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ANNEX 2

Proposed Changes.

This annex summarises any proposed change and comments generated by the formal consultation on a street by street basis. Comments have been arranged under the street name to which they refer.

1. Abbey Road.

Unfortunately there is little scope for increasing the amount of parking places in this road. However the proposals would allow permit holders to park in the existing 2 hour parking places without time limit. This would allow approximately 9 permit holders vehicles to use the spaces, without time limit between 8am to 6.30pm Monday to Saturday. Outside that time the parking places would remain available for any vehicle.

Apart from one request to retain the no waiting at any time to protect an existing accessway, the only comment was that parking places should be individually marked. However, this would be an inefficient use of road space and make no difference to traffic flow as the resident suggested.

Recommend: No Waiting at Any Time be provided in place of Permit holders Only Parking across the access to number 24 Abbey Road.

2. Arthur Street. 

No changes were proposed as there is little scope to increase the amount of on street parking.

Recommend: No TRO change.
3. Barrett Street.

No changes were proposed as it is considered that there is little scope to increase the amount of on street parking without compromising access or turning manoeuvres.

However, a request for parking at cul-de-sac end of road was made stating that that Even with the extra spaces proposed in Mill Street, there will be oversubscription. Unfortunately the requested space would hinder cars turning and encourage cars to reverse out into Mill Street.

Recommend: No TRO change.
4. Binsey Lane

The proposals sought to provide 2 additional Permit Holders Only spaces along a section of no waiting at any time which once protected an accessway, which has since been removed. In addition it is proposed to change the existing 1 and 2 hour parking places into 2 hour parking 8am to 6.30pm Monday to Saturday where permit holders are exempt from the time limit. This should provide at least 9 spaces usable to permit holders during day.

Apart from requests to retain no waiting at any time to across a number of the existing accessways, the only Concern was that Edwin Court would be ineligible for permits. However, the latter was unintentional.

Recommend:
(i)
No Waiting at Any Time be provided in place of Permit holders Only Parking across the access to numbers 19 and 21 Binsey Lane.


(ii)
Edwin Court addresses be added to the schedule of addresses eligible for permits.

5. Botley Road. 

The proposals will define 17 parking places (currently undefined within the existing TRO) as unrestricted parking. These are located along the access to the emergency level crossing at the eastern end of Botley Road.

 Unfortunately, Network Rail dispute the ownership of approximately 6 of these, however, our records show these to be highway maintainable at public expense.

There was also concern that a particular flat above a shop in the road might not be eligible for permit as it was not separately listed in the TRO. Unfortunately the flat did not have an official postal address separate from the shop. Consequently the suffix used for the flat number was undetected. However its identity has now been confirmed.

It is also proposed to remove the Permit Holders only Restriction from the parking places currently designated as 1 hour parking 8am to 6.30pm and Permit Holders Only 6.30pm to Midnight, Midnight to 8am Monday to Saturday. This is to simplify signing and reduce the risk of confusion.

Two residents of Riverside Road have requested some form of restriction to prevent a van advertising a local furniture company from parking at the weekend, in the 1 hour parking 8am to 6.30pm and Permit Holders Only 6.30pm to Midnight, Midnight to 8am Monday to Saturday outside the storage facility. However, a resident of Helen Road has also complained about the complexity of this existing restriction. There has been no objection to the simplification of this restriction from the adjacent business.

Recommend: 63a Botley Road be added to the schedule of addresses eligible for permits.

6. Bridge Street.

The need to allow for large vehicles to access the Environment Agencies premises at the southern end of the road has lead to little scope for increasing daytime capacity. However, the proposed conversion of a 1 hour parking space to into 2 hour parking 8am to 6.30pm Monday to Saturday where permit holders are exempt from the time limit will provide 1 additional space open to ph during day.

1 letter of support was received.

Recommend: No TRO change.

7. Cripley Place.
However the proposals would allow permit holders to park in the existing 2 hour parking places without time limit. This would allow around 7 permit holders vehicles to use the spaces, without time limit between 8am to 6.30pm Monday to Saturday. Outside that time the parking places would remain available for any vehicle. 

Recommend: No TRO change.

Cripley Road.

Although Cripley Road is relatively wide there is currently parking along its western side only. The proposals introduce 6 to 8 extra Permit Holders Only spaces, 15 2 hour parking places (where permit holders are exempt from the time limit) and 1 hour parking sufficient for 2 cars. Additionally the existing 2 hour parking would be changed to allow around 7 permit holders vehicles to use the spaces, without time limit.

