Resident Parking Scheme Review -
Highway and Transport Committee, 4 March 2025

Appendix 3 — Engagement Responses

Residents’ Parking
Scheme Policy Review
Survey

SURVEY QUESTIONS




Q1 Do you live in Cambridgeshire?

Question options
» Yes B No

Mandatory Ouestion (813 respanseys))
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@2 Do you currently hold a valid Cambridgeshire County Council resident parking permit?

Guestion options
®ves B ho

Mandaiory Quesban (813 respanseys) |
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Q3 A small number of changes have been proposed. Some simply offer more clarity on
existing policy and practices and have little effect on the day-to-day experience of parking
scheme permit holders. Other proposed changes could have a more significant...

5 . Oparational Hours

7.3 - Promsseg a
Residont Parking
Scheme

10.2 - Proparty
Esgiblay

10.3 « Vehidle Elgibiey

10.13 « Revoking
parmits

O Somewtiat drague

@ reetrr mgree e sasgree
© Somewhat wyran

@ Octrriay e

100 200 300 400 500 600 700

Optional question (582 responseys), 21 skipped)
Queston type: Likart Questan
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Q3 A small number of changes have been proposed. Some simply offer more
clarity on existing policy and practices and have little effect on the day-to-day
experience of parking scheme permit holders. Other proposed changes could have a
more significant...

5 - Operational Hours
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Definitaly disagree : 150

Somewhat disagree : 42

Meithaer agree nor disagree - 88

Somewhat agree : 77

Definitely agres : 229

125

150

175
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7.3 - Prioritising a Resident Parking Schemea

Definitaly disagree : 43

Somewhat disagres - 19

Meither agree nor disagree - 155

Somewhat agree : 110

Definitaly agres : 258
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10.2 - Property Eligibility

Definitely disagree : 47

Somewhat disagree : 28

Meither agree nor disagree - 122

Somewhat agrea : 116

Definitely agres : 268

25 50 78 100 125 150 178 200 225 250 275
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10.3 - Vehicle Eligibility

Definitaly disagres - 148

Somewhat disagree - 47

MNeidther agree nor disagree : 78

Somewhat agrea : 91

Definitaly agres : 223

100

125

150

175
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10.13 - Revoking permits

Definitaly disagres : 51

Somewhat disagres - 28

Meithar agree nor disagree - 171

Somewhat agree : 108

Definitaly agres : 221
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Q4 Do you feel the document is clear?

307 (51.3%)

Question options
® Dorithraw @ Mo W Yes

Ciptional question (599 respanses). 14 skinped)
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Q5 Please provide details on why the document isn't clear

AnonymoLs

Ancnymous

AnonymoLs

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

I'm not swre what changes are actually being proposed or where 1o
find the full document.

It would be easier to assess if the CHAMGE in policy was clearly
stated. | do not agree with extending permit restrictions to bank
holidays/public holidays

Unclear what is new and what isn't. No clarity on what
recommendations are being made (vs restating existing conditions).

Presented as a fait accompli with no indications where changes have
been made. If you want to know if we agree with changes you will
have to indicate before and after of any changes and highlight them.
Thiz is worthless and specious aka a bit of & con.

Where is the information about the changes - you sent a letter with
this link to the survey but no details of what the proposad changes

are |

Mo indication of changes from prewious version

doesn't make clear what any proposed changes are, so it is
impossible o review it provide any comment on changes

Document is long which means it conceals impartant detalls. It neads
an executive summary clearly identifying the main proposad
changes..

| cannaot find the RPS document you refer to. | just need to know what
proposals you are suggesting for the Tenison Road area where | live

| cannat find the proposed chages to the policy. I think that for the first
wehicle the standard chdd as the should be made but any additional
permits for & second vehicle should've be at double rate. 2 parmits
Max par proparty.
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Anonymous | can't even find it on your website

Anonymous There Is no summary of the changes being made. Viery difficult to see
how the information alters from the existing policy.

Anonymous I'd Mke 10 know what the changes to the policies are? s not clear, 26
pages of waffle in a document and | have 5 questions to agree or
disagree to.

Anonymous No clarity on what is new

Anonymous Because ther is no indication of what elements have been changed

Anonymous Details not previded in places

Anonymous It does not make clear what the changes are from the previous
version

Anonymous | live in the Park St area. This document doesn's show what is
rGr 4 changing in out area. so it is difficult to comment. It would've been
more useful to have the changes highlighted. | have just read many
pages and am still none the wiser!

