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Executive Summary
Parking, Mobility & Transport Services have introduced an experimental Order to 
introduce a Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) in the area called Fish Island (mini zone 
B4), in January 2016.  Approval is needed to make the Fish Island CPZ permanent 
and to undertake further consultation and possible extension of the operational 
hours of the CPZ.

Recommendations:

The Mayor in Cabinet is recommended to: 

1. Note the Council’s published proposal to make an Order under sections 6 
and 45 of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 in relation to Fish Island 
Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) experimental Order.  The current Fish Island 
CPZ operational hours are currently Monday to Saturday 8.30am to 7.30pm.

2. Consider the objections received in response to the Notice set out and the 
responses to the consultation exercises set out in this report. 

3. To review and consult on an additional requirement for controls being 
Monday to Friday 8:30am – 9pm, Saturday –Sunday 11am – 9pm. To 
ensure full protection from the new London Stadium.



 1. REASONS FOR THE DECISIONS

1.1 Since the Olympics on street parking pressure has substantially increased in 
this area of the Borough, being the last part of the Borough which is not 
designated a controlled parking zone (CPZ). As the London Stadium is now 
the permanent home of West Ham Football Club since August 2016.  Parking 
controls are now needed within this area to ensure availability of on street 
parking for local residents and business within the area, to maintain the free 
flow of traffic and to manage road safety.

1.2 The neighbouring London borough of Newham has introduced parking 
controls to better manage parking generated by the area within their borough, 
directly after 6 months of the Olympics. There is now an additional and 
significant risk of parking displacement into Fish Island area (as surveyed on 
7/8/2016 first West Ham home game) if it remains free of parking controls.  
Also Hackney Council is to monitor parking issues on their CPZs especially 
when there are events at the Stadium.

1.3 Additional strategic benefits of introducing these controls include the 
promotion of more sustainable travel options by the travelling public such as 
Hackney Wick Station and subsequent benefits to air quality. 

2. ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS

2.1 Make permanent the current parking scheme. The combined pressures of 
displacement into Fish Island from surrounding boroughs implementing car 
parking controls, growing density of residential development in the area, the 
impact of major events and stadium football in the Queen Elizabeth  Park and 
park and ride behaviour from people living elsewhere are likely to place 
severe pressure on the availability of ‘on street’ parking resulting in dangerous 
parking practices, damage to local business, frustration for local residents, 
adverse impacts for carers and looked after people and increased traffic 
congestion.

2.2 Consult on additional operational hours CPZ (including Sundays and 
extended hours). This would remove the problems of displacement from 
neighbouring boroughs or the impact of London Stadium and development on 
that part of Fish Island that was not controlled. The proposed operational 
hours Monday to Friday 8:30am – 9pm Sat –Sun 11am – 9pm.

2.3 Special Event parking restrictions can be considered alike to that of Emirates 
Stadium, and recently introduced in LB Newham.  However, the operational 
and maintenance cost of a Special Event Day parking scheme is much more 
costly than a standard CPZ scheme.  This proposal can be considered as part 
of the operational review of the scheme.



3. DETAILS OF REPORT

3.1 This report proposes the introduction of the CPZ, known as Fish Island B4 
Mini Zone, originally introduced as an experimental order in January 2016 
post Olympic Games. The experimental Order can have changes made to it 
within 12 months period (recommended deadline 30/12/2016), after which the 
Council needs to decide whether to make changes, revoke the order or make 
it permanent.

3.2 The use of the Queen Elizabeth Park is evolving and planning permission has 
now been given for developments and uses that will place significant pressure 
on street parking in the area going forward. As well as supporting high density 
residential development it is now clear that the Queen Elizabeth Park and 
buildings within it will be regularly hosting high profile events, including 
international sporting events and concerts. As a result the area may be used 
for free parking by visitors to the Park or the events in the park as well as by 
residents of new residential development. Given the focus on high profile 
events and the potential for parking disruption and road safety issues in this 
area, the report proposes additional CPZ hours of operation from Monday to 
Friday 8:30am – 9pm, Sat –Sun 11am - 9pm which are supported by 
consultation feedback.

