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Cannock Chase District Council Joint Parking Committee  
02 November 2010 

 
CIVIL PARKING ENFORCEMENT (CPE) - Residents Parking Zone Requests (RPZ’s) 

 
Recommendation of Staffordshire County Council’s Director of Development 
Services: 
 
1. It is recommended that:  
 

(a) Members note the contents of this report. 
 
(b) Members agree not to pursue further investigation into the introduction of an RPZ in 

the Heron Street/Talbot Street area of Rugeley.  
 

(c) Members support further investigation into the possible introduction of a Residents 
Parking Scheme in Victoria Street, Cannock  

 
(d) All requests for RPZ’s received after 16 June 2010 are recorded and submitted for 

consideration to a future meeting of this Committee. 
 
Report of the County Council’s Corporate Director of Development Services 
 
Reasons for Recommendations 
2. To advise Members of the updated requests received by County Officers for RPZ’s, the 

results of the preliminary investigations of a scheme for the Heron Street/Talbot Street 
area of Rugeley and to prioritise an area for future consideration.  

 
Background: 
3. Members may be aware that at their meeting on 9th November 2009 approval was 

given to further investigate the possible introduction of an RPZ in the Heron 
Street/Talbot Street areas of Rugeley. Approval was also given that further requests for 
RPZ’s were to be recorded and submitted for consideration to a future meeting of this 
Committee.   

 
4. The original ‘drive through’ prior to the earlier recommendation appeared to indicate a 

substantial amount of parking in the subject area. On first viewing it also appeared that 
few properties had off street parking provision. Members may recall the earlier report 
advising that “Whilst the Heron Street/Talbot Street area of Rugeley may appear to be 
worthy of further investigation there does not appear to be a clear cut case supporting 
the introduction of an RPZ. Whilst it may prove more productive for staff resources to 
be devoted to other Traffic Management issues in the District the County Council is 
however prepared to carry out further investigation in this area if Members wish.” 

 
5. Additional ‘drives through’ and more detailed surveys of the area have revealed that the 

level of parking first witnessed has not been maintained and that the number of 
properties with off-street parking is greater than first thought with a number of 
properties having rear access. In such circumstances it is considered unlikely, based 
on experience elsewhere in the County, that there would be sufficient local support to 
allow, under the current Policy, the detailed development of a scheme. No further 
action has therefore been taken at this time. 
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6. Given the above comments it is now recommended that Members support the view that 
no further action is taken at this time to progress the introduction of a Residents 
Parking Scheme in the Talbot Street/Heron Street area of Rugeley. 

 
7. More recently a number of requests for residents only parking in Victoria Street, 

Cannock, have been received.  Members may recall that to aid the discussion process 
a ‘drive through’ of those sites where requests had been received prior to 8th 
September 2009 had previously been undertaken. This was to try and identify those 
areas, based on Officer experience, where further investigation was considered 
appropriate and those sites where the introduction of an RPZ was unlikely to prove 
beneficial i.e. where only one vehicle was parked in a street or where the majority of 
properties had off-street parking provision, or where other Traffic Management 
measures might be more advantageous. Comments previously attributed to the 
situation in Victoria Street advised that a review of the existing waiting restrictions was 
necessary prior to determining if an RPZ was worthy of further investigation.   

 
8. The north side of Victoria Street is subject to an 8am – 6pm, Monday – Saturday, 

Prohibition of Waiting with 2 hours Limited Waiting on the south side. Its junctions with 
Newhall Street and Wolverhampton Road are protected by a No Waiting At Any Time 
restriction.  Given the streets close proximity to the town centre the removal of any or 
all of the existing restrictions without introducing other parking controls is likely to attract 
long stay parking to the detriment of the residents. As the street has little relevance to 
‘through traffic’ the ability to park on one side does not cause any real issues of 
obstruction. The existing restrictions provide relevant parking control but obviously 
impacts, perhaps unnecessarily, on the residents’ capability to park close to their home 
for periods in excess of two hours during the day and may increase parking demand in 
adjacent streets.  

 
9. Initial investigations indicate that some 23 parking bays might be provided in the street. 

There are 23 properties directly fronting the street with some commercial / residential 
properties having off-street parking. As a result members may wish that more detailed 
investigation including formal consultation with the residents is undertaken with a view 
to introducing a Residents Only Parking Scheme in Victoria Street. 

 
10. Consideration has been given to including adjacent streets within the scheme to help 

create a more traditional zonal restriction. However, given the ‘through route’ nature of 
Queen Street and the northern end of both Wolverhampton Road and Newhall Street it 
is considered parked vehicles would increase congestion and therefore the existing 
restrictions at these locations should be retained. 

