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ANNEX A

Summary of Comments Received for Marston South

Officer Comments and Recommended Changes.

Note: Scheme Design Capacity includes ‘Community Management’ spaces

Croft Close:
 Residents Consulted (4) - Private Road

Comments/Objections Received (0)

Committee Recommendation – Paragraph 60 (a)(i)

Scheme Design Capacity (0) – Residential Demand (0)

Croft Road: 
Residents Consulted (65)

Comments/Objections Received (7)

A number of residents objected to being charged for permits. One resident thought Business permits should not be permitted. Another resident suggested the grass verges should be converted into parking areas, whilst another asked for clarification regarding their usage. 

One resident queried if there were enough parking spaces to accommodate 1 vehicle per household and what would happen if all spaces in the road were taken.

Committee Recommendation – Paragraph 60 (b)

Scheme Design Capacity (51) – Residential Demand (29)

Crotch Crescent: 
Residents Consulted (90)

Comments/Objections Received (18)

There were objections from residents being charged for permits, particularly as the County Council have permitted the developments which are causing the problem. Some residents said the scheme is not needed and there were queries over the number of spaces available in the area in relation to the on-street demand. 

In addition one resident advised that one of the disabled bays was no longer required, and another objected to having double yellow lines outside their property as a passing place is not required. 

There were a couple of residents who requested changes between ‘Community Management’ and ‘no waiting at any time’ across their driveways.

Committee Recommendation – Paragraph 60 (a) (ii) and (iii)

Scheme Design Capacity (127) – Residential Demand (69)

Doris Field Close: 
Residents Consulted (10)

Comments /Objections Received (1)

One resident commented that they considered the cost of the permits too expensive. 

It was also highlighted that Doris Field Close is not public highway and therefore the proposed restrictions could not be imposed.

Committee Recommendation – Paragraph 60 (a) (iv) and (v)

Scheme Design Capacity (8 evenings and weekends) – Residential Demand (0)

Edgeway Road: 
Residents Consulted (96)

Comments /Objections Received (27)

Some residents objected to being charged for permits and suggested that visitors permits should be free. 

Requests for a ‘Minimal Impact Scheme received. 

Other residents said that Ferry Lane should not be excluded from the scheme.

Changes between ‘Community Management’ and ‘No Waiting at Any Time’ restrictions across driveways were requested. 

One resident requested that the 2 shared use parking bays be increased to 3 hour and lengthened. 

Another suggested that the restrictions should be in force 24 hours a day, 7 days a week whilst another suggested the restriction should be over a two hour block during the day.

Committee Recommendation – Paragraph 60 (b)

Scheme Design Capacity (122) – Residential Demand (93)

Farmer Place: 
Residents Consulted (26)

Comments /Objections Received (6)

One resident objected to being charged for permits. Two residents objected to the length of time that single yellow line restrictions would be in place and suggested that there should either be changes to permit bays or the time period of the restriction reduced.

Committee Recommendation – Paragraph 60 (b)

Scheme Design Capacity (19) – Residential Demand (11)

Feilden Grove:
Residents Consulted (26)

Comments /Objections Received (11)

The majority of comments regarded the placement and the length of various bays in the road, suggesting that some would cause obstruction/visibility issues or were in too close proximity to their property. 

There was also a difference of opinion as to whether single yellow line restriction or ‘No Waiting at Any Time’ restrictions would be more appropriate. 

One resident was concerned about vehicle size restrictions which could exclude some service vehicles, ford transit vans and short wheel based caravans.

Committee Recommendation – Paragraph 60 (a) (vi), (vii) and (viii).

Scheme Design Capacity (16) – Residential Demand (0)

Ferry Road/Ferry Lane:
Residents Consulted (128)

Comments /Objections Received (18)

Some residents objected to charges for permits and 6 requests were also received for a minimum impact zone to be considered. Concerns were also raised that no restrictions had been proposed on Ferry Lane.

Requests were also received to change between ‘Community Management’ and ‘No Waiting at Any Time’ restrictions across driveways and there were some suggestions to reduce times of the permit holder bays to 10am-4pm; 

One resident was concerned about collecting his disabled parents and another requested that the 3 hour shared use bays were relocated. 

Committee Recommendation – Paragraph 60 (a) (ix), (x), (xi), (xii), (xiii) and (xiv).

Scheme Design Capacity (143) – Residential Demand (96)

Goodson Walk: 
Residents Consulted (11)

Comments /Objections Received (1)

It was highlighted that the residents of Goodson Walk had not been included in those eligible for resident permits.

Committee Recommendation – Paragraph 60 (a) (xv).

Scheme Design Capacity (0) – Residential Demand (0)

Hadow Road:
Residents Consulted (13)

Comments /Objections Received (3)

One resident objected to charging for permits. A couple of residents requested changes between ‘Community Management’ and ‘No Waiting at Any Time’ restrictions across accesses. 