Anonymous Bullet point a few main changes
Anonymous I'm unsure what is changing about parking rules and regulations
Anonymous There should be a requirement for the coundil to produce, in the

consultation phase, an exact number for the number of parking
places that would be lost.

Anonymous It does not discuss what areas of Cambridge might be impacted and
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15 WIETETUNE FIUT-ETE TSR ETIL G TS B TSRS

Anonymous Too long - unclear what changes are proposed

Anocnymous It does MOT outline the proposed amendments. This i therefore NOT
& fair rewiew process.

Anonymous Reduce the verblage.
Anonymous it should hawe highlighted the change ower cumrent palicy
Anocnymous It does not make it clear what the changes are or what | would be

egreeing / disagreeing to. Very amibiguous.

Anonymous It is not clear what the proposad changes are
Ancnymous Changes are not clear
Anonymous It is not clear what the proposals are. It is also not clear what the

questions below are referring to, more detail is required

Anocnymous The document is COMPLETELY unclear with regard to the changes
being proposed. All it does is list the policy, with no indication of what
is new or proposed, and no areas highlighting expecting impact of
change. It is impossible to identify your proposals.

Anonymous It seems remarkable that the document does not highlight what
changes hawve been made. How can we assess the impact of
changes when we don't know what they are??! The only way of
finding changes seems to be by looking &t the questions below.

Anonymous Suppest a exec summary for the questions below
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ANOMYMmous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

The proposed changes are not clear. You are expected 1o read a 26
pape document and understand the terms of the existing scheme to
figure out what changes are proposed. There should be a summary
of the proposad changes.

The circulated document is detailed and generic. There should be a
bullet point summary towards the start that outlines the changes
made to the previous equivalent version of this document.

It is not clear how many parking spaces would be removed and how
permits are allocated

What are the proposed changes to the policy? It i just & document
with a policy and without &an intimate knowledge to the current palicy
how | am supposed to answer the following section? 'What are the
specific changes to the current schemes?

| don't find the proposals set out anywhere, so how can 17

It iz deliberately designed to be unclear to conceal the adverse
impacts of these proposed changes.

It's not clear what the proposed changes are

Rambling document which does clearly state the proposed changes.

The document does not clearly identify the current position and the
proposad changes thereto. A table of proposals with before and after
would have been helpiul.

Mot clear what the changes are

Highlight changes

The document is very poor in that it doesn't make clear what the
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Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Anocnymous

Anonymous

Anocnymous

changes are. It assumes detalled knowladge of the current scheme!
The hard copy letter sent to me helped a bit but wasn't
comprehensive

It is proposing changes but they are not cleary laid out in the
document. It is not obwious what the changes are. We do not all know
how these things work, so simpler language would be better.

There's 50 much waffle it's very hard to descern what is actually
being proposed. it would be useful to have the proposals laid out at
some paint within the document

Too vague

Far too long and waffly for this public consultation purpose. Needs an
execulive summary clearly outlining proposed changes.

The changes are not highlighted. Areas which cause discord/are
commanly used for enforcement action are not differentiated from
areas which are primarily “legalese”.

You do not tell us what your proposals are, o how xan we agree or
disagrea?

The document (Public Engagement - Draft Resident Parking Scheme
Policy (22102024) docx) does not highlight what changes have been
proposad. How is anyone meant to comment on the changes if you
don't make clear what you are proposing to changs?

It does not make clear the changes to the palicy that you are
requiring us to comment on.

Document is incomplete (several ‘Insert bnk’ comments are present in
the version | downloaded today)

| dont understand the question, please make it clear what you are
suggesting
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Anonymous

Anocnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anocnymous

Anonymous

The changes are not apparent sa the survey is meaninglrss

The proposed changes are not marked for ease of reference

As far as | have been able to see. there is no right of appeal allowed
in respect of 10.13 - Revoking Permits

Too long. The rules should be kept simple with easy-to-read short
EanlENCes.

‘Support or oppose the following sections’. What does that mean?? In
my answers have | agreed that the section should be included in the
consultation {which | hope is correct) or have | agreed that things are
fine as they are which is not the casa.

not clear where the changes are to current palicy

Inadequate information on the current palicy

This is just &s it exists now! These questions do not address the real
problems with residents parking &t zone A | Huntingdan : namely far
too few allocated spaces and zero enforcement | have explained this
in an email last week Mr Odde |

What document? Youve just sent this survey about RPS without any
supparting details or information?

