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CONSULTATION RESPONSES AND OFFICER COMMENTS

	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	Statutory Consultees
	
	

	Thames Valley Police
	No comment on these proposals.
	Noted

	Fire Service
	No reply to the consultation.
	

	Oxfordshire Ambulance NHS Trust
	No reply to the consultation.
	

	Road Heritage Association
	No reply to the consultation.
	

	Freight Transport Association
	No reply to the consultation.
	

	Local Bus Companies
	No reply to the consultation.
	

	Oxfordshire Chamber of Commerce and Trade
	No reply to the consultation.
	

	Federation of Small Businesses
	No reply to the consultation.
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	

	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	Non-statutory Consultees
	
	

	Oxford City Council
	Letter from William Reed, Democratic Services Manager, drawing attention to earlier motions adopted by Oxford City Council in February 2005 and February 2006; plus a composite of views expressed by each of the Area Committees of the City Council in response to the formal consultation.
	

	
	Motion of February 2005:
	

	
	This Council condemns the moves by the Tory/Lib Dem County Council to impose charges on the residents of Oxford City to provide parking wardens for rural Oxfordshire.  Many people have been forced to have residents parking schemes because of the number of commuters from outside Oxford who park in front of their houses.  This Council strongly objects to the County Council requiring Oxford residents to pay so that parking wardens can be employed in rural areas.
	The City Council are erroneous in connecting the proposal to introduce charges for residents permits in Oxford and a completely separate decision to extend decriminalised parking to the whole of Oxfordshire.  The decision to extend decriminalised parking was on the basis that its operation would be self financing.



	
	This Council also calls on this County Council to radically change its policy of allowing business people to park in residents parking zones.  We urge the County Council to once more allow service engineers, builders and others to contact Control Plus in advance of working in restricted areas so that they can park without fear of being ticketed.  The current situation is causing immense difficulty and cost for a number of businesses in Oxford.
	A new procedure requiring requests for concessionary authorisation to be in advance and in writing has been introduced because the previous practice of making requests by telephone had got out of hand and was difficult to control, leading to abuse of the system.

	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	
	Motion of February 2006:
	

	
	The full text of the motion is in the deposited responses.  In summary the motion notes the very high levels of public opposition as demonstrated by the number of people who have signed petitions, the fact that the County Council has already made a decision to introduce residents parking charges and concern that the initial report suggested using charges as a restraint mechanism in zones where there was no permit restraint (which) undermines the case that charges are relatively affordable.  The motion recommends that the Executive Board:


	A petition was presented to the County Council in November 2005 with 111 signatures beneath a heading of “Stop Residents Parking Charges” and approximately 850 signatures beneath a heading of “Stop Match-Day Parking Charges”.

The County Council’s decisions so far have, in every case, clearly been subject to the consideration of consultation and a final decision has yet to be made.

Price restraint was mentioned in the context of charges for 3rd and 4th permits, not the proposed £40 charge for the first two permits.

	
	1. Calls for the consultation to be genuine and for this final decision to reflect the views of the people of Oxford, not the desire of the County Council to charge the people of Oxford for parking enforcement elsewhere in the county;
	This repeats the erroneous linking of residents parking charges with the project to extend decriminalised parking.  Decisions have always been subject to consideration of the outcome of consultation, and very wide consultation has been undertaken.

	
	2. Makes a submission on behalf of this Council reiterating our principled objections to charging for residents parking in Oxford as previously agreed by this Council;
	See following comment on subsequent letter from the City Council.

	
	3. Writes to the County Councillors who represent Oxford Electoral Divisions and who have expressed support for the introduction of residents’ parking schemes, explaining the reasons for their constituents’ opposition to the proposals.
	Not appropriate to comment, other than to point out that the wording refers to “residents parking schemes”, not residents parking charges.

	
	
	

	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	
	Letter from William Reed to Richard Dudding, Director of Environment and Economy, dated 24 April 2006 set out Oxford City Council’s Executive Board views on the above motion.  This expressed the City Council’s vehement opposition to any proposals to introduce charges for residents parking in Oxford on two main grounds:
	

	
	1. Charges would be unnecessary and unlawful because of the surplus on the On-Street Parking Account, and quoting Government guidance on decriminalised parking enforcement outside London.
	Leading counsel’s opinion obtained by the County Council confirms that a surplus on the Parking Account is not a bar to introducing further charges.  The report to the Executive on 21 September 2004 accurately stated the position.

