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PROPOSED YORK STREET AREA RESIDENTS PARKING SCHEME - FEEDBACK RECEIVED

(I wholly support this proposal)

(1 support this proposal, but would like the Council to consider additional or alternative measures)
(I neither support or object, but would like the Council to consider another related matter)

(I object to part of the proposal, but support or am neutral to other elements of it)

(I wholly object to this proposal)

TOTAL

Responder Type

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident
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The parking places are very limited during the work days 9-6pm in my street. | have struggled to find parking after returning from common activities in the morning to work at home. I've spent over 30 mins
looking for a parking place when | return from my job a bit earlier than 5:30 pm. This usually forces me to use parking premises in the Beehive centre or pay parking time in other streets. Sometimes, even on
weekends, when returning in the evening, there are no parking places available in my street due to people visiting pubs nearby and parking in my street freely. This can be stressful when one needs to work from
home or find a place in the night for the car.

At the moment it s difficult for wide vehicles to get through, and pavements are impeded by cars encroaching on to them, people often walk into the middle of the road instead which is a hazard for cars and
cyclists both. We have an ecological obligation to encourage cycling and walking and discourage car use, too, so anything that makes roads less congested and safer for non-car road users is a good thing.

Iwholly agree with the parking scheme proposal. This will in particular give easier access to emergency vehicles in Ainsworth Street and Sleaford Street. Whilst there will be a relatively small loss of parking
spaces in these two streets, approximately 36 car spaces, this will be offset by the spaces gained by non-residents who use the Petersfield Area for parking, these include non-residents parking to use the
railway station and the Grafton Centre who would no longer have access to this area.

| also agree that Ainsworth Place should have a separate PPA due to the structure of the street i.e. it is block paved with no discernible markings to show the areas of private land in front of each house. This is an
improvement to the previous proposal for a parking scheme.

As previously mentioned it is completely unfair that half of Sturton Street is covered by parking restrictions but the other half is not. Our end of the street is used by local workers and Anglia Ruskin staff/students
for free parking which means we cannot park our own cars on or around the streets where we live.

Strongly agreed. Have to reduce the numbers of cars in this area - it’s a residential area not a public car park at all.
York street is quite narrow already - with all the cars and vans, it only brings traffic to the neighbourhood and disadvantages. We don’t have enough parking space amount ourselves already. The council should
have set it as non parking space or just for residential parking for the whole time.

Totally support the proposal. Too many non residents park nearby - increasing unnecessary traffic and as the residents - we DO BIT GAGE ENOUGH parking space already.

Iam only typing into this field because the form cannot be submitted if | don't type something here.

Reducing parking will make the street safer from my young children walking on the pavement and cycling as they will be far more visible without parked cars. It will make my commute on my bicycle safer by
providing more space and by reducing traffic and providing more space. | believe it will also make the street easier to navigate for people with mobility issues.

The parking outside our house is most usually occupied by non residents and creates a challenge for my partner to find nearby parking. We would benefit greatly from permit parking as is found on adjacent
streets.

I'support this application for residents parking

I fully support this proposal. Most of the time it is impossible to park my car in York Street. There are no spaces at all. | can'timagine all the cars that are parked there belong to residents.

Parking in this area is a nightmare. This is one of the closest parts of Cambridge to the centre that allows free parking to visitors, making it nightmarish for residents. I've had to park over a mile away more than
once because of this. Equally, I've overheard multiple people who work on Mill Road (namely, some barbers) who both said they park in this area - I'm sure many people who work on Mill Rd do the same.
Ultimately, while | sympathise, residents in this area shouldn't be punished for their ease of access when there is a perfectly serviceable bus service that serves Mill Rd.

The parking on New Street is a joke! The nearby hotels charge so much for parking in their car parks, that the hotel residents park on the street, in particular builders vans, who also think it’s ok to park on the
double yellow lines on the corner of Harvest Way, which causes chaos! The hotel parking shouldn’t be our problem, but it has become our problem, and it's very annoying! There’s always people blocking my
neighbours driveway, because there’s no white lines on the road in front of their house. My husband and I, both have cars, and our driveway isn’t really suitable for 2 cars, butlhave no choice but to park on the
drive, because there’s never anywhere to park on the road.

Coldhams lane is another ‘car park’ with people parked on the road, between the Premier Inn and the Beehive roundabout.

Something really needs to be done.

About time....where domestic parking spaces already exist (Kerridge Close for example), | see no argument to issue further parking badges to these houses for a residents scheme.

York Street and area are very narrow roads with unregulated parking. The roads are in an awful state and it is very difficult to navigate because there are cars everywhere. The pavements are also narrow and in
bad state and often blocked forcing pedestrians onto the road. This area needs a full reform.

As a resident of York Street, | support this proposal and hopefully this will alleviate some parking pressure on the road - which would be great. | commute to and from work and often find it difficult to park
outside my property during this time. However, it it unclear how many vehicles in this area belong to York Street residents anyway? | would be disappointed if the proposal was enforced and the parking did not
improve.

Itis and has for years been obvious that we need Residents Parking in Sturton Street(the lower end already has it). We are constantly inconvenienced by our parking being taken by non-residents. Itis
impossible at most times of the day to park outside my own home, and being elderly, itis doubly difficult = unloading, having to search for a space, walking home in the dark, not being able to provide parking
for workmen who come to undertake maintenance work on my house. Many of these simply refuse to come due to this. Commuters who use the Rail Station are using our street daily. Holidaygoers often park
for 1 or 2 weeks here when they have to take a train to Stansted= | have witnessed this. Vans coming to unload at the Petersfield take our resident's parking, as do visitors to the pub on all days at all hours.
Inhabitants of the Ironworks have nowhere to park. Itis complete chaos, and the traffic officers are having a field day placing parking fines due to people having to park on double yellows. | can only repeat=
please put this scheme forward with the utmost urgency, and make life easier for all of us on upper Sturton Street. | have lived here for 40 years = each year it is becoming more impossible. And while you are at
it, look at the state of the street and pavement!

We find it difficult to to park during the day and we think it will reduce through traffic

The free parking as it stands now is a blight on abbey street and the surrounding streets. It’s not residents parking there, it's people looking for free parking to do the or shopping in the town centre or attend
football. They unload their car rubbish and dump it on the pavement and sit outside our houses on their phones with engines running. It's unpleasant for everyone who lives here. As residents, We support
paying a small fee to be able to park. Something that is currently impossible between 8:30am and 4pm week days, and all Saturday.

This is very much needed, too many non residence use this road and surrounding to avoid using car parks. Itis ridiculous, we have congestion and | cannot even park on my own road. This will need to less
traffic to the area. THIS IS VERY POSITIVE AND MUST GO AHEAD!! PARKING PERMITS NOW!
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I'support the proposal.

We agree that permit parking should be put in place immediately due to a lot of residents, including ourselves can’t always get a space on their own street. Recently, my partner had 3 people on one morning
mid week asking if he was leaving as they wanted his space. We are aware people park their car here for the day and then walk to their jobs nearby, meaning it takes our spaces away from us, the people who
live here. Every other area is permit around us so it leaves us at a disadvantage being so close to the station, the beehive and Grafton, as people know they can car park here.

We have been blocked in on multiple mornings by non street residents, loitering for parking spaces on our resident street, York Street.

Today | have waited for over 30 min to find a car park space ( | reside in Beacon Rise). Multiple il and especially the vans of ion workers that stay at Travelodge during the week are making it
very difficult for residents to find car park spaces. | am not igh to have an car park space and therefore | am always waiting or searching for a car park space even on further streets. It
has become unbearable. It would be nice, however, when we have visitors to still have some car parks available in the vicinity, | believe that the proposal does not provide enough of this - for visitors and other
groups of people (carers, etc)

Resident permit parking please. This will make it safer for us along Harvest Way.

This proposalis needed urgently.

Many times | have pushed for permit parking on my street (Harvest way) as during the day shoppers/workers use this and at night by Hotel guests.
It's very difficult to get parking in the street.
This was proven during COVID as there was 50% of street parking unused daily.

Wholly support the application to make all roads around the York Street area, residential permits only. | currently pay £100 a month to guarantee myself a car park space at Beacon Rise, and this would change
thatand save me money.

Inability to find parking, constant fines when family members come even if they stop for no more than 30 seconds!

We often have cars parked on the pavement so close to our gate we can't get bikes in or out or put our bins out. People have to walk in the road as the pavement is impassable and it's only a matter of time
before there's an accident with bikes/mopeds/cars coming around the corner. Hopefully these plans will massively improve the situation.

Iwholly support the proposal.

Fully support introduction of residents parking on Sturton street in particular which has become one of the few remaining places in the city those driving into Cambridge see as ‘free parking’ making it
impossible to those living in the area to park near their own homes and sometimes having to circulate for up to 40mins just to park! Thank you for taking a sensible judgment on a much needed scheme.

Please uphold these strict conditions over the weekend when the heavy traffic is often unbearable.

I'support this proposal

Whollly supportive of this! Great news. We have so much nuisance parking in the area (eg. Blocking driveway)

I'supportintroduction of the parking scheme because the streets will be less cluttered upon removal of the freeloaders including long-stay parkers from miles around. The fire safety of Ainsworth Street will be
enhanced because fire trucks will at long last have proper access to the southern section. It will be important that no-waiting restrictions are enforced, as they are frequently ignored, for example currently
around the Travelodge in the New Street area there are always vehicles left on the double yellow lines overnight. The additional measures that would be welcome would be a clearly marked (red tarmac) cycle
lane for the entirety of the on-street part of the Chisholm trail, more provision of trees, planters and cycle parking as well as electric vehicle charging points. Speed bumps on York & Ainsworth Streets would
help reduce traffic speed which at times is excessive (on York Street).

I fully support the proposed changes.

I'support the proposal

I'am writing to state that | fully support the proposal to introduce residential parking in the areas proposed.

I strongly support this TRO, which is long overdue.

This change is sensible:

- Locally, given the difficulty often of having space for visitors or contractors;
- Strategically - it would be ludicrous for the council to have spent £25m on the Milton Road scheme and others to reduce commuter car transport, whilst still allowing freebie parking within 10 minutes of the
centre.

- Given that the Beehive Centre changes are coming, and the new estate off Mill Road is now in place, Residents Parking is becoming totally essential.

I particularly welcome:

- The change to charged-for residents parking from the current free-for-all.

- That the proposals cover the entire day, and include the weekend.

- Removal of Ainsworth Street parking on one side. The current situation is intolerably narrow, with fire engines clearly unable to access this, and this is also a major cycle route.
- Removal of parking on Sleaford Street to be one side only, which is long overdue given that even a car can barely get down there, never mind a fire appliance.

- Removal of pavement parking on Abbey Walk.

- Removal of general parking next to the East Road roundabout. This area is far too car-dominated.

Iam disappointed by the following, but these do not form an objection:

- That the cost of a permitis so cheap.

- Cycle parking should have been added throughout.

- The exit from the new estate onto Hooper Street, already heavily used by cyclists, has car parkingimmediately either side meaning lack of visibility. Had this been a car exit there would be proper visibility - a
major cycle exit should be the same.

- Lack of addition of trees.

I think the council MUST do a meaningful review within 6 months, which should:

- Immediately remove unused spaces, i.e. avoid excess parking being taken up by new second cars etc.
- Add cycle parking as soon as possible after.

- Add trees as soon as possible after.

Ilive in xx sturton and it is really difficult to park as it is always full of cars,

| agree, people that live in st matthews are struggling to find parking as people use these areas alot that dont live here
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Iwould absolutely love to have resident permit parking as currently only homeowners in St. Matthews Gardens, just off York Street, can park in the underground carpark, which leaves housing association
people driving around trying to find somewhere to park....not an easy task!!
Many thanks to those who have proposed this!

As the owner/occupier | wish to state that residential parking is essential for this area as it is the only part of the local area that is not. Therefore too many non residents are taking up too many spaces.
Iwould point out that once before residents were asked and it was rejected due to the scheme being offered has have the parking spaces having parking meters in place which was a total nonbrainer

As a resident of Sleaford Street with 2 young children, | strongly support the introduction of this scheme for the following reasons:

Current Challenges

Our neighbourhood faces significant parking pressure, with demand far exceeding capacity. The current i system allows idents to occupy valuable spaces for extended periods, forcing local
residents to park streets away from their homes. This situation is particularly acute on Sleaford Street, where finding a parking space near my home has become il il difficult and ti i
Benefits of the Proposed Scheme

1.Prioritisation of resident parking needs: The scheme would ensure that those who live in the area have reasonable access to parking near their homes.

2.Reduced commuter and visitor parking: By restricting long-term parking by non-residents, the scheme would free up spaces for those who actually live in the area.

3.Improved quality of life: Residents would spend less time searching for parking spaces and walking long distances from their vehicles to their homes, particularly beneficial for elderly residents, those with
mobility issues, or families with young children.

4.Enhanced safety: Less circling for parking spaces would reduce traffic flow and vehicle emissions in residential streets.

5.Better management of limited resources: With formal controls in place, our scarce parking capacity would be managed more efficiently.

6.Potential reduction in car ownership: Over time, a well-managed scheme might encourage less reliance on private vehicles.

| appreciate that there will be permit costs associated with the scheme, but | believe these are justified given the signifi il to parking availability for residents that would result.

I'support the proposal on the basis of emergency vehicle access, the safety of pedestrians especially young children, pavement access for wheelchair users, and to stop residents’ doors and right-of-ways
being blocked by cars. | request options for residents to purchase guest parking permits (eg, 24 hour use passes) so that residents who don’t own cars can still make use of the scheme. | attach a video taken on
29th Jan of a fire engine struggling to get slowly down Ainsworth St due to the cars parked on both sides of the road.

Fairsford Place is a narrow mews type street with no raised pavement outside front doors providing defensible space for manouvering in and out of the houses, or garages.
Iwant a separate RPZ for Fairsford Place residents only (so non-residents cannot park here).
APPA designation (so there are no marked bays, preserving current resident parking).

As aresident of Abbey Walk for more than 20 year, | wholly endorse making the street as a resident permit holders parking. At the moment, throughout the day there is almost never a parking space for us.
Which means, that we have to look for spaces on other streets which are usually full (e.g.York street) , while most other streets are dedicated resident permit holders only. This means endless rounds with the
car and or parking far from our street. This puts extra pressure on commuting etc. The situation at the moment is that cars from outside our area or city are using the rear opportunity that our street offer, instead
of its residents. Inshort, I strongly support the proposal, but sugget to extend it to all residents of of Abby Walk. | hope the committee will consider this option positively.

I think that the timings of the permit scheme could be reduced to between 9am - 5pm, rather than the currently proposed 9am-8pm.

Additionally I'd just like to flag that many residents are concerned about the loss of a large number of parking spaces along Ainsworth Street and therefore that every effort is made to maximise the number of
parking spaces that will remain.

Iwelcome the introduction of a residents parking zone. It might be a minor detail, but | feel as though having parking on alternate sides (such as exists on York Street as to naturally slow down traffic.

'What | think is essential for Fairsford Place are the following three provisions :

1) A separate RPZ Residents Parking Zone, so non residents cannot park in Fairsford Place

2) That Fairsford Place should have PPA Parking Permit Area designation, (so there are no marked bays, preserving current resident parking)

3) There should be no yellow lines at the ends of the T ( outside nos 6, 14 & 15) so residents who use these spaces can continue to do so.

I support the proposed parking scheme as long as Fairsford Place where | live, is restricted to residents of Fairsford Place parking only. Otherwise it will be filled up with cars from Abbey Walk. So local residents
should be restricted to designated areas where they can park.

I largely support this proposal. | think having a single row of parking on Ainsworth Street will improve accessibility for bikes and pedestrians and make it easier to park safely. | also think there will be less
incidents of bumps and scratches caused by cars manoeuvring in between the two rows of parked cars, which would be good. My only concern would be that there is only one small section of cycle parking and
itis opposite the playground. | would appreciate more cycle parking on Ainsworth Street and | think chicanes or cycle parking throughout the road could help with traffic calming. My ideal situation would be to
be able to park my bike on the street outside my house, so | don’t have to wheel it through two of my neighbours gardens (we have shared access) every morning, which is clunky and slow.

Ultimately i think that this is a good idea provided that there are enough spaces. As the demand for spaces by commuters is going to increase when the Grafton is redeveloped, it could be beneficial to have
residents only parking in advance of that so there is no influx when that happens.

What about Visitors during restricted RPS daytime hours? I'm not referring to local business employees who commute to work in the area, but those who come to visit residents who may be car-less, elderly
and/or house-bound. Where can such visitors park if, like in York St, there is solid RPS parking for hundreds of yards with no alternatives like parking meters (or "Park & Display") spaces? Less mobile residents
and folk who visit them will be at a practical disadvantage compared to car-owning residents, who can (if they're lucky) park right outside their front door.

3 main objections/concerns: 1) too many lost parking spaces in a dense housing area resulting in i icient space for iciliary owners & their y to check car regi: ions for the post
codes concerned to ascertain the exact number of spaces needed.

2) Willaccess to garage spaces where new double yellow lines appear, be protected, especially in Sleaford Street, as these white lines are paid for in the house rateable value?

3) Many concerns that this scheme, & therefore the parking spaces, are being sacrificed for the Chisholm trail to run down Ainsworth Street, which is also a safety concern because of very fast bikes, with so
many young families & children in this locality

Happy to see residents parking on York Street, free parking is currently abused by non-residents. Please consider ways to encourage even numbered houses on York Street to use their private parking on Rope

Walk (make it safer, better lit) rather than adding to the congested parking on York Street. Please do not reduce the overall number of parking spots available in the area

The new scheme MUST allow parking within what is currently the Peteresfield (or should be an extension of). Having previously lived in the Petersfield parking zone which is already split between bollards | know
firsthand that split zones DO NOT work. For example, parking on Norfolk Street when you live on Kingston Street is not sustainable. You CANNOT introduce a scheme that is split on the same road - half of
Sturton Street already has residents' zones under the Peteresfield scheme - this will confusing, difficult to police and limit the space available close to people's houses.