The document is in plain English but doesn't highlight the proposed
changes/additions'omissions in any way. It needs to be a fracked
document.

When asking public to comment on palicy changes, you should bold
the specific areas of new palicy'change. Also you didn't comment on
new factors such &s apps people use to rent out permit spaces for
income.
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Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

| cannot complete the above questions as it is impossible to know

what the proposed changes are! | can see what is proposed - but
there is nothing showing how it differs from what is currently in place -
pleasa urgently issue the details of this.

There is no reference in the survey to what proposals are relevant.

It makes no mention of what you intend o do with respect to any of
the changes. For example are you going increase operational hours
or decrease them? What will change about property eligibility. Mone of
points state the nature of the proposed change.

There is no indication of what has changed in each section and so |
am unclear what the policy changes are that we are being asked to
comment an.

Mo explanation given on what the changes actually mean

What document? Mot clear what your survey guestions are asking
without explanation of the changes to your parking schemes

As we don't understand the initiatives proposed, they are too vague
and ambivalent

| don't know what you mean by the above questions

We do not know what the proposed changes are, so it is impossible
to comment an them.

The document's fairly clear but it's unclear to me, reading it. what is
proposing to change from the current rules.

Mo idea what each of these sections means and how it will impact
me.
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Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

AnonymoLs

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

AnonymoLs

Ancnymous

Inadequate details of operational hours or explanation of “waiting
restrictions”.

It is wery difficult to answer the: above questions because the
document doesn't explain what the changes are in clear terms

does not give enough detail as to what is or may be proposed.
parking is very limited anywhere for residents and there is no
restriction on how many residents permits may be issued for one
household. also to many work vans are constantly in use onn the Id

The document does not show what changes are being made to the
policy. Impossible to comment when | do not know what has besn
updated.

There is no information. | only see questions

Thiz is a VERY poorly written survey. it does not indicate the actual
changes being proposed &amg; it allows limited responses on only &
few sections. Motor homes should NOT be permitted to park!
Likewise large vans. Sursey needs rewriting!

eppalling. I've never seen such & poory construcied questionnaire.
Wea've been provided with a list of policies and some vaguely worded
questions asking if we agrea. Agree with what elemant of each
detalled saction exactly? Ara changes being proposad?

| can't easily find the proposed changes to the parking schemes and
theretore it is difficult for me to comment. | would appreciate someane
ringing me. The document seems 1o be a general policy statement
and it is unclear on specifics

What are the proposals? | don't understand what | am answering
questions about.

Mo changes from existing policy are highlighted or listed so
commenting is impossible on this generic policy that has no detalls
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Anocnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Anocnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

The document is too long, it's not clear specifically what our views are
being surveyed on. A short one-pager with specific guery points
should be offered to make this 8 meaningful process. Truly a silly and
bureaucratic waste of resources as is.

There should be a simple sheet identifying the proposad changes. |
can't see this!

Wiould have been useful to highlight changes as the document is
long. We subsequently left a ielephone message 1o clarify, and
recaived a prompt and very helpful reply. Thank you.

| doesn't explain what may be being changed or being proposed &5
&n alteration to the existong policy

| don't understand what is meant by the last three of the sections
ebove, hence my answer of neither agree nor disagree

It is not evident for me what changes have been made - saclions
incorporating changes could have been highlighted , with explanation
of what has been changed

The proposad changes are not made explicit nor highlighted within
the document

Wi are asked to comment on proposad changes but | cannot sea
what the changes are

Woell...for & start it's hardly clear!

Apart fram the fact that it seems & money wasting exercisa as tha
presant scheme seems to work pretty well, it is too verbosa.

First. it would be good to clearly show where the document s, that's
very confusing, and then, in the document, we don't see what we're
changing exactly - please use “track changes® feature
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Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Because it s not asking residents questions the all com from CCC
view

It was very difficult to answer the above questions because the
document didn't explain what the changes are in clear terms. Only
with a follow-up email response was this carified.

Doesn't appear to be any revision control, so difficult to understand
what has changed or why.

It's should be substantially simpler and reduced to key points only.

Document is clear but what isnt clear iz what has been amended or
changed. Meeds to set what is being amended and what this
consultation id focussed on

The document is fine, however it is not clear to me what the proposed
changes are and the rationale behind any changes, making this
consultation challenging! There are some basic emmors including some
saction names in the contents and body not matching

There is absolutely no background detail about what is being
proposed so how are we meant 1o judge what we feel about the
questions abowe? They make absolutely no sense - unless I'm
missing something ! Whoewer did this survey is in the wrong job

Too long and questionable purposa

It does MOT address the main isswes: i should be residents only at
&ll times( there are carparks &ll around us for others) as more than
60% of the time | cannot park although | have a parking permit.

