant and
the council (should they choose to participate).

How is a Telephone Hearing arranged?

1. The Tribunal will contact the appellant to arrange a suitable date and time for the
hearing to take place.

2. The council will be advised of this date, and if no objections are made, both parties
will be sent written confirmation.

3. An SMS reminder will be sent to the appellant reminding them of the time of their
hearing.

4. Both parties should provide the name and number of the person who will be taking
part in the hearing during this initial call.

How does a Telephone Hearing work?

¢ Tribunal staff will contact the appellant.
Tribunal staff will then contact the council officer on the number provided.

e Both the parties will then be transferred to the Adjudicator. This is in
accordance with the established procedure in the court system.

e If either party can not be contacted then the Adjudicator will decide if the case
is to proceed in their absence.

e The Adjudicator will hear the case and may record the proceedings.

» A telephone hearing will normally last around 20 minutes, however we ask
both parties to allow 30 minutes for their hearing.

e The Adjudicator will normally give their decision at the end of the hearing and
both parties will receive this in writing after the hearing.
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The Traffic Penalty Tribunal comes under the supervision of the Administrative
Justice and Tribunals Council (AJTC) and Adjudicators have invited their
representatives to observe telephone hearings in practice. Some of the feedback
from the AJTC can be seen below.

Feedback on telephone hearings from the Administrative Justice and
Tribunals Council

“I thought the whole process was very well run, and was an appropriate
method of dealing with the types of cases brought to this tribunal. It seems
to be an effective and efficient way to administer justice. It allows the
appellants to participate without having to give up too much of their time, or
have too much disruption to their lives. It is useful for appellants who may
live along way from hearing centers”

“Effective and efficient way of administering justice. For the appellant the
investment of 30 minutes of their time on the day of their hearing allowed
them to participate without any significant disruption to their daily life.”

“Very positive and effective way to access administrative justice. Could
there be an opportunity for other tribunals to consider using this way of
managing hearings?”
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7. Tribunal Summary

7.1 Overview

During 2010/11 parking and bus lane appeals to the Tribunal rose from 14,912 to
16,595, representing an increase of 11%. Whilst parking appeals have stabilised
over this period, bus lane appeals increased by some 70%. A significant factor in this
increase was the number of councils which commenced bus lane enforcement during
or shortly before the start of this period. The councils include Bradford, Liverpool,
Stoke, Coventry, Gloucestershire and Bristol. The tribunal has also an increase of
over 50% in the referral of witness statements compared with the previous year, from
1474 to 2299 in 2010/11. Further information on appeals is included in the statistical
tables

7.2 Service Standards

It is the aim of the Tribunal to be as efficient as possible when deciding cases,
however it must be borne in mind that the process of appealing is a judicial one and
circumstances may arise where certain cases take longer to decide than others. The
figures below show how the Tribunal has reduced the average time taken from
registration to decision in cases. The average waiting time between the tribunal
receiving an appeal and issuing a decision has reduced significantly from 11.75
weeks (2009/10) to 7.8 weeks (2010/11).

Parking
Type of Hearing Decision Without a Personal Telephone
Hearing (postal) Hearing Hearing
| Aprit 2010 | April 2009 | April 2010 | April 2009 | April 2010 | April 2009
to to March | to to March | to to March
March 2010 March 2010 March 2010
2011 2011 2011
Average no of weeks |5.15 5.55 1058 | 12.80 1 7.13 8.70
between registration and | weeks weeks ‘weeks | weeks | weeks weeks
decision issued edr, i
Bus Lanes
Type of Hearing Decision Without a Personal Telephone
Hearing (postal) Hearing Hearing
April 2010 | April 2009 | April 2010 | April 2009 | April 2010 | April 2009
to to March to March to to March
March 2010 2010 March 2010
2011 2011
Average no of weeks | 5.73 7.34 | 7.73 10.76
between registration and | weeks weeks kst | weeks weeks
decision issued ' :
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Wales

Type of Hearing Decision Without a Personal Telephone ’
Hearing (postal) Hearing Hearing j
Aprit 2010 | April 2009 | April 2010 | April 2009 | April 2010 | April 2009 |
to to March to to March to to March
March 2010 March 2010 March 2010
2011 2011 2011
Average no of weeks | 4.4 weeks | 5.33 MO (RCT23H 8.15 8.20
between registration and weeks ‘weeks | weeks | weeks weeks
decision issued % \ !

The civil enforcement process is a time bound process and an early priority for the
tribunal is to register appeals and notify the parties involved to ensure that the council
does not continue enforcement of the PCN until the Tribunal has reached a decision.
2010/11 witnessed, for the second year in a row, an increase in the proportion of
appeals acknowledged within 2 working days to 98% against a target of 95%.

Customer service is of paramount concern to the Tribunal and during 2010/11, the
target

time for answering the telephone was increased to 95% of calls within 15 seconds.
Despite an increasing number of appeals, tribunal staff retained an overall
performance of 96%

7.3 Communication

The Tribunal has witnessed an increase in electronic communication with the parties,
which can be summarized as follows:

2010/11 2009/10
Councils offering appeal on line 138 80
Councils engaged in electronic transfer 86 48
Councils submitting TROs to
Tribunal’s online library 201 190
Councils receiving correspondence by email 212 0

7.4 Administrative Complaints

The Tribunal is committed to continuous improvement. 2010/11 witnessed an
increase in administrative complaints from 16 to 29 (excluding requests for reviews of
decisions). However this must be seen in the context of increased staff training in
handling and recording customer complaints. Comparing 2009/10 and 2010/11
provides some context:
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2010/11 2009/10

Complaints received 29 16
Complaints acknowledged within 5 working days 27 16
Complaints resolved within 20 working days 25 14

Of the complaints received, 9 were upheld, 14 rejected and 3 were partially upheld.
During the same period the number of recorded compliments increased from 10 in
2009/10 to 41 in 2010/11. Again, this will reflect increased prominence of the
compliments and complaints recording procedure

7.5 Applications for Review

Paragraph 12 of the schedule to The Civil Enforcement of Parking Contraventions
(England) Representations and Appeals Regulations 2007 allow for a party to apply
to the tribunal for review of an Adjudicator’s decision.