	
	2. The purpose of residents parking is to prevent the transfer of non-residential parking to residential areas from areas or employers where parking is restricted and thereby to encourage the use of other modes of transport, particularly Park and Ride, it is not generally the residents that create parking problems in their area, and it might be considered unjust to expect residents to pay for wider policy objectives.


	It is agreed that residents parking schemes are part of the overall transport strategy for Oxford, but they also provide personal benefit to residents by excluding the general public from parking in their area.

	
	The Council, through the Executive Board, deplores the lack of genuine consultation by (The County Council) on it’s proposal to charge for residents parking and urges that a proper consultation be undertaken.  It noted that (the County Council) appears already to have made a decision.


	Executive and Cabinet decisions have all been subject to the consideration of the outcome of consultation.  It is self-evident from leading counsel’s opinion that the decision of 21 September 2004 was not pre-determination and a recent judgement confirms that “formative stage” encompasses “minded to introduce subject to consultation”.  A final decision has not yet been made.

	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	
	The letter confirms that City officers had written to County Councillors for Oxford Divisions asking them to equate their views to the overwhelming opposition to the introduction of charges.
	No comment other than to point out that the public had not at that time been directly given the County Council’s explanation of its case for proposing charges.

	
	Motion of 26 June 2006
	

	
	Oxfordshire County Council is currently going through the motion of carrying out consultation on its plans to introduce a scheme in which residents of Blackbird Leys, Brake Hill, Frys Hill, Minchery Farm, Littlemore and Sandford are to be charged for parking outside their homes on event days.  The Council agrees that this proposed stealth tax on the people of Blackbird Leys is both unfair and unjustifiable and we agree to demonstrate our opposition to the County Council directly.
	The case for introducing charges applies as much to these zones as to other zones.  The proposed charges take account of the particular circumstances of these zones.

The charges reimburse the cost of running the scheme and also reflect the value to residents derived from the exclusion of the general public.  It is not a tax (which has no promise of a benefit) and does not contribute to the Council’s revenue budget.

	Oxford City Area Committees
	North East Area Committee:
	

	
	The minute refers to the City Council motions as above and that the Area Committee’s opposition and that of the vast majority of the public was well documented.  The minute records that members of the public confirmed that they remained firmly opposed to charges and raised the issue of poor consultation, particularly through the use of an inadequate questionnaire.  The Area Committee resolved to ask the Co-Vice-Chairs to write to the County Council to register the Committee’s opposition to the proposals to implement charges.
	Opposition expressed in advance of the formal consultation could have been based on incorrect statements in City Council motions;

The consultation material provided the reasons for proposal and the questionnaire allowed people to give their views on those reasons, including disagreement.  The two essential questions, should there be charging and if so at what level, were both covered.  The evidence from the returns is that the questionnaire enabled people to express their views perfectly well.

	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	
	East Area Parliament:
	

	
	Resolved that the letter be sent to Oxfordshire County Council making the following points:
	

	
	1. The Area Parliament would welcome more controlled parking in East Oxford to deal with the problems of multiple occupancy, pavement parking and commuter parking.  However it is concerned that the cost of permits is too high (in excess of the costs of administration) and that the funds raised would not be used to improve public transport, pedestrian and cycle facilities within the City.
	An extension of Controlled Parking in East Oxford is in the future programme of schemes and will be the subject of separate consultation.  New Controlled Parking zones will increase the cost of enforcement.

The surplus on the Oxford Parking Account has always been spent on Oxford transport schemes and there is no intention to change this.  Charging for permits is not a general fund raising measure.



	
	2. The Area Parliament believes that the policy to charge residents for permits is inconsistent with the decision to allow non-residents free evening and weekend parking in the City Centre.  It is also concerned that permit holders will not be restrained – leading to problems where houses have two or more cars – and that therefore permit holders are not guaranteed a space (since in East Oxford there are more cars than spaces).  It would endorse some sort of points scheme (as already agreed cross party by the City circa 2000) to try and resolve the demand for permits should the scheme go ahead.


	An amendment to the proposed charges for visitor permits is recommended to provide broad comparability with times of free parking in the City Centre.

Permit restraint can be included in Traffic Regulation Orders and will be an issue to be considered in the necessary consultation on any extension of Controlled Parking in the area.

	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	
	3. Overall it was felt that the consultation had been pre-empted by statements made by the County Council’s Cabinet.
	All Executive and Cabinet decisions have been subject to consideration of the outcome of consultation.  The consultation has been carried out at a formative stage of the proposal.  A final decision has not yet been made.