It doesn't provide any clarity on what the changes are from the
existing policy - which disadvantages the residents of the RPSs that
ere meant to assist them

Page 21 of 51



ANONYMous | CANNoT open 1 OBSEITE SEVEral Smempis!

Anonymous Summary doesn't mention all the things above

Ancnymous More specific information relating to type of vehicles and length of
vehicles time of parking days of PArking bank holidays parking
restrictions is required to make & judgement whilst filling this survay
form

Anonymous The document conflates twa issues. Those who do not have resident
parking schemeas and those who do. | am not sure how to answer the
questions for this reason. One paint | wish to make is that residents
parking should not apply on Christmas Day

Ancnymous Doesn't give details of operating hours for individeal areas - e.g De
Frendlle Avenue, Cambridge

Ancnymous It's difficult to camry all the options in one's heed, and requires going
backwards and forwards between the proposals and the survey.
Some of the sections include more that one change, some of which
one might agree with while disagreeing with other

Anonymous It would be much better to hawe the survey built into the proposal
document so that it is obvious what is being discussed. The
formatting is not satisfactory as the survey does not fit & standard
screen requiring scrolling.

Ancnymous What document ? Just had & letter asking for opinions - no obvious
link to any proposals
Ancnymous It doesn't say what you anre answering, the existing siuation or & new

proposal or both. Also | was hoping to heve & say, as | feel the
current systemn of 5 tickets on one piece of paper isn't ideal as visitors
tend to drive off with your unused permits

Anonymous Brewity and plain communication would be an improvement
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ANOnymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

‘Passenger wehicle’ 18 an unsatistactony definiion.

For the section on Prioritising & Resident Parking Scheme (Section
7.3). it wasn't clear whether the change was related to the criteria, the
prioritisation of the criteria or who was responsible for prioritising the
criteria.

Real world applications not clear

Too wordy

It is not clear why comments are asked for on some sections and not
others

Dreadtul poor presentation, why not heve the chages next to the
questions

Mot always clear how what is being proposed ditfers from the status
quo

It's too formalicomplicated for the average person. The survey doesn
ask a controversial element - visitor permits have an expiry date
&amp; no option to trade in expired but unusued permits for new
ones; in essenca, nol receiving & service for £ paid

Too wordy and no option 1o explain how this will be enforced.
Enforcemant is a major issue round here.

Residents should be consulted upon schemes that affect the area
they live in and the permit scheme they use. | have very good
knowledge of the resident parking permit scheme around my house
but absolutely zero about the pressures that other residents face

Highlighting the changed areas does not indicate what they would be
changes from. The proposed change to ‘revoking permits’ refers to
what the county council ‘beleves” without explaining what that means:
some reference to evidence is surely needed.
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Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Doesn't present changes in & clear way

Meeds more clarity regarding use.

Mo explanation of why Bank Holidays should be included; there is no
problem at presant and the system is QK. Will require more staff and
higher running costs.

Unable to make comments on whal's achually nesded on our sireets
in the way of parking and enforcement

It is difficult to see what material changes might affect residents.
Meeded a clear bullet pointed list for this surwey to be meaningful.

Wi are being asked to agree or disagree to changes that may have
an adverse effect on RP for us without being given the exact details
ofnwhat we are agreeing or disagreeing to!

Mot detailed enough regarding exactly what agreeing or disagreeing
to. e_g. Agree if RPS op hrs are increased to 24/7. Neighibouwrs renam
from work and are often unable to park in RPS as people visiting vets
(24hrs)Weatherspoons parking in RPS.

&ll very long winded- could be made much easier for residents to see
what the key changes are

What document?! Residents should be able to only pay for half a
days parking rather than a whole day especially when the pearmit is
only required for a few hours.

It's just not plain enough English of what you want to do and when.
As your Bware their are several different time scales in operation

&ll. Why don't you provide the document &s part of this sunsey?1?
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Anocnymous

Anocnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anocnymous

Anocnymous

Anonymous

Anocnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

| don't understand the proposal around pubbc holdays.

The main proposals for change should each be sat out in bold type
with a choice provided directly beneath them.