My second comment is to reconsider the inclusion of 'Private roads' with parking allocated such as Rivar Place - if we cannot park on their street then they should be excluded from the scheme

Iwould like resident visitor passes to be for non-contiguous days.
Itwould be good if there were a few more parking spaces in St Matthews Gardens.

Strongly support residents parking scheme. We do not own a car - a visitor parking permit for each household should be considered.

I'am concerned with the apparent removal of the current parking restrictions between 29 - 39 Sturton Street and allowing parking. This is opposite Kerridge Close and could create problems at this junction.

Alot of the parking in this area is by commuters into Cambridge. | support the provision of residents' parking, as long as residents, including those of us without a car, can buy tickets for visitors at a reasonable
price. Does the proposed £16 for five days’ visitor tickets allow a ticket for five separate days, ie for people just visiting for a few hours?

Iwould also like the narrow streets (including Stone Street) to allow parking on one side of the road only. | have twice seen fire engines unable to reach a fire near here, because the streets were blocked by
parked cars. Delivery lorries are often unable to enter Stone Street, and sometimes even the skilful bin-lorry drivers can't get through.

To allow enough room for one car at a time to drive down the middle of Stone Street, cars park on both pavements. This leaves pedestrians having to walk in the road if they are carrying shopping or luggage,
pushing a pram, using a ir or walking beside ho needs support. Needless to say, this is a safety issue, as well as discriminating against people with disabilities.

Aresidential parking scheme, plus some double yellow lines, would go a long way towards solving these problems.

I support the residents parking scheme but note that the scheme will operate on all days of the week. The current Sturton Street scheme does not operate on Sundays. Will this scheme be updated in line with
the new proposal ?

Iwould like to see resident permit holder restrictions being extended to 10pm. There are a number of pubs and, especially on weekends, a lot of people park in this area to use them around 8pm. With the
reduced number of parking spots this may mean residents unable to get a spot at that time. This is especially difficult during winter where they may be an issue of women having to park a distance away and
then walk home in the dark.
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As a local resident, | support the measure, however, | have two suggested modifications to ensure the parking restriction is proportionately applied:

- We view the parking restriction is essentially aimed at deterring (i) commuters who we often see parking during the working week and making their to work in central Cambridge, (ii) shoppers who are visiting
Mill Road.

Inorder to address category (i), itis not necessary or proportionate to impose a parking restriction from 9am to 8pm. It will suffice to capture a part of the working day, as this will deter commuters who intend
to leave their car for the entire day.

Inorder to address category (ii), the restriction should be extended to Saturday. However, maintaining a restriction on Sunday, which is generally quieter, seems unnecessary.

As such, | consider that a restricted parking time from 10am to 5pm, Monday to Saturday, would i and proporti deal with ies (i) and (ii), without imposing an unduly long restriction on
theroad.

To whom it may concern,

The Geldart Pub on Ainsworth St - parking proposal is not suited to the nature of this business and could potentially be very damaging .

Customers drive to come for dinner on a regular bases but the most important is that staff that drive to work and have to be here at 3.30/4pm on week days and 11.30am on weekends.

Cannot provide everybody with visitor/residential stickers as my tenants will need some and | will need at least 2 .

This would be very costly for already struggling hospitality business.

'With business rates relief being taken away from April ever rising cost in electricity, gas, wages , beer and so on.. we can not keep up...

Iwould ask to keep the small businesses in mind when making dissensions.

Although | understand that has to be some kind of parking restriction in place | would ask if it wasn't 7 days a week and that it finished by 3/4pm so that my staff and customers can stillcome .
If you do decide to enforce 7day a week and all day long as your proposal, can you please consider some allocated parking spots for the pub and possibly pay and display around the pub .

Overall | think parking requires to be controlled as some careless parking makes it dangerous, eg close to junctions, so that one cannot see other traffic or cycylists.

However, | do feel there should be more provision for paid parking and to cut this off at 6pm. A lot of people still need to commute to work and we must provide for that. In reality not everyone can cycle or
access public transport. The transportis just not there.

For St Matthew's Gardens, again | feel there should be more space made for residential parking as the estate is very busy and this will help with people visiting etc.

Iam also concerned that this residents' parking will have a fee attached. Livingin Cambridge is dear enough without further burdens. Finally the estate does require provision for drop off times, not just no
stopping, as this is totally impractical. Many, many people require trades persons, especially now the houses are 20 years old, eg new boilers, kitchens, bathrooms etc. | often work from home so witness this
daily.

Thank you

I'am suportive of the area being restricted to residents only as we have far too many 'non-residents' parking every day on Sturton St. These are people that work at the Station/We Work/the businesses behind
The Alex pub as well as shoppers coming in from outside of the area. We have been residents for over 14 years with 1 car for our family of 4 and it's often IMPOSSIBLE to park and such a nightmare. So, in the
whole, | agree to make it residents only, BUT more residents parking spaces must be found!!!! You are removing a whole row of parking on Ainsworth, so in effect, lessening the amount of space!! You need to
find more space for all of the houses who own at least 1 car and then we'll be happy with the proposal.

As a Sturton Street resident that owns a car, | know only too well the difficulty of parking on Sturton Street. | support the idea of permit parking, however, | only support paying for a permitif there is a guarantee
of a spot. Currently, there are too many cars to available parking and | would like to know how payment for a parking permit will solve this. Therefore, | do not support pay and display for non-residents, as this
willundermine those residents who are paying for a permit and remain unable to park.

The new street 93-99 should be allin double yellow line - cars come out from the new street residential parking - can’t see the other car probably all the time esp - when a big lorry is parked over there.

The whole York street should be limit to residential parking only all the time. Too many traffic, eventually the residents don’t have enough parking space already ! - wheelchairs can’t pass through safely, always
too many lorries and vans

This is a much-needed proposal for this area and the time proposed (9.00 to 20.00) is perfect as many people park here to go to work or to go to the pubs in the evening. However, we are submitting a suggestion
regarding positioning the parking bays on Sleaford Street (between York Terrace and York Street). Here are the key points for consideration:

- The sidewalk on the opposite side of the street (where double yellow lines are proposed and where the Geldart pub is) is significantly wider—about twice the width of the opposite sidewalk.

- This side of the street also has fewer house accesses, leading to less foot traffic and fewer access needs.

- Cars parked on Sleaford Street (opposite the Geldart pub) are currently encroaching on the pedestrian area, making it difficult and unsafe for people with mobility needs or parents with pushchairs to pass
through. Additionally, the sidewalk's state is extremely poor and uneven, making access even more difficult.

Th should be especially i when a wider sidewalk is available on the opposite side. Given this, ibility should be prioriti: and all i should be able to move safely and
comfortably in the area.

Considering these factors, we propose the following:

Relocate the parking bays to the opposite side of the street. This would:

- Improve both pedestrian and vehicular flow.

- Make better use of available space.

- Ensure a safer and more balanced approach to the parking scheme, prioritising pedestrian accessibility.

Hi thank you for extending the consultation period.

I'min favour of residents’ parking as long as there are enough spaces for residents. | am not sure that a sufficiently detailed survey has been done to find this out. No one has ever asked me if | have a car. (I do,
EV).

I'am concerned that the current double side parking on the end of Ainsworth Street nearer to Mill Road and also Sleaford Street inhibits the passage of emergency vehicles so this needs to be altered as a matter
of urgency.

I think the Ainsworth Street area would be better with parking on alternating sides to stop people driving too fast down the street. The changes could happen at junctions such as Stone Street and Ainsworth
Court to make it easy for vehicles to pass. bicycle parking as part of the side-switching car parking would be good as quite a lot of residents here have to take their bikes through their
houses to park them.

In another issue, it would be good if you could paint lines in the new EV charging bays on Sleaford street which would help with maximising charging spaces but also for residents to know exactly which ones are
multi use and which are for EV charging only.

The only other thing | want to know about is where the Chisholm trail fits into this plan and if it will still go down Ainsworth Street, and where it will go after Ainsworth Street in order to get to the station.

This is probably not relevant here but whoever is responsible for public transport needs to improve this hugely very quickly to stop people needing to have cars. Then we would n't have a problem with car
parking.

Concern at the Practice for patients, inc vulnerable, being able to park near the Surgery to attend the GP Surgery.

I'min favour of parking controls in principlae, rather worried that the controls envisaged here will reduce the number of spaces too drastically - what data have been gathered on the number of spaces typically
taken up by non-residents?

Suggest to extend the double yellow line in new street in conjunction with York street (next to the round about). It used to be two way road, and turned out now can hardly turn right from the new street
residential car park.

Too many non- residential parking - not even have enough parking for all the residents. Always overloaded in traffic, which can be avoided and it’s totally unnecessary.

Also it's too dangerous - can’t see the cars coming out from the round about as the cars always block the way, especially when the lorry’s park there.

The whole area - should be only for resit ial parking - avoid y traffic. Double yellow line outside the York street medical practice - it's safer for all the patients.

Please including CB5 8AX as the part of the resident permit area. Beacon Rise does not have enough parking space for everyone in the flat. | have to park on the street outside my flat. Its annoying when the
Travelodge guest use the parking space as the hotel has a car park. Also, there are construction vans use the space as well.

Iwould like to see the status of the 5/6 (city council owned) parking spaces by the play area at the York/Ainsworth/Sleaford junction clarified. Will these also be restricted to residents' only please? They have EV
charging so it's important to those of us with EVs that they aren't used as free parking by non-residents.

Also there is visitor parking (2-3 spaces) outside Bury Court, off Stone Street. the bay is visible on the map. Is this resident restricted? If not, again, it is likely to be misused by non-residents, how will that be
prevented?

The loss of parking on Ainsworth Stis a worry but willimprove safety. It's a shame we can't do better though by using some cul-de-sac arrangements at least around Hooper Street.
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Firstly, | support residents parking in York Street having objected to it previously. The reasons for my change of mind. York Street is used for parking extensively by non-residents attending ARU, going to work or
shopping and attending the York Street medical practice. For residents returning home during the daytime it's really challenging to find a parking space and we have to hunt around other streets in the area, it's
frustrating. With the proposed redevelopments of the Beehive site and the Grafton Centre site, the situation is likely to get worse.

I strongly oppose any reduction in parking places on York Street save for a very limited number of spaces for bicycles (most residents take their cycles indoors or in their gardens/yards for security). Many of my
neighbours choose to cycle regularly even though they have a car. | support a space for disabled drivers. If | recall correctly, the previously proposed scheme reduced parking spaces., this one must not.
I'support an option for free day permits to be applied for in advance for those using the medical practice or for trades people working at houses in York Street.

Parking in Rope Walk is a tricky one. It's restricted to the even numbered houses on York Street which back-on to Rope Walk. Many choose instead to park on York Street which | understand. As a consequence,
there are always vacant spaces on Rope Walk. | know it's often used by idents. It may not be il but could the resident parking extend to Rope Walk including odd number houses?

What will be the allowed number of permits per household? | have one car, quite a few of my neighbours have no car but | know several have two or more. What is the proposed quota?

There is no need for extra electric charging points as they've been installed on Sleaford Street and are often unoccupied.

Once the consultation period is over on 20th February, will a revised proposal be put to residents for comment before final decisions are made and implemented? This could be electronic but not all residents
are IT-savvy. Maybe a meeting at the Mill Road Community Centre?

It's essential to carry the residents along with proposals. Doubtless not all will agree with every decision but we value a say as it affects us all on a daily basis.

When cars are parked on Sleaford street opposite the Geldart pub (as proposed) you can't easily get buggies/wheelchairs along the path as it's too narrow, the wing mirrors going in to the path area.

Can | suggest either:
- the path is widened slightly (it's a wide road anyway).
- some parking moves to the other side if that is wider (I think some is)

I do believe residents' parking is required in the York Street Area, particularly with the threat of the Beehive development.

Iam concerned that the demand for permits will be high, and space will be at a premium. Originally it was 3 permits per household; | think this should be reduced to 2 per household. With reference to the
expected high demand for permits, | would hope that those residents who already have free off-road parking (2-90A York Street, 105-111A York Street and 150-178 York Street) will not be eligible for permits,
allowing more opportunity to park for those who have no such facility and have to rely on on-street parking.

According to the map it shows Sturton Street with a blue line for residents’ parking and a dotted line for paid parking place. Can|assume thatif a residents' parking space is not available we will be able to park
on the paid parking place for no charge?

While supporting a Residents' Parking Scheme, | would suggest shorter restricted hours from the ones suggested in order to give flexibility to tradesmen and visitors to houses in the area. Say 1000 to 1400 hrs.
This would stop commuters from parking all day without a permit.

Please could consideration be given to permanently removing the parking space on Abbey Walk that | believe is dangerous? | have lived at xx York St, Cambridge, which is part of the Abbey Court development,
for 22 years. The parking for the development exits onto Abbey Walk, but there is a single parking space to the right hand side (please see this link to Google Streetview

https:// google.co. p: 2.2062854,0.1405656,3a,75y,118.35h,78.56t/data=!3m7!1e1!3m5! 1s2qUASHN59q_UhAale4HO-w! %2F%2F
pa. is.com%2Fv1%2F il panoid%3DzqUASHN59q_UhAale4HO-
w%26cb_client%3Dmaps_sv.tactile.gps%26w%3D203%26h%3D100%26yaw%3D279.3353%26pitch%3D! D100!7i1331 B& ). il where the car in the

image is parked there is a Transit sized van (as per the attached image). When exiting the car park and turning right when there is a vehicle parked there, it is difficult to see oncoming traffic and | once nearly hit
acyclist.

Thank you for the proposal.

I have one minor comment: cycling on New Street 18( t) and along the canbe Some drivers seem to use this route to bypass traffic on New Market Road, often driving at high
speeds. Additionally, many assume the section along the allotments is one-way, leading to conflicts with cyclists traveling east-to-west.

I suggest completing the cycle lane on New Street between Coldham Lane and York Street by removing all parking spaces on the south side of this section.

P.S.The URL in the recent letter appears to be incorrect.

Would you please consider a proper resurface of Sturton Street when doing these works? Both the roadway and pavements are in a dreadful state, riddled with potholes, crumbling manhole cover surrounds,
and worn down to cobbles in many places. As this is a main cycle itis becoming il il for cyclists and

Regarding parking permits, can we be assured that Kerridge Close residents, who all have a private, designated and easily accessible parking space, will have to use that space and not be eligible for an
additional residents’ permit?

Iwould prefer some of the paid for parking by St Matthew's Piece to be retained. It can be very useful for visitors when there are no other spaces available on Sturton Street. As | don't own a car it can be hard to
ensure that there is a space nearby for visitors as | cannot "reserve" a space with my own car and then move it when visitors arrive, so even with a visitor's permit things could be very difficult.
I also read on the Council website that you can request permits for tradespeople and hope that this is quite easy and inexpensive to arrange.

One way loop around the whole area would stop bottle necks.
Sturton Street, Hooper Street, Ainsworth Street, York Street, New Street. Also on Sleaford Street between Sturton Street and the junction of Ainsworth and York Street.
Don’t support the restrictions at the weekend.

Iam in favour of having an RPS in concept. However, this ionincludes ici ion for me to come to a conclusion as to whether | support it. It is lacking information about total number of
spaces vs expected number of cars, details of any changes to the streetscape beyond the map given, and explanation of what has been done with from the previous ion. | am particularly
concerned about whether the scheme will require some residents to cease parking their cars on the street, and thus effectively force some of us to stop having cars - if thatis an aim of the scheme | am not in
principle opposed, but it is important to share that information.

It may be that this parking scheme will be great for local residents, but we cannot conclude either way because of the lack of i ion, and many people are ing the outcome will be
negative given the removal of parking space.

To my mind the best route forward would be to further postpone this consultation and share substantially more data with residents about the proposed scheme, which would likely result in a more positive
response than this current consultation is going to get.

I'think the plan to add some additional bike parking to Ainsworth Street is smart. | believe Gwydir Street would also benefit from some additional bike parking near to the Cambridge Blue Pub.
Without knowing the overall intent of the rest of the changes, I'm neutral on the rest of the proposal.

Regardless, | appreciate the opportunity to give feedback on this proposal :-)

The car | drive changes. | use company pool cars. | don't always have a car but would want a permit. Will a residents permit be transferable between cars without a fuss?

Disabled persons' badge holders should be allowed to park on these roads as per the blue badge rules of use.

I'am a resident of the Ainsworth Street since March 2023. | feel that things should go as they are. It would be a hassle finding Parking in close by streets when my own space is occupied. If the majority is
agreeing on resident permit then the guests visiting should also be allowed some time like 1-2 hours and no return in so-and-so hours.

I lease a gaarage in the Hooper Street garages so the proposed parking scheme does not currently affect me. However, the City Council has a long term wish to demolish the garages, and itis unclear if the
County Council have taken account of this possibility. Should the garages be removed there is a risk of up to another 50 local residents seeking on-street parking space for their cars. My wife is severly disabled
and has a blue badge. Should the Hooper Street garages be removed she will require a disabled parking space in Hooper Street.

Has an investigation into the impact of the residents in the area been performed? Spaces are hard to come by at the moment, but it's unclear if it's visitors or residents.
Why hadn't the ironworks development been included in this?

Itis unnecessary to increase the hours and days to the the current scheme in and around Sturton St, The extended times will mean increased cost to administer, and therefore increased fees for permits. It also
means that we will need more visitors permits - will the current allowance be increased? It seems that this scheme is aimed at discouraging visitors arriving in cars. The pay and display bays at the north end of
Sturton St. should not be removed - but they should be made free for resident parking permits.

The changes made to Sleaford street to make access easier is a good element of the scheme as is the paid for parking along Occupation Road. However, overall the number of parking spaces that are being lost
should this scheme be introduced, particularly around the Ainsworth Street area is a concern.
The disabled space in York Terrace was removed several years ago.

We are losing too many parking spaces for me to support this proposal. | have not seen any evidence from the GPC that the remaining parking will be sufficient to meet local car ownership.

I fully support the implementation of residents parking permits in the area, but the amount of space that is being declared unusable willimmediately reduce the number of cars able to park in the area. If
residents are allowed a parking permit they should have space to park their cars.

