
House of Commons 

Transport Committee  

The Blue Badge 
Scheme: Government 
and Westminster City 
Council Responses to 
the Committee’s Sixth 
Report of Session 
2007–08  

Ninth Special Report of Session 2007–
08  

Ordered by The House of Commons 
to be printed 15 October 2008 
 

HC 1106  
Published on 20 October 2008 

by authority of the House of Commons 
London: The Stationery Office Limited 

£0.00  



 

The Transport Committee  

The Transport Committee is appointed by the House of Commons to examine 
the expenditure, administration and policy of the Department for Transport and 
its associated public bodies. 

Current membership 

Mrs Louise Ellman MP (Labour/Co-operative, Liverpool Riverside) (Chairman) 
Mr David Clelland MP (Labour, Tyne Bridge)  
Clive Efford MP (Labour, Eltham) 
Mr Philip Hollobone MP (Conservative, Kettering) 
Mr John Leech MP (Liberal Democrat, Manchester, Withington) 
Mr Eric Martlew MP (Labour, Carlisle) 
Mr Mark Pritchard MP (Conservative, The Wrekin) 
David Simpson MP (Democratic Unionist, Upper Bann) 
Mr Graham Stringer MP (Labour, Manchester Blackley) 
Mr David Wilshire MP (Conservative, Spelthorne) 
 
The following were also members of the Committee during the period covered 
by this report: 
Mrs Gwyneth Dunwoody MP (Labour, Crewe and Nantwich)  
Mr Lee Scott (Conservative, Ilford North) 

Powers 

The Committee is one of the departmental select committees, the powers of 
which are set out in House of Commons Standing Orders, principally in SO No 
152. These are available on the Internet via www.parliament.uk. 

Publications 

The Reports and evidence of the Committee are published by The Stationery 
Office by Order of the House. All publications of the Committee (including press 
notices) are on the Internet at www.parliament.uk/transcom.  

Committee staff 

The current staff of the Committee are Annette Toft (Clerk), Jyoti Chandola 
(Second Clerk), David Davies (Committee Specialist), Alison Mara (Committee 
Assistant), Ronnie Jefferson (Secretary), Gaby Henderson (Senior Office Clerk) 
and Laura Kibby (Media Officer). 

Contacts 

All correspondence should be addressed to the Clerk of the Transport 
Committee, House of Commons, 7 Millbank, London SW1P 3JA. The telephone 
number for general enquiries is 020 7219 6263; the Committee’s email address is  
transcom@parliament.uk.  

 



1 

Ninth Special Report 

The Committee published its Sixth Report of Session 2007–08 on 10 June 2008. The 
response from the Department for Transport was received in the form of a memorandum 
dated 13 October 2008. The Committee also received a response in the form of a letter 
dated 2 July 2008 from Westminster City Council. These responses are published as 
Appendices to this report. 

 

Appendix 1 – Department for Transport 
Response 

Introduction 

This paper sets out the Government’s response to the House of Commons Select 
Committee report on the Blue Badge Scheme.  

The Government welcomed the Committee’s inquiry into the Scheme on 2 April 2008; 
particularly at the opportune time when we were consulting on our proposals for 
developing a comprehensive Blue Badge Reform Strategy, to improve the Scheme and 
ensure it continues to meet the needs of disabled people. 

We appreciate the Committee’s recommendations; the majority of which are very similar 
to the views of Badge holders and our key stakeholders. The commitments provided in this 
document will be taken forward in the Blue Badge Reform Strategy, which was published 
alongside this document. 

Response to the Committee’s Recommendations 

Introduction 

1. We welcome the Government’s review of the Blue Badge Scheme. If the Scheme is to 
continue to contribute effectively to meeting the transport needs of those with the most 
serious mobility difficulties, it must be able to adapt to external changes in transport 
and parking patters. Previous reviews of the Scheme have produced inconclusive 
research and minor but helpful changes. The Government must now act decisively to 
shape a disabled parking scheme that will serve the needs of modern users.  

We are committed to reforming the Blue Badge Scheme to ensure that it continues to 
provide essential parking for disabled people in a manner that is right for the 21st Century. 

Alongside our consultation we conducted a programme of research, economic analysis and 
stakeholder engagement, to create a new evidence base to help inform key policy decisions 
on how we can realistically improve the Scheme. 
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We are publishing a Blue Badge Reform Strategy at the same time as this response. A 
corresponding Action Plan will be agreed, in conjunction with stakeholders, shortly. 