Changes to existing policy were unclear

The proposals should be clearly written in the surey document. You
do not mention that allowing longer vehicles may reduce the number
of parking spaces available, especially where the bays only just
accomodate 2 or 3 cars if they are carefully parked.

Too complex

It's typical council “speak” ie bullshit

The proposad changes are not clearly identified. The proposals on
permits for tradesmen aren't practical or workable. it would be batter
1o be able to pre-purchase tredesmen permits allowing details of the
vehicle to be written on the permit on the day.

The document does not give tangible objectives

W have not been given any details about what is baing proposad.

It is not clear what is being proposed under point 2 ‘Prioritising...." -
‘Moving the provision of providing...'? Please re-word to improve
clarity

Unable to comment on proposed changas as it has not bean made
explicit what changes are proposed.

IT*s hard to follew what is new and what is proposed. The mani
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Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

LGS GRS U LD LA, DAy S LS IS L~ I i
heawer assumed happened anyway, a technical change to give
vouncillors more say than before in prioritising - seems sensible - &

there is no supporting information on the proposals in each section -
its therefore impossible to offer a view

Mo questions re visitors parking permits- why are unused permits not
renewable. as they usad to be?

‘You need to include the information in English and not Jargon. This
are questions you want answers too not really for residence reviews
or apinions.

Its not easily understoad!

The document should state current status. proposed change and the
pros/cons.

It's moit totally clear i we're being consulted on the policy or the
changes to it, eg | think it unreasonable to grant planning permission
for & property with no access to residents parking - but that doesn't
seem to be part of the consultation?

The document was not supplied! | had 1o ask specially for a copy of
the proposals.

The online consultation only gives 3 labelled tick baxes. The fourth
begins *Som" and the fifth is not visible so | can't say that | disagres
with 10L3

Betier to combine survey and document.

The sureey does not explicitly state the changes.

This surwey should state the changes proposed explicitly so it's easier

Page 26 of 51



Anonymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Anocnymous

Anonymous

TOr resigents 1o CoOmpiens and COMmMmEent on [Ne Separame proposais

It's ot cleat &t &ll. What are the changes?

what does wehicle eligibility and property eligibility mean . The
questions are not clear. \We disagres with the current ops.

Very unclear - we should have someone coming round and talking
ebout changes. We hawe agreed to Monday to Friday 8-12 Noon no
mare or less. Do not change the rules again. | am dyslexic and don't
always understand the document.

Do you propose o make all parking schemes operational on public
holidays? If so, | definitely disagree with this. What ks the justfication
for this proposed change? | would ke more information on why you
want to make this change

Its hard not to think the decision has already been made.

Mo explanation of need for bank holiday parking permits. Schems
introduced as due to working commuters parking in residents spaces.
This change goes against that and undermines my trust in what
council says.

Thera are high levels of mistrust in our area after we all voted not to
hawe the parking scheme and you brought it in anyway. We have
seen no benefit whatsoever. We want it remowed and 1o not have 1o
pay to park on our street!

Hard to download. Hard to follow in terms of actual changes. Why
would you not send & copy of changes in the post?

| wish to register my strong opposition to any extension of parking
scheme hours in Benson Morth_It contains too much jargon. It should
start with an executive summary of the key paints.

It was difficult to find the summary and to understand what is
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Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

HULIEISEUL I SR, 1L 1S DRSS L TS SO ERILE T Wes
circulated only to existing permit holders and not to other residents.

Mot enough info given for each question. What do ‘revoking permits’
or “property eligibilty’ means? Mo option to give any opinion for each
question. This is all very vague and seems pointless in terms of
gathering the residents’ views and expeniences.

There are missing links in the revised policy document and the
summary of changes document is not clear on what the differences
between the previous and proposed changes are. For example, the
vehicle length change does not state the pravious length

There is little apparent logic to the propasals. For example, in
Tenison, we seldom lack capacity on public holidays but it is too busy
on Sundays when parking is unrestricted

difficult t find document with suggested changes

It rambles and obfuscates.

It's too long winded and hard to link questions to change in policy -
it's seems to want to hide the unpleasant items and give kittle reason
on why vehicle length needs increasing ?

Had to read section 2 several times before it made any sense

‘You need to tell us what has changed and to have opinionon that

It's hard to understand what the changes are

Doesn't specify in which way you want to change the policies, making
it vary hard to know how to respond. It s very ambiguous.