Two residents requested the 2 hour shared use bays be relocated. There were also concerns about not having restrictions on a Saturday as the British Legion club was losing parking spaces.

Committee Recommendation – Paragraph 60 (a) (xvi), (xvii), (xviii), (xix), (xx), (xxi)

Scheme Design Capacity (21) – Residential Demand (10)

Harberton Mead:
Residents Consulted (3)

Comments /Objections Received (2)

There were concerns regarding the proximity of the 2 hour shared bays at the Marston Road junction together with the number of permit bays that had been allocated along its length. 

One resident suggested that there should be no parking permitted on Harberton Mead. It should be noted that although the current residential demand is low this may increase due to the restricted parking in Moody Road, Peacock Road and Prichard Road.

Committee Recommendation – None

Scheme Design Capacity (17) – Residential Demand (3)

Hayes Close: 
Residents Consulted (34)

Comments /Objections Received (9)

Some residents objected to charging for permits. Requests for a ‘Minimum Impact Zone’ were also received. Comments were made regarding the two hour parking on Nicholson Road being too close to the Hayes Close junction.

One resident commented that it was unfair that the school had to pay fees. Another asked for the bay outside their property to be removed as doors would open directly onto their garden. 

Two residents asked why footway parking would not be permitted as there had been no problems in the past and also why it would be permitted in the evenings.

Committee Recommendation – Paragraph 60(a) (xxii)

Scheme Design Capacity (7) – Residential Demand (2)

Heather Place:
Residents Consulted (20)

Comments /Objections Received (0)

Committee Recommendation – None

Scheme Design Capacity (11) – Residential Demand (4)

Hugh Allen Crescent: 
Residents Consulted (89)

Comments /Objections Received (5)

Two residents objected to the proposed charging for permits. Another objected to the fact that restrictions between 8am-6:30pm were too long and that more 2 hour shared use bays were required. One resident indicated they would prefer a ‘Minimal Impact Zone’.

Committee Recommendation – None

Scheme Design Capacity (116) – Residential Demand (43)

Jack Straws Lane:

Residents Consulted (69)

Comments /Objections Received (3)

One resident requested additional spaces between 29 Jack Straws Lane and Doris Field Close. Another resident objected to paying for permits.

One resident highlighted a planning application for 5 additional properties off Jack Straws’ Lane and another person suggested that the grass verges be converted to off road parking.

Committee Recommendation – Paragraph 60 (a) (xxiii)

Scheme Design Capacity (32) – Residential Demand (10)

John Garne Way:
Residents Consulted (44)

Comments /Objections Received (3)

One resident indicated that they did not think restricting parking would solve the problem and that other options/improvements should be considered. 

One person suggested the lines marked out in John Garne Way would affect entry and exit to the block of housing on the left as you enter John Garne Way from Marston Road.

Another felt there were no benefits to residents and not enough information had been provided. They were also concerned that as the consultation had been held during the holiday period not enough people would have been in a position to respond. 

Committee Recommendation – Paragraph 60 (a) (xxiv)

Scheme Design Capacity (18) – Residential Demand (21)

It should be noted that whilst the residential demand is higher here than the design capacity, it is likely that some of this parking is from residents of the halls which will not be eligible for permits.

Lynn Close:

Residents Consulted (28)

Comments /Objections Received (5)

One resident objected to having ‘No Waiting at Any Time’ restrictions outside his property. Another objected to paying for permits.

A couple of residents queried whether permits would be required for allocated parking and one person commented that emergency vehicles did not have a problem getting down Ferry Road.

Committee Recommendation – Paragraph 60 (a) (xxv)

Scheme Design Capacity (21) – Residential Demand (12)

Marston Road: 
Residents Consulted (194)

Comments /Objections Received (22)

Seven residents objected to paying for permits. Another five residents objected to the positioning or the type of parking bays provided.

Two residents requested more parking spaces. Two people objected to businesses being restricted to two permits each and requested more short term parking spaces around their businesses.

One resident requested ‘No Waiting at Any Time’ across their access and two residents requested a Minimal Impact Zone.

Committee Recommendation – Paragraph 60 (a) (xxvii) and (xxviii).

Scheme Design Capacity (123) – Residential Demand (55)

Moody Road:
Residents Consulted (9)

Comments /Objections Received (2)

One resident objected to the removal of parking spaces on the road and another commented that it was car ownership and not parking which was the source of the problem.

Committee Recommendation – None

Scheme Design Capacity (4) – Residential Demand (0)

Nicholson Road:
Residents Consulted (36)

Comments /Objections Received (7)

Three residents objected to paying for permits. One resident objected due to poor sight lines and another objected as current parking places will have ‘No Waiting at Any Time’ restrictions under the proposals.