Eligibility 

2. The Department is right to strive for greater consistency in the way in which the 
assessed eligibility criteria are applied across different local authorities. This is a 
fundamental matter of fairness: a person’s entitlement to a Blue Badge should not 
depend on where he or she lives. However, it appears that adherence to the Guidance is 
patchy. We recommend that the Department engage with local government officers 
involved in the assessment of Blue Badge applications in order to establish what more 
could be done to promote consistent good practice. The Department should pay 
particular attention to variations in practice between those authorities which issue 
many Badges and those which issue fewer, especially with reference to applications 
from people who are aged under 65 but do not receive the Higher Mobility Rate 
Component of Disability Living Allowance. 

We are aware of the variations in Badge issue rates between local authorities and accept 
that some of the variation is likely to come down to differing local authority interpretations 
of the eligibility criteria. That is why the Department for Transport’s (DfTs) new guidance 
to local authorities “The Blue Badge Scheme Local Authority Guidance (England)”, which 
was issued in 2008, provided a firmer steer on the assessment process. A copy of the 
guidance can be viewed and downloaded from the DfT website at:  

http://www.dft.gov.uk/transportforyou/access/blueBadge/pubs/general/blueBadgelaguid.p
df 

In addition, evidence suggests that the use of independent health professionals increases 
the consistency of assessment decisions. That is why the new DfT guidance issued to local 
authorities clearly recommends that medical assessments are not carried out by 
individuals’ GPs in order to prevent any potential conflicts of interest.  

However, as the new guidance was only issued early this year, local authorities need the 
time to change their policies and practices to introduce a system of independent medical 
assessments To help this process along, we are also in discussions with the Department of 
Health about directly funding local authorities up to £15 million per year, to procure 
independent medical assessments.  

In addition, we will shortly be announcing the appointment of a suite of local authorities in 
England, as regional “Blue Badge Centres of Excellence”. £500,000 was made available to 
fund a small set of English local authorities to improve their services and share good 
practice with neighbouring authorities. This should also help to spread good practice and 
improve consistency.  

3. The use of an applicant’s own GP to assess their mobility, or of any other doctor 
directly involved in the applicant’s care or treatment, is likely to produce a bias in 
favour of approving the application; it is also contrary to DfT Guidance on the subject. 
We recommend that the Minister write directly to those authorities which still use GPs 
to carry our mobility assessments, drawing their attention to the aspect of the Guidance 
that calls for independent assessments of applicants’ mobility. 
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As stated in response to the above recommendation, we agree that the use of independent 
medical assessors is desirable.  

We will monitor how local authorities carry out medical assessments and continue to press 
for the adoption of consistent and independent procedures in conjunction with the 
Department of Health. 

4. The three-year minimum issue period under the assessed eligibility criteria is in our 
view unfair, since it excludes those with disabilities of more limited duration who could 
in principle have qualified automatically had they been eligible for, or wished to claim, 
Disability Living Allowance. It is also inconsistent with the definition of “disability” 
given in the Disability Discrimination Act 1995. We therefore recommend that the 
minimum issue period for a Badge awarded under the assessed eligibility criteria be 
reduced to one year.  

We agree that certain people with temporary disabilities should be eligible for a Blue Badge 
and that the minimum badge issue period should be for one year. However, following the 
results of our recent consultation, we need to make sure that any extension of this nature 
does not jeopardise the ability of existing Badge holders to park. In order to maximise 
mobility, we are planning to extend the Scheme to people with temporary mobility 
problems lasting a minimum of one year in tandem with tangible improvements to the way 
that it is administered and enforced. This will protect both future and existing Badge 
holders. 

5. We do not propose that the three-year maximum issue period be increased. 
However, where it is established during the first assessment for a Badge that the 
holder’s condition is unlikely to improve we do not see any case for requiring them to 
undergo potentially intrusive, time-consuming and, if it is carried out thoroughly, 
expensive reassessment. We recommend that in these cases, renewal should be granted 
after a review of the evidence submitted with the original application. Badge holders 
should only be required to offer further proof of their condition where there is thought 
to be some discrepancy in the original application. 

We believe that Badges should be renewed every three years in order to prevent fraud and 
upgrade the Badges with new security features, when necessary. However, we agree that the 
Blue Badge renewal process should be as convenient as possible for people who have 
permanent and/or degenerative disabilities.  

That is why we will work with the Department of Works and Pensions and the Service 
Personnel and Veterans Agency, to see if we can share more data and speed up the process 
of authenticating applications made by people who would automatically be entitled to a 
Badge because of the disability benefits that they receive.  