	
	South East Area Committee:
	

	
	The minute records that the following key points were made:
	

	
	1. The Area Committee felt this proposal to be an unjust tax on the residents of Oxford.  It wished to express very strong opposition to the proposal.
	The charge reimburses the cost of running the scheme and also reflects the value to residents derived from exclusion of the general public.  It is not a tax (which has no promise of a benefit) and does not contribute to the Council’s revenue budget.

	
	2. In addition, the Area committee believed that the cost of signs for special events should fall on the events organisers rather than local people.
	This will be investigated for non-football events.

	
	3. It was felt especially iniquitous that people living near the Kassam Stadium should have to pay for their parking – it was not their fault the Stadium was nearby.
	It is not possible to make a distinction in principle between different types of development and any consequent effect on parking.  The stadium developers paid for the implementation of the residents parking arrangements.

	
	4. What would the cost be of administering this scheme?  It was felt that the County Council would have problems collecting the money and that collection costs would be especially high.
	Little in addition to existing cost of administration.  Money would be required with an application for a permit, no billing would be involved.

	
	5. If Oxford was to become an unitary authority, was it likely that residents parking charges would be withdrawn and charges for people coming into Oxford reintroduced?
	N/A

	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	
	6. Overall it was felt that the County Council’s consultation was simply a legal device and that whatever the outcome the decision to introduce the scheme had already been taken.
	All Executive and Cabinet decisions have been subject to the consideration of the outcome of consultation.  The consultation has been carried out at a formative stage of the proposal.  A final decision has not yet been made.

	
	The Area Committee resolved:
	

	
	a) To express strong opposition to the introduction of charges for residents permits.
	Noted.

	
	b) To ask the Area Co-ordinator to seek information concerning the administrative costs of the proposed scheme.
	The request has been received and replied to.

	
	c) To ask the Area Co-ordinator and Head of Legal and Democratic Services to send a letter outlining the Committee’s concerns as recorded in the minutes.
	Letter received.

	
	Cowley Area Committee:
	

	
	The Committee agreed strongly not to support the introduction of charging for residents parking in Oxford nor to support the change (in) arrangements for contractor parking and to support the motion of the City Council on 13 February 2006.
	Noted.

Comments on the City Council motion of 13 February 2006 are given above.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	
	North Area Committee:
	

	
	The committee agreed to respond to the County Council with the following points:
	

	
	i. The consultation was poor and the questionnaire biased;
	The consultation material provided the reasons for the proposal and the questionnaire allowed people to give their views on those reasons, including disagreement.  The two essential questions, should there be charging and if so what level were both covered.  The evidence from the returns is that the questionnaire enabled people to express their views perfectly well.



	
	ii. That the policy of free evening on-street parking was inconsistent with the proposed policy to charge the residents for on-street parking;
	An amendment of the proposed charges for visitor permits is recommended to provide broad comparability with times of free parking in the city centre.



	
	iii. That all controlled parking zones should be reviewed as to their functioning and their operation improved to provide more resident friendly schemes before any charges were introduced;


	Changes are recommended to make residents parking schemes more “resident friendly”.

	
	iv. That the Residents Parking Zones were introduced under the Oxford Transport Strategy and assurances given that there was no intention to charge for permits as the scheme was to prevent people driving to Oxford, the proposals were not consistent with the reasons why the scheme was introduced.
	Residents parking schemes provide a personal benefit as well as contributing to the Oxford Transport Strategy.  Times and circumstances change and review of a 30 year old decision to reflect current circumstances is a reasonable thing to do.

	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	
	v. Oxford has different traffic problems to the rest of the county and should not be treated in the same way;


	Residents parking schemes provide a benefit to the permit holder wherever they are.

	
	vi. To charge for visitors permits would be socially destructive and there should be free evening parking;
	An amendment to the proposed charges for visitor permits is recommended including free permits for residents aged 70 and over.  Visitor permits are not required in the evenings and at weekends in zones where residents parking applies during working hours in the working week.



	
	vii. Tradesmen should not have to use visitors permits or be charged £15 for a week long permit;
	The proposals are designed to bring greater control to concessionary authorisations and prevent the abuse of parking regulations that was happening.  In principle this is no different to charging for builders skips, scaffold licences, etc.



	
	viii. That should a charge be introduced the following should be provided:
a)
Sending out reminders to review 
permits.
b)
Introduce a new style of visitor permit 
valid for 24 hours instead of a calendar 
day which would allow overnight visitors 
to use one permit instead of two.
c)
Introduce a temporary residents permit 
that could be used by short term or part 
time residents who had a hire car, or for 
full time residents whose car was 
unavailable for a long period.