During 2010/2011, the tribunal received post-decision correspondence in respect of
495 cases (373 from appellants and 122 from councils). Of these, 73 were accepted
as an application for review from appellants and 48 from councils. In 23 of 73 cases
(appellants) the original adjudicator decision was upheld on review. In 6 of 30 cases
(councils) the original adjudicator decision was upheld on review.
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All Council Appeals Summary Overview

Appeals PCN’'s |Rate of Not Allowed Total Refused | Consent | Witness | Awaiting
Rec'd issued Jappeal perj Contested by allowed by Order [Statement| decision
PCN by council JAdjudicato| including JAdjudicato No Appeal| Incl. other

r not rincl. out decided
All Councils (Englsih and Welsh) 15,185 |4,262,342] 0.36% 3956 3638 7591 6357 179 780 278
Apr 10 - Mar 11 26% 24% 50% 42% 1% 5% 2%
All Welsh Councils 409 147,253 | 0.28% 131 56 187 191 1 15 10
Apr 10 - Mar 11 32% 14% 46% 47% 0% 4% 2%
All Bus Lane Councils 1,410 357799 0.39% 586 256 842 484 28 12 44
Apr 10 - Mar 11 42% 18% 60% 34% 2% 1% 3%

All Councils operating vehicle removal 127 8457 1.50% 20 46 66 57 1 0 2

Apr 10 - Mar 11 16% 36% 52% 45% 1% 0% 2%
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Parking Appeals - Year on Year comparison

Appeals | PCN's issued|Rate of Not Allowed by Total Refused by Consent Order Witness Awaiting
Rec'd appeal per | Contested | Adjudicator allowed | Adjudicator incl. Statement - No | decision
PCN by council including not] out of time and Appeal Incl. other
contested by] withdrawn by decided
council appellant
All Councils 15,185 4,262,342 0.36% 3956 3638 7591 6357 179 780 278
Apr 10 - Mar 11 26% 24% 50% 42% 1% 5% 2%
14,269 4,245,998 0.34% 3,880 4,188 8,068 5,804 na na 397
April 09 - Mar 10 27% 29% 57% % na na 3%
12,423 4,035,555 0.31% 4,170 3,572 7,742 4,325 na na 358
Apr 08 - Mar 09 34% 29% 62% 35% na na 3%
11,182 3,832,322 0.29% 3,454 3,230 6,684 4,344 na na 158
Apr 07 - Mar 08 31% 29% 60% 39% na na 1%
9,968 3,568,462 0.28% 3649 3118 6767 3040 na na 161
2006 37% 31% 68% 30% na na 2%
9,449 3,402,860 0.28% 2,749 2,592 5,341 4,019 na na 89
2005 29% 27% 57% 43% na na 1%
10,441 2,853,089 0.37% 3,603 2,840 6,443 3,951 na na 47
2004] 35% 27% 62% 38% na na 0%
9,213 2,500,398 0.37% 3,451 2,610 6,061 3,001 na na 151
2003 37% 28% 66% 33% na na 2%
8,537 2,156,813 0.40% 3,430 2,250 5,680 2,786 na na 71
2002-2003 40% 26% 67% 33% na na 1%
4,517 1,436,630 0.31% 1,890 1,056 2,946 1,469 na na 97
2001-2002 42% 23% 65% 33% na na 2%
2,190 794,851 0.28% 946 619 1,565 582 na na 43
2000-2001 43% 28% 71% 27% na na 2%
649 345,736 0.19% 204 216 420 224 na na 5
1999-2000 partf 31% 33% 64% 35% na na 1%

*
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* New Councils commencing Civil Enforcement in 2010/11

Details of Appeals Received for All Councils April 2010 to March 2011

Council PCNs Appealed PCN’s issued )mm_m of appeal per Not Contested by | Allowed by Adjudicator] Tolal allowed inciuding Relused by Consent order Witness Stalement -} Awaiting decision Incl. other
PCN council not contested by council| Adjudicator incl. out No Appeal decided
of time and
withdrawn by
appeliant
Barnsley 13 7,139 0.18% 6 3 9 L] 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 46% 23% 69% % 0% 0% 0%
Bath and North East Somerset 90 29,673 0.30% 4 a3 37 41 2 6 4
Apr 10 - Mar 11 4% 37% 41% 46% 2% 7% 4%
Bedfordshire
|Bedford 64 24,327 0.26% 19 18 37 27 0 0 [
Apr 10 - Mar 11 30% 28% 58% 42% 0% 0% 0%
Central Bedfordshire 29 11,628 0.25% 5 7 12 15 0 0 2
Apr 10 - Mar 11 17% 24% 41% 52% 0% 0% 7%
Birmingham 723 129,763 0.56% 224 120 344 307 10 48 14
Apr 10 - Mar 11 31% 17% 48% 42% 1% 7% 2%
|Blackburn with Darwen 83 9,798 0.85% 16 27 43 23 0 14 3
Apr 10 - Mar 11 19% 33% 52% 28% 0% 17% 4%
Blackpool 28 31,212 0.09% 9 12 21 6 0 o 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 32% 43% 75% 21% 0% 0% 4%
Bolton 169 26,952 0.63% 62 38 100 58 0 5 6
Apr 10 - Mar 11 7% 22% 59% 34% 0% 3% 4%
Bournemouth 109 26,948 0.40% 22 33 55 48 1 2 3
Apr 10 - Mar 11 20% 30% 50% 44% 1% 2% 3%
Bracknell Forest 3 2,862 0.10% 1 1 2 1 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 33% 33% 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%
Bradford 192 56,480 0.34% 81 36 17 72 2 [} 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 42% 19% 61% I7% 1% 0% 1%
Brighton & Hove 722 109,275 0.66% 127 216 343 336 5 34 4
Apr 10 - Mar 11 18% 30% 48% 47% 1% 5% 1%
Bristol 240 68,271 0.35% 108 41 149 74 3 1 3
Apr 10 - Mar 11 45% 17% 62% 31% 1% 5% 1%
_m:nazmsm__._m:_a County Council
Aylesbury Vale 33 13,450 0.25% 5 16 21 12 ] 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 15% 48% 64% 36% 0% 0% 0%
Chiltern 14 8,615 0.16% 5 3 [] 6 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 36% 21% 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%
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Wycombe 102 24,187 0.42% 8 34 42 56 0 1 3
Apr 10 - Mar 11 8% 33% 41% 55% 0% 1% 3%

Bury 80 19,424 0.41% 12 7 49 27 3 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 15% 46% 61% 34% 4% 0%