Committee Recommendation – None

Scheme Design Capacity (34) – Residential Demand (14)

Old Marston Road/Oxford Road:
Residents Consulted (50)


Comments /Objections Received (6)

Two residents objected to paying for permits and another objected due to the limitation on the number of visitor permits allowed.

One resident objected to Oxford Road being included in the Marston South Zone and another requested more short term parking by the shops.

Committee Recommendation – Paragraph 60 (a) (xxix), (xxx) and (xxxi)

Scheme Design Capacity (17) – Residential Demand (7)

Ouseley Close:
Residents Consulted (47)

Comments /Objections Received (11)

Four residents objected to paying for permits and another three objected as they believed the scheme would provide insufficient parking in the street. Two residents requested ‘No Waiting at Any Time’ restrictions across their access and another was unhappy that ‘No Waiting at Any Time’ restrictions would apply across their frontage.

Committee Recommendation – Paragraph 60 (a) (xxxii)

Scheme Design Capacity (25) – Residential Demand (11)

Parry Close:

Residents Consulted (19)

Comments /Objections Received (7)

Two residents requested signs for the private car park to indicate residents only. Two more residents objected to the single yellow lines which they considered were dangerous as they were positioned on a bend and too close to the junction.

One resident objected to paying for permits, another requested more short stay parking bays and another resident requested a Minimum Impact Scheme.

Committee Recommendation – None

Scheme Design Capacity (6) – Residential Demand (5)

Peacock Road:
Residents Consulted (16)

Comments /Objections Received (6)

Five residents requested a Minimum Impact Scheme and another requested a white access protection marking across their access. 

Committee Recommendation – None

Scheme Design Capacity (0) – Residential Demand (1)

Prichard Road:
Residents Consulted (16)

Comments /Objections Received (4)

Two residents requested a Minimum Impact Scheme. Two residents objected to the times of operation and another requested footway parking. One resident objected to their being insufficient parking provided.

Committee Recommendation – None

Scheme Design Capacity (0) – Residential Demand (2)

Purcell Road:

Residents Consulted (43)

Comments /Objections Received (13)

Four residents requested a Minimum Impact Scheme. Two residents objected to the times of operation and four residents objected to paying for permits. 

Two residents objected to ‘No  Waiting at Any Time’ in the turning head, a further two requested more short term parking and another resident requested less short term parking.

Committee Recommendation – None

Scheme Design Capacity (52) – Residential Demand (10)

Stainer Place:
Residents Consulted (24)

Comments /Objections Received (2)

One resident objected to their being insufficient parking provided and one resident requested that the bays be allocated to individual houses.

Committee Recommendation – None

Scheme Design Capacity (13) – Residential Demand (1)

Staunton Road:
Residents Consulted (15)

Comments /Objections Received (4)

One resident objected to the times of operation.

Committee Recommendation – Paragraph 60 (a) (xxxiii)

Scheme Design Capacity (28) – Residential Demand (0)

Taverner Place:
Residents Consulted (20)

Comments /Objections Received (2)

One resident objected to their being insufficient parking provided and one resident objected to paying for permits.

Committee Recommendation – Paragraph 60 (a) (xxxiv), (xxxv), (xxxvi), (xxxvii) and (xxxviii)

Scheme Design Capacity (13) – Residential Demand (10)

Weldon Road:
Residents Consulted (68)

Comments /Objections Received (8)

One resident objected due to the limitation on the number of visitor permits allowed and another resident objected to their being insufficient parking provided. 

Two residents requested ‘No Waiting at Any Time’ restrictions across their access and another objected as current parking places will be ‘No waiting at any time’ under the proposals. 

One resident requested more short term parking bays and one resident objected to paying for permits.

Committee Recommendation – Paragraph 60 (a) (xxxix), (xl) and (xli)

Scheme Design Capacity (57) – Residential Demand (19)

Westrup Close:
Residents Consulted (9)

Comments /Objections Received (1)

One resident objected to the times of operation.

Committee Recommendation – None

Scheme Design Capacity (3) – Residential Demand (2)

William Street:
Residents Consulted (82)

Comments /Objections Received (16)

Ten residents requested a Minimum Impact Scheme. Two residents objected to the times of operation and two objected to paying for permits. 

One resident requested more short term bays.  Another requested ‘No Waiting at Any Time’ across their access.

One resident requested a white access protection marking across their access.

Another resident objected due to the limitation on the number of visitor permits allowed and one person requested extra permits for the Scout Hall.

Committee Recommendation – Paragraph 60 (a) (xlii). (xliii) and xliv)

Scheme Design Capacity (82) – Residential Demand (68)
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