	The additional services requested are all included in the recommendations.

	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	
	Central South and West Area Committee:
	

	
	The minute records views expressed by councillors and members of the public opposed to charges that there were more or less identical to those expressed in the household questionnaires; two residents spoke in favour of charging, one suggesting charges should be based on vehicle length.


	Views noted and responded to in comments on the questionnaire returns.

	
	There was mention of the (incorrect) assumption that income raised from charges would be spent elsewhere in the county.  Also that the proposals for contractors to obtain permission were unrealistic and should be made easier.
	The proposals for contractors’ permits are designed to bring greater control to concessionary authorisations and prevent the abuse of parking regulations that was happening.  In principle this is different to charging permissions to deposit builders skips, erect scaffolding, etc.

	
	There was a call for public meeting and Councillor Keith Mitchell, attending as an observer, said he would be happy to work with the City Council to arrange this.
	

	
	The committee resolved:
	

	
	1. That the comments made by members of the public and councillors be passed to the County Council.


	Comments received.

	
	2. That a public meeting be held to allow the proposal to introduce charges for residents and visitors parking permits to be considered further and to ask the Area Co-ordinator to liaise with the County Council concerning the arrangements for such a meeting.
	Meeting arranged.

	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	Risinghurst and Sandhills Parish Council
	Strongly object to this principle of charging for the privilege of parking outside residents own homes.


	The charge is for ensuring that available parking is exclusive to residents and other permit holders as otherwise everyone has a right to park where permitted.



	
	Residents, it appears, are being asked to fund an extension of Parking Warden Schemes in the county.  The proposal is particularly ill-timed in that government is shortly to propose a national scheme regarding parking legislation and an overall policy.  Is the County trying to nip in before the gate closes?
	This is incorrect.  County wide decriminalised parking was agreed on the basis that it is self financing.  Rather than the gate closing it is being pushed wide open by the Traffic Management Act, which gives the Secretary of State power to direct a traffic authority (the County Council) to adopt civil enforcement powers.  The draft guidance referred to is issued under the powers in the Traffic Management Act, the County Council’s current practice complies in most respects with the new guidance.



	
	The questionnaire is of very poor quality and does not give residents the opportunity to properly address the issues presented.
	The consultation material provided the reasons for the proposals and the questionnaire allowed people to give their views on these reasons including disagreement.  The two essential questions, should there be charging and if so at what level were both covered.  People could give any comment and the evidence from the returns is that the questionnaire enabled people to express their views perfectly well.



	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	
	We are not convinced that there is any intention to carry out a proper consultation process.  Consultation should be carried out at a formative stage, not when a decision has already been decided in principle.
	All Executive and Cabinet decisions have been subject to consideration of the outcome of consultation.  The consultation has been carried out at a formative stage of the proposal and in accordance with the Regulations governing the procedure for making Traffic Orders.  A final decision has not yet been made.



	
	Since it is obvious that the answer from the residents will be a resounding NO, what is the purpose of the questionnaire and how will the County respond?  Is it just an exercise in paper democracy?


	The questionnaire provides an opportunity to find out the full range of views and not just assume what they are.  This report provides the County Council’s response to the consultation – which is not a binding referendum.



	
	Where parking problems are caused in residential areas by business development, Brookes University and hospitals, Section 106 monies should be used to finance controlled parking zones.


	Section 106 (development contributions) are being used to pay for the implementation of controlled parking zones.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	Questionnaire Comments
	Comments made very frequently for all areas (over 1000 questionnaires).


	

	
	Residents pay Council Tax, Vehicle Licence Duty (car tax), tax on fuel and tax on earnings: this charge is not justified in addition to those taxes.
	It is generally recognised that parking permit schemes confer an extra and particular benefit on the permit holder by excluding others (who have also paid their general taxes) and that this benefit has a value based on the costs of running the permit scheme.  The power to charge for parking permits is given by national legislation and therefore the government clearly intend that this is a charge additional to general taxation.  The power to charge for parking permits is widely used across the country in circumstances little different to those in Oxford.