Calderdale 43 17,512 0.25% 15 12 27 16 0 0 ]
Apr 10 - Mar 11 35% 28% 63% 7% 0% 0% 0%

m:‘



(Cambridgeshire 38 43,225 0.09% " 5 16 19 [} 3 o
Apr 10 - Mar 11 29% 13% 42% 50% 0% 8% 0%
CTheshire County Councll
Cheshire East 89 24,063 0.37% 8 26 34 S0 1 4 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 9% 29% 38% 56% 1% 4% 0%
Cheshire West 25 14,021 0.18% 5 7 12 10 1 0 2
Apr 10 - Mar 11 20% 28% 48% 40% 4% 0% 8%
_n.im.n._..a__ _ 1" 6,966 0.16% 6 5 1 0 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 55% 45% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Cornwall County 153 36,969 0.41% 9 59 68 79 1 [+ 5
Apr 10 - Mar 3— 6% 39% 44% 52% 1% 0% 3%
—Oo<u==< 137 37,649 0.36% 59 37 96 kL o 7 0
Apr 10 - Mar .:— 43% 27% 70% 25% 0% 5% 0%
Cumbria County Council
Allerdale 13 14,534 0.09% 4 3 7 5 1 0 [}
Apr 10 - Mar 11 31% 23% 54% 38% 8% 0% 0%
Barrow-in-Furness 20 6,096 0.33% 6 6 12 8 0 0 [
Apr 10 - Mar 11 30% 30% 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%
Carlisle 7 10,344 0.07% [+ 3 3 3 0 0 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 0% 43% 43% 43% 0% 0% 14%
Copeland 9 2,512 0.36% 0 5 5 4 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 0% 56% 56% 44% 0% 0% 0%
Eden 19 4,463 0.43% 2 10 12 7 0 0 0
_ Apr 10 - Mar 11 10% 53% 63% I7% 0% 0% 0%
South Lakeland 25 8,146 0.31% [ 10 10 14 0 0 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 0% 40% 40% 56% 0% 0% 4%
Darlington* 14 5,550 0.25% 2 12 14 0 [} [} 0
_\ Apr 10 - Mar :_ 14% 86% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Derby 101 24,995 0.40% 27 17 44 46 0 9 2
_‘ Apr 10 - Mar .___ 27% 17% 44% 46% 0% 8% 2%
Derbyshire County Council 104 18,885 0.55% 21 33 54 a8 [+ 12 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 20% 31% 51% 36% 0% 11% 0%
Amber Valley 23 3,447 0.67% 4 6 10 1 [ 2 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 17% 26% 43% 48% 0% 9% 0%
Ch rfield 25 3,762 0.66% 8 12 20 4 [} 1 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 32% 48% 80% 16% 0% 4% 0%
Darbyshire Dales 24 4610 0.52% 1 6 7 16 1 [+ 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 4% 25% 29% 67% 4% 0% 0%
—mqoiwu-. 10 1,639 0.61% 0 5 5 4 0 1 [}
Apr 10 - Mar 11 0% 50% 50% 40% 0% 10% 0%
High Peak 13 1,779 0.73% 0 8 8 3 0 0 2
Apr 10 - Mar 11 0% 62% 62% 23% 0% 0% 15%
North East Derbyshire 0 574 0.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 [+
Apr 10 - Mar 11, 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
South Derbyshire 4 386 1.04% 2 1 3 0 [} 1 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 50% 25% 75% 0% 0% 25% 0%




[evon County Council

_msﬂ Devon 22 9,659 0.23% B8 2 10 1 0 0 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 36% 9% 45% 50% 0% 0% 5%
Exeter 66 19,032 0.35% 24 9 33 30 1 0 2
Apr 10 - Mar 11 36% 14% 50% 45% 2% 0% 3%
Mid Devon 1 3,759 0.03% [ 0 0 1 0 0 [
Apr 10 - Mar 11 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%
North Devon 38 12,538 0.30% 7 6 13 21 1 2 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 18% 16% 34% 55% 3% 5% 3%
South Hams a3 12,033 0.27% 8 9 17 15 1 0 [}
Apr 10 - Mar 11 24% 27% 52% 45% 3% 0% 0%
Teinbridge 49 10,246 0.48% 9 22 3 17 [+ o 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 18% 45% 63% 35% 0% 0% 2%
Torridge 19 8,028 0.24% 4 7 11 6 1 [+ 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 21% I7% 58% 32% 5% 0% 5%
'West Devon 0 2,287 0.00% 0 1] 0 0 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Dorset [East Dorset, North Dorsat, 30 16,568 0.18% 3 6 9 16 0 3 2
Purbeck, Wareham, and West
Dorset]
Apr 10 - Mar 11 10% 20% 30% 53% 0% 10% 7%
Weymouth & Portland 21 10,559 0.20% 1 3 4 16 1 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 5% 14% 19% 76% 5% 0% 0%
Doncaster 69 19,725 0.35% 13 11 24 33 0 12 0
_ Apr 10 - Mar 1__ 19% 16% 35% 48% 0% 17% 0% L
Dudley 28 12,888 0.22% 2 5 7 20 1 0 0 _
Apr 10 - Mar :_ 7% 18% 25% 1% 4% 0% 0%
Durham 12 9,775 0.12% 1 2 3 9 0 0 0 L
j Apr 10 - Mar :_ 8% 17% 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%
_mwm. Sussex [Lewes] 64 18,152 0.35% 1" 22 33 28 1 1 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11, 17% 34% 52% 44% 2% 2% 2%
|Eastbourne 54 17,102 0.32% 14 5 19 30 1 4 [}
Apr 10 - Mar 11 26% 9% 35% 56% 2% 7% 0%
{Hastings 62 23,531 0.26% 12 26 38 15 [+} 9 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 19% 42% 61% 24% 0% 15% 0%
ssex County Council
Baslidon 8% 10,256 0.87% 30 30 60 28 1 ) 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 34% 34% 67% 31% 1% 0% 0%
Braintree 4 5,355 0.07% 0 1 1 3 [/} [} 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 0% 25% 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%
Brentwood 24 8,717 0.28% 14 7 21 3 [/} 1] 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 58% 29% 87% 12% 0% 0% 0%
Castle Point 2 1,381 0.14% 1 1 2 0 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 50% 50% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Chelmsford 27 15,376 0.18% 0 9 9 16 0 2 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 0% 32% 32% 57% 0% 7% 0%
Colchester 14 23,115 0.06% 0 3 3 1" 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 0% 21% 21% 79% 0% 0% 0%
Epping Forest 3 23,137 0.14% 4 7 1" 22 0 0 0
12% 21% 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Apr 10 - Mar 11




|Harlow 0 7410 0.00% 0 o 0 0 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Maldon 13 2,986 0.44% 3 7 10 2 [} 0 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 23% 54% T7% 15% 0% 0% 8%
Rochford 26 7,011 0.37% 12 7 19 7 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 46% 27% 73% 27% 0% 0% 0%
Tendring 67 7,273 0.92% 1 13 54 n 2 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 61% 19% B81% 16% 3% 0% 0%
Uttlestord 3 4,254 0.07% 0 0 [ 3 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