What Is revoking permit about ?
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Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

AnonymoLs

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

What about bike parking? Cars can sit indefinitely on the street at
vary lithe cost or risk of theft. A bike takes up minimal space, but
there are very faw places where they can be easily and safely locked.

The document only talks about cars, whereas cycle parking is witally
impaortant to the large number of households without & car, and
crucial to reducing congestion

what about cycle parking policy? | do not own a motorisad vehicle
and | really struggle to find an on-streat parking option for my bicycle

Poor funciionality of survey, plus imporant questions not asked (see
below)

Does not address important issues clearly. Online form knocks you
out of survey if you click on link to Council's corporate commitmants

The current policy states © In all cases the width of the vehicle must
be such that when parked it is fully contained within the confines of
the parking bay. If a vehicke is found out of a marked bay this could
result in recaiving a Penalty Charge Motice”

Existing policy not enforcad. In some cul de sacs Teslas, large Volvos
BMWs etc restrict the width to the extent that emergency vehicles
cannat get past.

It appears to only concemn maotor wehicles, Cambridge has very high
levels of active travel paricularly cycling and clearly some residents
have problems with cycle parking is this not relevant?

In section 2 (2. Prioritising & Resident Parking Schema (Section 7.3)),
the criteria are not highlighted. suggesting that the criteria have
existed for some time.

The only clear bit is the operational hours
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Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

It doesn't clearly mark up the changes fo the existing rules, which
makes it hard to judge if situgtion needs to be tolerated or shouldn't
be allowed to move in the wrong direction.

It doesn't comment on parking for cycles. There is on street parking
for cycles in the city centre, but not often in residential areas. Some
areas where houses have no space for cycles would benefit from on
street cycle parking. policy required

The questions above could be less obscure and that Is true of the
whale document. It is & very controlied consultation.

Survey should allow free text responsas not just yesno. The removal
of resident parking bays needs to stop. | pay for & permit but can
frequently not park on my rogd. Generates council funds with no
resident benefit.

Clear inesmuch as it indicates a palicy that priortises car owners over
those of us who wallk, cycle or use buses. Longer cars means wider.
Why should 2/3 of the road be allocated for private parking, and
pavements too?

Dacument explaining the changes proposed wasn't provided for ages

Document that explained what changes were proposad wasn't
available for ages. who would go through the whaole thing looking for
changes

The proposed changes were not clearly stated.

The proposals should have been included longside the questions, not
in a separate document that is difficult to follow. For this reason | cant
angwer the questions! Viery unclear and very frustrating considering
the costs associated with hinng consultant

are you propasing to limit parking to one side of the road in Stockwell
street
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Ancnymous The language used is quite comoluted and | had to re-read several
times. The survey is of very limited value as there is nowhere to
explain why | have strongly agreed or disagreed

Optional question (205 response(s), 408 skipped)
Question type: Single Line Question
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Q6 What impact do you feel the proposals would have on any person/s or group/s protected
under the Equality Act 20107

‘Question options
@ Dortknaw @ Megative @ Prsitive

Optional question (594 respanses), 19 skipped)
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Q7 Please provide details on what the positive impact would be

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Removing commuter parking will make it easier for residents and their
visitors to find a parking space.

It's a little unclear the full scope of changes but if resident permils are
extended to cover Sundays in my area it would be of benefit. Less
cars around my area (my road is a rat run and the “free on Sunday
bays* pull more traffic in on Sundays)

The policy includes provision for BLue Badge holders

Clarity of regulations

SEcure local parking

Mo change to existing, but helpful re disabled etc.

Continued accessibility to parking space for residents

Ensure parking is available close to the resident's home

Caost of permit and access to parking for blue badge holders and
heglth care workers

Make it easier for people to park outside their door

Revoking permits being abused

Catered for
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Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Special allowance for carers, blue badge atc

Space nearer homes for older residents

Enfarcing illegal parking more stringently will reduce road hazards for
other usars.

‘You need to stop rising the price and make bank holidays and
Sundays not available to park for people without permits who shop in
town. Also stop it at five PM so we can have visitors in the evening
for supper. Also the visitor permits should stay cheaper

Ensuring that residents are able to park closer to their homes,
extending the hours would allow people to get home after work before
the hours expire and others park in spaces. Would individual parking
spot markings help with better parking along street

Old houses with no available parking are provided with & local parking
permit

Wanted to say totally neutral but no option for

Fewer cars

Less people parking in RPS and nipping off to the pub, vets, town,
work should free up spaces for disabled drivers visiting the velts
during RPS hours

Ability to be more likely to park near your house if disabled

Make parking easier on bank holidays

It would help families. and would also give people more of a say in
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Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

CASE OF MEjECTON. 1 00 NOT MINK INET NEWING resi0ent ody's Sppuea
even on bank holidays is necessary. People like knowing that on
bank holidays they can park in more places for free.