	
	A general objection to paying to park “outside my own house”, and should only pay if guaranteed a space.  Many also referred to free city centre parking in evenings and weekends as unfair by comparison.
	Vehicle tax buys the general right to use any highway; it does not buy exclusivity to the road outside a resident’s house because in the ordinary way of things it is a public highway for all to use.  A parking permit buys exclusivity for residents and other permit holders that is not generally available and it is reasonable that it should be paid for.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	
	
	It is not feasible to reserve a space for a particular person nor to guarantee a parking space will be available.  Although residents parking schemes reserve spaces for residents and their visitors it is still public highway and cannot be reserved exclusively for one person.  It is not the Council’s responsibility to provide a parking space for everyone who decides to buy a car and park it on the street.  Streets can only take a certain number for vehicles and residents need to take account of how and where they keep their car before they decide to buy one.

An amendment to the proposed charges for visitors’ permits is recommended to provide a board comparability with times of free parking in the city centre.

	
	Comments Made By Between 50 And 500 Respondents
	

	
	Non-car owners, especially elderly and/or disabled residents can only remain independent with frequent visits from family, friends, as well as “official” carers”.  Getting lifts for shopping is a particular concern.  Visitors will be deterred by inconvenience as much as cost, and will not come in future, isolating residents from friends and family.  There are not enough permits for the number of visits needed each year.  These residents should get free/additional permits based on need.  If family/friends visit less, the cost to authorities for at-home or institutional care will increase.
	Amendments for the proposed charges for visitors permits is recommended which will:

· Provide all qualifying residents with half their allocation of visitor permits free of charge.

· Provide free visitor permits for all qualifying residents aged 70 or over.

· Provide discretionary additional allocation of visitor permits on request in cases of bereavement of a married or civil partner.

Bringing in 24 hour visitor permits will also help reduce the number of permits needed for overnight stays.

	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	
	
	A number of these comments are about the provision of visitor permits, not charging for them.  There appears to be a lot of misunderstanding about when visitor permits are and are not needed.  Existing provision already allows the following:

· Discretionary visitor permits for residents with medical care needs independently authorised by a doctor.

· Visitor permits are not needed in the evenings and weekends (when most social visits are likely to be) in the newer zones where residents parking restrictions apply for working hours in the working week.

· No permit is needed to load and unload or to let people in and out of a vehicle so providing a lift to and from shops does not need a permit.  There are short term parking spaces available in all zones if visitors want to stay a short while before or after shopping.

· Not sure why there is a view that charges will increase inconvenience if a visitor permit needs to be displayed, the same procedure applies with or without a charge.  The resident holds the visitor permits, visitors do not have to get them.

Generally, experience of the older zones is that the fears expressed have not materialised.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	
	Hospitals and colleges will benefit at resident’s expense.  Parking near hospitals and colleges should be residents/visitors only.  Drivers visiting colleges/hospitals (Oxford Brookes and John Radcliffe mostly) have no respect for residents.

(Residents think that either hospitals/colleges should provide more parking on site and/or pay the operating costs of residents’ parking schemes).
	New developments of all kinds will continue to take place and be permitted under the planning system.  It is not possible to make a distinction in principle as to how parking pressures from different types of development are dealt with or paid for.  A charge for permits in all zones is an equitable position.

Developer contributions from hospitals and Oxford Brookes are helping to pay for the costs of putting in Controlled Parking Zones.  Generally it may not be feasible to ascribe the ongoing costs of what is paid for by contributions to a particular developer.

A programme of new controlled parking zones is planned to provide residents only parking.



	
	Questionnaire is biased/misleading, not a fair consultation.
	The consultation material provided the reasons for the proposal, an essential component of consultation, and the questionnaire allowed people to give their views on those reasons, including disagreement.  The two essential questions, should there be charging and, if so, at what level were both covered.  The evidence from the returns is that the questionnaire enabled people to express their views perfectly well.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	
	The Council has decided already; consultation is not real; several consultation already, why another?
	All Executive and Cabinet decisions have been subject to consideration of the outcome of consultation.  The consultation has been carried out at a formative stage of the proposal and in accordance with the Regulations governing the procedures for making Traffic Regulation Orders.  A final decision has not yet been made.

The consultation information provided in connection with the design of new controlled parking zones explained that there would be a separate consultation on the issue of charging for permits which would be part of a city-wide consultation.



	
	Public transport is poor and should be improved before parking charges are introduced.
	Oxford is  well served by public transport with frequent services on all main routes.



	
	Insufficient visitor permits.  If several visitors at one time, and several times a year will soon run out.
	Not relevant to the issue of charging for permits.  See above for comments on visitor parking permits and recommendations to amend proposals relating to these.



	
	Scheme will cause people to concrete their gardens to park on which is unsightly and will cause flooding.
	The cost of building a vehicle access and of paving works in a property will generally make this an uneconomic proposition when compared to the much smaller cost of the proposed permit charges.