6. We recommend that the assessed eligibility criteria be re-drafted to encompass a 
wider range of people with severe mobility difficulties. The focus should be on mobility 
in the wider sense, rather than simply on an applicant’s ability to walk and should 
include those who require help, in the form of physical contact from another person, in 
order to cross a road safely.  

 



4  

We agree that the assessed eligibility criteria should include people whose mental disability 
would require them to have physical contact with another person in order to cross a road 
safely. This is supported by respondents to the consultation and stakeholder groups. 

However, like recommendation 4, we are planning to extend the Scheme to people with the 
most severe mental disabilities in tandem with tangible improvements to the way that the 
Scheme is administered and enforced. This will protect both future and existing Badge 
Holders ability to park. 

Concessions 

7. We recommend that highway authorities be given the power to extend the time-limit 
for Blue Badge-holders to park on single or double yellow lines in specified locations, 
but not to lower it below the current limit of three hours. In the interests of clarity and 
consistency we recommend that the Department for Transport design a standard sign 
to indicate the time-limit, where it is more than three hours.  

We are not minded to accept this recommendation to allow more generous disabled 
parking on yellow lines in certain locations. During the consultation process, we received 
clear messages from our stakeholders that any new local variations, additional to those that 
already apply in London, would be too confusing and could have safety and congestion 
implications. Concern was also expressed about the additional signage that would be 
needed.  

Our existing yellow line parking concession is still one of the most generous in Europe and 
there are a range of other parking alternatives to the yellow line.  

For example, Local Authorities have the power to provide disabled parking spaces in on-
street parking locations. 

8. The London concession was no doubt justified in 1971, but parking, traffic and the 
nature of the security threat in central London have changed beyond recognition since 
then. The arrangements in London are unfair on those who live outside central London 
but drive in occasionally, and particularly on Badge-holders who live and work in the 
surrounding boroughs but who are, uniquely, denied the full range of concessions in 
the centre of the city in which they live. It is also confusing for Badge holders who are 
unfamiliar with the London regime. We are not persuaded that the traffic and parking 
conditions in central London are so radically different from those in any other 
congested city centre and accordingly we recommend that the Government reconsider 
the London concession, with a view to bringing central London within the remit of the 
national Scheme.  

The Government is not minded to abolish or amend the concession at this point in time 
because of the unknown impact upon congestion. However, we will ask the four central 
London authorities concerned to work with Transport for London and the Metropolitan 
Police to gather further evidence to enable an evidence based decision to be made as to 
whether it is needed in the future.  
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Enforcement 

9. The confiscation of a Blue Badge has the potential to impose significant hardship on 
the Badge-holder. If it is being used fraudulently by another person, this is manifestly 
unjust as it penalises a potentially vulnerable individual for an offence committed by 
another person, of which they might be entirely ignorant. This does not apply, however, 
in cases where a Badge has been reported lost or stolen and a replacement has been 
issued. We recommend that civil enforcement officers be given the power to confiscate 
a Badge which has been reported lost or stolen and for which a replacement has been 
issued. If it is not practicable to seize the Badge—for example, because the vehicle is 
locked and unattended—they should have the power to immediately immobilise the 
vehicle or to have it removed to a pound so that the Badge can be confiscated when the 
owner comes to collect it. 

We agree that civil enforcement officers should have the power to seize Badges that have 
been reported lost or stolen, where a replacement has been issued. We also consider that 
this power should also be given to other enforcement officers who currently have powers to 
inspect blue Badges (such as traffic wardens and parking attendants) and that in all cases 
the power should only be exercised by those officers who have received training and 
guidance relevant to that role. Research and stakeholder engagement suggests that the 
power to seize would be a welcome move and we are looking at which policies would help 
us to do this most effectively.  

10. We welcome the Government’s proposals for establishing a system for sharing data 
about Blue Badges between issuing authorities as a major step forwards in preventing 
fraud. In the interests of efficiency and data protection, we recommend that this be 
implemented by way of a single, national database, rather than by allowing every 
individual issuing authority to hold the others’ records.  

We support the introduction of a national system of data sharing and have announced £10 
million of funding to help take this forward. However, as we have decided to keep the 
administration and enforcement of the Scheme at local level, it would be more appropriate 
to set up a system of data sharing which can be easily administered by local authorities, 
instead of a single centrally controlled database. We are already in dialogue with the Local 
Government Association in terms of refining the requirements and next steps.  

