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Proposed Residents Parking Zones  (RPZ)

Review of scheme as described in Report adopted by BCC Cabinet 15th November 07. 

This review is not concerned with rights or wrongs of RPZ as a policy, nor the process by which this scheme has evolved, including public involvement.  

It is an attempt to assess the consequences, good and bad, for those in the RCAS membership area. Many of these consequences will apply to all areas in the RPZ as defined.

It includes Questions for the Council to consider.

And Comments / Suggestions about what could be done to improve the present scheme. 
We suggest there considerable opportunities for improvement.
Roger Mortimer 
 March 8th 08 
	Pro’s

1. Safer streets and pavements for all users.

Dangerous parking on corners, on pavements, across dropped kerbs etc greatly reduced by combination of marking and intensified policing. 

Q.. Will there be enough policing and fining to secure compliance 24/7?

2.  Less congested streets look better, and street cleansing easier.

3. Regular patrolling should increase security of cars and residents. 

4. Reduction of commuter traffic in residential streets.

5. Elimination of commuter parking within RPZ and residential/local business parking prioritised. 

6. Resident priority parking (via 24/7 operation) in evening in Inner ring of RPZ. Helps residents where are near entertainment premises, meeting halls, and schools. 

7. Reduction in student car numbers – due to max. of two permits per dwelling ( whether one  bed flat or HMO.)  Students also likely to be deterred by paperwork and costs.   

10. Customer access to some businesses in RPZ may be improved by pay and display

11. In some areas very difficult to park at all at

present – these could benefit.

13. One size fits all approach to rules avoids mini knock on effects between parking areas  within RPZ.

14. Reduced traffic volume and obstructive parking will improve journey times for all, but particularly buses.

15. Opportunity for significant enhancement of areas by a holistic approach to the design and use of street and public realm. Ranging from minor traffic planning measures, highway alterations, tree planting and landscape enhancement to ambitious new approaches such as ‘home zones’.

	Con’s

1. The disciplined highway engineering approach to marking out will reduce the present parking capacity of streets – to a varying but significant extent depending on location. Where streets ruled too narrow between parked cars one side may be made no parking.

Q. - What is the minimum width of street that will be allowed bi-lateral parking?

-  Will any streets be considered with parking bays that straddle the path and road where pavement widths are large enough?

2. Extensive additional road marking (white/yellow lines),  large signs at entrances to RPZ, small signs in streets, ticket machines (presumably) where pay and display.

Comment. No indication of concern re this important visual matter.

3. Particularly if they are briefed to report or deal with non RPZ matters, eg pavement obstruction by hedges and fly tipping, missing tax discs, etc.

Q. Will this happen?
4.. But does nothing to deter school run and short term parking obstruction, which are very serious concerns for residents.

Q. How will this be tackled?

5. But see 1. above. In most areas the parking space benefit of no commuters will be negated by overall capacity loss? 

Comment.  Detailed design of each street is needed to quantify gain or loss of resident parking space. 

6. Not needed in some streets in inner ring but may be needed in some in outer ring. 

Comment.  Social life, community activities affected by needless crude one size fits all rule. People are accustomed to checking parking regulations already. It is already suggested that Outer Ring could be day time only ,so parkers will have to be alert.
 Suggestion. Start with 24/7 to limited streets only. 

7. Better if only council tax payers could get permits. But advised this is not legal.

Q. But surely a differential in cost of permit would be allowable?

As many students only use their cars occasionally some may simply park outside RPZ? 

8. Strong incentive to create new front garden parking. Very damaging visually and environmentally, replacing green permeable land with paved surfaces.  Also reduces flexible kerbside parking capacity due to crossovers.

Comment. No recognition of this serious knock on effect of the RPZ in report.

Suggestion. The 1 permit allowed where dwelling has parking space to be charged at the second permit rate.

See separate suggestions for Development Control and other measures to limit loss of gardens.

9. Where dwelling already has vehicular access additional parking space can be created without needing planning application. This means loss of yet more green garden area. 