Planning consent may be required and in all cases consent of the highway authority is required to make a new access.

	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	
	Comments made by fewer than 50 people.
	

	
	Concern about practical operation of contractors’ permits, e.g. lots of separate vehicles for a small job – plumber, plasterer, etc. all in short time.
	Pre-planning and a permit being valid for a week, should enable the various trades to co-ordinate the work satisfactorily.

Dispensations are granted at the Council’s discretion, they are not a right and we may not agree to grant dispensations to all trades all at once – a lot of vans at one job has been a source of complaint in the past.

The proposals for contractors’ permits are designed to bring greater control to discretionary dispensations and prevent the abuse of parking regulations that was happening before telephone requests were ended.



	
	Those on low incomes should be exempt from charges.
	The cost of a residents parking permit  is relatively small in comparison to the cost of owning and running a car.

An amendment to the proposed charges for visitor permits is recommended which will provide half of the permits free of charge; and all permits free of charge for residents aged 70 or over.
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	Willing to pay if fully enforced and the benefits of removing commuter parking are realised – especially request keeping footways clear.
	Noted.

The proposed charge would enable higher levels of enforcement should the normal levels provided in controlled parking zones prove to be insufficient in particular locations.



	
	There are no problems so no change is required.
	Not relevant to the issue of charging for permits.



	
	How will multi-occupancy houses, etc. e.g. student houses, manage?  And students are on holiday at present so unable to respond to consultation.
	Not clear this is a question about provision of permits or about charging for permits.  Occupants of one household as defined in the Draft Order will have to agree between themselves how any permit limit is shared, and who pays higher permit charges should charging be introduced as proposed.



	
	Should not pay in “designated” spaces (some properties have designated space within the public highway).
	This is a legal oddity that requires further investigation but is not a consideration as regards the decision on the proposed charges.



	
	Charges should be lower/free for first and/or second car but very high for third or additional cars.
	The benefit gained is the same for every resident and therefore it would be appropriate to charge everyone.  The cost would fall only on some zones because many of them have a limit of two permits per household, this would be unfair.

The proposed charge for the permits is relatively small in comparison to the cost of running a car so there is not a strong social argument for this.



	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	
	Welcome if it keeps the road clear.
	Noted.

The proposed charges allow for higher levels of enforcement should the normal levels provided in controlled zones prove to be insufficient in particular locations.



	
	More off-road spaces should be provided by dropping kerbs to make driveway access and at lower cost than at present.
	The Council has no obligation to provide off-road parking space.  There is more than sufficient on-road parking space provided in the newer controlled parking zones for residential parking demand.

The Council’s policy on dropped kerbs permits residents to use their own contractor so does not control the price of these.



	
	Charges should be higher, there are too many cases cars on the street.
	The proposed charges are based on the estimated cost of operating the residents parking scheme, but for third and more permits are higher to encourage some restraint.



	
	Will cause more parking on verges/footways.
	The parking restrictions apply to the whole width of the public highway, not just the paved road, so enforcement should prevent this happening.



	
	Signs and lines will be an eyesore.
	No additional lines and signs will be needed if charges for permits are introduced.
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	Permits should be permanent, save annual costs and hassle.
	This would not be workable.  Residents are constantly on the move and vehicle ownership changes.  Abuse by the sale of permits to non-residents when people move, or give up their car, would be widespread.  Annual renewal provides a regular check on eligibility.



	
	Charging for city centre areas is ok, not for outer areas of Oxford.
	Outer zones are implemented for the same reasons as city centre zones, the need to control use of the highway and reserve space for residents and other permit holders.  The benefit to residents is the same.  A single charge level is proposed for fairness and ease of administration.



	
	Scheme will disadvantage charities and voluntary work if their supporters have to pay, or cannot get a parking space.
	Charging for permits would have no effect on the spaces available.  Zones contain some time-limited non-residents parking that is available generally (free or pay-and-display depending on location).

If visitor permits are needed to park the cost would fall on the resident, but the proposed charges have been significantly amended to provide more free permits as described.



	
	Scheme will disadvantage community facilities/events – no one will come if they have to pay to park.
	The parking regulations, not the charging proposals, control who can park.  The charging proposal is not a pay-and-display scheme and does not affect the need to display a visitors permit issued to the resident being visited.

In the newer zones, evenings and weekends are not covered by residents’ only parking restrictions.

	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	
	Scheme unfairly penalises poorer residents in small houses over richer ones with big houses and driveways.
	The proposed charge is a relatively small additional cost to that already borne by a resident in owning and operating a car.