vt



Gateshead 63 13,767 0.46% 15 12 27 a3 1 [} 2
Apr 10 - Mar 11 23% 19% 42% 52% 2% 0% 3%
Gloucestershire County Council
Cheltenham 17 18,379 0.09% 9 4 13 4 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 53% 24% 76% 24% 0% 0% 0%
Cotswold 4“1 10,226 0.40% 1 7 18 22 1 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 27% 17% 44% 54% 2% 0% 0%
Forest of Dean 6 977 0.61% 3 0 3 3 1] [/} 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11| 50% 0% 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%
Gloucester 69 19,860 0.35% 12 26 a8 30 [} [} 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11| 17% 38% 55% 43% 0% 0% 1%
[Stroud 8 3,410 0.23% 1 1 2 6 [} [} 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 12% 12% 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%
 Toewkesbury 22 6,979 0.32% 8 7 15 7 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 36% 32% 68% 32% 0% 0% 0%
Hampshire County Council
Basingstoke and Deane 13 8,025 0.16% 2 3 5 7 0 1 [}
Apr 10 - Mar 11 15% 23% 38% 54% 0% 8% 0%
Eastieigh N 14,344 0.22% 7 10 17 10 0 4 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 23% 32% 55% 32% 0% 13% 0%
Fareham 22 10,462 0.21% 8 7 15 7 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 36% 32% 68% 2% 0% 0% 0%
Hart 14 3,361 0.42% 3 6 9 5 0 0 o
Apr 10 - Mar 11 21% 43% 64% 36% 0% 0% 0%
Havant 17 6,688 0.25% 1 0 1 13 0 0 3
Apr 10 - Mar 11 6% 0% 6% 76% 0% 0% 18%
New Forest 1 7,637 0.01% 1 0 1 0 (] [} 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 100% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Rushmoor 46 15,644 0.29% 17 10 27 19 [} [} 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 37% 22% 59% 41% 0% 0% 0%
Test Valley 8 9,271 0.09% 2 3 5 3 [} [} 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 25% 7% 62% I7% 0% 0% 0%
Winchester 3 11,613 0.03% 1 0 1 2 [ [} 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 3% 0% 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%
Hartlepool 18 6,926 0.26% 8 4 12 6 0 0 [1]
— Apr 10 - Mar 3_ 44% 22% 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%
Herefordshire County Council 13 19,615 0.07% 1 5 6 7 0 0 [}
Apr 10 - Mar 3_ 8% 38% 46% 54% 0% 0% 0%
—Ia:.o_dm::m Couty Council
;m_.o:uo::._o N 13,394 0.23% 9 7 16 15 0 0 [+]
Apr 10 - Mar 11 29% 23% 52% 48% 0% 0% 0%
Dacorum 25 14,146 0.18% 1 7 8 13 0 4 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 4% 28% 32% 52% 0% 16% 0%
East Hertfordshire 50 29,586 0.17% " 10 21 27 0 0 2
Apr 10 - Mar 11 22% 20% 42% 54% 0% 0% 4%
Hertsmere 21 7,701 0.27% 10 3 13 8 o [+ 1]
Apr 10 - Mar 11 48% 14% 62% 38% 0% 0% 0%
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North Hertfordshire 20 9,952 0.20% 10 5 15 5 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 50% 25% 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%
St Albans 36 21,408 0.17% 17 8 25 10 1 0 ]
Apr 10 - Mar 11 47% 22% 69% 28% I% 0% 0%
Stevenage 22 8,313 0.26% 2 ] 1" 1 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 9% N% 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%
Three Rivers 21 4,295 0.49% 1 6 7 12 1 1 1)
Apr 10 - Mar 11 5% 29% 33% 57% 5% 5% 0%
Watford 82 20,274 0.40% 8 33 141 35 0 4 2
Apr 10 - Mar 11 10% 40% 50% 43% 0% 5% 2%
Welwyn Hatfield 26 9,791 0.27% 5 8 13 13 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 19% 31% 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%
Ipswich 12 13,850 0.08% 3 3 6 6 0 0 0
_‘ Apr 10 - Mar :_ 25% 25% 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%
Isle of Wight 154 31,197 0.49% 37 21 64 2 26 4
Apr 10 - Mar 2_ 24% 14% 42% 1% 17% 3%




Kent County Council
Ashford 34 12,012 0.28% 5 7 12 21 0 1 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 15% 21% 35% 62% 0% 3% 0%
Canterbury 30 30,753 0.10% 5 10 15 15 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 17% 33% 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%
Dartford 23 9,769 0.24% 9 9 18 5 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 39% 39% 78% 22% 0% 0% 0%
Dover 7 14,344 0.05% 4 1 5 2 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 57% 14% 1% 29% 0% 0% 0%
Gravesham 37 18,863 0.20% 10 14 24 13 o 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 27% 38% 65% 35% 0% 0% 0%
Maidstone 148 30,873 0.48% s3 40 93 48 1 6 0
_ Apr 10 - Mar 11 36% 27% 62% I2% 1% 4% 0%
_mgsonru 25 10,953 0.23% 4 8 12 1" [} 2 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 16% 2% 48% 44% 0% 8% 0%
_m§5u< 52 15,660 0.33% 17 20 7 14 [} 1 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 33% 38% 71% 27% 0% 2% 0%
|Swale 13 10,555 0.12% 2 5 7 6 [ 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 14% 36% 50% 43% 0% 0% 0%
Thanet 25 10,442 0.24% 14 5 19 6 0 1] 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 56% 20% 76% 24% 0% 0% 0%
Tonbridge & Malling 20 8,575 0.23% 3 6 9 10 [} 1 [}
Apr 10 - Mar 11 15% 30% 45% 50% 0% 5% 0%
Tunbridge Wells 47 21,229 0.22% 5 7 12 34 0 1 1]
Apr 10 - Mar 11 1% 15% 26% 72% 0% 2% 0%
Kingston-upon-Hull 142 23,358 0.61% 38 63 101 33 3 0 5
Apr 10 - Mar :_ 27% 27% 71% 23% 2% 0% 4% _
Kirklees 131 29,810 0.44% 10 45 55 74 1 [} 1
_ Apr 10 - Mar :_ 8% 34% 42% 56% 1% 0% 1% L
Lancashire CC 329 49,190 0.67% 147 53 200 112 ] 8 3
Apr 10 - Mar 11 44% 16% 60% 34% 2% 2% 1%
Burniey 1 1,873 0.59% 2 1 3 8 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 18% 9% 27% 73% 0% 0% 0%
Chorley 15 3,953 0.38% 3 1 4 8 0 2 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 20% 7% 27% 53% 0% 13% 7%
Fylde 8 1,850 0.43% 2 2 4 4 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 25% 25% 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%
Hyndburn 1 54 1.85% 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%
Lancaster " 6,118 0.18% 2 2 4 5 0 1 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 18% 18% 36% 45% 0% 9% 9%
Pendie 5 997 0.50% 3 0 3 2 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 60% 0% 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%
Preston 1" 3,115 0.35% 2 4 6 4 o 1 0
Apr 10 - Mar 1t 18% 36% 55% 36% 0% 9% 0%
Ribble Valley 2 1,312 0.15% 0 1 1 1 [+] [1] 1]
Apr 10 - Mar 11 0% 50% 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%
Rossendale 2 0 0.00% 0 [ 0 1 0 1 4]
Apr 10 - Mar 11 0% 0% 0% 50% 0% 50% 0%
)moE: Ribble 2 718 0.28% 0 1 1 1 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 0% 50% 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%
‘West Lancashire 19 4,646 0.41% 6 4 10 7 1 1 0
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_nn_nnu.u_,w_..qo County Council