Suggestion. RPZ rule -  no permits for dwellings with 2 or more car spaces on site.

10. Inadequate information re Business Permits, incl. rules and cost. Could have serious impact on residents if too generous, and on local business if too tight. Balance of this and pay and display will be critical to acceptability.

Question. What is the proposed formula for establishing mix?

11. Impact on social life due to bureaucracy, incl. need for visitor to use pay and display or visitor permits. 

The proposed limit of 50 one-day day permits per dwelling. Not enough to maintain social life for some. One day permits assumes visitors are staying over night. There are many more shorter duration visits, say 4 - 8 hours, as well as short term pay and display users. 

Comment. Could be resolved with flexible visitors permits, with say 4 hour units.  

12. Knock on effect in areas near RPZ boundary.

Scheme assumes that commuter parking is by those working in City Centre but it is also caused by offices, businesses, shops and schools other than City Centre.

Even when the RPZ extends far enough to discourage City Centre commuters there will be serious knock on demand in adjacent streets, even as far as The Downs.

Question. What steps are proposed to address this problem?
13. See 6. above.

14. But only a small percentage of streets in RPZ are bus routes.

Comment. Deal with these causes of delay first, with more parking restrictions including peak hour clearways, and control of obstructive delivery vehicles.

 Q. Is this proposed?

15. But present scheme is entirely traffic driven and there is no recognition of the opportunity for holistic solutions. No input by planners/Urban Design is  detectable.

Comment. It is essential that the potential for social and urban design benefits are explored, even if this delays RPZ. 


Front garden parking and proposed RPZ.                              RCAS March 08
Our streets have been already been seriously damaged by the widespread removal of front boundary walls and creation of paved parking spaces in front gardens. Until recently it is been only visual considerations that have been of concern - the appearance of the street, setting of buildings and urban landscape including trees. Other considerations are now relevant:

1. Each new car entrance sterilises at least one kerbside parking space, reducing that available for those without off street parking and for visitors etc. This has already led to problems for short term parking in some streets. RPZ street marking would formalise this loss of flexible parking capacity. 

2. The removal of grass, shrubs and trees and replacement by hard surfacing is now seen as inherently unsustainable. The green elements assist by CO2 absorption, urban cooling and moderate the impact of rainfall on urban drainage. 

It is obvious that the proposed RPZ will encourage more owners to create their own private spaces as they realise that a Residents Permit is no guarantee of a space – let alone one close to their own house and secure. There is risk of further serious damage to the street scene, particularly as more difficult sites are attempted. This, and the new considerations 1 and 2 above, require new and better control policies.

Present Council policies have done no more than slightly moderate the amount and impact of front garden parking. These are 3 main reasons, with suggestions for change :-

a.   Owners frequently put in parking spaces without any reference to Planning Department, and Highway approval of a pavement crossover appears almost automatic.

Suggestion. In view of the new situation re RPZ, Highways to take the loss of kerbside parking into account when considering new crossovers.

b.   In most cases Planning consent is not required for single dwelling houses, even in Conservation Areas.

Suggestion. Article 4(2)  Direction or other Policy requiring all new or enlarged accesses and parking spaces to have planning consent. ( Note. An Article 4 Direction to this effect was written, consulted and approved by Leader  in 2003/4 but not implemented) It should be extended to apply to all the RPZ area – a small part of which is not Cons. Area 

c.   Where planning is required, eg for property that is arranged as flats, consent is usually given if the Advice in  Policy Advice Note 6 : Off-Street Residential Parking in Conservation Areas is basically followed. 
Suggestion. This Advice Note addresses visual impact only. It should be reviewed and strengthened to cover all planning aims.  These would include sustainable construction, eg SUDS, and other climate change related matters, including transport. It could help prevent RPZ  being undermined by new badly located driveways. The PAN should apply to all RPZ areas, and not be confined to Conservation Areas.
An RPZ will inevitably damage the appearance of streets due to introduction of signage, road markings and street furniture. Loss of further front gardens to parking is arguably a greater downside. Any introduction of RPZ should be preceded by significantly better controls on this.   