I'am concerned that the proposed changes will result in more cars attempting to park in Fairsford Place, where | am a resident, thereby reducing space for residents of the street to park and access their homes
and garages, which is already very tight. As the street is so narrow and there are flush kerbs, itis difficult to park in such a way that neither the pavement nor road are obstructed, and residents are careful about
this but non-residents are likely to be less careful, leading to access issues (important for the elderly and those using pushchairs, as | do). I would therefore like to see the following changes to the scheme: 1) a
separate RPZ for Fairsford Place residents only; 2) a PPA designation to preserve current resident parking; 3) no yellow lines at the end of the street so that residents who use these spaces can continue to do so.
Thank you very much.
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Isupport the idea of residents’ parking to dissuade commuter parkers, or visitors to Ironworks; however,

1) lam not convinced that the spaces lost on

Ainsworth street can be made up by newly liberated spaces on surrounding streets; | need to see more evidence. Parking in the area has become much worse since Ironworks introduced its double yellow lines.
2) I feel the scheme should be weekdays only.

Parking schemes tend to be in favour of car owners rather than occasional car users. We should be ing car sharing and i ycli: ians to be able to use cars and vans when needed.
Rather than supporting multicar households.

Iwould only support the scheme if permits were for residents NOT their cars. This way | could have a permit to use when needed despite not owning a car. | previously lived in a restricted zone and had to use
"visitor" permits that only lasted a few hours and cost much more than the permit for permanent cars. | feel people who rely on borrowing friends cars are discriminated against financially.

Also - when everyone goes electric they'll need to park outside their own houses. So why not give us the space outside our house. One space per household.

-1am very concerned that Fairsford Place would become overwhelmed with perking by residents from neighbouring areas with greater parking restrictions, such as Abbey Walk.
- the proposals would also greatly restrict existing parking capacity within Fairsford Place.

- I believe a separate Resident Parking Zone (RPA)is required for Fairsford Place to protect existing residents’ parking rights.

- I believe there should also be a Parking Permit Area (PPA) designation for Fairsford Place to enable existing parking practices to continue for residents.

- I think that yellow lines outside numbers 6, 14 and 15 would excessively restrict the existing parking capacity in Fairsford Place.

-Safety-

The scheme forces traffic down one side of the road. This is currently the case along York Street. As can be seen there, delivery driver in vans and lorries often use the pavement immediately outside people's
houses to park or navigate around other road users. | personally have experienced these vehicles pulling onto the pavement and forcing me to navigate around them on the road. The safety aspect is obvious,
people exiting their homes have to pay particular diligence to vehicles potentially mounting the pavement right against their front doors and pedestrians have to be careful of the delivery vans. A similar problem
is seen with taxis. Forcing the traffic to one side of the road also causes cars and bicycles to travel faster meaning an increased risk of collision and where collision happens the outcome will be more severe,
particularly to bicycles and those on foot.

Essentially, parked cars act as a barrier to vulnerable pedestrians who are walking on narrow pavements and those going in and out of their homes.

-Parking-
The data around the number of spaces that will be provided is not convincing. | do not believe there will be sufficient parking for the three allowed permits per household. It seems it is not clear how many
permits each house would actually request. This has not been analysed and therefore the number of spaces being offered comes with a lot of assumptions.

The timings of the parking will also affect local businesses which are community hubs such as the Geldart Pub. | hear those businesses have not been directly consulted.

-Traffic-

Prior to the Iron Works development, Ainsworth Street was not a significant through road for walkers, drivers, cyclists or the users of eScooters. It has become so and has increased the road users in the area.
Walking around this area has become increasingly challenging and unsafe. Allowing this scheme in its present form to proceed will enable easier through travel and one can reason will likely increase the traffic
flow, particularly eBikes and eScooters which present a particular safety hazard due to their speed and silence.

-Criminality-

Since the opening of the Iron Works development, and in line with several points herein, criminality has significantly increased. Particularly drug dealing. 'Delivery' riders wearing face masks and hats even
during hot summer temperatures dropping off drugs to properties and individuals in the street. Reporting of this has become basically pointless. Despite people pushing these issues to the police it seems
there is little appetite or resource to address this. Particularly, drug dealers in fast cars driving into the area to conduct business. They drive at very high speed down single sided parking such as York Street. The
streets with double sided parking seem to deter them. Allowing single sided parking may allow them to expand their area of operation. And, while | and other residents to whom | speak have little confidence in
the local authorities to address the issue satisfactorily, making their life easier seems foolish.

-Alternative-

There are alternatives available that DO HAVE good consensus from local residents. That is allowing the area to be permit holders only while ALSO allowing double sided parking WITHOUT bays. A perfect
natural experiment was conducted during COVID. There was AMPLE parking and lots of space. There was two sided parking but with plenty of room for road users to pass each other and for delivery vans to
conduct their business without blocking the pavement. Most people were home and all of those with cars were parked. It seems that this option is being dismissed out of hand without fully investigating its
merits yet further experience exists in Cambridge with other areas having that setup.

1 OBJECT to the scheme as proposed but do support residents parking were both sides of the road to be used where they currently are.

Avery similar scheme to what is proposed was put to a residents vote in 2019 and had a significant majority vote no.

Ilive at vy court, the road that leads to us, Sleaford street had parking restrictions applied in 2015 that don't seem to have been included in the proposal. Both sides of the part or road that leads to lvy Court
currently have double yellow on both sides. This is not marked on your plan. The reason this was done 10 years ago was to help prevent the poor parking that regularly block access into and out of lvy court. | did
point this out at the meeting at ARU and am disappointed that none of these amendments have been made. Also the exit from Betas way currently has double yellow lines they were also added in 10 years ago
as the route was getting more popular and you cannot exit safely with cars there....In fact the restrictions need to be extended as if vans are parked up to the edge, then you have cyclist, pedestrian etc walking
outin to traffic. | will submit another response | can work out how to print the plan and details where and how itis wrong, would be better to meet up and actually see the issues as this was how it was initially
resolved.

lonly speak for my area, as I'm not particularly familiar with the parking/traffic situation further away. Regarding the changes made to Occupation Road, New Street, Harvest Way, Abbey Street and the areas
around St Matthew's Piece park, | think it's unnecessary to impose further restrictions on the parking rules here. There's enough spaces here, | rarely find that there's not enough places to park. Additionally,
imposing these requirements comes at the expense of all the residents, as they will now have to pay for these parking permits, both for themselves and their visitors. If raising more money is the reason for
restrictions (rather than improving the traffic situation), then that's even worse, and I'm against the whole proposal. Cost of living is high enough already!

Whilst we understand that the parking situation is not ideal in this area. As a resident, it can be frustrating having to try to find places and sometimes having to do a number of laps of the circuit before finding a
parking place. Particularly down Ainsworth St, Sleaford St and smaller ones that there are two lanes of parking, it is not a good situation that emergency vehicles (esp fire engines) cannot travel down easily.
However, many houses are a similar width to the length of a car and, if you take away as many spaces as proposed, | don't see this solving the issue as there will still be a shortage of spaces just for the
residents. The only solution would be to create a designated residents parking area such as the Hooper St garages to help take the extra strain.

There is a real issue with affordable housing in Cambridge, so to exclude Nidus House from the parking scheme, and making it very unclear on the paperwork is very disappointing. | do believe that a resident
parking scheme is a good idea, but why all of the houses, many of which have drives and parking already qualify, but flats which have nowhere to park at all are excluded is difficult to understand. I hope this is
an oversight which will be corrected. Why those on the lowest incomes should be excluded from being able to park near their residence is deeply unfair. If Nidus House is included then | would be strongly in
favour. If itis introduced | would like to be written to by the councillors to explain exactly where | should park.

I support the introduction of residents parking in Fairsford Place but strongly object to the current proposals. As the adjacent street Abbey Walk will have no street parking provision, space in Fairsford Place
will be even more limited than it currently is, especially with the additional restrictions at the end of the close. Potentially 8 cars will seek to park here, and in the 4 bays adjacent to The Dobblers pub. So we will
be PAYING to park but have LESS provision than we currently do. | understand that it is possible to designate Fairsford Place a parking zone for ITS OWN RESIDENTS ONLY and this would be a good solution,
whilst also removing all double yellow lines except at the entrance (where they are currently). Fairsford Place residents can be trusted to park thoughtfully, unlike in-comers.

The proposed scheme would eliminate most parking along the west side of Ainsworth Street, which accounts for half of the currently available parking near my residence. There’s currently suitable parkingin

my area, but unless half of the residents on my street inexplicably sell their cars this scheme would cause a severe parking shortage.

I do not want resident permit only parking on Harvest Way, local buildings have internal parking for the residents.

I'support the proposal to only allow parking on one side of Sleaford Street as this will improve traffic, making it easier and safer for both motorists and cyclists to access this narrow street. Parking on number 1-
97 York Street should also only be one side - this is currently the case but this is not reflected in this plan.

Overall, | do NOT support the implementation of a resident parking scheme in the area. There is no need for it. There is currently sufficient parking spaces for both residents and visitors to the area.
Implementing a parking scheme will only increase the costs of living and visiting the area.
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The latest plans for the proposed York Street RPS look the same as the plans rejected by residents on previous occasions. As before, we worry that the number of parking bays may be insufficient. My
understanding is that an RPS will require removal of the current double-sided parking in Ainsworth Street (## 27-108) and Sleaford Street (## 1-24). This leaves Ainsworth Street with just 43 bays, and Sleaford
Street with only 14 in the more densely populated Victorian part of the street. On one hand, | can appreciate that in terms of parking allowance per house or street frontage, this will bring Ainsworth Street and
Sleaford Street more into line with the current provision in Hooper Street (where | live), Sturton Street and Gwydir Street. On the other hand, | am not satisfied that the Council has good data on how many
parking bays are needed. | am told that in city centre RPSs, the Council sells more permits than there are bays. | know that residents of the Gwydir Street RPS routinely park their cars at night in the Gwydir Street
car park, and that some keep their cars on Hooper Street on our side of the filter gate. If the York Street RPS is implemented according to the current plans, then we too will find it harder to park our cars, while
paying for the privilege. Unlike the residents of Gwydir Street, we don’t have a car park to use at night, nor will there be any free parking zones left nearby to take up the overspill. We have to wonder why the
Councilis so keen to implement an RPS here: Is it to benefit the residents, or simply to make money?

Is it necessary to remove the current double-sided parking in Ainsworth Street and Sleaford Street? We understand that the Council has invested in smaller fire engines that are more suited to the city’s narrow
streets. Better street signage might deter drivers of long vehicles, which can run into difficulties even in those streets with single-sided parking (they get stuck on corners, not in straight runs between parked
cars).

Are there other measures that would increase the number of parking bays available? Can Rope Walk be integrated into the scheme? Can residents of Kerridge Close be barred from buying permits, on the
grounds that they already have allocated parking bays? Residents would be happy to engage with the Council on identifying possible tweaks that might make the proposals workable.

I have one further objection. The map provided shows single-sided parking on Ainsworth Street all on one side of the road. This would facilitate speeding by cars and by electric bikes and scooters. It would be
safer to have shorter stretches of parking on alternate sides, or, failing that, kerb build to create pinch-points. My ing is that Ainsworth Street was once earmarked to be an auxiliary route of the
Chisholm Trail, in plans dating back some 15 years. Is this still going to happen? | would have thought that electric bikes and scooters ought to prompt a rethink regarding safety in residential streets. We
welcome bikes, as we use them ourselves, but we don’t need a cycle speedway.

The number of parking spaces on Ainsworth Street has halved with the new proposal.

Has a count been carried out on the number of residents with cars?

I'am reliant on my vehicle for work.

I'am concerned with the new proposal there will no longer be space for me to park and getting to and from work will be very difficult.

I propose the number of spaces are maintained, all made residents permit therefore reducing traffic whilst maintaining access for residents.

I object to:

1) the scheme as a whole - will create increased parking issues, accessibility issues to garages and doors, as cars in the area will come park in FP due to restrictions to residents and yellow lines (ie. in Abbey
walk)

2) the double yellow lines in Fairsford Place (FP)

3) I'do not wish to pay extra £120 a year, to have to struggle to park in front of my own home, which myself and the other FP residents and homeowners were doing without any problem beforehand

Other important issues:
a) the absence of pavements in FP mean there is a health and safety risk cars parked too close prevent use of front doors
b) the garage doors open outwards in FP meaning close bargaining prevent use - so parking ***should be limited to residents only*** AND without having to pay forit!!!

| object to the double yellow lines at the end of the road as this is directly outside my house. | am very comfortable with the proposal overall but don't see why xx Fairsford Place gets penalised in this way and
the other houses do not - it is illogical not least as it will prevent the recharging of electric cars etc. If the double yellow lines are removed the | would support the proposal

There seem to be less parking spaces with this layout for residents than at present. How many residents have cars in the York Street area as opposed to say, commuters wanting to park here?

It looks as though parking is being removed from Sturton St. - | hope | am mis-reading the map.
Will the new time of 800 - 2000 apply also to the existing scheme? | object to this change of time . Restrictions until 1700 is quite adequate, and visitors should not have to pay after this time.
I object to the removal of the paying bays beside St Matthew’s Piece. But | think that a resident permit should exempt payment.

The stated reasons for the change are the improve passage on the road and improving amenities through which the road runs. | can see some changes such as introducing no waiting zones could improve
passage on the road by preventing blockage. However it is unclear why the introduction of a residents parking scheme specifically is necessary for either of these reasons. On the contrary | suspect a residents
parking scheme introduces cost and inconvenience to residents without appreciably affecting the availability of parking spaces. | do not support the introduction of a residents parking scheme without clearer
evidence of the positive impact it will bring.

The restrictions from 9am to 8pm, 7 days a week are excessive. Neij areas (| ield and Riverside) have less restriction - Mon -Sat, 9am-5pm. We have seen no results from the initial GCP
consultation in 72022 and so have seen no evidence as to why York Area has been deemed in need of extended restrictions nor how residents to that first I know of no who
have sought 7 days restriction as proposed here. Indeed, streets like Sturton Street will have two different restrictions zones, as it extends into Petersfield from York, and there seems no logic as to why the new
York area requires extended restrictions days and times. Matching other neighbouring areas with Mon-Sat 9-5 would be a far more equitable way of introducing this new scheme. Sundays are rarely/never over
parked in this area and why should we have greater restrictions than neighbouring areas. The evidence of how this scheme's current proposal has come about is lacking (without publication of the initial GCP
consultation) and that, and making the restrictions fair/equal to other local areas, needs addressing.

As | have no car, | have marginal personal interests at stake here but | suggest the scheme could be improved for other residents and perhaps for my visitors although they generally don't drive to see me.

Itis a rather blunt instrument to impose restrictions for so many hours a day. If the aim is to protect spaces for residents when they come home from work, then restrictions could be imposed for late afternoon
and early evening. If the aim is to stop people parking here while working nearby or commuting from the train station then a restriction for only a short time - say, 10-11am and 2-3pm - would serve that purpose
but still allow the streets to be used by others. And why not allow the streets to be used by others? It would require only a focused patrol by parking offices to control that restriction and the enforcement
message would be rapidly communicated.

The residents parking spaces in St Matthews Gardens should be retained, even though they will be covered by the permit scheme. They cause no problem to anybody.

The spaces

Irealise that it is inevitable that this residents parking scheme will be introduced but | am extremely concerned about the impact of restricting parking to only one side of some streets. | accept that there are
issues around access for emergency vehicles but by severely reducing the number of parking spaces available it may well become more difficult for residents to find somewhere to park than itis now without
the scheme.

I have lived in Ainsworth Street for well over 30 years very occasionally | have found it difficult to locate a space but most days what happens is that some residents take their cars to work in the early morning
leaving spaces which commuters or trades people fill, then after about 4pm those vehicles begin to disappear leaving space for residents returning from work. Very little changes during the day. If I take my car
out mid morning | can very often return later to the space | left. If anything I've noticed a slight improvement since the pandemic now that more people work from home some days. It does vary from day to day.
Clearly the scheme will go ahead but it does seem a shame that residents parking schemes result in empty spaces during the day in many streets.

Most of the residents of Sleaford Street are excluded from being eligible from the scheme (e.g. odd numbers greater than 19). These residences do have one private parking space each, but they do not have
any extra spaces for visitors etc.

Oher residences included in the scheme are able to apply for up to 3 permits each, and a visitors permit. And the permitted spaces will be along Sleaford Street directly outside the residences which aren't
eligible to apply for them.

This seems unfair to majority of residents of Sleaford Street who are being excluded from the scheme on their own road and will have fewer parking spaces available to them than other residents in the area.
They should at least be allowed 1 permit each and/or a visitor permit.

The proposed list of residences eligible and ineligible to apply for permits is arbitrary and unfair.
Some houses on the East side of York Street have private parking (along rope walk). 50-72 Sleaford Street have one private parking space each. These are both eligible for permits.

But Sleaford Street even >72 and odd >19 are proposed not to be eligible for permits. These have one private space each, but no access to visitor or trade vehicle parking. Other residences will be able to apply
for multiple permits and visitor/trade permits which they can use for spaces directly outside Sleaford Street residences which are excluded.

The whole of Sleaford Street should at least be eligible for visitor and trade vehicle permits.

| object to York Terrace becoming residents only parking. We park our cars on the street currently and although it's competitive, we always manage to park. It's great for residents and non residents alike. |
object to restricting it for others and being charged for the privilege of parking on my own street.

Also creating restricted zones generally reduces the amount of spaces for cars compared to when it is unrestricted. So all round in our opinion it would make the area worse for us. Please don't bring in resident
permits!

The car parks inside st Matthews gardens are supposed to be for guests of St Matthews Garden. | object resident permits for these spaces.

The proposal to institute residents parking permit parking on Ainsworth Place does not take into account access and driveways for the houses. | have an integral garage and driveway access, as do all the
houses, which in the diagram is blocked by the residents parking zone, which seems to be continuous. In addition the blind end of Ainsworth Place ( a cul de sac) is my personal property to which | have title,
and allowing parking at the end, as in the diagram, will restrict access to my hedge and boundary land between Ainsworth place and Stone Street car park. Please adjust the plan to allow access for all of the
garages and drives on Ainsworth Place and do not allow blockage of access to my property at the end of the street.
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Partly Object Harsh proposal 9 am to 8 pm all days of the week ! Neighbouring Petersfield Scheme is
9am to 5 pm Monday to Saturday. There is always plenty of parking in this area after 5 pm and all day on Sundays. Additional spaces taken at other times by shoppers and Anglia Ruskin students. Not railway
commuters.
Iwould favour the Scheme only if it had 9 am to 5 pm Monday to Saturday like the Petersfield scheme.