4. COMMENTS OF THE CHIEF FINANCE OFFICER

4.1. The report seeks approval to make permanent the current Fish Island 
Controlled Parking Zone experimental order, and consult on extending the 
operational hours. There is sufficient budget provision within the Parking 
Control Account to meet cost of undertaking further consultation.

4.2. The Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 provides the legislation for undertaking 
parking enforcement, which sets out that in all cases the purposes behind 
setting parking charges are:

a) To control and manage parking demand.
b) To ensure road safety in the borough.
c) To regulate traffic flow and reduce congestion.
d) To cover the cost of providing the service, as the Government 

strongly recommends that any shortfall in operations should not be 
funded through the General Fund.

4.3 The recommendations in this report are consistent with the above constraints.



5. LEGAL COMMENTS 

5.1 The Council is a parking authority for the purpose of the Road Traffic 
Regulation Act 1984 (‘the 1984 Act’). Under sections 45 and 46 of the 1984 
Act, the Council may by order: (1) designate parking places on highways in 
Tower Hamlets for vehicles or vehicles of any class specified in the order; (2) 
make charges for vehicles left in a parking place so designated; (3) limit the 
use of designated parking places for specified persons or vehicles or classes 
of persons or vehicles authorised by permit; and (4) make charges in 
connection with the issue of such permits.

5.2 The Local Authorities’ Traffic Orders (Procedure) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 1996 (‘the 1996 Regulations’) apply to any order made or 
proposed to be made pursuant to sections 45 and 46 of the 1984 Act by virtue 
of regulation 4 of the 1996 Regulations.  Regulation 6 of the 1996 Regulations 
requires consultation as follows:

Case Consultee
Where the order relates to, or appears to 
the Council to be likely to affect traffic on 
a road which is included in the route of a 
London bus service

The operator of the service and TfL

Where it appears to the Council that the 
order is likely to affect the passage on 
any road of ambulances and/ or fire 
fighting vehicles

The chief officer of the appropriate NHS 
trust and/ or the fire and rescue authority

All cases The Freight Transport Association; the 
Road Haulage Association; and such 
other organisations (if any) representing 
persons likely to be affected by any 
provision in the order as the order 
making authority thinks it appropriate to 
consult

5.3 There is no statutory requirement to consult with anybody else but the Council 
must consider whether a common law duty arises. This common law duty 
imposes a general duty of procedural fairness upon public authorities 
exercising a wide range of functions which affects the interests of individuals 
(see R (Moseley) v Haringey London Borough Council [2014] UKSC 56, [2015 
1 All ER 495 at [35] per Reed LJ).

5.4 In considering whether a common law duty arises, has there been a promise 
that the Council would consult on a particular issue. This can be as a result of 
a decision or statement by Members (or an officer). This gives rise to a 
legitimate expectation. Specifically, the decision or statement must be clear, 
unambiguous, and not have any relevant qualification. The decision or 



statement must also have been made by someone who had actual or 
apparent authority to make that decision or statement. If it is not then the 
decision is ultra vires. This would also arise where the Council does not have 
the legal power to act in the way propose.

5.5 Further has the Council’s past practice been to consult on such proposal? If 
so, then again a legitimate expectation arises and which has been induced 
based upon the Council’s past behaviour.

5.6 The common law duty would also arise where, in exceptional circumstances, 
a failure to consult would lead to conspicuous unfairness. Specifically a 
legitimate expectation can arise even without a decision/ statement or past 
practice, so as to prevent a public authority from acting so unfairly that its 
conduct amounts to an abuse of power. For example, is what is proposed 
likely to have a harmful impact on service users?

5.7 This decision to consult would also apply to changes in parking policy. On 
balance, it may be considered advisable to generally consult in addition to 
consulting with the statutory consultees referred to in the above table.