11. We recommend that the Minister raise the clamping of vehicles displaying a Blue 
Badge as a matter of urgency with the Security Industry Authority with a view to 
tightening up enforcement of the licensing conditions relating to the treatment of 
vehicles displaying a Blue Badge.  

This issue has already been raised with the Security Industry Agency, who are unable to 
provide exact figures on the number of complaints they have received about Blue Badge 
holders’ vehicles being illegally clamped. However, they have agreed to keep this matter 
under review with the Home Office.  

12. There was widespread support among witnesses for a public information campaign 
to shame able-bodied drivers out of using disabled parking bays and we recommend 
that the Department undertake a vigorous campaign to this effect.  

 



6  

A wide range of communications activity is planned to raise awareness of the benefits of 
the Blue Badge Scheme, the Reform Strategy and the negative consequences that misuse of 
the Scheme can have for severely disabled people 

In addition, it is worth noting that the majority of complaints about non disabled drivers 
parking in disabled parking bays are in off street car parks, such as those at supermarkets. 
This is beyond the scope of the Blue Badge Scheme, which does not extend to off street car 
parks. However, many supermarkets are now clamping down on misuse of disabled bays in 
their car parks and we are working with the British Retail Consortium to investigate ways 
of improving the use and enforcement of disabled parking bays within their members’ car 
parks.  

13. We recommend that the Minister investigate the question of whether car park 
operators who fail to enforce the use of their disabled bays are complying fully with the 
Disability Discrimination Act.  

This is a matter that only the Courts can decide. Under s.19 of the Disability 
Discrimination Act (DDA) 1995, a service provider discriminates against a disabled person 
if they fail to comply with a duty to make adjustments where that failure makes it 
unreasonably difficult or impossible for that person to use those services. The provision of 
disabled parking areas is one such reasonable adjustment that could be taken to improve 
accessibility for disabled persons. 

The extent of ‘reasonable adjustments’ as regards enforcement of disabled parking areas on 
private land in unclear. However, if the service provider is aware that disabled parking 
areas are being abused, so that disabled persons are unable to access the premises, then 
there is a good argument that the service provider must take reasonable steps to reduce or 
eliminate that abuse.  

The extent of that duty must be balanced against the costs and practicality of enforcement, 
and will depend entirely on the level of abuse and the facts of the particular case.  

In circumstances where a service provider is aware that disabled parking provision is being 
abused, so that disabled persons are unable to access the services, but is unwilling to take 
remedial action, then it is open to any affected person to bring proceedings under the 
DDA. The prospects of success in any action will depend entirely on the facts of the 
particular case. 

However, we are addressing this issue with the British Parking Association and British 
Retail Consortium (including the major supermarkets). We will write to them to convey 
the Committees concerns in relation to the Disability Discrimination Act.  

14. It is clear that the introduction of a machine-readable Blue Badge has the potential 
to make the Scheme considerably more flexible and easier to enforce. We recommend 
that the Government undertake a feasibility study of the various options for “smart” 
Badges identified in the Strategic Review.  

We have already commissioned an independent study, as part of our research programme 
which accompanied our consultation, to undertake an evaluation of the feasibility of 
implementing new technologies to Badges and how machine readable Blue Badges. Based 
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on the findings of the research, we will continue to enhance the physical Badge security 
features of the Badge itself, for example using barcodes. However, more advanced 
technologies, such as active Remote Frequency Identification (RFID) tags, do not appear to 
offer sufficient additional benefit for introduction at this stage. We are also looking at how 
the use of ‘smarter technology’ would fit with our existing commitment to using the’ 
European Commission model parking card’. 

 

Appendix 2 – Westminster City Council 
Response 

Westminster City Council, together with the Corporation of London, London Borough of 
Camden & Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea, believe that the original arguments in 
favour of the Blue Badge central London concession, which were based on traffic 
congestion and parking stress, are as compelling today as they were in 1971. 

While traffic flows into the central area of London may not necessarily be increasing, traffic 
speed is decreasing, indicating more congestion on the central London roads than in 1971. 
The volume of vehicles entering central London in 1973 was just under 1.5 million, rising 
to 1.75 million in 1989 and levelling to 1.4 millions since 2003. Over the same period, the 
recorded average vehicle speeds in central London during the day time (e.g. outside the 
peak hours) have fallen. In the period 1970–1973 the average speed was 12.6 mph, whereas 
in the period 2003–2005 the average speed had fallen to just 10.5 mph. 

