The City Council’s proposal for a RPZ (Residents’ Parking Zone) in Kingsdown.
The recently published proposals for a RPZ in Kingsdown are based on principles set out in the Council Cabinet meeting of 15 November 2007.  The report of this meeting used a ‘benchmarking’ methodology to underpin its recommendations and arrived at a number of clear conclusions. See:

http://www.bristol.gov.uk/item/committeecontent/?ref=ua&code=ua000&year=2007&month=11&day=15&hour=18&minute=00
Methodology
· The Council Cabinet report is based on a ‘benchmarking’ study of other local authorities which have introduced RPZ schemes. [Other authorities call these CPZs or Controlled Parking Zones. Bristol seems unique in using the abbreviation CPZ for Central Parking Zone.] Apart from the fact that the number of comparators is far too small to merit the term ‘benchmarking’, there is no attempt to evaluate empirically how these various schemes have operated in practice. Simply by using Google, one discovers a whole range of problems across the UK in the day-to-day operation of these schemes. These are not mentioned in the ‘benchmarking’ survey, or anywhere else in the Cabinet report.

· No serious consideration is given in the report to alternative schemes, such as curfew parking (restricting non-resident parking to specified hours of the day, for instance between 10.30 and 11.30am and between 2.30 and 3.30pm). This is rejected in §29 of the report on the unsubstantiated grounds that it would be ‘difficult to enforce’. There is no empirical evidence offered for this and no thought given to the likely willingness of local residents to report offenders.

The conclusions
· Any RPZ scheme is expected to be self-funding and to pay for itself within 5 years (§25)

· From the outset any RPZ scheme is intended to contribute funding for alternative travel modes for commuters who no longer park in the city centre (§25).

Taken together, these two paragraphs make it clear that the real intention of any RPZ is to provide a form of stealth tax for the City Council. Initially the permit fee will be set relatively low, £30 for the first car and £80 for the second. Even at these levels, funding from the scheme will be available to subsidise alternative forms of transport for commuters who can no longer park in Kingsdown. However, the report fails to mention that the City Council will be at liberty, with almost immediate effect, to increase these fees substantially; and this has already happened elsewhere. Richmond, for instance, has increased initial permit fees for some vehicles from £30 to £300 and second permit fees from £45 to £450. Any increase will generate a significant amount of additional income for the City Council, particularly when, after five years, all the start-up costs of the RPZ have been covered. 

Disadvantages of any RPZ
A simple trawl through web sites giving information on RPZ/CPZ implementation and use gives a vivid picture of the many disadvantages associated with RPZs. One informative document published by the Residents Association of Hampstead Garden Suburb lists, amongst others, the following disadvantages:

· CPZs [known as RPZs in Bristol] do not resolve problems; they simply move them elsewhere or create different problems. The only consistent winner is Barnet Council which derives enormous revenue from the Schemes.

· Cost of permits has risen 75% in four years – future huge increases are likely.

· Expansion of CPZs will have residents paying to park outside their own homes but being unable to park anywhere else in the Suburb.

· Spontaneous or short notice gatherings will have to become a thing of the past. 

See:  www.hgs.org.uk/ra/roadsandtraffic/other/200411cpzreport.rtf
Other documents, notably press reports, indicate how Local Authorities have abused RPZ/CPZ schemes or have shown little interest in properly administering them once the revenue sums begin to flow in. 

· In Walthamstow, for instance, residents have protested this year with little effect at the large numbers of business permits issued to ‘key worker’ commuters in the Borough:

http://www.guardian-series.co.uk/news/4096698.WALTHAMSTOW__Call_to_end_business_parking_permit_policy/
In Kingsdown, business permits will initially be limited to local businesses. However, it is predictable that the hospital, for instance, will plead for ‘key worker’ business permits once its staff members are prevented from parking by the RPZ in Kingsdown.  It is equally predictable that the City Council will listen sympathetically to such pleas. If this happens, commuter parking will be re-introduced by stealth and at residents’ expense. 

· In Ealing, Liberal Democrat Councillors have expressed concern at the many problems residents have experienced with RPZs/CPZs in the Borough:

 http://ealinglibdems.org.uk/news/000057/lib_dem_councillor_launches_public_investigation_on_council_cpz_problems.html
Alternatives to RPZ schemes

The main alternative to a RPZ scheme, apart from doing nothing, is a curfew-parking scheme which forbids non-residents’ parking at specified times of the day. One county with widespread experience of this is Surrey. In their website they list the advantages and disadvantages of Controlled Parking Schemes and Curfew-Parking Schemes: 

http://www.surreycc.gov.uk/sccwebsite/sccwspages.nsf/LookupWebPagesByTITLE_RTF/Popular+questions+on+controlled+parking+zones?opendocument
This comparison makes it clear that curfew-parking schemes remove commuter parking, free up space for residents and short stay visitors, entail no cost to residents, are easier to enforce and are less costly to install. Other documents on the Surrey web site indicate where curfew-parking schemes have been successfully implemented in the county. These have typically charged residents a permit of £10, which is more appealing to residents than the significantly higher costs of a RPZ/CPZ. Surrey makes it clear, however, that once RPZs/CPZs have been introduced into a town or city, it is impossible to have curfew parking schemes alongside them, as motorists are confused by the change from one scheme to another. See:

http://www.surreycc.gov.uk/legcom/CouncilP.nsf/78333512986c70b7002568ff003ca441/27b689438b2ba93c80256cb1005b65f5/$FILE/Item%2012%20Annexe%20Bi.pdf
Bristol is in the fortunate position of so far having no RPZ scheme because local communities have voted against them. This means that curfew-parking schemes, as proved by Surrey, are a realistic alternative, which are effective and low cost. They will achieve the objective of preventing all-day commuter parking, without subjecting local residents to infuriating restrictions in the way they live their daily lives. They are also inexpensive to introduce. Residents will need a Bristol City Residents’ Badge for their car which need cost no more than £10 pa. Anyone not displaying a Residents’ Badge or Business Permit (very few of these will be required) during the hours of, say, 10.30 to 11.30am and 2.30 to 3.30pm, will be liable for parking fines.  Residents can help to ensure the effective working of the scheme by reporting offenders to the City Parking Control Office. Meanwhile, residents will only need visitors’ vouchers for guests staying for longer than an overnight visit. Otherwise residents’ normal ability to receive visitors and guests will not be affected. While new road signs will be required to announce the scheme, there will be no need for unsightly parking bay markings on roads. A simple curfew-parking scheme will not generate huge sums of money for the City Council and is therefore likely to be opposed by the Council. This should not deter local residents from demanding a cost-effective parking scheme which benefits them rather than the City Treasury. 

I wish to urge all residents of Kingsdown to vote against the proposed RPZ for the Kingsdown area and instead to call for the introduction of curfew parking at minimal cost to residents and to the City Council.