|Blaby 12 2,324 0.52% 5 2 7 5 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 42% 17% 58% 42% 0% 0%
Charnwood 58 13,082 0.44% 9 13 22 31 1 4
Apr 10 - Mar 11 16% 22% 38% 53% 2% 7%
Harborough 9 5119 0.18% 1 1 2 6 0 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11, 10% 10% 20% 60% 0% 10%
Hinckley & Bosworth a6 6,712 0.54% 7 8 15 20 [} 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 19% 22% 42% 56% 0% 3%
Melton 18 2,516 0.72% 10 2 12 4 2 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11| 56% 11% 67% 22% 11% 0%
NW Leicestershire 25 6,832 0.37% LA 7 18 6 0 1 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 44% 28% 72% 24% 0% 4% 0%
Oadby & Wigston 26 3,785 0.69% 13 3 16 9 0 1 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 50% 12% 62% 35% 0% 4% 0%
Leicester 240 47,051 0.51% 82 30 112 92 3 33 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 34% 12% 47% 38% 1% 14% 0%
Liverpool 154 72,474 0.21% 40 32 72 67 3 2 10
Apr 10 - Mar 11 26% 21% 47% 44% 2% 1% 6%
Luton 181 31,753 0.57% 43 41 84 [:1:] 2 7 o
Apr 10 - Mar 11 24% 23% 46% 49% 1% 4% 0%
Manchester 477 125,811 0.38% 56 149 205 247 15 0 10
Apr 10 - Mar 11 12% 31% 43% 51% 3% 0% 2%
Medway 243 54,089 0.45% 151 a9 190 51 0 0 2
Apr 10 - Mar 19, 62% 16% 78% 21% 0% 0% 1%
Middiesbrough 28 10,128 0.28% 4 4 8 13 0 6 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 14% 14% 29% 46% 0% 21% 4%
Milton Keynes 19 30,607 0.39% 45 N 76 43 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 38% 26% 64% 36% 0% 0% 0%
Newcastle upon Tyne 377 65,688 0.57% 59 55 114 199 10 3t 23
Apr 10 - Mar 11 16% 15% 30% 53% 3% 8% 6%
North Lincolnshire 37 13,393 0.26% 7 8 15 16 0 3 3
Apr 10 - Mar 11 19% 22% 41% 43% 0% 8% 8%
North East Lincolnshire* 16 9944 0.16% 2 1 13 3 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 12% 69% 81% 19% 0% 0% 0%
Norwich 67 25,478 0.26% 26 1" 37 24 6 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11, 39% 16% 55% 36% 9% 0% 0%
North Tyneside 133 14,888 0.89% 35 31 66 50 14 3 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 26% 23% 50% 38% 11% 2% 0%




North Yorkshire County Council

[Harrogate 17 16,6208 0.10% 2 3 5 12 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11| 12% 18% 29% 71% 0% 0% 0%
Scarborough 85 20,385 0.42% 19 13 32 43 [} 9 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 22% 15% 37% 50% 0% 10% 1%
Northamp hire (Nor pton) 108 39,305 0.27% 31 29 60 43 1 0 4
Apr 10 - Mar 11 29% 27% 56% 40% 1% 0% 4%
Nottingham 306 63,239 0.48% 125 42 167 78 0 59 2
Apr 10 - Mar 11 41% 13% 54% 25% 0% 19% 1%
Nottinghamshire County Council 375 26,173 1.43% 65 91 156 139 0 75 5
Apr 10 - Mar 11 17% 24% 42% 37% 0% 20% 1%
Ashfield 24 2,813 0.85% 4 5 9 13 1 1 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 17% 21% 7% 54% 4% 4% 0%
Bassetlaw 43 4,594 0.94% 6 12 18 12 0 11 2
Apr 10 - Mar 11| 14% 28% 42% 28% 0% 26% 5%
|Broxtowe 19 3,471 0.55% 3 7 10 8 [} 1 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 16% 37% 53% 42% 0% 5% 0%
Gedling 24 5,028 0.48% 6 7 13 8 [} 3 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 25% 29% 54% 33% 0% 12% 0%
[Mansfield 46 5,599 0.82% 6 10 16 25 0 3 2
Apr 10 - Mar 11 13% 22% 35% 54% 0% 7% 4%
Newark & Sherwood 19 3,669 0.52% 7 4 " 4 0 4 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 37% 21% 58% 21% 0% 21% 0%
Rushcliffe 29 4,693 0.62% L 9 13 14 0 1 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 14% IN% 45% 48% 0% 3% 3%
Oldham 108 23,678 0.46% 1 49 50 47 4 0 7
Apr 10 - Mar 11 1% 45% 46% 44% 4% 0% 6%
Oxtordshire (Oxford) 105 38,389 0.27% 16 20 36 56 3 9 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 15% 19% 34% 53% 3% 9% 1%
West Oxfordshire 6 6,708 0.09% 2 0 2 4 [ [} 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 33% 0% 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%
Peterborough 38 10,958 0.35% 12 10 22 1 0 0 5
Apr 10 - Mar 11 32% 26% 58% 29% 0% 0% 13%
Plymouth 216 37,975 0.57% 94 45 139 65 1 7 4
Apr 10 - Mar 11 44% 21% 64% 30% 0% % 2%
Poole a1 19,979 0.46% 10 21 31 49 3 6 2
Apr 10 - Mar 11 11% 23% 34% 54% 3% 7% 2%
Portsmouth 141 41,432 0.34% 16 36 52 62 0 25 2
Apr 10 - Mar 11 11% 26% 7% 44% 0% 18% 1%
_mmm&an 400 45,309 0.88% 147 61 208 142 10 23 17
Apr 10 - Mar 11 7% 15% 52% 35% 2% 6% 4%
_mnnnm.. & Cleveland 32 8,636 0.37% 13 10 23 8 1 [} 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 A1% I% 72% 25% 3% 0% 0%