It is not unusual for costs and charges to be the same for all income groups, car tax and fuel tax being two examples.



	
	People should be encouraged to cycle, but there are not enough racks or secure cycle parking.
	More cycle racks are being provided as part of the on-going programme of Oxford Transport Strategy schemes.



	
	Cars occupy space that cycles or pedestrians should have.
	A general policy issue, not relevant to charging for permits.



	
	Leap from free to £40 is too sudden.
	The proposal is for a very modest charge relative to the cost of running a car.  It would not be collected until the next annual permit renewal.



	
	Zones are not right, important roads have been excluded.
	Not relevant to the charging proposal.



	
	Will reduce value of house.
	Charging for residents parking permits is widespread across the country and has not affected the general rise in property values.  Agents generally will highlight residents parking as a benefit to a property.  The cost of purchasing or renting off-street parking would be far higher than the proposed charge for permits.



	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	
	Comments made by Kassam area respondents only.

	

	
	The residents were there before the stadium and should not be penalised for its introduction:  charges should be paid by spectators attending events and/or the stadium operators.  Promised when stadium was built that residents would not have to pay for parking.
	It is not possible to make a distinction in principle between different types of development and any consequent effect of that.  The stadium developers paid for the implementation of the residents parking arrangements.  The planning conditions did not require them to meet the on-going costs of operating the parking zone enforcement.

Payment of the signing costs of non-football events by the organisers will be investigated.

The match day residents parking was introduced before there was any consideration of introducing charges for permits and therefore were free in the same way as all other zones at the time.  There was not any commitment never to review the issue of charging for permits.



	
	No problem on match days, no change needed.
	Operating the match-day enforcement to ensure there are no problems has a cost.



	
	Scheme is good news for residents on match days.
	Noted.



	
	Small problem only, doesn’t merit full scheme expense and impact on residents.
	Operating the match-day enforcement to ensure there are no problems has a cost.

	
	
	

	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	
	Sunday parking for car boot sales is greater problem than match days.
	A recommendation is made to introduce enforcement on car boot sale days.



	
	Comments on operational matters which would need to be addressed or clarified if the proposed scheme goes ahead in any form.


	

	
	Where residents live on the boundary of two zones, can they park in either?
	No



	
	Various concerns about blue badge holders and where they may park, and whether they pay for permits.
	Blue badge holders are entitled to park in residents parking bays and to do so without charge.



	
	How scheme will work in school areas, to deter school gate parking (some respondents) or assist school gate parking (other residents).
	The proposal to charge for permits will not affect these issues; the charging proposal does not introduce pay-and-display parking.

Control of school gate issues depends on the parking regulations that are in force.



	
	Permits will lead to car break-ins to steal them; suggestions of alternatives including display of copy of vehicle ownership details, or tamper proof inclusion of vehicle index number on permit.  Concerns about counterfeiting and need for enforcement to include checking of unique number of permits.
	These are valid concerns but the permit system already includes measures to combat them; for instance permits are individually identifiable and logged against the resident and the vehicle it applies to.  Visitor permits are identifiable by reference number and logged against the resident and address.

The “value” of a residents’ permit already exists by virtue of its providing a place to park; a £40 charge would do little to make theft more likely.

	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	
	Fears of black market trading of permits, for example, residents without cars gaining permits on behalf of those with second or third permits at another property.  This could be resolved by reference to car ownership documents or the DVLA database directly; this is an administrative matter which would need to be addressed since it has financial implications in processing costs.


	These are valid concerns but the permit administration system already addresses them by cross-referencing proof of identity, address and vehicle log book details.  The Parking Enforcement Team already have access to DVLA direct.

	
	Residents who drive many different vehicles e.g. various company pool cars but only one at the house at a time; how will permits cover this?
	They do not, although more recent orders do cater for the situation where resident’s car is owned by their employer and it is recommended that this be extended to all zones.  Transferability of permits can provide scope for abuse.



	
	Whether people pay in “designated” spaces (note: some properties appear to have designated space within public highway, referred to in their property deeds).


	This is a legal oddity that requires further investigation but it is not a consideration as regards the decision on the proposed charges.

	
	Non-car owners, especially elderly and/or disabled residents needing frequent visits from family, friends and “official” carers.  Can these residents get free/additional permits based on need?


	This has been answered in earlier comments.

	
	Are motorcycles subject to the same parking restrictions?  If not, they may be left obstructing the footway, which is a police matter and may not be followed up, whereas parking on the road would lead to a penalty.
	Motorcycles can park in residents parking bay without a permit provided that they park at right angles to the kerb.