AARA REQUESTS ‘FAIR CONSULTATION’ FOR PROPOSED RESIDENT PARKING SCHEME FOR THE YORK AREA OF CAMBRIDGE 6th March 2025
Dear Clirs and Highway/Planning Officers,
The AARA (Ai Area Residents iation) covers 200 from Ainsworth Street, Ainsworth Place, Ainsworth Court, and includes our close neighbours who have joined us from Hooper Street,

Stone Street, Sleaford Street, Sturton Street. AARA has hosted many street parties, community garden projects, and held a series of public meetings with many hundreds attending to discuss RPS proposals
between 2022 and 2025 to which our Petersfield Councillors have also been invited to attend.

AARA overwhelmingly objects to this proposal because of the process of the RPS consultation in 2025 as this is not feeling to be a legal consultation, because there has been mismanagement in
communication, and data that residents have requested has not been provided, and residents are asked to accept or reject a scheme with insufficient information and therefore insufficient time has been
allowed for a fair process of consultation.

AARA is requiring a fair process of consultation. The standards are set out under the Gunning principles of fair consultation.
Residents in the York Area are being asked to give feedback but AARA believes that the RPS process is likely unlawful because the following problems have been encountered:

1.Many residents never received a letter through their door telling them about the proposed RPS and how to give their feedback, and this is despite the fact that the Councillors had been told that Ainsworth
Street had not received letters initially on 22nd January and therefore letters were reprinted with the consultation extended to be midnight on 6th March instead of 20th February, but AARA is concerned about
the numbers of residents still not receiving any information.

2.The Councillors have been asked last time of RPS consultation in 2022/2023, and again this RPS consultation of 2025, to provide residents with transparent information about the numbers of cars that are
owned in the York Area, so that residents know what the gap is between resident ownership of cars and the number of parking spaces provided in the proposed scheme. Clir Richard Howitt told us on 25th
February that the Highways RPS team are not using DVLA figures but instead their own counting of cars parked. We asked for the numbers from when a count was done in 2022/2023 and 2024/2025 to be
provided to residents so that we can make informed decisions about the scheme based on the data that the Highways and Planning Department officers are using, and were told that Cllr Howitt would email us
with the figures, but no information has been received from Clir Howitt, nor from the Council planning officer when also asked.

3.Gary the planning officer at the Council has said directly to a resident via email that he does not want to share the numbers that he is working with “at this late stage in the consultation process” which is a
ridiculous situation! How can we be asked as residents to reject or accept the scheme when we are not allowed to see the numbers? We believe that our neighbours on Sturton Street and York Street and the
wider catchment of the scheme need also to be made aware of this situation, because they may be wanting a resident parking scheme without realizing that there is a short-fall of around 90 spaces. We know
that the residents of Sturton Street and York Street habitually park on Ainsworth Street, because when we have our street party closure, this is where the long-term parked cars most often come from, not
commuters leaving their cars for long periods of time, but our close neighbours. We want there to be a ion where there is P , 50 everyone knows what is involved about the number of cars
owned in the York area set out against the number of parking spaces that can be provided in the RPS design.

4.0ther Resident Associations and RPS areas in Cambridge we've conferred with have had much more time to work in partnership with Clirs to come up with a scheme that is a good scheme for residents, with
appropriate time restrictions and signage and traffic calming, delivered through a process of discussion and consensus. We are being asked in the York Area to give feedback for a scheme with VERY little
information about what the scheme will really look like in terms of street furniture and signage, on top of the lack of transparency about the number of cars that residents own in relation to the number of spaces
which will be provided, and this lack of transparency makes this an illegal consultation, and the upset in the neighbourhood about the lack of transparency has increased between 22nd January up to 6th March,
so that residents remain highly concerned about the proposed Resident Parking Scheme and have been involved in counting cars and worried about speeds of vehicles and safety for residents as pedestrians,
and for women as professionals who are returning home late at night with no parking available to keep them safe on their return home from working anti-social hours. This is in the context too of a high level of
drug related crime and drug taking on our streets. We have also been made aware by a resident that making the working lives of women unsafe because of the removal of 90 spaces in this proposed RPS may
well contravene the Equality Act of 2010 .

5.AARA also objects to the process of consultation because there has been no consensus reached about who is eligible to apply for a parking permit if they already have access to off-street parking. For
example, neighbours on Kerridge Close often park their cars on Sturton Street and Ainsworth Street, despite the fact that they have their own driveways or designated parking spaces, because they make money
from renting out their driveway or designated parking spaces on a daily basis from folk from out of town using Air BnB and other apps. This won’t change with parking permits offered to them when they can
recoup the cost of an annual parking permit by renting out their driveways for ten days. Further, Rope Walk always has about 20 empty parking spaces because those on York Street entitled to park there feel
unsafe because of the poor lighting and scale of drug taking, so this needs to be improved so that these spaces are used.

6.AARA object that there has been no consultation about the timings of the restrictions offering us only 9am to 8pm on every day of the week which is going to mean that we lose our community hub, the
Geldart, whose publican, Elvis tells AARA meetings that he will not be able to stay in business with most of his money made from weekend clients who come for lunch at weekends or an early evening meal
during the week. These time restrictions will also make daily life for families in particular very hard, because it will have the desired impact of turning away commuters to the railway station, but will mean that
residents themselves will have a very tough time in their personal lives, whether it be booking child minders or carers for elders, or even tradespeople to help in emergencies, once it becomes known that our
Resident Parking Scheme has a deficit of 90 spaces, so carers or childminders or tradespeople will not be able to park, even if they are provided with a guest permit, there will just not be sufficient parking
spaces.

10.11.12 = see attached document

Concerns over negative change in atmosphere and appearance of street

I overwhelmingly object to the proposed RPS because I've no confidence that what is proposed will make it safer for pedestrians and cyclists in the area, and safer to live on Ainsworth Street in particular. Itis
annoying that some commuters to the train station park on our streets but this annoyance is not outweighed by any benefits offered in the proposed RPS. | would be in favour of RPS if the double-parking was
kept on Ainsworth Street; if the cycle lanes were in the middle of the street clearly marked so that scooters and cyclists were not going around corners heading into oncoming traffic; if the hours of restriction
were 11am to 3pm; if there was a Parking Permit Area rather than an RPS so we lose less parking spaces; if those who already have driveways or designated spaces were not eligible for parking permits to
release the available parking spaces to neighbours who need them rather than renting out their spaces to out of towners; and if the consultation of delivery really involved the community to make itan
improvement to our streetscape with tree planters and sensible signage and bike racks that residents agree on through community consultation rather than being asked to approve on a scheme where there is
no detail on how it will be implemented. Here are the problems and the reasons for my unease about what is on offer which | dislike so much I'l be one of the residents likely to move after 30 years because | will
feelunsafe on my street if the RPS is implemented 1) | object to removing the double-parking on both sides of the road between numbers 108 and 32 Ainsworth Street, because this double-parking ensures that
motorized vehicles travel at around 10 mph, and with one side with no obstacles like it is on Sturton Street, the cars go more than twice the speed and it makes it dangerous for pedestrians; and the reasons
previously we were given by Highway RPS officers for not being allowed to keep double-sided parking are not because at first we were told this was because fire engines could not travel down our
street but the fire service disagree and tell us the city bought two small engines so that they can easily service Romsey and Petersfield; plus the width of the road is only a few centimetres short of the statutory
guidance and therefore if our Clirs listened to the residents, they could ask to over rule the statutory guidance in order to give residents what they need in order to fit in all the cars in the area and to provide a
slow speed on Ainsworth Street 2) My 90 year old Dad is in a wheelchair and if the double-sided parking is removed | don't think it will be safe to come out the front door because vans will jump up on the
pavement which they don't at present outside most of the house front doors as most of the street is double-sided parking but the delivery vans all do jump up on the pavement outside numbers 79 and 77 where
there is a double-yellow line 3) In my job | work until very late at night several days per week often returning between midnight and 1/2am and like the midwives and other medical practitioners on our streets, if
you remove half of the parking spaces in the entire area, where are we going to park late at night to then walk with our kit safe back to our houses if we have a deficit estimated at 90 spaces if the RPS removes
this many spaces from the York Area we will no longer as a group of professional women be safe living in the York Area, and therefore a neighbour is organizing a women's march in our area to protest about how
this RPS if itis imposed on us will make the lives of working women less safe which will get us the press attention women in our neighbourhood want so that Clirs take notice that they are putting our liveliehoods
and our lives at risk 4) if those who have access to parking were not eligible for parking spaces | would feel more confident about the availability of spaces, but at present those who have designated spaces on
Kerridge Close and Ainsworth Place and York Street/Rope Walk are allowed to apply for car parking permits, and for those on Kerridge Close using Air BnB to rent out their spaces for the day, they will have NO
incentive to change their behaviour if they make enough money in 10 days to pay for a yearly permit and are not forced to use their own spaces so this really needs to change which means for Rope Walk making
it safer with the trees pruned and better lighting so residents can park their cars safe; 5) there seems to have been no consultation with residents about the hours of restriction because if it is 9am to 8pm for 7
days per week we know that our pub at the Geldart will not be able to survive because the publican relies on out of town visitors, especially for eating in the pub on weekdays and at weekends so it will be best if
there are no restrictions on Sunday and on weekdays that the restrictions end sufficiently early so as not to deter visitors to the pub; also as a residential area we will get a bad reputation with tradespeople, like
Tennison Road has, because already trades ask about parking if you call a plumber, but if it becomes known we have an RPS with insufficient spaces it willbecome impossible to book a trade even in an

and itis just not P that we don't know the scale of the gap between resident ownership of cars and the number of spaces that will be made available, and therefore if the restrictions were
from say 11am to 3pm | would look on the RPS more favourably because this will give us what we want which is no train station commuters parking or day shoppers parking, but we will still be able to have
tradespeople visit before or after the restricted times and get baby sitters or have family to visit and so forth and actually be able to live rather than having a council restrict our ability to manage our busy lives;
5) my understanding is that all the research shows that wider streets mean that vehicles speed and so keeping the streets double-sided parking wherever possible will keep pedestrians and cyclists safer 6) |
would feel more confident if the RPS had given us a full design showing details of how the streets would be changed with chicanes and planters and so forth, but without this detail, | agree with many of my
neighbours that we are being asked to give our feedback to a proposal where the information has been insufficient, and this seems not to meet the legal standards of community consultation, so | would prefer
to give my consent to an RPS scheme where all the details were given to us in advance, including the number of parking spaces that will be provided compared to the number of cars that are presently owned by
the residents in the York Area. | believe that if the Councillors worked closely with the residents and the RPS designers we would soon be able to come to a scheme design that residents would feel more
confident could make our streets safer and our community stronger.
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I am writing with my issues regarding the proposed new parking scheme which | am basically against. | don't see why, because there are a few issues on Ainsworth street that this should affect me & my
business on Sturton street/Abbey Walk. For a start, my address isn't even in the proposal area so even though my property runs the length of the four parking bay areas on Abbey walk, | would be excluded from
parking there, the closest place to my home & business as my address is included in the Petersfield permit area. | don't understand how it's better that | can't park near my house yet someone from Ainsworth
street, a 10 minute walk away can. | also don't understand why Abbey walk needs to be included in this new permit area. Most of the houses on Abbey walk and Fairsford Place have their own allocated spaces,
car park or garages. This leaves valuable visitor spaces for local business like mine, the funeral home and the doctors surgery. We rely on visiting teams and guest to visit the pub and if they can't get parked it
will have a negative effect on my trade. Plus having the permits hours run until 8pm is too late as most visiting team need to arrive by 7.30pm. | think this is a badly thought out idea which is just not necessary.
Its just an excuse for the council to screw more money out of residents, the council will sell more permits than there are spaces in the permitted area just to maximise income and | also imaging that a fair few of
the residents will start to apply for visitor permits and then sell them on at a profit, as | see this regularly happens in the petersfield area, so it ends up that actual residents still have trouble parking. The only
viable options | would suggest is if the council must raise money is that the bays be used as pay & display from 9am - 5pm at the same rate as the bays on Sturton street, or they just leave Abbey walk out of the
area altogether.

1). I similar proposal was made recently and was not passed by vote. | do not why this is being re-proposed. We had the answer, we cant keep re-proposing just because someone doesn'tlikeit. If a
parking restriction is passed, will we get the opportunity to re-propose to get rid of it? Its like an election or brexit- you cant just have another one because you don't like the outcome. Id be interested in the
legality of re-proposing something already voted for and declined.

2). Itis completely unnecessary: | have lived here for 7 years and | have never had an issue getting a parking spot close to my house. Its is self regulating: people leave for work and leave a space, so someone
else can use it: after that person leaves others get home and use the space. One side the York street has its own parking on a private road behind there house, and there is usually only 1 or 2 vehicles on it- why?
Because they done need to use it because they can park on the main road with out issue. This is evidence a parking restriction is unnecessary.

3). We have a nice community atmosphere on York street, workman and guests can park with out issue. If itisn't broken, don't fix it. Certainly don't ruin it.

4). Why should | pay for a parking iction that is totally y? Just so the streets can be empty/ have spaces left during the daytime? If there is space, let them be used.

I strongly object to this proposal on 2 grounds:

1) dramatic reduction in the number of parking spaces to a total much lower than the number of residents known to have cars in the area - an estimated shortfall of 90 residents’ cars that will not be able to find
a parking space. A full THIRD of these will be removed from Ainsworth Street due to the intention to remove double sided parking, which is a serious safety issue (see 2). Itis not acceptable that the women
midwives and nurses on Ainsworth Street may come home from shifts in the early hours of the morning and have to park half a mile's exceptionally unsafe walk away from their homes (see 2).

There is no good reason to remove double parking from Ainsworth Street and strong safety reasons for retaining it, see 2. The removal of one side of parking is OBVIOUSLY (and explicitly stated in Chisholm Trail
documents) being driven by the published intention to put the Chisholm Trail down Ainsworth Street, which as a quiet residential street full of families and elderly people is wholly unsuitable for this use.

2) Since a way for cyclists, ebikes and escooters was opened up through the Ironworks development between Mill Road and Hooper Street, Ainsworth Street has already developed a notorious county-lines drug
running problem, with bikes and escooters zooming through our streets at dangerous speeds above the 20 mph speed limit. Removing one side of parking will turn Ainsworth Street into a drug running
superhighway. In addition to increased numbers of speeding bikes and scooters, there is a dangerous blind corner at the junction of Ainsworth Street and Hooper Street. The current proposal will swing cyclists
directly into the path of oncoming cars.

Double parking automatically creates an effective 10 mph zone down Ainsworth Street, slowing cycling and scooting speeds (mostly) to an acceptable low level, as everyone has to be cautious, especially on
the blind corner. It needs to be retained for safety.

I'am also opposed to the proposed hours of the scheme, which will kill our local pubs and businesses. The only acceptable hours would be 11am-4pm and 11pm to 5am.
Unless double parking in Ainsworth Street is maintained, and the hours dramatically curtailed to 11-16, 23-05, | wholly oppose the scheme.

Offering a point of fact that must be taken into consideration — no. xx Ainsworth Place (our house) owns the land that runs along the cul-de-sac end of Ainsworth Place (where the hedge is). There can be no
parking there as it will restrict access to our property.

Unlike other public roads, this public road within the St. Matthew’s Gardens area is mostly used by the residents, Royal Mail trucks and delivery companies.

In order to upload and offload heavy stuff from the vehicle, | don’t think having just a few spots with the use of residential permit is sufficient. We need to park at the door front shortly sometimes. When people
moving in or moving out, having trucks of relocation company parked outside the door front is reasonable. | am not aware of any complaints on vehicles blocking the area so far.

I'don't believe the scheme provides enough parking spaces for all the residents

As a resident with a young family, | strongly object to the proposed parking scheme that would reduce spaces and restrict parking to one side of our street. This presents serious safety concerns, particularly
given the drug-dealing activity in our area, as my wife and children would potentially need to walk significant distances from their vehicle to our home, especially problematic after dark. People also drive fast
on this small residential street and this scheme would allow faster driving of not just cars but bikes and scooters. We have to walk on the road often with a pram because the pavements are small and very often
blocked. The necessity of vehicle access for family life cannot be understated, and this scheme would create undue hardship and safety risks for like mine. I urge i ion with family safety
as a priority.

| object to this scheme on a number of factors.
Itis not clear why the scheme has been put forward again as residents have consistently voted against. There appears to be an agenda to push this through and impose it on residents.
The reduction in parking spaces for residents proposed as more than 50% is not acceptable and ill thought out. The scheme is not to the benefit of residents.

The design of the scheme represents a significant reduction in amenity for residents. Alternatives to increase the scope of oand number of parking spaces appear to be ignored. No substantive improvements to
the past design have been implemented to address residents previous reservations.

The proposed hours of operation, 9am-8pm are the longest in the area hence permits would be much more expensive.

The design of the scheme is such as to simplify imposition of the Chisolm trail cycle which has not been subject to consultation either local residents. A fast cycle route through the streets involved will be a
safety hazard for pedestrians, families with small children, pensioners included, in a residential area.

The consultation process has been ill defined, poorly implemented and too protracted. The need for the scheme has not been clearly defined.
Previous consultation results have not been published in an accessible form, if at all. Popular belief is it has been negative and is being ignored.

Please reject this proposed scheme.

| object to the proposed scheme for the following reasons: 1) This has not been a proper consultation 2) | am concerned that the proposed scheme would result in significant loss of parking in the area which
willbe a loss of an amenity for the residents 3) | am concerned that the loss of parking could force older and less mobile residents out of the area 4) | am concerned that the proposed no parking along one side
of Ainsworth Street will increase the speed of some vehicles, motorbikes, scooters and bikes which will not be beneficial to pedestrians and street residents 5) | am disappointed that we have been left to
calculate the likely number of people who will be unable to park in the area should the scheme go ahead. For the scheme to be fairly considered, this should have been estimated by the council and the
numbers made freely available 6) There have had previous consultations on parking schemes that residents have voted against and the proposed scheme does not differ significantly from these 7) Why has the
result of the most recent resident's vote not been published?