There are of course many reasons for this such as more bus lanes, cycle lanes, advance stop 
lines and other measures to ensure movement of public transport and bicycles that have 
reduced the amount of carriageway for other traffic. Measures to aid pedestrians crossing 
the carriageway have led to new traffic signal junction phases, kerb buildouts, and new 
crossing facilities, further restricting the amount of free carriageway. There have also been 
a number of large and small-scale pedestrianisation schemes in central London since 1971, 
including Covent Garden, Trafalgar Square and Leicester Square. More recently Thames 
Water’s Victorian mains replacement programme has added to traffic congestion because 
of temporary road closures and traffic diversions. 

Both the decrease in traffic speed and the changing environmental factors mentioned 
above to meet other transportation and safety objectives mean that access to the kerbside, 
and the resulting impact on traffic flow, are more intrinsically linked and sensitive to 
change than in 1971. In short, even a small change can have a significant impact in central 
London. 

Turning to the issue of parking stress, again, current conditions underline the need for the 
central London concession. The demand for parking has risen greatly since 1971, as has car 
ownership. It is clear that increased parking stress and demand has led the local authorities 
to significantly enlarge the coverage of parking controls since 1971, so that today the whole 
of the central London area is subject to controlled parking regulations. 
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It was the London Boroughs’ concerns about parking stress and enforcement that led to 
the general decriminalisation of perking regulations in 1994. Another sign of increased 
parking stress is a higher level of public, media and political interest in parking issues 
compared to 1971. This problem is also highlighted by the exponential increase in disabled 
parking permits issued. In 1971 just 40,000 Orange Badge permits were issued in the UK; 
in 2007 that number had increased to 2.7 million Blue Badges. 

While the City Council believes that a threat to security is raised by a relaxation of the Blue 
Badge parking regulations, we also recognise that this issue is restricted to a relatively small 
area of central London. The main security risk area is Whitehall and the Palace of 
Westminster, and there are a number of other buildings (e.g. MI5 on Millbank) and certain 
embassies such as the American Embassy in Grosvenor Square. While the City Council 
believes that the security argument is important in retaining the central London concession 
it is not the totality of our position. Nevertheless, the Council are concerned that the 
Transport Select Committee can seemingly make light of this question. 

The Council has a number of other arguments raised by any relaxation of the Blue Badge 
scheme in central London, as follows: 

• Waiting/Loading Regime – If the concession was to be lifted the central London 
Boroughs would require a lengthy period of notice. The concession is in the Blue 
Badge scheme’s regulations and requires a statutory instrument so this could take 
place in a much shorter timescale than revising primary legislation. 

• Kerbside Management – the impact on our valuable kerbside would be far 
reaching if we lost the concession. The City Council is committed to minimising 
yellow lines and those that remain are in place to assist the flow of traffic, for safety, 
for essential loading/unloading and to keep bus lanes clear. We do not want to be 
forced to install numerous and intrusive loading bays with scores of new traffic 
signs, contrary to our policy and practice to reduce street sign clutter. The City 
Council submits that central London will continue to need the different 
concessions for Blue Badge holders. Central London is unique culturally, 
economically, politically and commercially and the current Blue Badge scheme’s 
regulations recognise this state of affairs. 

• Access & Mobility – the Committee’s view appears to emphasise that able bodied 
people can use public transport and therefore should be giving up car ownership in 
favour of the disabled person. This could take pressure off the kerbside if the full 
Blue Badge concessions were introduced. However, free and unlimited parking in 
our residents’ parking bays would be an enormous change practically and 
culturally. The central London Boroughs are very different to other local 
authorities as many car owners in central London do not have off-street space. The 
Committee’s views also presume that all disabled people are reliant on their own or 
a relative/friend’s car; many people do not have this option and rely on accessible 
public transport, subsidised taxi journeys and adapted vehicles operated by the 
voluntary sector. 
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• Traffic Management – given that Blue Badge holders are already exempt from the 
congestion charge lifting the central London concession is likely to have an 
unknown and negative impact on the congested highway network and potentially 
on highway safety. The Committee has made no attempt to gauge what would this 
mean. 

• Residents’ Parking – in view of the likely impact on Westminster’s residents’ 
parking scheme it is probable that the City Council would exclude Blue Badge 
parking from these parking bays. 

• Terrorism – the Blue Badge scheme is widely abused and it is likely that criminals 
(including terrorists) could relatively easily obtain a permit either by fraud and/or 
deception. The Blue Badge could be used to further their criminal activities, and in 
central London could lead to terrorists having easier access to embassies, 
government buildings, Parliament, and other key sites. We should always 
remember that central London is always going to be a prime target for terrorist acts 
because of London’s status as a world city and the media coverage this generates. 
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