5.8 The consultation should comply with the following common law criteria:
(a) it should be at a time when proposals are still at a formative stage;
(b) the Council must give sufficient reasons for any proposal to permit 

intelligent consideration and response;
(c) adequate time must be given for consideration and response; and
(d) the product of consultation must be conscientiously taken into account

5.9 The duty to act fairly applies and prior to undertaking a consultation exercise, 
it does needs to be considered whether the matter to be consulted on impacts 
on those with protected characteristics. If it does then the method of 
consultation can be adapted to ensure that those persons are able to respond 
to the consultation so as to inform the decision making process. For example, 
if a group of persons with a protected characteristic is a ‘hard to reach’ group 
then they may not be reached by traditional consultation techniques.

5.10 When deciding whether or not to proceed with the proposals, the Council 
must have due regard to the need to eliminate unlawful conduct under the 
Equality Act 2010, the need to advance equality of opportunity and the need 
to foster good relations between persons who share a protected characteristic 
and those who don’t (the public sector equality duty). To inform the Council in 
discharging this duty an Equality Analysis has been completed and a copy is 
attached to this report.

6. ONE TOWER HAMLETS CONSIDERATIONS

6.1 The proposals will have a positive or neutral impact on equalities and diversity 
as they will establish a fairer and more transparent and consistent policy base 



for parking enforcement and are mindful of equalities considerations in 
respect of implementation approaches.

6.2 A full Equalities Impact Assessment is attached as Appendix 2 to this report.

7. BEST VALUE (BV) IMPLICATIONS

7.1  These proposals support the Strategic Milestone to complete the 
development of the Parking Policy by 31 March 2017. The proposals are 
consistent with and support the Councils best value duties.

8. SUSTAINABLE ACTION FOR A GREENER ENVIRONMENT

8.1 The proposals have been considered in line with the Council's Local
Implementation Plan priorities to promote sustainable transport choices, 
reduce the impact of transport on the environment and to encourage 
sustainable travel behaviour. They support Air Quality and carbon reduction 
objectives. 

9. RISK MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS

9.1 Risks will be managed in accordance with the Councils risk management
procedures and project management arrangements.

10. CRIME AND DISORDER REDUCTION IMPLICATIONS

10.1 The proposals have been made in order to improve the efficiency of parking 
and traffic enforcement in Tower Hamlets. Fraud prevention is a feature of the
recommendations where appropriate.

11. SAFEGUARDING IMPLICATIONS

11.1  Maintaining the free flow of traffic, enabling parking for carers and vulnerable
adults whilst ensuring a safer environment for all road users has a positive 
impact on safeguarding. The equalities implications are dealt with as outlined 
above.

____________________________________

Linked Reports, Appendices and Background Documents

Linked Report
 NONE 

Appendices
 Appendix 1 Map of Controlled Parking Zones as of January 2016
 Appendix 2 Road List of Fish Island CPZ
 Appendix 3 Fees and Charges
 Appendix 4 Equalities Impact Assessment
 Appendix 5 Equality Analysis Quality Assurance Checklist



Background Documents – Local Authorities (Executive Arrangements)(Access 
to Information)(England) Regulations 2012

 NONE .

Officer contact details for documents:
 Zak Aktas, zak.aktas@towerhamlets.gov.uk 020 7364 6948

mailto:zak.aktas@towerhamlets.gov.uk
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Appendix 2 List of Roads within Fish Island CPZ (mini zone B4)

Fish Island  CPZ
Street Name
AUTUMN STREET

BEACHY ROAD

BREAM STREET

CROWN CLOSE

DACE ROAD

DAVEY ROAD

HEPSCOTT ROAD

ICELAND ROAD

MAVERTON ROAD

MONIER ROAD

REMUS ROAD

RIVERSIDE WHARF

ROACH ROAD

ROTHBURY ROAD

SMEED ROAD

STOUR ROAD

TREGO ROAD

WALLIS ROAD (south of railway 
line only)

WHITE POST LANE

WICK LANE

WYKE ROAD



Appendix 3 Fees & Charges