Fullresident parking is needed
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Dear Council Members,

I'am writing to object to the proposed implementation of a Resident Permit Parking scheme in the York Street area. Having lived in this area for nearly six years, | believe that the introduction of this scheme
would negatively impact both the functionality of the area and the residents' access to essential services. | would like to outline the key reasons why | believe this change should not be adopted.

Firstly, with the removal of non-residential parking, there would be less room for through traffic, especially at peak times, when the limited spaces are occupied. This would cause significant congestion and
impede the flow of traffic, making it difficult for both residents and visitors to move freely through the area, thereby creating an adverse effect on the very reason this plan was proposed: to maintain or improve
the accessibility of the roads.

Secondly, | believe that this scheme would fail to improve or preserve the accessibility to vital local amenities, such as the GP surgery. Itis essential for both patients and customers of local services to be able
to park nearby when visiting. However, under the proposed plan, non-residents who wish to access these amenities would face the considerable challenge of finding parking. As these spaces would be reserved
for resldents |nd|v|duals commg to the GP surgery or other nearby services would be forced to park further away, potentially discouraging people from visiting essential local services altogether. This could

the and i f these critical amenities, particularly for those with mobility issues or for elderly patients who may require close parking for ease of access.

Additionally, | live in the area but | rent a room in one of the apartments. As a renter, | am unsure whether | will be granted a resident permit, which would make it extremely difficult for me to park my carona
daily basis. Without the assurance of receiving a permit, | would be left with limited parking options, which would create unnecessary stress and inconvenience in my daily routine. Itis crucial that any parking
policies take into consideration the needs of renters, who often do not have the same access to permits as homeowners, yet still rely on the availability of nearby parking.

Lastly, based on my personal experience living in the area, | have never encountered difficulty in finding a parking space within a five-minute walk from my home. Despite not having a designated parking spot, |
have always found ample parking opportunities nearby. This suggests that the current parkmg situation is not as problematic as it is being made out to be. The introduction of a Resident Permit Parking scheme,
in my view, would not solve any existing parking issues, but rather create y and for both residents and visitors alike.

In conclusion, | respectfully request that the council reconsider this proposal. The current system provides sufficient parking availability, and implementing a Resident Permit scheme would only exacerbate
traffic congestion and hinder access to important local services. | believe the needs of both residents and the local community would be better served by maintaining the existing parking

Thank you for considering my concerns.

| object to visitors having to pay to park.
Iwould agree to having parking limitations say between 11 and 1 in the day to put off outsider all-day or long-term parking.
Idon't agree with removing parking spaces except to make some space for some bicycle parking.

Primary concern is safety - one sided parking in Ainsworth Street will increase the speeds driven in the area. Itwill be more dangerous to exit Ainsworth Place. As itis, you cannot see because of the parked cars
-0 you have to crawl out slowly - but until your bonnet is in the road you can't actually see - but because of parked cars on both sides the speed of cars has to be slow, there is time for everyone to see each
other and reverse if necessary. If speeds are increased edging out into the road will become more dangerous. | think the area should be made a 10 mile per hour zone and a one way system around York Street,
Ainsworth Street etc should be put in place to make it safer for everyone. That should be done ahead of residents parking to make the area safer for residents. What | see in York Street every day - where an
impatient driver doesn't wait - and so two cars try to drive down the road - the one on the side where there are no parked cars dives up onto the path right against the doors and windows of the houses. | have
seen this regularly happen at speed and | fear one day | will watch someone, maybe a small child open the door and be crushed against the wall. This proposal wants to extend this risk to Ainsworth Street too,
by removing the area of double sided parking. | also believe this parking scheme - where it removes the parking on one side of Ainsworth Street - will remove so many parking spaces - that it will make it harder
for residents to park - rather than easier. No figures have been provided by the Council to remove this fear. In which case the residents parking scheme will not actually deliver residents parking at all. It will
make it harder for residents to park and not easier.

I reject the scheme for the below reasons:

1. Safety - removing parking down the entire length of one side of Ainsworth St with no traffic calming measures will create a wide straight road allowing delivery i ic bi ikes to
speed. This already happens on the road where two sided parking ensures drivers slow a bit. | am particularly concerned as onthatsnde of the road all the houses front doors open directly onto the pavement.
2. vehicle access - i have i two narrow fire engines have been bought for Romsey and i meaning vehicle access is no longer an issue

3. Catchment area - properties within the already existing PPA schemes should not be included within this scheme . The houses on Hooper St that are part of the ironwork’s development should be excluded as
they have access to parking as per the development planning conditions.

4. Available spaces - the number of spaces available vs number of properties in the area is not acceptable. Given point 2 above, there is no reason, when looking at this scheme in isolation to other prosed
changes in the area, that increased parking spaces cannot be included on Ainsworth St. Having two sided parking on Ainsworth St would not only provide more spaces but also avoid a speeding opportunity to
cars/vans/bikes and reduce the risk to pedestrians. If a scheme is to go ahead | would also insist individual spaces are marked so that cars park efficiently and all spaces can be used.

5. Hours of operation - the proposed hours of operation are draconian and not aligned to neighbouring schemes. These hours would mean that any visitors would need a pass whether visiting for an hour or all
day (except those popping for an early breakfast). This is unnecessary to stop non-residents parking in the area all day.

6. Number of permits per household - given the number of spaces vs residences in area, having a default up to 3 resident permits per residence is unacceptable. The proposed hours of operations are not
standardised across parking schemes so neither should be the number of permits available per household. In addition, the number of visitor passes per year per resident are the same across all schemes, this
is fundamentally wrong. This scheme proposes 9-8 Mon to Sun, anyone visiting for a quick pop-in, lunch or dinner will need a visitor pass, how can the number of passes per resident be the same as a scheme
thatis mon-fri 10-4?

7. Democracy - as far as | can see there have been no changes to the issued scheme from 2023 that was rejected by residents. A scheme was also rejected at a date prior to this. To put out the exact same
scheme with no explanation of what was done with the comments submitted last time shows a lack of concern or interest in residents valid concerns ( including safety concerns).

Atthe time residents worked with councillors to look into a PPA, which is a far more sensible solution.

I reject this scheme and see no reason why a more viable solution cannot be found that does not reduce the number of spaces and create safety risks to pedestrians by providing drivers and cyclists a straight,
wide long road to speed on.

The scheme is a transparent attempt to create a cycle path. Itis not safe, will negatively affect the area and is not necessary. Itwill also have a serious impact on parking. Further, the council’s refusal to
properly consult, to refuse to release figures about amenity impact, and to be disingenuous in its reasons for this scheme render it unlawful.

We have calculated that this scheme will lead to 20-30 residents' cars on Ainsworth Street alone unable to park on our street. Across the whole area we have calculated that about 90 residents' cars will have

nowhere to park. A poll conducted on our street showed that, after discounting 3 "unsures", 79% of residents object to the scheme. It would be wholly undemocratic to continue to push this scheme through
against the wishes of the residents.

I completely reject and object to this proposal. The scheme will create an unsafe environment that prioritises cyclists and other vehicles above the interests of pedestrians and residents.

The reduction in parking spaces adversely affects the residents and no regard has been had to the needs of those residents who work and return late at night and will be unable to park within reasonable
proximity of their homes. This exposes women, in particular and vulnerable groups to serious safety concerns. These points have been raised with local and county councillors but have been completely
dismissed.

There has also been no proper consultation on the proposed scheme; residents' views and opinions have been completely ignored and the same scheme moved forward with no attempt to allay residents’
concerns.

In summary, this scheme is ill thought through, ignores the needs of the local residents and | completely object to it.

I'am concerned that this scheme will create an environment which allows cars, bikes and scooters to travel at high speed along our street. This will be unsafe and detrimental to our neighbourhood. | am
opposed to this scheme.

The residential area that you are planning to impose parking restrictions is a low income area. The majority of the people live in this area are living in rooms, or in tiny spaces.

Apart from that, the area has spaces for visitors to park a car, please see pictures. The only thing that is happening is to try to force the visitors to use paid areas.

I'am fully against this plan, and | do not think it is the right time the local authority to apply extra financial stress to the local community.

The image below shows the Milford Street next to the pub the Alexandra Arms on February 25th 2025, Friday, at 13:00

Allvisitors come to my house will need me to apply for a parking permit for them which is a rip off for them (and me) and very inconvenient. Also when builders come to my house to do work, | need to apply a
parking permit for them which is a rip off. | have already paid enough council tax and do not need to pay more in these public services.

Abetter solution is required.

I strongly oppose this scheme. | have seen nothing from the Council demonstrating that the needs of residents have been properly considered or that they will be met by the proposed scheme. | cannot support
this scheme.
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Objection to Changes in Parking Conditions on Ainsworth Street

I strongly oppose the proposed scheme due to its impact on parking availability and road safety.

As a resident of Ainsworth Street, | am particularly concerned that the removal of parking on one side of the street will leave an insufficient number of spaces for residents with vehicles. While | am not opposed
to the introduction of permit parking, | cannot support a reduction in parking spaces without clear evidence from the council demonstrating that the remaining spaces will meet the actual needs of residents.

Iwould only consider supporting the scheme if the council provides figures and calculations showing how the proposed parking changes align with the parking requirements of residents.
These numbers should be made available for public review and discussion before any decision is made.

lalso oppose the scheme due to the potential safety risks. Removing parking from one side of the street may lead to an increase in vehicle speeds, creating a hazard for pedestrians and cyclists. | will not
support the scheme unless the council provides concrete proposals on how they plan to mitigate this risk.

Until these concerns are addressed with appropriate data and safety measures, | remain firmly opposed to the scheme.

As aresident and a car owner, | wholly object to the proposed scheme. | do not believe that the scheme allows enough room for all residents to park their cars, as the proposed scheme removes a large portion
of spaces currently available and does not provide any alternative options. This would mean that | could end up paying a large amount of money for the parking permit (which | also object to) only to end up not
being able to park my car due to a lack of space. | have lived on the street for 4.5 years and have so far never had trouble finding a space to park.

Iwant

a)A separate RPZ for Fairsford Place residents only so non residents cannot park here.

b)A PPA designation so there are no marked bays preserving current resident parking

c)No yellow lines at either end of the “T’ outside Nos. 6, 14 and 15 so residents who use who use these spaces can continue to do so.

Objection to Consultation Proposal

I strongly object to this proposal due to the significant removal of parking spaces without any ive provision or ing data to that residents and local vehicle owners will not lose their
ability to park. This issue has been raised repeatedly, yet this marks the third consultation without meaningful changes to address the concerns of many residents.

Several well-considered alternative solutions have been proposed to Council stakeholders multiple times, yet they have not been adequately consulted or formally reviewed with the community. | urge the
Council to give proper consideration to these alternatives, which include:

Implementing a PPA zone, as successfully used in the Newnham area.

Utilizing the existing Petersfield RPZ, which often has available spaces 24/7, to maximize parking capacity and create a more flexible approach rather than enforcing rigid boundaries.
Introducing a single yellow line restriction for one hour per day to deter parking while maintainir i ial access.

If the Council is genuinely i to ity i these ives should be properly evaluated and discussed with residents before any irreversible changes are made.

This is poor solution to local parking problems, which ignores the real needs of local residents and will make parking in this area worse because your scheme does not provide enough parking for residents who
have cars (this has been checked with the DVLA). Whether through incompetence or deliberate attempts to mislead, it is disappointing that the people who are supposed to represent us have avoided all
requests to supply accurate data relating to your proposal. Fortunately, residents who have the skills and determination (sadly lacking in our counsellors) have provided accurate figures across a range of
relevant concerns (car ownership, cycling concerns, fire safety, etc.) which enable me to make an informed decision. | am a cyclist and long-term resident who would have supported a sensible parking
scheme. However, itis clear from the meetings I've attended and the lack the supposed ion’ period, that your primary goal has always been the eventual routing
the Chisholm Trail through Ainsworth Street. Apparently, a decision - that this route requires removing parking on both sides of the road (whether this was necessary or wanted by local people) - has already
been taken in private. Presumably this explains the council’s unwillingness to explore the widest range of parking scheme solutions and genuinely find the best option for the local community.

I strongly object to the proposed scheme for many reasons, including but not limited to

- loss of parking spaces. We just about have enough now; with many removed particularly on Ainsworth Street

it will become more difficult for people to park near home - or at all

- excessive hours. Nearby schemes are eight hours a day five days a week. With seven day enforcement it will be more expensive to run and make it more difficult to have visitors of any description without
paying for a permit.

-inadequate "visitor" provisions. If you have weekly visitors - e.g. music teachers, cleaners - then you run out pretty rapidly.

-impact on local businesses, especially pubs. Pubs are important community hubs; making itimpossible for staff to drive in will increase costs. Equally people will be less likely to come and dine if they
cannot easily park nearby.
If something must be done - and I am not convinced of that at all - then do as little as possible.

Five days a week, 12:00->14:00 would remove the commuters and long-term "freeloaders" yet still allow residents to have visitors from tradesmen, or family and friends staying for the weekend.

Ilive in St Matthew's Gardens and completely object to any restrictions beyond the double yellow lines. Social housing are not allocated underground parking, and at present do not have to pay to park on their
own street. People who own their own homes who are allocated parking spaces will be able to afford a residents scheme for their one or more cars and social housing tenants will not. Itis unfair enough
already. It's very difficult for me to speak about other people's ideas for other roads in the area, but if paid spaces are introduced then it will also cost social and council housing tenants for the spaces they can
park already park for free, and while itis a but of a free for all, at least itis still free.

It has not been adequately demonstrated that a clear and pressing need exists for a resident parking scheme in this area. No information has been provided alongside this proposal to justify the necessity of
this scheme. | am unaware of any existing parking problems in the area that would warrant such a significant change.

My specific objections to this proposal are:

Reduction of Parking Spaces: The proposed scheme will reduce available parking spaces, particularly on Ainsworth Street. This will create a scarcity of parking where currently there is no issue, likely
exacerbating any potential parking problems.

Excessive Operating Hours: The proposed operating hours of 9 am to 8 pm, seven days a week, are excessive. Restricting parking until 8 pm on weekends and evenings will severely impede residents from
having visitors. A more reasonable timeframe would be 9 am to 5 pm, Monday to Friday.

Lack of Provision for Doctor's Surgery Patients: The scheme makes no provision for parking for patients of the local doctors' surgery. This is a significant oversight and will likely cause considerable hardship.

Unnecessary Extension to Cul-de-sacs: Extending the scheme into cul-de-sacs, where on-street parking is already effectively limited to residents, is entirely unnecessary.

Financial Burden on Residents/Visitors: The proposed permit fees represent an unnecessary financial burden on residents. Furthermore, the restrictions on visitor parking will make it difficult for residents to
receive guests, impacting social i and ially affecting local

Alternative Solutions Not Considered: | believe the council has not adequately explored alternative solutions to address parking concerns, such as improved public transport, promoting cycling/walking, better
of existing i or time-limited parking ictions without permits.

No information has been provided alongside this proposal to justify the necessity of this scheme. | am unaware of any existing parking problems in the area that would warrant such a significant change.

My objections to this proposal are:

Reduction of Parking Spaces: The proposed scheme will reduce available parking spaces, particularly on Ainsworth Street. This will create a scarcity of parking where currently there is no issue, likely
exacerbating any potential parking problems.

Excessive Operating Hours: The proposed operating hours of 9 am to 8 pm, seven days a week, are excessive. Restricting parking until 8 pm on weekends and evenings will severely impede residents from
having visitors. A more reasonable timeframe would be 9 am to 5 pm, Monday to Friday.

Lack of Provision for Doctor's Surgery Patients: The scheme makes no provision for parking for patients of the local doctors' surgery. This is a significant oversight and will likely cause considerable hardship.

Unnecessary Extension to Cul-de-sacs: Extending the scheme into cul-de-sacs, where on-street parking is already effectively limited to residents, is entirely unnecessary.

Inadequate parking
Walking home from parking at night time

Inadequate amount of parking allowed for residents

Too many parking spots will be cancelled and many residents will be unable to park
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Iwholly object to this proposal due to the fact we will be losing parking on one side of the street. The reasoning from the council is that although we will be losing parking spaces in absolute terms, we will be
gaining parking spaces in relative terms because non-residents will no longer be permitted to park there and therefore we have an increased chance of available parking spaces to park in. However this is all
conjecture and the council have produced no evidence to support this claim.

Though getting any actual data from the council proved to be difficult, personal research based on an FOI request from DVLA suggests there is 831 vehicles within the RPS zone. Based on the proposal, plus
adding currently utilized private parking spaces, we expect around 740 parking spaces to be available if implemented.

This leaves us approximately 90 spaces short and there is no proposed solution to where these people are supposed to park. Especially considering they will be paying over 100 pounds per year for a parking
permit, there is no guarantee of parking near their homes which is unacceptable. In addition to paying for a permit, we will also be paying for visitors permits for friends, family, and tradespeople to visit. So we
willbe paying a lot for a proposed scheme that is doubtful to actually improve the parking situation. Aside from the financial aspect, it leaves a lot of car owners faced with the possibility of walking for long
distances from their cars to their homes. Given the large amount of antisocial behaviour we have witnessed in the last couple of years in the area, | would be very concerned for my own personal safety.

We have a toddler and a newborn and object to the new parking scheme because it will remove too many spaces from the street and there’s a high chance we won’t be able to park near our house any more.
Parking two streets away isn’t a viable option for us and will make itimpossible to unload both babies and their stuff on my own.

| also object to it from a safety point of view as it will allow for high speed cars, bikes and scooters. Cars already travel very fast and this is with the double sided parking only metres up from us. Once it’s single
parking all the way it will allow for high speed access so be dangerous. Worth noting that our sitting room (and that of many others on the street) leads directly to outside, and there is only a narrow pavement
separating our living area from the road, and it is easy for small children to slip outside.