Rochdale 69 13,433 0.51% 7 21 28 33 2 4 2
Apr 10 - Mar 11 10% 30% 41% 48% 3% 6% 3%
Royal Borough of Windsor and 262 42,350 0.62% 69 49 118 140 [+ [+ 4
Maidenhead
Apr 10 - Mar 11 26% 18% 45% 53% 0% 0% 2%
Rotherham 25 7,747 0.32% 4 5 9 14 0 2 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 16% 20% 36% 56% 0% 8% 0%
Rutland 5 2,370 0.21% 2 0 2 2 0 0 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 40% 0% 40% 40% 0% 0% 20%
Salford 96 31,491 0.30% 32 15 47 40 0 9 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 33% 16% 49% 42% 0% 9% 0%
Sandwell 81 33,198 0.24% 16 15 N 46 1 3 [1]
Apr 10 - Mar 11 20% 19% 38% 57% 1% 4% 0%
Sefton 91 37,947 0.24% 2 19 21 51 0 16 3
Apr 10 - Mar 11 2% 21% 23% 56% 0% 18% 3%
Sheffield 229 57,971 0.40% 87 49 136 81 4] 10 2
Apr 10 - Mar 11 38% 21% 59% 35% 0% 4% 1%
Shropshire 45 9,890 0.46% 9 14 23 16 0 3 3
Apr 10 - Mar 11 20% 3% 51% 36% 0% 7% 7%
Slough 192 35,102 0.55% 120 24 144 a4 1 1 2
Apr 10 - Mar 11 62% 12% 75% 23% 1% 1% 1%
Solihull 66 15,645 0.42% 13 23 36 18 1 1 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 20% 35% 55% 27% 2% 17% 0%
South Gloucestershire 24 8,389 0.29% 4 1 15 9 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 17% 46% 62% 7% 0% 0% 0%
South Tyneside 17 12,866 0.13% 4 3 7 10 0 0 [
Apr 10 - Mar 11 24% 18% 41% 59% 0% 0% 0%
Southampton 121 42,056 0.29% 16 19 35 60 0 23 3
Apr 10 - Mar 11 13% 16% 29% 50% 0% 19% 2%
Southend-on-Sea 200 35,209 0.57% 103 44 147 47 4 ] 2
Apr 10 - Mar 11 51% 22% 73% 23% 2% 0% 1%
St Helens 38 9,291 0.41% 0 " 1 24 1 1 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 0% 29% 29% 63% 3% 3% 3%
[StaHordshire County Council
Cannock Chase 5 5,956 0.08% 1 1 2 3 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 20% 20% 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%
East Staffordshire 19 10,324 0.18% 1 6 7 12 0 0 [
Apr 10 - Mar 11 5% 32% 37% 63% 0% 0% 0%
Lichfield 3 7,228 0.04% 1 0 1 2 0 0 [
Apr 10 - Mar 11 33% 0% 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%
{Newcastie under Lyme 7 7,180 0.10% 0 0 0 5 1 0 1




i Apr 10 - Mar 11 0% 0% 71% 14% 0% 14%
South Staffordshire 0 1,075 0.00% 0 o 0 0 0 [}
Apr 10 - Mar 11| 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Stafford 21 13,177 0.16% 1 5 6 15 [} [} 0
— Apr 10 - Mar 11 5% 24% 29% 71% 0% 0% 0%
|Statfordshire Mooriands 3 5,471 0.05% 0 0 [\] 2 [} ] 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11| 0% 0% 0% 67% 0% 0% 3%
Tamworth 10 5,989 0.17% 0 2 2 7 [} [ 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 0% 20% 20% 70% 0% 0% 10%
Stockport " 15,716 0.07% 10 1 1 0 ] 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 91% 9% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%




Stockton-on-Tees 7 12,745 0.05% 1 1 2 5 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 14% 14% 29% T1% 0% 0% 0%
Stoke-on-Trent a3 24,235 0.14% 3 6 9 22 4] 0 2
Apr 10 - Mar 11 9% 18% 27% 67% 0% 0% 6%
Sunderiand 7 11,783 0.60% 17 10 27 36 1 6 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 24% 14% 38% 51% 1% 8% 1%
urrey County Council
Elmbridge 79 21,673 0.36% 8 24 32 38 1 7 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 10% 30% 41% 48% 1% 9% 1%
#uaoa and Ewell 44 12,375 0.36% 7 25 32 10 1 1 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 16% 57% 73% 23% 2% 2% 0%
Guildford 9 26,837 0.03% 1 2 3 5 (] 1 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 11% 22% 33% 56% 0% 1% 0%
Mole Valley 10 7,924 0.13% 2 5 7 3 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 20% 50% 70% 30% 0% 0%
Reigate & Banstead 50 15,604 0.32% 6 19 25 21 0 4
Apr 10 - Mar 11 12% 38% 50% 42% 0% 8%
Runnymede 7 6,023 0.12% 0 4 4 3 [] 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 0% 57% 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%
Spelthorne 15 11,349 0.13% 7 5 12 3 [} 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 47% 3% 80% 20% 0% 0% 0%
|Surrey Heath 21 5,907 0.36% 2 10 12 8 /] [ 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 10% 48% 57% 38% 0% 0% 5%
Tandridge 5 2,322 0.22% 1 1 2 3 0 0 []
Apr 10 - Mar 11 20% 20% 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%
Waveriey 37 17,344 0.21% 3 15 18 19 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 8% 1% 49% 51% 0% 0% 0%
Woking 1 9,764 0.01% 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 100% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Swindon 83 27,006 0.31% 19 8 27 52 0 0 4
Apr 10 - Mar 11 23% 10% 33% 63% 0% 0% 5%
Tameside 49 24,269 0.20% 6 10 16 25 1 5 2
Apr 10 - Mar 11 12% 20% 33% 51% 2% 10% 4%
Taunton Deane 25 11,259 0.22% 9 6 15 10 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 36% 24% 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%
Thurrock 46 14,732 0.31% 14 21 35 1 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 30% 46% 76% 24% 0% 0% 0%
Torbay 218 34,285 0.64% 23 61 84 114 1 13 6
Apr 10 - Mar 11 11% 28% 39% 52% 0% 6% 3%
Trafford 135 26,596 0.51% 45 27 72 53 1 8 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 33% 20% 53% 39% 1% 6% 1%
Walsall 105 22,327 0.47% n 15 a6 43 0 14 2
_ Apr 10 - Mar 11 30% 14% 44% N% 0% 13% 2%
_<<w=_:m.e= 43 12,478 0.34% 27 7 34 8 [1] 0 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 63% 16% 79% 19% 0% 0% 2%
] ] I ]