 
11. Both sides of the southern section of Wolverhampton road are often parked up and 

contain a mix of residential and commercial properties. Although a one-way road, 
obstruction is easily caused with vehicles having to park part on and off the footway. 
The introduction of any parking control in this area would be difficult given the mix of 
properties and the various demands for parking space. With regards to introducing 
residents parking there would appear to be some 121 properties with only some 64 
parking bays able to be provided. The need to prohibit parking on one side of the road 
in association with introducing on-street parking bays to ensure that obstruction was 
not caused minimises the number of available bays. In such circumstances there is 
unlikely to be sufficient bays to meet the demand and as such support from residents is 
unlikely. A similar situation arises in Newhall Street. Whilst only one side is often 
parked up there are some 63 properties with sufficient parking space for around 43 
bays. Again support for a residents parking scheme is unlikely in these circumstances.   
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12. I would remind members that the resource implications and raised level of expectancy 
within a neighbourhood whilst assessing the possible introduction of an RPZ might be 
undesirable and Members may wish to take a less proactive approach. However, if a 
scheme is appropriate and practicable it can be expected to provide a considerable 
benefit to affected residents.  

 
13. The introduction of a Residents Parking Scheme in Victoria Street alone appears to be 

worthy of further consideration. 
 
14. Appendix ’A’ shows a plan of the area currently under consideration together with those 

areas of Newhall Street and Wolverhampton referred to earlier in this report.  
 
15. Other than for Victoria Street one additional request for an RPZ in the Cannock Chase 

district area has been received since the earlier initial assessments. This being for New 
Penkridge Road, Cannock.  Whilst during a recent site visit the majority of New 
Penkridge Road was only lightly parked the applicants home is close to a couple of 
small commercial properties. Parking in the immediate vicinity of these properties was 
more than elsewhere in the road but still unlikely to be sufficient to generate enough 
support from residents to fund a residents only parking scheme. It is therefore 
proposed not to progress such a scheme at this time.   

 
16. Members will recall that whilst the County Council is prepared to resource the 

investigation and development of a scheme for one area at a time within the District it 
should be remembered that the set up costs for introducing an RPZ should be funded 
from any surplus revenue generated from the existing Parking Service. The Permit 
costs should cover only the administration and enforcement of the scheme. If there is 
no surplus generated from the Parking Service alternative funding of the set-up costs 
will need to be sought. This may well be via a ‘one-off’ joining fee levied on each 
resident upon joining a scheme. The actual level of any joining fee is dependant upon 
various issues and is likely to vary from site to site. 

 
Equalities implications: 
17. This report has been prepared in accordance with the County Council’s policies on 

Equal Opportunities and in fact strongly supports social inclusion as the needs of those 
with disabilities, vulnerable adults and children, as well as economic regeneration are 
specifically met by a well-managed system of car parking provision and controls. 

 
Legal implications: 
18. The making of a formal RPZ requires a TRO and this is a formal legal process covered 

by the County Councils scheme of delegations and constrained by legislation, set 
procedures and consultation process. 

 
Resource implications: 
19. The initial investigations associated with the development of the RPZ requests is 

provided as part of the County Councils highway responsibilities however, the 
development of detailed schemes and implementation has to be funded from the DPE 
Appropriation Account for the District, after providing for a reasonable reserve of 10% of 
the gross annual operating cost in the DPE account. The DPE Appropriation Account 
will be built up from surpluses that arise after contributing to the eligible start up costs 
(including first year deficits) paid for directly by the District and County Council in the 
relevant District Council Area. Where sufficient surpluses have not been generated then 
other sources of funding will have to be considered for the development and 
implementation of the detailed scheme. This may have to include funding from the 
permit fee (or a one off charge) if other sources of funding are not available. 
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20. The forming of RPZ’s will impact on the viability of the normal CPE service and as such 
all RPZ enforcement must be additional to that allowed for as part of the CPE operation 
and be resourced as part of the permit fee, currently assumed to be of an order of 
magnitude of £50/permit/year. 

 
Risk implications: 
21. There are no risks associated with this report at this stage.  
 
Climate Change Implications  
22. There are no Climate Change implications arising from this report 
 
Report Author: 
Author’s Name: County Council Officer: Kevin Smith  
Ext. No.: 01785 276727 
Room No.: G40 
 
Background Documents: 
i) Partnership Agreements  
ii) SCC Policy and Guidelines for Residents Parking 
iii) Enforcement Policy 