Itis also frequently necessary to walk sections along the road with our pram as the pavement is often too congested with bins and parked bikes to pass easily. Encouraging high speed cars and bikes and
scooters will make this dangerous.

I'm amending my response following a meeting with Petersfield Councillors (Richard Howitt; Richard and Katie Tl when further it ionand ifications were obtained for a group of
Fairsford Place (FP) residents.

Iwholly object to the proposal as presented at present . However | could support it subject to minor alternative measures.

I consider the current presentation of the options on this site to be misleading and disingenuous to the extent that, in the absence of the clarifications FP residents have obtained being available to all, it should
be declared nulland void.

Following persistent questions, FP nei; obtained ification that the use of different letter codes on the diagram , which led us to believe that FP 'G PPA (Fairsford Place) resident permit holders' would
be for FP residents ONLY was incorrect and FP would be open to ALL York area permit holders! (Different letters and similar wording is used for Ainsworth Place and Silverwood Close- reinforcing our
misunderstanding and that of others, | suspect).

Fairsford Place is a small cul de sac; planners supported the developers to squeeze in an additional house. There are no pavements; garages are too small for the average family car and there is no storage
other than the garage for bikes and bins. Garage doors swing up and out. Most residents park across their garage to secure access- but this makes it difficult for those on the opposite side to park in their
garage. We manage well between ourselves. Random parking by outsiders blocks garages and front doors -a particular nuisance for those with pushchairs and prams.

In addition, we need access to garages to charge EVs.

| OBJECT strongly to the double yellow lines shown on the plan at both ends of the 'T". This is unnecessary and unsightly and would prevent four residents parking in their usual spots - two outside their garages
and would prevent EV charging. Where are they expected to park without inconveniencing other residents? The DYL are in front of my drive @15 - the only people who park here are my workmen and
occasionally my visitors, relieving pressure on the rest of the street. (The one place which would benefit from DYLs in the APEX of the bend outside no 1, at the entrance to FPP, as parking here blocks access
delivery vans, emergency vehicles and residents).

Why would be opt to pay for a scheme which makes our lives and environment worse?

Iwould however, SUPPORT a SEPARATE residents’ parking zone (RPZ) as a PPA for Fairsford Place residents only ( as we initially interpreted the consultation). All this would require is naming FP on the parking
sign atthe entrance and Fairsford Place named on our parking discs, together with the removal of the DYL on the ends of the 'T".
lunderstand that there are local precedents for a named RPZ as a PPA -in Staffordshire Street, Regent's Terrace and Silverwood Close which are restricted to the residents of the named streets only.

There appears to be a huge loss of parking in the area and the restrictions do not operate at weekends when we are moving our car. What are you doing about providing electric charging spaces. Have you
worked out if there is enough capacity for each household to have one permit each?

I'am rejecting the scheme, primarily on safety concerns. Moving all parking to one side of Ainsworth will result in faster driving and cycling along the street for delivery drivers/taxis/cars/scooters/bikes but also
lose of spaces. And there are additional serous safety concerns resulting from the loss of parking spaces. Where are the affected people supposed to park? There is also an (unfounded) assumption that if you
don't have room on your street you can park on another street in the scheme. Aside from the fact that the scheme for the whole area will not provide enough space for our cars, some women, me included, don't
feel safe parking far away from home late at night now that we have become a bit of a hotspot for drug dealing. There should be a way of stopping commuters and shoppers from parking in our street without
creating even more problems for the residents. Many of us cycle but also need to use our cars and penalising us and making it unsafe for us is not right

We do not need parking restrictions

No noticeable influx of cars parking during working hours; residents parking would be an expense and inconvenience

Iam concerned that the proposed changes will result in more cars attempting to park in Fairsford Place, where | am a resident, thereby reducing space for residents of the street to park and access their homes
and garages, which is already very tight.

As the street is so narrow and there are flush kerbs, itis difficult to park in such a way that neither the pavement nor road are obstructed, and residents are careful about this but non-residents are likely to be
less careful, leading to access issues (important for the elderly and those using pushchairs, as | do).

Iwould therefore like to see the following changes to the scheme: 1) a separate RPZ for Fairsford Place residents only; 2) a PPA designation to preserve current resident parking; 3) no yellow lines at the end of
the street so that residents who use these spaces can continue to do so.

Thank you very much.

Have voted noin all previous polls. Never have trouble parking here. Significant decrease in spaces will create congestion and pressure. We have no alternative to on street parking here & car is needed for
work. Absolutely against this!

lam a resident and have never had problems parking here. There is no need for restrictions. In addition, tge number of parking places in the area is likely to fall leading to greater pressure. We have no option
here but on street parking. The proposal is simply unacceptable. We have voted no in every poll. Please desist and stop asking us. We don’t need itv& we don’t want it.

I strongly disagree with the proposal of implementing RPS on Ainsworth Street for the reasons set out below. | urge the council to take on board the views of residents, who have taken a number of steps to
address the issues with the proposed scheme - including two consultation meetings in person - and the overwhelming majority DO NOT support this scheme. From a 'street poll' the figure as it currently stands
is that 80% of residents reject the proposal.

Itis also noted that the RPS scheme was rejected in 2023 for similar reasons - it does not offer the residents a better opportunity to park near their homes (likely the opposite) and does not seek to improve air
quality. Importantly, Ainsworth Stis not a through-road from Mill Road and this limits the impact of 'traffic' in any event. By having double sided parking, this forces cars to drive more slowly down the street and
be more aware of cyclists etc.

My primary reasons for rejecting the scheme are:

1. It simply removes too many spaces and would leave residents with no where to park. The proposal would result in over 50% loss of parking spaces. We have not received any reliable data from the Council
regarding the number of vehicles registered to residents and business in the York Area RPS. This is extremely disappointing and appears to be a way of 'sweeping the problem under the rug'. Residents have
therefore undergone their own investigations and data collection, seeking records from DVLA and doing 'manual’ counts. At best, it would appear that circa 90 RESIDENTSs in the area would be left with no where
to park if the scheme went ahead.

This is a significant loss and there is no where close to the street for 'over flow'. To be clear, this is based on data of cars belonging to residents only and not (which has been the problem) overspill of other
areas, including ironworks looking for somewhere to park. The huge reduction in the proposed scheme makes this simply unworkable and unsafe.

Itis unclear why there is a need to remove 50% of spaces. Other streets in the local area (around Mill Road) are narrower and continue to have double-sided parking. Some even where bays are marked along
the pavement. There is no clear justification for removing half of the spaces in circumstances where it is clearly necessary.

The RPS is also rejected where an alternative has been suggested by residents, namely that there is a PPA which simply means that the area is permitted without loss of many parking spaces.
2. Safety: as a single female, who often works late or drives back late, | strongly object to a proposal that may result in me having no where to park that is close to my house. Having recently suffered two
occasions where | have not felt safe in neighbouring streets (which did result in a police report) | do feel extremely strongly about this. The area is also known for drug dealings and | do not wish to be circling the

area trying to find somewhere to park and having to walk a long way back to my own home, when itis dark and potentially unsafe.

3. Impact on local businesses - many of the local pubs in the area are supported by those that can come and park nearby. Given that there is no proposal for where or how these places will be accessed
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My name is Xxxx Xxxxx and | am a resident of Fairsford Place, which falls within the Petersfield Ward.

I am writing to formally express my utmost opposition to the proposed parking scheme that willimpact Fairsford Place and its residents. The plans are entirely unworkable, unjustified, and will severely impact
those of us who live here.

My key concerns are as follows:
1. Residents will lose parking outside/alongside their own homes
- The proposal (particularly the introduction of yellow lines) removes residents’ ability to park outside their own homes, despite Fairsford Place not being a busy cul-de-sac. Some of us have been parking here
for 20+ years.
- Vehicles, including delivery and emergency services, already have sufficient access without any need for change.

2. Fairsford Place will be overwhelmed

- If Abbey Walk residents can no longer park outside their homes per the proposal, they will be forced to park on Fairsford Place (their closest street), massively i i ion. While | the
paid-for parking alongside St Matthew’s Piece will be moved in favour of resident parking; it is wholly unfair that Fairsford Place residents would have to pay £119 per car per year to park further away from our
homes.
- Fairsford Place does not have pavements, so the increased volume of cars will block access to front doors, disproportionately affecting elderly and disabled residents, as well as those with pushchairs.
- The narrowness of the road and existing tight corners make it difficult for residents to use their own garages. Additional cars will make this near impossible.

3. The proposal is unfair and misleading

- The yellow lines planned for the end of Fairsford Place serve no functional purpose other than to penalise residents who have parked there for years. These areas are used solely by residents, and this change
does nothing to improve accessibility. The notion that they are for vehicles turning highlights the blind ignorance of those creating this proposal - the ends of Fairsford Place have never been used as a turning
zone; our street is a cul-de-sac not a T-junction.
- The consultation app online is entirely misleading, suggesting that “Zone K” would be a Fairsford Place only zone. It turns out through repeated questioning of multiple stakeholders, we will not have our own
designated zone. This information should not be so difficult to access.

4. Financially penalising residents for a worsened situation
- Under these plans, | would be expected to pay £119 per year plus £16 per visitor pass for a situation that will only be worse or, at best, remain the same as it is now.
- There is no benefit to resident: ly additional i i and cost.

What residents of Fairsford Place want:

- No yellow lines at the end of our road: we should not be punished for parking outside or alongside our own homes. There is no practical purpose for yellow lines down Fairsford Place, EXCEPT on the inside
bend as you enter the street (by No. 1), as this severely blocks access for everyone else.

- A parking zone for Fairsford Place residents and their visitors ONLY: if we are being forced into a scheme, it must prioritise those who actually live here. We do not want to join any existing parking zones.

Precedent for a dedicated Parking Permit Area (PPA) for Fairsford Place only:

During a recent meeting with our local Councillors on 25th February, it became clear that establishing a precedent was key for Fairsford Place to hopefully secure its own PPA. Since then, we have identified
three relevant examples:

* Staffordshire Street — Although not a PPA, this street operates as a Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) exclusively for its residents. Despite consisting of only two streets among garages and parking bays, it has
secured a controlled system prioritising local residents.

* Regent Street/Terrace - These two roads operate as their own PPA, with parking available for residents of these two streets only. Its operating hours are 8:30am-8pm. This is exactly what we want for Fairsford
Place.

* Silverwood Close — This street successfully operates as its own PPA, with residents-only parking enforced between 9am-5pm. Residents hold permits explicitly tied to Silverwood Close, ensuring parking is
solely for those who live down this street. This is exactly what we want for Fairsford Place.

The consultation process has been misleading, and residents' feedback has thus far clearly been ignored in favour of pushing this through. | urge you to take immediate action to halt these plans, listen to those
affected, and provide a fair and practical solution that genuinely serves the community.

What you will do to address these concerns and ensure that residents are not unfairly penalised?

Ilook forward to your timely response.

Having Fairsford Place be part of a wider parking zone AND reduce the number of spaces available would lead to residents here not be able to park near their homes. We have a number of residents who are
elderly or have families that require easy access to their cars, doors and garages.

I therefore object to the current proposal and request the following changes:

- Fairsford Place to have a separate RPZ for Fairsford Place residents only

- APPA designation, preserving the current resident parking

-no yellow lines at either end of Fairsford Place (outside no. 6, 14 and 15

After researching the proposalin further detail, and realising that the parking zone outside Fairsford Place would not only be reserved for residents here but accessible by residents of other streets, I'd like to
submit an additional response to the consultation. Having Fairsford Place be part of a wider parking zone AND reduce the number of spaces available would lead to residents here not be able to park near their
homes. We have a number of residents who are elderly or have families (me included) that require easy access to their cars, doors and garages. | therefore object to the current proposal and request the
following changes:

- Fairsford Place to have a separate RPZ for Fairsford Place residents only

- APPA designation, preserving the current resident parking
-no yellow lines at either end of Fairsford Place (outside no. 6, 14 and 15).

This will reduce the number of parking places. | am good with the current situation and do not see why this should change

Iwould like to have:

1) a separate RPZ for Fairsford residents only
2) PPA desi (no marked bays residents to park)
3) no yellow lines at either T (outside no 6,14,15)

Since meeting with my local councillors on 25th February, | wish to update my feedback for this proposal. This submission is the most up to date and should be taken into consideration for this consultation.
I strongly object to this proposal. The current plans are impractical and will negatively impact residents, making parking and access significantly worse.

My key concerns

sLoss of resident parking: The proposal removes residents’ ability to park outside their own homes, despite the fact that Fairsford Place is not a busy street. Emergency and delivery vehicles already have
Subject: Strong objection to proposed parking scheme on Fairsford Place

My name is Xxxx Xxxx and | am a resident of Fairsford Place, which falls within the Petersfield Ward.

I am writing to formally express my utmost opposition to the proposed parking scheme that willimpact Fairsford Place and its residents. The plans are entirely unworkable, unjustified, and will severely impact
those of us who live here.

My key concerns are as follows:

1. Residents will lose parking outside/alongside their own homes - The proposal (particularly the introduction of yellow lines) removes residents’ ability to park outside their own homes, despite Fairsford Place
not being a busy cul-de-sac. Some of us have been parking here for 20+ years. - Vehicles, including delivery and emergency services, already have sufficient access without any need for change.

2. Fairsford Place will be overwhelmed - If Abbey Walk residents can no longer park outside their homes per the proposal, they will be forced to park on Fairsford Place (their closest street), massively

i i While | the paid-for parking alongside St Matthew’s Piece will be moved in favour of resident parking; it is wholly unfair that Fairsford Place residents would have to pay £119
per car per year to park further away from our homes. - Fairsford Place does not have pavements, so the increased volume of cars will block access to front doors, disproportionately affecting elderly and
disabled residents, as well as those with pushchairs. - The narrowness of the road and existing tight corners make it difficult for residents to use their own garages. Additional cars will make this near
impossible.

3. The proposal is unfair and misleading - The yellow lines planned for the end of Fairsford Place serve no functional purpose other than to penalise residents who have parked there for years. These areas are
used solely by residents, and this change does nothing to improve accessibility. The notion that they are for vehicles turning highlights the blind ignorance of those creating this proposal - the ends of Fairsford
Place have never been used as a turning zone; our street is a cul-de-sac not a T-junction. - The consultation app online is entirely misleading, suggesting that “Zone K” would be a Fairsford Place only zone. It
turns out through repeated questioning of multiple stakeholders, we will not have our own designated zone. This information should not be so difficult to access.

4. Financially penalising residents for a worsened situation - Under these plans, | would be expected to pay £119 per year plus £16 per visitor pass for a situation that will only be worse or, at best, remain the
same as itis now. - There is no benefit to resident: ly additional i i and cost.

What residents of Fairsford Place want:

- No yellow lines at the end of our road: we should not be punished for parking outside or alongside our own homes. There is no practical purpose for yellow lines down Fairsford Place, EXCEPT on the inside
bend as you enter the street (by No. 1), as this severely blocks access for everyone else. - A parking zone for Fairsford Place residents and their visitors ONLY: if we are being forced into a scheme, it must
prioritise those who actually live here. We do not want to join any existing parking zones. Precedent for a dedicated Parking Permit Area (PPA) for Fairsford Place only: During a recent meeting with our local
Councillors on 25th February, it became clear that establishing a precedent was key for Fairsford Place to hopefully secure its own PPA. Since then, we have identified three relevant examples: * Staffordshire
Street — Although not a PPA, this street operates as a Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) exclusively for its residents. Despite consisting of only two streets among garages and parking bays, it has secured a
controlled system prioritising local residents. * Regent Street/Terrace - These two roads operate as their own PPA, with parking available for residents of these two streets only. Its operating hours are 8:30am-
8pm. This is exactly what we want for Fairsford Place. * Silverwood Close — This street successfully operates as its own PPA, with residents-only parking enforced between 9am-5pm. Residents hold permits
explicitly tied to Silverwood Close, ensuring parking is solely for those who live down this street. This is exactly what we want for Fairsford Place.
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The consultation process has been misleading, and residents' feedback has thus far clearly been ignored in favour of pushing this through. | urge you to take immediate action to halt these plans, listen to those
affected, and provide a fair and practical solution that genuinely serves the community. What you will do to address these concerns and ensure that residents are not unfairly penalised?
I look forward to your timely response.

I strongly object to this proposal as the authority has not identified a valid statutory reason for its implementation.

There are 8 spaces in St Matthew’s Gardens for guest parking and parking for social housing residents, so paying for permits in this area feels overbearing. And if neighbouring roads used permits these spaces
would become used by other guests and therefore be unavailable for SMG residents to use.

The parking space would not be available to st Matthews gardens residents or their guests unless we pay for resident permits and guest permits. | strongly suggest EV charging points be installed in the area .
There are plenty of ev chargers along the river but none on this side.

Stone Street does not experience the same traffic problems as other streets in the surrounding area. Itis a cul-de-sac and does not have through traffic. We do not have many commuters coming from outside
the area to park, as happens in other streets, and parking near our homes is not a problem for us. Therefore, introducing parking restrictions on Stone Street would not make much of a contribution towards
dissuading commuters from using their cars in Cambridge. It seems that the council has made a sweeping judgement about parking restrictions for the area instead of considering the impact of restrictions in
individual streets on the aims of the overall plan. Itis using a hammer to crack a nut.

Permit holders' parking will only allow very few residents to park near their ies. Removing i parking will problems for those living in the street. | have a disabled relative living
in Cambridge. | and my family must be able to respond quickly to their needs, and to do so, we need a car and a space to park nearby the house.

How does the council intend to give every household the right to paid parking when there will not be nearly enough spaces available? Does the council intend to allow any permit holder in the York Street area to
park in Stone Street? If it does, that would further reduce the number of Stone Street residents able to park on the street, perhaps to zero.

The cost of the permit is high and adds to the escalating cost of living in the area. Many people in the York Street area are people living on limited means and may not be able to afford this extra cost. Does the
plan also intend to encourage further gentrification of the area and push local people out of Cambridge?