Objections to the additional parking were received as they believe there would be insufficient room for two way traffic between the parked cars. While this is true there proposed layout of parking places provides ample room for single file traffic with sufficient passing places. As this is a residential road with light traffic flows, it is believed that this arrangement would not create any congestion or present a hazard.

We also received an objection to the proposed additional 2 hour parking as the resident felt that it would encourage more shoppers to park in the road. However, even with the frequent bus service from the railway station, it is believed that Cripley Road is too far from the city centre to be of use to shoppers.

Other concerns mentioned existing problems with coaches dropping off students, on the no waiting at any time where the 2 hour parking is proposed.  Since the picking up and setting down passengers is permitted on no waiting at any time the provision of 2 hour parking would not make the situation worse. However, it would regulate this activity and occupation of the spaces by cars belonging to residents or their visitors may prevent coaches from stopping there.

Recommend: No TRO Change.

8. Duke Street and Earl Street.
At 8 metres in length the current DPPP in Duke Street is too short to accommodate two cars. Consequently proposal is to extend it by 2 metres to form 2 car parking place at expense of some no waiting at any time. By providing two DPPP induce Street it is proposed to convert the DPPP in Earl Street into Permit Holders Only Parking. This will gain 1 extra Permit Holders Only Space without reducing the capacity of the daytime DPPP which can also be used by other vehicles during the evenings and at weekends.

Objections to the above were received from Duke Street as the two residents felt that there was higher demand on parking in their street when compared with Earl Street. While this may be true combining the DPPP in Duke Street is the most efficient use of kerb space. 

There was an objection to the residents of Marlborough Court having permits as they have off street parking. However, this entitlement is already in place and there are no proposals to change this.

Concerned were also expressed that there would not enough room for all residents and they requested extra parking in Marlborough Court. Unfortunately the suggested location would obstruct larger emergency and service vehicles. 

An objection to the no waiting on one side of Earl Street and introduction of residents parking was received. The reason given was that there is no commuter problem. However, these controls already exist hence there being no commuter problem.

Recommend: No TRO Change.

9. East Street.
The proposals would make minor amendments to parking place location and restrictions to reduce sign clutter. Additionally 1 DPPP would be removed and another relocated to create additional parking.

A one metre length of no waiting at any time is proposed opposite number 33 East Street to separate the Permit Holders Only parking from the proposed 2 hour parking 8am to 6.30pm Monday to Saturday where permit holders would be exempt from the time limit. This is to prevent cars straddling the dividing line which has caused confusion elsewhere. In this case the loss of 1 metre at the end of the parking place should not affect capacity as it is where one would naturally leave room to manoeuvre out of the parking place.

The above proposals would result in a net gain of between 2 and 3 parking places over the existing TRO. Allowing permit holders to use all the 2 hour parking 8am to 6.30pm Monday to Saturday in the road would allow up to 6 permit holders vehicles to ph during day.

Objections and Comments to the proposals were received from three residents in the road.

(a) One was to an extension of the 2 hour parking place opposite 33 East Street at the expense of some existing Permit Holders parking. However, this would appear to be a misinterpretation of the one metre length of no waiting mentioned above;

(b) Another was to the enlarged passing area, outside numbers 15 and 16 East Street, due to a perceived loss of parking and because they believed that it may lead to congestion. This had been proposed to enable signs to use existing street furniture, yet still comply with current signing standards. It would also make it easier for large vehicles to pull in and therefore reduce the risk of congestion;

(c) A request was made for sign mounting heights to be reduced so that they can be seen from cars. However, Chapter 1 of the Traffic Signs Manual states that signs should be not less than 2.1m to the underside where pedestrians may come into contact with them. Low signs have lead to claims for injury in the past;

(d) An objection was received to business permits being issued on Osney Island since they believe there are more households than parking spaces. However, the business permit scheme is already in place without any proposed changes. However, it should be noted that most business use occurs during the day when there is less pressure from residents. The Council also has to consider the needs of all those based in the community and strike balance.

(e) Other issues were raised concerning enforcement, illegal signing which are outside the scope of the TRO and have been reported to the relevant sections. 

Recommend: No TRO Change.

10. Ferry Hinksey Road.
During the informal consultation a number of residents asked that the City Council Car Park be used for Permit Holders. As this car park is outside Oxfordshire county Councils Control the review proposes to change some of the adjacent and underused 2 hour Public Service Vehicle parking into 2 hour parking places 8am to 6.30pm Monday to Friday where permit holders are exempt from the time limit.