Prioritises resident parking where parking s limited. Ensures ineligible
vehicles, including commercial vehicles do not presvent residents who
hawve permits to park in the zone.

Longer hours for the restrictions to apply, for example, to cover the
evenings and Sundays and more enforcement would make the
parking schemes more effective. ,

Dizabled parking Is positive

protection of parking space availabiility during bank holidays and for
those at greatest nead

Facilitate visits from family and friends on Sundays and holiday
through the use of visitors parking permits

To tadlitate visit for family and frends. Also to tacilitate parking for
residents on weekends and bank holidays.

Easier access to slightly longer vehicles may help with mobility aid
usa.

Eligible parking spaces, prevention of abstructive parking

Dizabled badge holders can still park for 3 hours on double yellow
lines.

Our household contains a disabled child and a disabled adult. Bank
holiday enforcement will make walks to'from parked car club cars
shorter. Howewer, we would like to see mone provision of on-gireet
cycle parking as we use & cargo trike for our daughter.
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Anonymous Better regulation of parking makes it 1ess likely that cars will be
blocking spaces needed by Blue Badge holders in any given sireet.

Anonymous | think extending Operational hours to include Bank Holidays could be
helpful to those with limited mobility (but not a Disabled Bay) who
need to park as close to home &s possible, without feeling thay
cannot leave home on Bank Holidays.

Optional question (36 response(s), 577 shipped)
Question type: Single Line Question

Q8 Please provide details on what the negative impact would be

Anonymous Your list of negatives does not include ‘catestrphic losa of parking
places’

Anonymous | feal this will negatively impact me as resident with car.

AnonymoLs There would not be enough parking spaces on the road even if it is

permitted, if parking spaces are removed

Ancnymous There is no impact assessment eccompanying the propasals implying
that consideration is limited

Anonymous | am sure any change will lead to greater residents parking
restrictions. And their visitors, carers ate

Ancnymous It's still wery hard to get a space

Anonymous Mot allowing new developments to apply for permits could
disadwantage elderly people if granny flats are built or disabled
people if disabled accessible properties are built i would
disadwantage anyone with children buying these new properites.

Ancnymous MNowhere you write what changes you'd ke 1o do to each of the
saction listed. How are we supposed to give our opinion? Is this
sunvey just another box ticking exercise?
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Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Louis

Ancnymous

Making it more difficult to park and use cars will impact disabled
people most of all. sinca they need cars more than anyone else.

Unclear

| think: it would negatively impact lower income families who would
heave to pay more for visitor permits

Disabiliies

Less parking places for residents at all times of the day.

‘Young people more likely to mowe into 2 HMO and be unable 1o park
B Car

Eg. people who need emergency short term care would not be able to
pet & parmit in time. A full report from a doctor would teke ages o
prepare, and is also expensive.

Those dependent on visitors for support would be disadvantaged

| own & Motorhome and think you do not have the right to stop me
parking it at my property. It would be blatantly ultra Vireg.

May not hawe access o the intemat.

Increasing aliowed vehicle size is simply encouraging car growth.
Larger cars are more dangerous to people outside of them and
shouldn't be encouraged by the council.

Fewer spaces and options to park corveniantly.
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Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

The document is so long and contain so much information that is not
relevant to most paople

Dizsability act

As far &s | understand it, you're proposing for the scheme fo apply on
bank/public holidays, which will make it harder for friends and
relgtives o visit each other at Chrigtmas etc.. which is harder for
disabled people. Maybe exempt Xmas &amp; Easter?

| believe the plan to increase vehicle length will reduce parking
spaces avallable for those who can't afford very large vehicles, who
are more likely to have protected characteristics.

Preventing visitors parking without extra charges on Bank Holidays -
often eldery relatives at Christmas and Easter.

| cannot find in the proposal any clear discussion of the needs of
digabled drivers and how these will be met.

How can I. You don't you provide the document as part of this survey.
Am | supposed to search for it Where???

| don't think that the parking restrictiona should be exiended 1o Bank
and Public Holidays. It is unnecssary and if imposed would make
access more difficult for those who might want to use the shared,
public faciliies that the centre of Cambrdge offers.