Where are current residents to park with the removal of so many spaces? There is no provision of a minimum of 1 space per household. The current plans indicated a single continuous lane for traffic from
Ainsworth to York. This will increase speed of cars and bicycles and be a danger to residents and children. It will be dangerous for any traffic turning from Ainsworth Street onto Hooper Street as you will have
traffic on the right hand side of the road turning into left hand traffic. If residents have to search for parking in neighboring streets then there is a safety concern, heavy anti social and drug dealing in the area
makes some areas unsafe especially at night. What happened to all previous consultations and adjustments to plans, it looks like all resident feedback has been disregarded and ignored. What also happened
to the democratic approach where residents can vote for plans. Also why is there no flexible approach to parking adopted in other areas?

I do not want to have to pay to park on my street.

I do not support a residential parking scheme in this area, where | am a tenant.

I have friends that live around these streets, it's unfair that | will have to pay just to visit them! They are also concerned as they already have to pay enough living in Cambridge without have an extra charge on
top!!!

I have worked in Cambridge for the last 10 years, and used the side streets to park. It would be such a shame for the workers of Cambridge to be forced out by the council. You do nothing to support us who work
in Cambridge we have a useless bus service and extortionate car parks that workers cannot afford.

Ilive on York Terrace and there isn't a parking problem. Costs are already incredibly high in Cambridge and it is unfair to hit us with another bill without clear benefit. There isn't a clear problem that is being
addressed, as these are residential streets there isn't an issue of people day parking and taking the residents places.

The current parking arrangements where there are no residents parking restrictions work well. Visitors, such as workmen, can park in the street without me needing to be there when | am at work. | also object to
the unnecessary expense that a residents' parking scheme would entail.

Impact on visitors and social connections: Converting free parking to permit-only would make it difficult for friends and family to visit residents, ially isolating ity members and di: ing social
support networks.

Economic effects on local businesses: Visitors who currently use free parking while shopping at or visiting local establishments may go elsewhere, harming small businesses in the area.

Cost burden on residents: Introducing parking permits creates an additional financial obligation for residents who currently park for free, which could i impact l

Flexibility for multipl Many have more vehicles than would be allowed under a typical permit system, or have varying car arrangements due to shared custody, adult children living
athome, or caring for elderly relatives.

Alternative solutions: There may be less restrictive ways to address parking concerns, such as time-limited parking during peak hours or creating more parking spaces through better space management.

I speak as a resident. Itis clear that this York Street restricted parking proposal is wholly unworkable and fully object to it.
Implementation of the proposal as stated will inevitably lead to a very significant and unworkable reduction in available parking spaces for residents. This will inevitably lead to:
- Great difficulty and competition for parking spaces for residents significantly lowering quality of life and potentially giving rise to conflict between households

- The likelihood of not being able to park close to one’s home, this will particularly be difficult for the elderly or those with health issues (my wife and daughter both have mobility issues, not serious enough to be
declared disabled, and need for frequent use of the car to travel to/from school and work)

There is no overflow for parking anywhere nearby meaning residents unlucky enough to find a space will literally have nowhere to park. The proposal will generate major problems where currently this are none
and will be a huge retrograde step.

To clearly illustrate the issues with concrete data - taking Ainsworth Street, Stone Street and a significant portion of Sleaford Street as a sample:
- Approximately 146 households, currently 133 parking spaces, meaning 91% of houses have access to parking, this seems to be manageable

- Implementing the proposal will make only 76 parking spaces available, meaning only 52% of houses would have access to parking, certainly not manageable!! Where will up to 70 cars without a parking space
go?

Itis very clear that any such implementation will only work if additional parking is found to accommodate the inevitable significant overflow (of up to half of the current residents’ cars). Note that Bury Court on
Stone Street has a large and very underutilised car park, half of this area would be more than adequate to have space for Stone Street overflow however itis private property. If half of this car park was made
available for York Street Resident Parking Permit holders this would go some way to alleviating some of the larger issues.

Over the last 12 years we have found that parking in this area works, this proposal is merely a solution looking for a problem.

Note also:

- Stone Street residents routinely park on the pavement. Stone Street is a quiet cul-de-sac and it is perfectly safe for residents with wheelchairs, pushchairs or pedestrians of varying mobility to use the road
instead of the pavement

-The road is narrow but over the last 12 years we have not had any issues with refuse collection lorries gaining weekly access with their larger vehicles

Implementation of this proposal will infringe our human rights as residents, may well be challengeable in court and therefore be very expensive to implement. It will be a huge retrograde step for this area.

The scheme is too restrictive (9am-8pm)

No enough parking spaces in Ainsworth Street also not enough blue badge spaces inthe area , None in Ainsworth street and as my wife is a blue badge holder it will make access to my house very difficult. As
parking is on one side of Ainsworth street parking at an angle to the footpath would allow more spaces. Also a one way system in a loop of Hooper street Sturnton street ,Sleaford street and Ainsworth street
would make passing oncoming cars and cycles much safer
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This proposal will reduce the number of available parking spaces, and commit the local residents to additional financial burden, at a time where it's already difficult for most, for an unknown reason. There is no
benefit to introduce a permit scheme in this area to the local community, only another money making scheme for the local council which has been rejected before. Please stop wasting council tax payer's
money on these ideas and instead fund better security for bicycle storage to encourage people to cycle.

Object due to loss of existing parking spaces.

I'am forced to park and walk after countless times being late for work because of Newmarket p&r. Being able to park on these side streets is such a relief for me and many of my co-workers.

Oppose

I have worked in Cambridge for the past 7 years. Over those 7 years | have seen cambridge rapidly declining in the retailing sector and also the transportation in central cambridge. | along with many others use
the park and ride mostly Newmarket road. How ever with the increased cost of £4 per day and the unknown of the bus actually arriving and there for having to get taxis and being late for work on countless
occasions pushed me to my mental limit. So | started parking and walking. This saves 1 saves me £80 a month in bus fees alone.

Does the council feels this is acceptable?

You are pushing everyone out of Cambridge-people do NOT want to work here because of how stressful the commute can be. Is absolutely disgusting.

There are many students and commuters and residents that use the side streets and park up early in the morning. We are not contributing to the congestion.

I strongly urge the council to reconsider this and think of us little people.

| object to the proposal of a parking permit scheme in this area. We have never had any issues parking our vehicles on our street, and the current availability allows others to safely park to use the park and
doctors surgery. Previous proposals for introducing permits in this area were refused, | cannot understand why the council is wasting resources on another consultation to review this matter. There is no benefit
to the residents to introduce permits, and introduces a financial and admin burden on the local residents.

1. Why are the paid-for parking spaces being removed around the park? This reduces access for visitors to the park and other nearby areas who cannot walk there, and also reduces a reasonable place for
visitors to residents to be able to pay their own way to park. Is it not possible to have a number of hybrid areas, where visitors to the area can pay at the machine/app, and residents can display a permit so they
do not need to pay?

2. 1do not agree with the duration of the times and think they are far too long. | would prefer the requirement for a permit to be displayed to be for shorter durations that prevent someone parking there all day,
but allow for occasional tradesmen and visitors to residents to park for free for a couple of hours. | feel this should allow for dinner time visitors also. It could be that there is more variety of times so thatin
some areas the duration is longer, allowing for residents returning late from work to find parking there, but other areas are shorter, allowing for more flexibility.

Iam not completely against a resident parking scheme, but it will be expensive and difficult to have guests that will have to pay just to visit me and spend some time together

I don't drive - | cycle; yet | wholly object to this proposal.

Policed parking schemes with paid-for parking permits is a blatant council cash-grab. This proposal does nothing to increase parking availability, whilst sil i i iencing residents.

On the odd occasion that | wish to have a visitor stay - | want them to be able to use a parking spot outside my house rather than forcing a mobility-constrained guest to walk half a mile to alternative parking
site!

What problems does this proposed solution actually solve?
Beyond the multitude of dangerous pot-holes - the only area that needs improvement is Sleaford Street, which is treated as a through-road - and is far too narrow for cars on both sides.

If this was to solve for an excessive amount of non-residence parking (which | don't believe is an actual problem) then establishing ANPR cameras on the 3 ingress/egress points would be much more
sustainable.

I strongly object to the current proposals.

I do not object the residents parking schemes per se but in this case | object due to the significantly reduced parking on Ainsworth Street. By taking away one whole side of the parking this will mean that there
will not be enough residents parking spaces for all residents to park their cars. There are more residents with cars than spaces under this scheme and therefore | object to paying for a non existent parking
space.

From a safety point of view | have two main concerns. Firstly, as a single female | am concerned that | may end up either non being able to park my car at night, or having to park my car a significant distance
from my house, therefore having to walk long distances alone and in the dark. Secondly, | have concerns about increased speeds of traffic. Half of Ainsworth Street and some other streets around have parking
on both sides and on these streets cars have to travel very slowly making it much safer for pedestrians. On Sturton street, with one sided parking cars consistently speed causing dangers to pedestrians, in
particular young children.

I recognise that part of the rationale for these proposals is environmental. However, | have two significant concerns about these proposals from and envi int. Firstly, difficulties in finding
spaces, which are inevitable under the current proposals, mean that cars will be cruising around narrow streets looking for parking spaces. This means an increase in pollution and increased dangers for
pedestrians. Secondly, as with other schemes in Cambridge it is absolutely ridiculous that an unlimited number of permits can be issued for a scheme far and above the actual number of spaces available. This
seems to be motivated by financial gain for the council rather than good environmental practice. Surely if you want to reduce car use only one permit per household should be issued. And surely, houses which
already have designated parking or driveways should not be eligible for a permit at all.

lam also about i parti elderly people. At present these neighbours can always park relatively near their houses. Under the current proposals this will not be the case and
this is causing a lot of anxiety amongst local residents.

In addition the proposed hours of the scheme are excessive. To end commuter and shopper parking far fewer hours are needed. This seems to be motivated by the financial gains to be made from residents
having to buy visitor permits.

The proposed scheme is causing significant distress to my friends and neighbours. Not least because we all know that this consultation is merely tokenistic. A few years ago when polled residents voted against
such a scheme precisely because of the concerns highlighted above. This time we know the scheme will be imposed on us against our will despite verbal assurances from our local Labour councillors that it
would not be imposed on us if we didn't want it. This has severely shaken my faith in current local democracy. Ainsworth Street residents feel particularly under attack due to the lies and mismanagement of the
building of the Ironworks development, increased noise from the railway since the opening of Cambridge North and now the ridiculous plans for the demolition of the Beehive centre.

Itis hard to to feel that we are under attack from our own council. | have said for many years that we will be forced to have residents parking due to the ridiculous idea of the unelected CGP to route the Chisholm
Trail along the very quiet residential area of Ainsworth Street. This forced residential parking scheme is simply the fruition of plans which have been in train for many years.

So in summary | cannot possibly support a scheme where there will not be enough parking spaces for local residents. | object on parking, safety and environmental grounds.

My comments in response to the proposed residential parking scheme: York st:
*Better management of limited parking spaces: NO. You are reducing parking spaces as you are rendering 22 garages useless. The properties in Fairsford Place have garages. The deeds of the properties
(drafted according to the Council’s planning permission) established that the parking in FP should be in the garage spaces. If properly implemented this would:
+1) Warranty 22 fixed parking spaces outside public spaces and improve access to ALL the properties in FP. Also, it would allow the bin lorries to pick the bins for all the houses (we pay Council tax for that)
instead of us having to take the bins to the entrance of the street (50 m in my case) as there is no access for the bin lorries.
+2) Fairness for all the residents in the street (your plan restricts access to garages in all properties).
+3) As the garage spaces are small, it would force the residents to get smaller cars. This way parking needs of FP residents won’t spill on other streets.
Also isn’t parking in front of garages (with reduced kerb for access) in contravention of the highway code rule 243?

p traffic flow / vehicle and waste / recycling removal access: NO, the fire brigade engine, rubbish tracks and Tesco’s vans still can’t get through as the double yellow lines are in the wrong
places! They should be only in CORNERS. The plan is making this worse, not better.
sImproved road safety: NO, to the contrary. This will bring more traffic to a cul-de-sac with no proper pavements and no kerbs.
*Encouraging use of alternative modes of transport: NO, you are still letting households have more than 1 car if they want to pay. Also, by blocking entrance to garages and gardens you cannot park the bikes
anywhere!
sImproved air quality through better traffic movement and fewer vehicles generating emissions: NO. This will bring more traffic to a cul-de-sac.
The scheme is completely wrong. It is adding double yellow lines where there is no issue of traffic/parking as there are only entrances to garages and there is no traffic, and is NOT sorting the problem of cars
parking on the corners which often impedes other cars or larger delivery vehicles reaching the houses at the end of the state. The street is too narrow to allow parking on both sides, there are no pavements, so
cars often park too near the doors blocking entrances and garage doors (some of us want to use the garages for parking). How do we do that if there is a car parked outside? Some garages (like mine) have
installed electric charging stations.
The scheme will create more problems amongst neighbors, more traffic in FP and will end up being more work for the police (blocked entrances, parking in pavements, bins, etc.) wasting public services time
and money. The double yellow lines at the two ends of the cul-the-sac will displace the cars that have been parking there for the last 21 years to the spaces for neighbors, and this will create resentment and
problems. With this scheme you are not sorting a problem, you are creating many.
These are the problematic points in FP, where there should be the yellow lines, not at the ends which are only used by the two residents at each end (there is not enough space for a medium/large size vehicle to
turn at the end of the road). Also, you haven’t considered the blocking of the corridors to get the bins/bicycles in gardens and the fact that you cannot open the garage or get into your entrance door if there is a
car parked too close (there are no kerbs), which will be as the street is not wide enough to take parking in both sides. FP was badly designed from the beginning and instead of sorting the access problem you
are creating a larger one.

PROPOSALS FOR PARKING*
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The proposal will reduce the amount of parking available for residents, by way of creating bays which will mean cars being further apart than at present, and residents will be paying for something that is not
guaranteed and will have to pay for visitors to park as well. Public transport is not an option in these sgtreets, they are too narrow. We do not need more greenery in the streets, please spend money on repairing
potholes in York Terrace, which render walking, cycling and driving dangerous and increase the cost of insurance in this postcode. More taxes in the form of charges will only pay for enforcement wardens

Again we are threatened with the loss of free parking in our area, how many more times have we to be asked before this widely unpopular scheme is finally dropped? There wil be a considerable loss of spaces,
and we shall be obliged to pay a charge for the loss. If there is money available for this ill concieved scheme | suggest that it is used to repair the pot holes, or preferably resurface. York Terrace is beginning to
resemble the surface of the moon, not to mention the damage in the surrounding streets. A simple solution to much of this would be to introduce a one way system, easy cheap and solving the problem of
passing vehicles. Indeed the number of parking spaces could be increased as passing places would not need to exist. | add thatin York Terrace there is rarely a problem finding a spot for my car, nor has there
been in the past thirty five years.

| object to:

1) the scheme as a whole - will create increased parking issues, accessibility issues to garages and doors, as cars in the area will come park in FP due to restrictions to residents and yellow lines (ie. in Abbey
walk)

2) the double yellow lines in Fairsford Place (FP)

3) I'do not wish to pay extra £120 a year, to have to struggle to park in front of my own home, which myself and the other FP residents and homeowners were doing without any problem beforehand

Other important issues:
a) the absence of pavements in FP mean there is a health and safety risk cars parked too close prevent use of front doors
b) the garage doors open outwards in FP meaning close bargaining prevent use - so parking **should be limited to residents only** AND without having to pay for it!!!

Iwholly object to the proposed residents parking permit scheme on the following grounds. 1) pricing for permits is a further tax on road users, who already are paying tax. 2) parking spaces will not be
guaranteed despite paying for a parking permit. 3) visitors to the area can’t plan their visit, due to unconfirmed spaces to park, yet still have to pay for a visitor parking charge. 4) demand for parking spaces will
increase because of the proposed cuts in spaces on ainsworth street, yet cutting spaces and increasing the cost to park a car is illogical. In addition to my previous mail, if a parking permit scheme is

there will be littl from law and parking to monitor the proposed timing, 09:00 to 20:00 fall outside of the typical 08:00 to 17:00 traffic warden contract. Who willimplement
PCN for offenders after 17,007 Look at ironworks to reference.

Civil servants, are expected to serve the people, unfonunately, this pmposal is not an example of such but rather another indirect and unnecessary tax on city residents. Itis discriminatory and unjustified.
Why should city residents and their freedom of by ive years of poor planning? Yes, there are congested streets but this is due to commuters and not residents. Congestion is
likewise increased due to restricted use of urban highways and byways. A solution exists without further taxation. Due to data surveillance and collection, parking permits, one per household could be issued
yearly when the council tax bill is sent. This would be at no cost to the resident. Should residents own more than one vehicle, then charge accordingly. Stop all parking on one side of streets and residents must
display the permit. Enforce park and ride for commuters irrespective of reason for commute. School buses can ferry to the Schools/Colleges, as example. The infrastructure already exists, wardens already
patrol so can issue tickets when necessary and enable dispensations (local businesses) as example. Please stop this continued bullying and harassment about our homes.

After clarification from GCP that the Fairsford Place PPA will not be for Fairsford Place residents only, but will be usable by allin the York street area, | am changing my response to wholly object.

For the PPA at Fairsford Place, this does not resolve the main issue for the street.

To explain our current situation: our houses all have small garages, which mean residents with small cars can use those, but residents with larger cars need to park on the street. As such, some residents park in
front of their own garages, which is obviously fine. The problem we do have is when non-residents follow suit and block resident garages that are in use. Our streetis a ity that is in good

with one another and have always managed the parking well. The only issue we have ever have is non residents parking in front of the garages.

This is still likely to happen under the current proposal, as other members in the York RPS will be able to park on Fairsford Place. In fact, it may exacerbate the problem since parking will be reduced on
neighbouring Abbey Walk. Under this proposal we are just substituting one problem for another, and paying £120 a year for the privilege.

I'would only support this proposal if the PPA is made for residents of Fairsford Place *only*.

By way of example, this could follow the precedent of Silverwood Close, which is a PPA for Sllver d-Cl ident: ly to prevent idents parking in front of their driveways. Images attached.

Myself and many on the street would be more than happy to support this approach, but strongly oppose the current "open PPA".

This is an unnecessary scheme that willimpose additional costs on residents while trying to solve a problem that doesn't exist.