It is also proposed to replace a section of No Waiting 7am to 7pm Monday to Friday in the vicinity of a pedestrian crossing with No Waiting at Any Time for road safety reasons.

The only objection received that concerned controls in this road was from a resident of Hill View Road. This was to the existing clearway not being changed by the proposals.

Recommend: No TRO Change.

11. Harley Road

Approximately 2 additional Permit Holders Only Parking Places would be created by the proposals as a result of residents  accepting “Community Management” (white access protection instead of no waiting at any time) to protect a number of little used access ways. 

Recommend: No TRO Change.

12. Helen Road and Henry Road.
It is proposed to remove the Permit Holders only Restriction from the parking places currently designated as 1 hour parking 8am to 6.30pm and Permit Holders Only 6.30pm to Midnight, Midnight to 8am Monday to Saturday. This is to simplify signing and reduce the risk of confusion.

A request for parking on both sides of Helen Road for more of its length was received. However, the road is road too narrow for this. 

Recommend: No TRO Change.

13. Hill View Road.
Unfortunately there is little scope for increasing the amount of parking places in this road.

A request was made for the existing business permit holders only parking to be converted into permit holders only parking. However, this particular parking place is located directly outside the loading bay for a piano workshop and provides a convenient location for the loading and unloading of pianos.

Recommend: No TRO Change.

14. Mill Street.
The proposals would introduce space for 3 additional Permit Holders outside numbers43 to 45 Mill Street, together with a relaxation of no waiting at any time to no waiting Monday to Saturday 8am to 6.30pm opposite.

(a) Concern was expressed that there would still be not enough parking space for all residents and wants the time limited spaces at the Botley Road end to be converted to permit holders only parking.

The complete removal of the 1 hour parking 8am to 6.30pm Monday to Saturday could have a serious effect on an adjacent shop. Consequently there is a need to provide some short term parking for businesses. Although it would be appropriate to convert some of the 1 hour parking to permit holders only as the existing facility is lightly used. The additional parking in Cripley Road and Botley Road could also be used by residents at the northern end of Mill Street.

(b) Comments were also received concerning the proposed parking outside numbers 43 to 45 Mill Street on the grounds that visibility would be blocked for vehicles reversing out of Barrett Street, they would obstruction large vehicles and that the houses adjacent to the parking places would suffer from pollution.

Officers had checked these concerns when designing scheme and a second opinion was obtained following the consultation. This suggested that the risks were negligible if the roads are used correctly and the pollution would be no worse than that in Barrett Street where we believe that some of the objectors currently park. There was also a resident of Barrett Street who supported these additional spaces.

Because there was a significant amount of objection to the additional parking space, a second consultation was organised giving the residents of Mill Street and Barrett Street a chance to comment on a range of options. Details of this and the results and recommendations are contained within Annex 3.

15. North Street.
Unfortunately there is little scope for increasing the amount of parking places in this road. However the proposals would allow permit holders to park in the existing 2 hour parking places without time limit. This would allow approximately 2 permit holders vehicles to use the spaces, without time limit between 8am to 6.30pm Monday to Saturday. Outside that time the parking places would remain available for any vehicle.

A resident in East Streets suggests that the 2 hour parking should be 1 hour where residents are exempt from the time limit. However, they do not give a specific reason for this preference. Unfortunately this suggestion, if implemented could cause confusion with the other 1 hour parking places elsewhere. 

Recommend: No TRO Change.

16. Osney Lane
The proposals would replace the No Waiting at Any Time across the pedestrian access to the cemetery with 2 hour parking 8am to 6.30pm Monday to Saturday where permit holders would be exempt from the time limit. This would create space for 1 additional car.

No comment on this proposal was received.

Recommend: No TRO Change.

17. Osney Mead

No objections were received to the proposed changes in this road which are as follows:

(a) To convert the existing 2 hour parking 7am to 7pm Monday to Friday into 2 hour parking 8am to 6.30pm Monday to Friday where permit holders would be exempt from the time limit;

(b) To convert the existing No waiting 7am to 7pm Monday to Friday into 2 hour parking 8am to 6.30pm Monday to Saturday to bring it in line with the single yellow line restriction in West Oxford.

Recommend: No TRO Change.

18. Riverside Road 

No objections were received to the proposed changes in this road which are as follows:

(a) To convert the existing 1 hour parking 8am to 6.30pm Monday to Saturday into 2 hour parking 8am to 6.30pm Monday to Friday where permit holders would be exempt from the time limit;

(b) The replacement of some no waiting at any time across some access way with Community Management in order to save signing.