—ﬂuzz.nrm_..__.m County Council
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Rugby 22 9,304 0.24% 5 [] " 9 1 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 23% 27% 50% 41% 5% 5%
Stratford upon Avon 31 15,103 0.21% 9 4 13 15 3 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 29% 13% 42% 48% 10% 0%
[Warwick 42 20,946 0.20% 6 9 15 25 1 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 14% 21% 36% 60% 2% 2%
Waest Berkshire 25 9,480 0.26% 8 5 13 12 [} [} 0
Apr 10 - Mar ,:— 2% 20% 25% 48% 0% 0% 0% \_
[West Sussex County Council |
Adur 50 7,085 0.71% 5 13 18 28 1 3 0 _
Apr 10 - Mar 11 10% 26% 36% 56% 2% 6% 0%
Arun 14 7605 0.18% 10 3 13 1 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 1% 21% 93% 7% 0% 0% 0%
Chichester* 4 9613 0.04% 1 0 1 3 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 25% 0% 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%
Crawley* 15 7598 0.20% 5 6 " 4 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 33% 40% 73% 27% 0% 0% 0%
Horsham 40 8,943 0.45% 2 15 17 23 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11, 5% 37% 42% 57% 0% 0% 0%
Mid Sussex a7 13,100 0.28% 1 19 20 16 0 1 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 3% 51% 54% 43% 0% 3% 0%
Worthing 146 30,184 0.48% 1" 36 47 81 1 16 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 7% 24% 32% 55% 1% 11% 1%
Wigan 55 18,479 0.30% 21 ! 32 18 [} 4 1
_ Apr 10 - Mar :_ 38% 20% 58% 33% 0% 7% 2% \_
Wirral 84 29,090 0.29% 18 16 34 46 3 0 1 _
_ Apr 10 - Mar :_ 21% 19% 40% 55% 4% 0% 1%




Wolverhampton 118 19,393 0.61% 32 56 88 29 1 [} 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 27% 47% 74% 24% 1% 0% 0%
[Worcestershire County Councll
Redditch 14 4,190 0.33% 3 5 8 4 0 1 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 21% 36% 57% 29% 0% 7% 7%
‘Worcester 48 21,256 0.23% 16 9 25 17 1 2 3
Apr 10 - Mar 11 33% 19% 52% 35% 2% 4% 6%
Wychavon 1 6,332 0.17% 4 2 6 3 1 1 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 36% 18% 55% 27% 9% 9% 0%
Wyre Forest 33 8,890 0.37% " 5 16 9 2 5 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11| 33% 15% 48% 27% 6% 15% 3%
_§=uza _ 85 29,925 0.26% 9 14 23 55 1 3 3 L
Apr 10 - Mar 11 11% 16% 27% 65% 1% 8% 4%
York 2 20,255 0.01% 0 1 1 1 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar :_ 0% 50% 50% 50% 0% 0% 0% _
[Wales
Carmarthenshire 13 10,674 0.12% 1 5 6 7 [+ [} 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 8% 38% 46% 54% 0% 0% 0%
Cardiff 78 45,114 0.17% 18 3 21 48 5 0 4
Apr 10 - Mar 11 23% 4% 27% 61% 6% 0% 5%
Conwy 23 11,791 0.20% 7 3 10 12 1] [/} 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 0% 13% 43% 52% 0% 0% 4%
Denbighshire 25 9,454 0.26% 5 2 7 18 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 20% 8% 28% 72% 0% 0% 0%
Gwynedd 28 11,876 0.24% 10 6 16 12 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 34% 21% 55% N% 0% 0% 0%
Isle of Anglesey 5 2,014 0.25% 2 2 4 1 0 0 [}
Apr 10 - Mar 11 40% 40% 80% 20% 0% 0% 0%
Neath Port Talbot 55 12,496 0.44% 22 12 34 21 0 0 [}
Apr 10 - Mar 11 40% 22% 62% 38% 0% 0% 0%
{Pembrokeshire* [} 2,352 0.00% 0 0 0 [} 0 o [}
Apr 10 - Mar 11 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Swansea 172 34,682 64 20 84 69 1 15 3
Apr 10 - Mar 11 I7% 12% 49% 40% 1% 9% 2%
|Wrexham 10 6,800 0.15% 2 3 5 3 0 0 2
Apr 10 - Mar 11 20% 30% 50% 30% 0% 0% 20%
All Councils 15,185 4,262,342 0.36% 3956 3638 7SN 6357 179 780 278
Apr 10 - Mar 11 26% 24% 50% 42% 1% 5% 2% _
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Bus Lane appeals - Year on Year Comparison

Apr 07 - Mar 08

Appeals PCN's Rate of Not Allowed by Total Refused by |Consent Order| Stat Dec - No | Awaiting
Rec'd issued Jappeal per | Contested | Adjudicator | allowed Adjudicator Appeal decision
PCN by council including incl. out of Incl.
not time and other
contested | withdrawn by decided
by council appellant
All Councils 1,410 357799 0.39% 586 256 842 484 28 12 44
Apr 10 - Mar 11 42% 18% 60% 34% 2% 1% 3%
634 172,390 0.37% 237 175 412 187 na na 35
April 09 - Mar 10 37% 28% 65% 29% na na 6%
464 132,170 0.35% 189 119 308 141 na na 15
Apr 08 - Mar 09f 41% 26% 66% 30% na na 3%
310 117,265 0.26% 120 103 223 64 na na 23
39% 33% 72% 21% na na 7%
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All councils - Bus Lane Appeals