The area around new street allotments is widely used by guests at the travel Lodge and premiere inn, and | cannot see where they would park their cars if they couldn't leave them outside. There is very limited
parking at the travel Lodge and as far as | can see there is none at the premiere inn. People will inevitably park somewhere else like Cromwell Rd and walk around with their cases which disadvantages those
with poor mobility, pregnant people, elderly and handicapped. Furthermore if people are arriving late there will be women walking to get there down dark and little foot trafficked roads, presenting a safety risk.
If people have to use a paid parking like the grafton, it justimposes more cost on the users of these hotels which are aimed at the budget concious traveller to start with. Itis also unclear how much parking will
remain at the grafton after redevelopment

Preventing people parking around new st will just push parking over to the Cromwell Rd area which only moves the problem.

This scheme is trying to solve a problem that doesn't exist, (and wouldn't solve it if it did exist), and presents significant logistical issues for the users of the hotel, as well as penalising the vulnerable etc.

It's hard to escape the view that this is primarily a revenue raising excecise by the council.

It appears that the council has resubmitted the same proposals to us as they did before! "We didn't get the response we wanted, so we're going to ask you again in the hope that you've changed your mind"...it
smacks of Teresa May's ill-fated Brexit bill when she put that before the House of Commons umpteen times.

For clarity: This proposal does NOTHING to assist any residents in the area who has a car. It will REDUCE the number of available parking spaces significantly and provides no guarantee to residents of being
able to park near their home, even if they own a permit.

Working from home, and therefore being able to look out of the windows regularly, | can confirm that there is NO MASS INFLUX of commuter traffic in the mornings, using the spaces to make a quick walk to the
railway station. The cars parked here are, by a large majority, owned by those who live here. What does the council intend to do for those residents who, theoretically, have bought a permit and then come home
to find there are no spaces available to them? It is essentially another tax on living in this area, sadly. and it does nothing to guarantee us as residents the availability of parking where we live.

It should also be considered that there will be people living here who rely on their cars for a living, and also may well be struggling to make ends meet already. Imposing yet another financial burdon on them will
not ingratiate the county council to them.

Finally, it should be pointed out that what we have currently here, works. It's not perfect - nothing is. Certainly, the double-parking on Ainsworth Street is not ideal, it certainly acts as an effective traffic-calming
measure because vehicles HAVE to slow up to drive there; if this reverts to the proposal as shown, the residents of Ainsworth Street will see their available parking halved...with no alternatives offered.

It's a shame that the county council has decided to revive a scheme which was already dead in the water - presumably in the hope that the residents won't take notice, or will have changed their minds. This is
Cambridge, folks. People READ the notices that are put up about these things - | need only point to the issues around the Mill Road bridge as a reminder. Instead of wasting energy and presumably money on
this, maybe the county council might use the finances in the transport budget better by getting the infrastructure repaired? | regularly cycle as well as own/use a car, and the state of the city's roads (pot holes,
cracks, damaged surfaces) makes every journey perilous, whether on two wheels or four.

Rethink needed here, I'm afraid. 1/10, must try harder.

I'have lived at xx York Street since 1990. All parking schemes of this nature have been objected to by the residents since that time. What has changed? WHAT WILL IT COST THE RESIDENTS? No one should have
to pay to park in their own street. Please tell us ALL the information.

| object strongly to the proposed York Street parking regulations as currently outlined.

The proposals appear to be unduly stringent. They wipe out significant parking options, with consequent implications for adjacent areas. They introduce a hefty and unwelcome additional financial levy on
residents.

Since moving to the area in 2009, | have not encountered road access or parking issues that would merit such draconian parking restrictions. Itimpacts negatively on resident access and use, as well as any
legitimate visitors that might need occasional access. The need for additional visitor permits seems particularly bureaucratic for short term visitors.

Iwould have thought proposals might at least mirror the Petersfield regulations already in adjacent roads, ie Mon-Sat, 09:00-17:00 hours, as more than sufficient, if any change was seen to be warranted.

Iwould deem it preferable for CCC to invest in some much-needed road surface repairs rather than an expensive and unwarranted new parking zone. The set-up and on-going maintenance costs of any
scheme are huge disincentives and their adverse impact on residents outweigh any perceived advantage to a parking permit scheme.

I will be raising my objection with the relevant County Councillor.

As the number of parking spaces will be drastically reduced, there is the high risk we won’t be able to park our vehicle near our house as we do now (for free). Local businesses will suffer and itis going to be an
extra cost with little/no benefit for our family

The reason | object to this proposal is twofold:

1. From what | experience, there are currently only residents parking within the York Terrace/Sleaford Street area anyways (outside of sometimes visitors or tradespeople). Having residents parking would offer
no benefits as the competition for parking is only with other residents as is. It would also make it more difficult for occasional visitors.

2.The proposalincludes a reduction of parking spaces in Sleaford and Ainsworth street (from parking on both sides of the road to only one). This means less parking for residents overall as spaces are simply
taken away.
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To my understanding there are 2 major changes proposed in this consultation.
1. Convert the area into resident parking in general
2. Change to (or introduction of) designated parking spots

Regarding the conversion of the area into a resident parking area | believe the residents would not necessarily have a benefit since the cars parking here are generally residents. | don't see the mixed use
destinations that would give residents an actual benefit as most people parking here are already residents anyways. Not having residential parking also allows for easier access for occasional visitors or
tradespeople.

Regarding the designated parking bays | have major concerns about the reduction of the spots in Sleaford and Ainsworth street. Currently both sides of the road are parked on. While it's narrow, it allows for
effectively three lanes (2 of which are parking and one for traffic)

If there were designated spots only on one side with the other not allowing any parking this would effectively reduce the amount of available parking spaces for nearby residents.

So in summary, | don't see the benefits of introducing the zone in general since there are mainly residents parking here already anyways. | also heavily object to the reduction of parking spaces on sleaford and
ainsworth street. Residents would need to look for alternative parking in areas that simply don't exist.

Inthe 30 years | have lived in York Terrace | have never had a problem finding a parking space within a reasonable distance of my property. | therefore object to this scheme because:

1) you have not demonstrated (EVIDENCED with DATA) that there is an existing problem to solve, therefore itis not good use of council money (as itis a needless project that does not solve a problem)

2) you have not made it clear what the current parking capacity is versus the reduced parking capacity of this scheme, therefore you are spending money that will most likely CAUSE a problem (making it harder
to find parking as less spaces and charging residents money for a worse parking situation!)

3) you have made no provision for trades people working at a residents address (other than charging residents a visitor fee - again, creating a cost to the resident to solve a problem that doesn't currently exist)

It causes lot of disturbances and safety issue to SMG residents.

We do not have a parking problem that requires a residents scheme in St. Matthews Gardens. The development is generally a double yellow line area, and the few open parking spots are useful for tradespeople
who are working on the estate. There is a large underground car park that is available to residents of the estate, so generally speaking nuisance parking is kept to a minimum. The only real problem area is at the
entrance where people going in to use the pharmacy attached to York Street Medical Practice sometime park or wait. This is really more of a problem of policing the existing restrictions rather than adding St
Matthews Gardens into a scheme that doesn't really apply.

Towhom it may concern,

| object to this proposal on three grounds:
1. Additional financial burden to residents,

2. Reduction in parking spaces available, and

3. Insufficient justification of the need for the scheme.

Per 1.: Currently parking in the designated area is free for residents. | do not see why this cannot remain so. The provided documents also fail to justify this. | therefore object to the proposed cost of £119p.a. for
aresident's parking permit, and request at the least the order be amended to make these free of charge.

Per 2.: The documents outline how introducing painted parking pays will require a reduction of available parking spaces. This will especially affect Ainsworth St, which currently allows parking on both sides for
most of the road, and would no longer do so under the proposal. This will artificially induce a scarcity of parking spaces, and the documentation fails to prove that after reduction, sufficient parking for all
residents of the affected area will be provided. The provided documentation additionally fails to document why the parking bays need to be painted. Similar schemes across the country (for example, in Oxford)
work without painted bays. Why does Cambridge need them?

Per 3.: The provided Statement of Reasons claims the scheme will ensure parking space is available and prioritized for residents. In addition to the concerns mentioned in 2. w.r.t. to the reduction in available
parking space due to the scheme, | challenge the need for this prioritization. As a resident myself, | have never had trouble finding parking in the designated area. In this sense, the proposal will not change the
status quo (except now everyone has to pay without receiving any benefit in exchange).

| object to the concept of introducing a residents' parking scheme in this area. We do not have a problem apart from too many cars visiting the Travelodge on occasional weekends. We voted on a similar plan
not that long ago, and the residents clearly did not support it. We will have big problems if friends or tradespeople visit us, as the plans greatly reduce the number of cars which can park in the streets. | strongly
object to having to pay for parking permits when this happens and, if being cynical, suspect that the council is suggesting the plan only in order to bring in revenue.

Iwholly object to this proposal .

Firstly, | do not consider it necessary. As a resident, | very seldom struggle with parking so | do not see the need to introduce a residential parking scheme. With the adjacent shopping centres and their car
parks (Grafton and the Beehive), the York street area see little non residents parking. If the stated reason «improving the amenities of the area » encapsulates facilitating resident parking , | don't believe that
this scheme will make a difference.

Furthermore, the introduction of the parking scheme will discourage visitors. As a disabled person, | rely heavily on visitors for many aspects (family and friends, up to multiple times per day). Disabled people
already face a significant and invisible admin and financial burden simply for managing their accommodations. Introducing this scheme will add a heavy admin burden to manage visitors, as well as an
additional cost, further stretching already limited ressources.

Overall, this proposal mostly turns the existing on-street parking into residential permit parking or paid for parking and do not introduce any major modification, with no rework, redesign or any creation of
parking spaces. It's very unclear how these modifications could achieve the reasons stated in the Statement of reasons document (« facilitating the passage on the road or any other road of any class of traffic
(including pedestrians) » and « preserving or improving the amenities of the area through which the road runs »). | would like further communications and consultations to provide more clarity on the motivations
and the benefits of the proposed scheme.

Ilive in this area. There are a significant number of people living in social housing in this vicinity and they have no parking available in the underground parking of St Matthew’s Gardens. It is discriminatory to
charge them for parking on the street

I totally object to residents parking. There is no parking as itis, stop this war on motorists.

There s no need to include St Matthews gardens in that scheme

Thank you for the information provided in your email of the 18th of February.

As a resident of Fairsford Place (FP) | am sending you my response to the York Street consultation for the Council's consideration. | hope you find the information | have provided with regard to the unresolved
issue of uncontrolled visitor parking in Fairsford Place (FP) useful.

There s a visitor parking problem in FP. This almost exclusively is caused by car drivers, from outside the area, using FP as a place to park, while they shop, work, visit or study elsewhere in the City. | have lived
in FP for 20 years since the houses were built and occupied in 2005 and the consequences of visitor parking in the street has created problems for residents all of this time.

The problem was 'baked in' when the scheme was given approval to be built following a planning appeal decision given in 2002.The evidence is contained in the Inspector's report that determined the appeal.
The principle of residential development was not at issue but there were a number of detailed layout issues about the scheme which were in contention, one of which was visitor parking.

The residential scheme provided each house with a garage, which was deemed to satisfy the City Council's requirement of one parking space per dwelling. However the Inspector, who determined the appeal,
observed that the layout of the road and garages would require manoeuvring space for residents to park their car in the garage. This would require a limit of any uncontrolled parking in the street. The Inspector
determined in his decision letter of the 12/12/2002 that the provision of visitor parking spaces in FP would help alleviate the consequences of uncontrolled parking .The Inspector, in making this decision on
visitor parking, reasoned that uncontrolled parking in FP would lead to conflict, the erosion of the visual quality of the scheme and adversely affect living conditions of residents.

The Inspector acknowledged that the 2 visitor spaces approved in the scheme should help residents to manage locally the visits of such as relatives and friends, health visitors and tradesmen. However in his
report he was clear that it was not an adequate provision for 21 properties and would not cover all eventualities. Importantly in making the decision the Inspector identified the crux of the problem. An
appropriate allocation of visitor parking would allow control to be exercised by the residents in order to prevent the inconvenience, hazard or conflict arising out of uncontrolled parking by non-residents.

The evidence of living with these circumstances for the last 20 years, the street space needed to park a car in the garage and the uncontrolled parking by non residents has seen inconvenience, hazards and
conflict with those car owners. There is no room to provide additional parking so the only workable solution is to limit the parking in FP to the residents of FP and their visitors only.

The Council's current proposal, which involves the payment for a permit, does not solve the issue of uncontrolled parking in FP and therefore | OBJECT to it. A permit scheme solely for the use of FP residents to
park in FP would allow residents between themselves to resolve the ongoing needs of visitor parking without any further restrictions, especially the proposed double yellow lines at the end of the cul-de-sac.



Resident

Formal Objection to "CoC CEAWRSPP Order 2022 Am 57 York Street RPS"

Iwrite to formally object to the proposed residents’ permit parking scheme for the York Street area as currently drafted. While | broadly support the principle of prioritising residents’ parking, the exclusion of
adequate parking provisions for Stone Street residents—particularly Nos. 20-16 Stone Street—is an unjustifiable omission that risks breaching legal obligations incumbent upon the Council under UK law.

1. Breach of Statutory Duties under the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984.

Under Section 122 of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984, the Council has a duty to: “Secure the iti i and safe of vehicular and other traffic (including pedestrians)”; and
“Provide suitable and adequate parking facilities on and off the highway”. By failing to provide practical parking solutions for residents of Nos. 20-16 Stone Street, the proposed scheme breaches these
statutory duties. Stone Street is already under immense pressure, with only 1.35 spaces available on average within any 24-hour period. The implementation of the proposed scheme would reduce access even
further, leaving residents without adequate parking facilities.

To remedy this, | propose that the Council designate reserved parking bays in the Bury Court car park for the exclusive use of Stone Street residents. These bays, which can easily be marked and managed,
represent a practical, efficient, and fair solution that ensures the Council meets its statutory obligations to provide suitable parking for local residents.

2. Failure to Comply with the Equality Act 2010

Under Section 149 of the Equality Act 2010, the Council is subject to the Public Sector Equality Duty, which requires it to have “due regard” to the need to eliminate discrimination, advance equality of
opportunity, and foster good relations. The exclusion of adequate parking provisions for Stone Street disproportionately impacts vulnerable groups, such as the elderly, disabled residents, orthose wnth limited
mobility, who may rely on close proximity to their vehicles. Without practical parking solutions, these groups will face signifi hardship, i ing to indirect discrimination. De

reserved parking bays for Stone Street residents in Bury Court car park would mitigate these impacts and demonstrate the Council’s compliance with its Equality Act duties. Failure to make such reasonable
adjustments could expose the Council to legal challenge.

3. Potential Violations of Common Law Principles

The Council’s decision-making process must adhere to public law principles, rationality and procedural fairness. Itis irrational to exclude parking solutions for Stone Street residents when alternative
solutions, such as reserved bays in the nearby Bury Court car park, are available and practical—and the consultation process must ensure all affected parties are heard and their needs considered. The
omission of adequate provisions for Stone Street suggests a failure to fully consider the realities of local parking demand, which may render the process procedurally unfair. Should the scheme proceed in its
current form, the Council risks exposing itself to Judicial Review on these grounds.

4. Breach of Local Government Obligations under the Traffic Management Act 2004

Cambridgeshire County Council, as the local traffic authority, is legally obligated under the Traffic Management Act 2004 to: “Ensure the expeditious movement of traffic on the authority’s road network”; and
“Minimise congestion and disruption”. The proposed scheme’s failure to provide parking solutions for Stone Street residents risks causing of vehicles to i iate locations, it

congestion and undermining the objectives of the Traffic Management Act. By reserving a small number of parking bays in the underutilised Bury Court car park for Stone Street residents, the Ccuncncan better
balance its obligations to minimise disruption and provide suitable parking facilities.

5. Failure to Align with Cambridgeshire County Council’s Transport Strategies
Cambndgesmre Counly Council’s Local Transport Plan prioritises “fair and equitable access to transport and services”. The exclusion of Stone Street residents from reasonable parking provisions

this group and icts the Council’s stated commitment to inclusivity. Reserving parking bays in Bury Court car park for Stone Street residents (20-16) is fully consistent
with the Council’s transport strategies, as it ensures fair access to parking while maintaining a sustainable and managed approach. This adjustment would address the concerns raised without undermining
the broader objectives of the scheme.

Conclusion
The proposed residents’ permit parking scheme, in its current form, is legally flawed, procedurally unfair, and contrary to both statutory obligations and the Council’s own policies. By failing to provide
adequate parking solutions for Stone Street residents, the scheme risks exacerbating existing pressures and creating further inequities.

I strongly urge the Council to revise the scheme to include reserved parking bays in Bury Court car park for the exclusive use of Stone Street (20-16) residents. This solution is fair, practical, and consistent with
the Council’s legal and policy obligations. It would alleviate the significant hardship that the current proposal would impose on these residents while maintaining the scheme’s overall integrity. Failure to
address these issues risks reputational damage, legal challenge, and diminished trust in the Council’s decision-making process. | urge the Council to act swiftly and responsibly to remedy this critical
oversight.

I strongly object to the proposed residents' parking scheme under CoC CEA WRSPP Order 2022 Am 57, which will have a severe and unjustimpact on residents of 18 and 18A Stone Street.
Access & Discrimination

This scheme directly discriminates against residents of 18 and 18A, who have no frontage parking. By restricting parking availability, the council is ively denying these access to
their homes, disproportionately affecting those with mobility issues. This contravenes the Equality Act 2010 and fails to account for basic residential needs.

Parking & Safety
Forcing residents to park further away increases safety risks, particularly at night. It also obstructs emergency vehicle access, putting lives at risk. The Traffic Management Act 2004 and Health and Safety at
Work etc. Act 1974 require local authorities to act responsibly—this scheme does the opposite.

Unacceptable Oversight
The council has failed to consider the realimpact on residents without private parking. This is an ill-conceived, unfair, and impractical proposal that must be abandoned or significantly revised to protect the
rights and safety of 18 and 18A Stone Street residents.