Recommend: No TRO Change.

19. Russell Street
The proposals will define 4 parking places (currently undefined within the existing TRO) as permit holders only parking, although 1 will continue to be allocated to Disabled Drivers for the foreseeable future. These are located in the turning are within the Oxford City Council housing development (numbers 1 to 16 Russell Street).

It is also proposed to relocate an existing DPPP to Mill Street where it would be nearer to the original applicant. This and the adjacent permit holders only parking would be converted to 2 hour parking 8am to 6.30pm Monday to Friday where permit holders would be exempt from the time limit.

Although there were no comments from Russell Street residents some were received from residents of Arthur Street.

The first was an objection to the residents of 1 to 16 Russell Street being eligible for permits. However, these properties are already entitled under the existing scheme and the objector’s justification for their exclusion was incorrect since there is insufficient off street parking within the development for all properties to have allocated parking.

Concerns were also expressed at the loss of the Disabled Persons’ Parking  Place, DPPP, in Russell Street as this would make it hard for disabled drivers (including themselves) to find a space. However, the proposal is essentially to move the DPPP closer to original applicant’s home. Also, since the consultation, an additional space has been provided in another part of Russell Street closer to the home of another Disabled Driver. The Objector has also been invited to apply for a space closer to their home.

A resident of Arthur Street also believed that the undefined parking places were currently allocated to specific residents of the Russell Street and was concerned that these would be made available to any resident of West Oxford thus depriving the residents of their allocated parking. Our records show these to be highway maintainable at public expense. Consequently they cannot be allocated to specific individuals or premises. These proposals will restrict their use to Permit Holders Only (currently these spaces are available to any user).

Recommend: No TRO Change.

20. South Street
There were no objections to the proposal to convert the DPPP outside numbers 14 and 15 South Street into Permit Holders Only parking. This should allow 2 additional permit holders to park in this road. 

Recommend: No TRO Change.

21. West Street 
There were no objections to the proposal to convert the DPPP outside number 55 West Street into Permit Holders Only parking. This should allow 1 additional permit holders to park in this road.

Recommend: No TRO Change.

22. General Proposals and Comments.
Two residents criticised the documentation stating that they felt it was either confusing or poorly written. In one particular case other comments suggest that the resident may have been confused with the made order notice connected with the introduction of charging for residents permits. Additionally it is known that the Frequently Asked Questions pack had been inadvertently omitted from their pack. 

A number of residents have asked that residents’ vehicles are not penalised for parking on No Waiting at Any Time, particularly in the evening when parking pressure is at its highest. Their justification is that they believe that there is insufficient space for all residents. However, we have also received complaints about the lack of enforcement during the evening. As No Waiting at any time has been provided to allow larger Emergency and other vehicles to gain access, protect visibility, provide turning areas and passing places this would be inappropriate. Also regulations governing decriminalized parking do not cater for this. Parking Attendants have to apply penalty notices fairly without discrimination between residents or others should they suspect an infringement.

Residents in various streets requested street specific permits. Unfortunately introducing street specific permits would add to the cost and complexity of the residents permit scheme and create over subscription in some roads without giving residents the opportunity to use surplus space elsewhere.

A few residents wanted a guaranteed space for each property, particularly as we are charging for permits. Although there is currently more space proposed throughout the zone than the number of residents’ permits issued ~~~CHECK~~~. The flexibility of the visitors permit means that we cannot always guarantee enough parking (since there is nothing stopping residents from issuing their visitors allocation at one time). Providing separate spaces for the different permit types, which might make it easier for residents to find a space, would create a very inflexible system where some spaces might be left vacant while there is over demand for others. We cannot allocate Highway Maintainable at Public Expense to specific individuals or properties.

There were also various objections to the charging regime or suggestions on how the charges could be distributed. However, the proposals do not make any changes to the charging regime. Consequently any such comment is outside the scope of this consultation

One resident expressed concern that no provision is to be made for short term visitors or emergency repairs. However, the proposals do not make any changes to any of the exemptions currently in force or types of permits available. Consequently any such comment is outside the scope of this consultation

An objection was also made to the vehicle size limit as they felt that it needs to be justified before its introduction as it seemed arbitrary. The purpose of the limit is to prevent over high vehicles blocking light or large vehicles overhanging parking places. The size criterion is standard applied to many CPZ across Oxford City, although there are variations. However, the limits and how they are applied should be reviewed, but as this would have city if not countywide ramifications it would be more appropriate to looked at this as part of a specific city or countywide review ant some later date.
Recommend: No TRO Change.
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