	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	
	Kassam area; need to ensure signing is placed in time to avoid innocent drivers arriving at properties before match days but remaining there on match days.
	This should be happening already.  It could become more of an issue if restrictions are enforced when Sunday car boot sales are on because there is little time to change the signing after a Saturday football game.  But as car boot sales are on every Sunday it should soon become known locally that permits need to be displayed.



	Petition presented to Council in October 2005
	Stop Residents Parking Charges – 111 Signatures
	

	
	We the undersigned call on Oxfordshire County Council to rule out any proposed charges for residents parking permits in Oxford City.  Residents living in areas vulnerable to commuter parking should not be penalised by being forced to pay to park outside their own homes.


	The consultation gave everyone the opportunity to express their own view.

	
	Stop Match Day Parking Charges – Approximately 850 Signatures


	

	
	We the undersigned call on Oxfordshire County Council to rule out proposed charges for residents parking permits in Oxford City.  Residents living in areas close to the Kassam Stadium should not be penalised by being forced to pay to park outside their own houses on match days.


	The consultation gave everyone the opportunity to express their own view.

	
	
	

	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	City Councillors Stephen Tall and David Rundle; County Councillors Gail Brookes of Altaf Khan
	[Taken as the follow up letter from Oxford North East Area Committee Co-Vice-Chairs, but not explicitly identified as such.]
	

	
	Controlled Parking Zones are to protect residents from increase in parking associated with hospital expansion and Oxford Brookes and to encourage use of park-and-ride.  Wrong to impose charges on local residents as a result of planning decisions which provide general health and education benefits.
	New developments of all kinds will continue to take place and will be permitted under the planning system.  It is not possible to make a distinction in principle as to how parking pressures from different types of development are dealt with or paid for.  A charge for permits in all zones is an equitable position.



	
	Concern that the questionnaire does not allow full expression of views and that it is open to accusations of bias.  Call on the Cabinet to heed the results of the consultation.
	The consultation material provides the reasons for the proposal, an essential component of consultation, and the questionnaire allowed people to give their views on those reasons, including disagreement.  The two essential questions, should there be charging and if so at what level, were both covered.  The evidence from the returns is that the questionnaire enabled people to express their views perfectly well.



	
	Refers to a faxed petition of over 125 local signatures to call on Oxfordshire County Council to keep Parking Free (but which appears not to have been received).
	The consultation enabled everyone to give a view.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	12 Residents communicating directly to E&E with points that are different to those summarised in Annex 2.
	The more recently implemented controlled parking zones were supported because residents were told they would be free; opposition would have been greater if residents had known the charges would be proposed; position on charges was misrepresented; consultation should re-run.
	The position was accurately stated in the scheme consultation material which was that at the time there had not been any decision as to whether or not to go forward with  a proposal to charge for permits, but if charges were proposed they would be consulted on separately about this – which is what has happened.



	
	The £40 charge will quickly be increased to a much higher figure.
	The Draft Traffic Order limits increases in the charge to an adjustment once every 3 years based on inflation over this period.



	
	The residents parking permit does not give any extra value or benefit.
	It is generally recognised that the parking permit confers and extra and particular benefit on the permit holder by excluding others and that this benefit has a value based on the costs of running the permit scheme.



	
	No need to introduce Controlled Parking Zones.
	Not relevant to the charging proposal.



	
	Use 1 hour restrictions instead of 24 hour or working restrictions.
	Not suitable for the circumstances in Oxford where non-residents have many reasons for wanting to park throughout the day.



	
	Provide part-time and temporary residents with a residents parking permit.
	This is included as a service improvement in the recommendations.



	
	
	

	
	
	

	CONSULTEES
	REPLY
	OFFICER COMMENT

	
	Contractors’ permit scheme is too inflexible – what about short visits, window cleaners, gardeners, etc.  Provide more shared use spaces with a time limit to assist this sort of service.
	The re-designation of parking space can be considered in a review of the zone restrictions but increasing time-limited spaces runs the risk of increasing the volume of general parking because they would be available to anyone to use.



	
	There should be an extra allowance of visitor permits in 24 hour zones.
	Short term parking for what is essentially loading/unloading is permitted by the regulations.  The contractors’ permit will apply for a week or so with a modicum of pre-planning window cleaners etc. should be able to work anywhere within a zone for that period.

The recommended service improvements include 24 hour visitor permits which will reduce the number of permits needed for an overnight stay.
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