Council Appeals Rec'd] PCN's issued || Rate of appeal| Not Contested | Allowed by | Total allowed Refused by Consent Order Statutory Awasting
per PCN by council Adjudicator | including not | Adjudicator incl. Declarartion - No| decision Incl.
contested by | out of time and Appeal other decided
council withdrawn by
appeilant
Bath and NE Somerset 20 48444 0.04% 8 ) 12 7 0 0 1
— Apr 10 - Mar 11 40% 20% 60% 35% 0% 0% 5%
Bournemouth 4 1] 0.00% 4 0 4 0 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 100% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Bradford* 227 36,352 0.62% 150 39 189 22 16 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 66% 17% 83% 10% 7% 0% 0%
_m;m-:o: & Hove 75 7964 0.94% 13 25 38 36 0 1 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 17% 33% 51% 48% 0% 1% 0%
Bristol 118 15504 0.76% 44 32 76 35 1 5 1
— Apr 10 - Mar 11 37% 27% 64% 30% 1% 4% 1%
Bury* 20 6,703 0.30% L) 9 13 5 0 0 2
_ Apr 10 - Mar 11 20% 45% 65% 25% 0% 0% 10%
Jmae. 5 1443 0.35% 2 3 5 0 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 40% 60% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Gloucestershire* 137 20,090 0.68% 112 14 126 1 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 82% 10% 92% 8% 0% 0% 0%
Liverpool 58 71738 0.08% 25 17 42 15 1 0 0
_ Apr 10 - Mar 11 43% 29% 72% 26% 2% 0% 0%
[Manchester 120 31135 0.39% 20 24 44 69 2 0 5
Apr 10 - Mar 11 17% 20% 37% 57% 2% 0% 4%
Nottingham 187 30423 0.61% 23 20 43 135 1 4 4
Apr 10 - Mar 11 12% 11% 23% 1% 1% 2% 2%
Oxfordshire 74 22297 0.33% 17 10 27 44 2 0 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 23% 14% 36% 59% 3% 0% 1%
Reading 244 36192 0.67% 125 27 152 61 ) 2 25
— Apr 10 - Mar 11 51% 11% 62% 25% 2% 1% 10%
_m:ozme_n 93 23121 0.40% 36 18 54 34 1 0 )
Apr 10 - Mar 11 39% 19% 58% 37% 1% 0% 4%
South Tyneside* 7 1,131 0.62% 0 4 4 K] 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 0% 57% 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%
_wa%o:.o._.qsu 12 628 1.91% 3 7 10 2 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11, 25% 58% 83% 17% 0% 0% 0%
_ma.s. 9 4634 0.19% 0 3 3 5 0 0 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 0% 30% 30% 50% 0% 0% 10%
All Councils 1,410 357799 0.39% 586 256 842 484 28 12 44
Apr 10 - Mar 11 42% 18% 60% 34% 2% 1% 3%

* Councils commencing Civil enforcement during the period 2010/11
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All parking appeals - Wales

Council PCNs PCN's [Rate of appeal | Not Contested| Allowed by | Total allowed ] Refused by | Consent Witness Awaiting
Appealed issued |Jper PCN by council Adjudicator ] including not | Adjudicator order Statement - | decision
contested by | incl. out of No Appeal | Incl. other
council time and decided
withdrawn by
_appellant
Carmarthenshire 13 10,674 0.12% 1 5 6 7 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 8% 38% 46% 54% 0% 0% 0%
Cardiff 78 45,114 0.17% 18 3 21 48 5 0 4
Apr 10 - Mar 11 23% 4% 27% 61% 6% 0% 5%
Conwy 23 11,791 0.20% 7 3 10 12 0 0 1
Apr 10 - Mar 11 30% 13% 43% 52% 0% 0% 4%
Denbighshire 25 9,454 0.26% 5 2 7 18 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 20% 8% 28% 72% 0% 0% 0%
Gwynedd 28 11,876 0.24% 10 6 16 12 0 0 0
>wu-. 10 - Mar 11 34% 21% 55% 41% 0% 0% 0%
Isle of Anglesey 5 2,014 0.25% 2 2 4 1 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 40% 40% 80% 20% 0% 0% 0%
Neath Port Talbot 55 12,496 0.44% 22 12 34 21 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 40% 22% 62% 38% 0% 0% 0%
Pembrokeshire 0 2,352 0.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Apr 10 - Mar 11 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Swansea 172 34,682 0.50% 64 20 84 69 1 15 3
Apr 10 - Mar 11 37% 12% 49% 40% 1% 9% 2%
Wrexham 10 6,800 0.15% 2 3 5 3 0 0 2
Apr 10 - Mar 11 20% 30% 50% 30% 0% 0% 20%
All Councils 409 147,253 0.28% 131 56 187 191 1 15 10
32% 14% 46% 47% 0% 4% 2%




All councils Tow Away - Year on Year Comparison

Council Total Number of Rate of Not Allowed by Total Refused by | Consent Order Witness Awaiting
number of] Vehicles appeal per | Contested | Adjudicator allowed | Adjudicator incl. Statement - No | decision
appeals | Towed Away | Tow-Away | by council including not| out of time and Appeal Incl. other
involving contested by] withdrawn by decided
Tow council appellant
Aways
Bath and North East 1 48 2.08% 0 1 1 0 0 0 0
Somerset
April 10 - March 11§ 0% 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Bath and North East NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Somerset
April 09 - March 10} NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Birmingham 24 2,416 0.99% 8 9 17 6 0 0 1
April 10 - March 11 33% 37% 71% 25% 0% 0% 4%
Birmingham 18 2,157 0.83% 4 5 9 8 NA NA NA
April 09 - March 10 22% 28% 50% 44% NA NA NA
Brighton and Hove 27 1,057 2.55% 3 12 15 10 1 0 1
April 10 - March 11 1% 44% 56% 37% 4 0 4%
Brighton and Hove 17 1,217 1.40% 2 5 7 10 NA NA NA
April 09 - March 10 12% 29% 41% 59% NA NA NA
Manchester 65 3,130 2.08% 5 21 26 39 0 0 0
April 10 - March 11 8% 32% 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%
Manchester 62 3,963 1.56% 10 22 32 30 NA NA NA
April 09 - March 10 16% 35% 52% 48% NA NA NA
,z%mzozma 10 1806 0.55% 4 3 7 2 1 0 0
April 10 - March 11 40% 30% 70% 20% 0% 0% 0%
Nottingham 10 2344 0.43% 3 2 5 5 NA NA NA
April 09 - March 1 30% 20% 50% 50% NA NA NA
All 127 8457 1.50% 20 46 66 57 1 0 2
April 10 - March 11 16% 36% 52% 45% 1% 0% 2%
All 112 9877 1.13% 19 38 57 54 NA NA NA
April 09 - March 10} 17% 34% 51% 48% NA NA NA
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Number ol PCNs issued by Councils Operating Tow-Aways

Councils

A

Bath and North East

Brighton & Hove

[Notingham

Number of Vehicles Towed Away

2007/08  [2008/09 {2000110 [2010¢11
Bath and North East 0j 0] [ 48]
Birming| 1.231 1 705] 2 157] 2416,
Brighton & Hova 1591 1 169] 1217 1057
Manchester 4177 3 496 3 963] 3130,
Nottingham 864 7523] 2344 1806,

“» of PCNs Towed Awa!

2010/ 1

Baih and North East 0 16"
Bii 0 E2°% 1.26% 1 .89%
Brighton & Hove 1012, 0 90%) 0 96%|
—Zw:n:mm_a- 2 34 2 B4° 2 48%
Nottingham 097 3 96" 2 B5%,
Rate of Appeal Par Tow-Awa

2007/08 |2008/09 [2008/10  §2010/11
Bath and Norlh East 0.00% 0 00% o8
Birmingham 70% 0 B3%5 99"
Brighton & Hove 2 22%| 140% 55"
Manchestar 63% 1 56°%) 08'
N 7% 0 43%]

34

2010/11
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