The increased length of wehicle would also imply an increase in
height. This wauld not only have a negative impact on the view from
my front window but also reduce the amount of light into my home. As
& pensioner | would find this most depressing.

this is penalising residents for use of parking on the road outside
where they live. This will penalise visitors! fnends who wish to come
within the hours particularly if you incude bank hoidays' weekends. it
is an untair system.
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Anocnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anocnymous

Imposing additional restrictions on Bank Holidays will impact all
residents., including the most vulnerable who may expect visits at
those times

It might prevent those with limited mobility and means
(elderly'disabled) from receiving full family visits on Christmas Day. i
is usually a quiet day for car travel, so just give everyone the day off
from worrying about if they can park at Gran's.

FPIR9D

no difference

Affected individual moving into & newly created property would be
excluded from getting a permit

Further limitations on bank and public holidays will discourage social
engagemant on the part of those with limited mobility and social
opportunities.

Wentworth road only has 2 houses on it, one has a parking permit,
the other is not aliowed under this new policy. Meanwhile cars are
parked there from drivers who do not live in the area. This seems
very untair system. Individual cases should be monitored

The parking permits are all to the residence expense if we need work
done on our properties we are forcad 1o by & visitor's permit otherwise
they get a ticket. Elderly people are suffering in this greedy
complicated world we live in.it's all about Money.

Do you seriously expect the awerage person to hawe read the equality
aci?

Residents have to spend more money to park on their own sireet, we
don't need permits and don't want them. The majority of us already
voted no before the permits
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Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous
Anonymous
Anonymous

Anonymous
Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

People living in quieter areas should be able o park in their roads
without unnecessary charges

Needing to walk long distances from place of car parked. Forced to
sell car as no car parking provision which Is discriminatory for
residents who are unable to walk long distances but can not get a
blue badge

we disagree with the rps.

It makes it even harder for protected groups Sonuse cars in the area

Visiting family members

Some elderly and some disabled people will struggle to manage all
the complexities and expense of getting and using permits for visitors

People with protected characteristics would be less able to park as
more spaces would be taken up by fewer but longer cars

Bank holidays and Sundays are visitor days and they will not come

| am a widow m nearly 77 living alone.| depend on visitors at bank
and statutory holidays to avoid me feeing isolated As thare is a Simit
to number of. visitor permits this would cause a huge problem

Potential visitors are already deterred from dropping by to see eldery,
Isolated residents because of current parking restrictions... This
situation would be exacerbated further by applying the restrictions to
bank and public holidays.

The bank holiday change Is a big change. This prevents visitors
parking at Christmas. Easter etc and will make it harder for people
who cannot leave their homes to maintain their social contacts.
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Anonymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous
Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

We are RESIDENTS of Cambridge and have been for 72 years. |
have 1 vehicle which Is 50cm longer than your proposed length. It Is
for 2 of us and 6 Ukrainians. We have 1 vehicle when 3 are allowed
per house. This causes us to park further away from home!

Divisive - encouraging well off to have bigger mare expensive cars

The Increase in maximum vehicle length would reduce the number of
bays available which would be negative to everyone, and encourage

people to use larger vehicles in urban areas. Revoking permits should
not be without notice. Should be appeal option first.

Penalised house bound residents from having family visiting on
weekends and bank holidays.

what about those who cannot afford to own a motorised vehicle? why
should their living environment be full of parked vehicles? especially
considering the tendency of vehicles to become larger and longer

Too big & question.

Possible age discrimination

Having larger vehicles is not compatible with environmental
sustainability

You're allowing larger more dangerous vehicles. Those vehicles
disproportionately affect groups in the equalities act.

| put negative so that | was provided the opportunity to say yes and
no to the last question.

My disabled father in law has to time visits so that his mobility scooter
can reach our front door, because of the width of cars parked along
the pavement in Romsey town
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ANOnyYmous Froposals noi COmMPannie Wim reducing LU emissions

Anonymous Encouraging large vehicles with increase CO2 and is not compatible
with the councils zero emissions policy

Anonymous Why s there no consultation / wote to recind the schemes? One vote,
under talse pretenses to approve these schemes. should not mean
eternal and unchallenged operation of these money-making
enterprizes for the councilt!!

Anonymous They could find themsehes unfairly disadventaged.

Anonymous The current limit of 2 permits per household means that & third car-
owner is faced with re-parking twice & day. outside the zone. i there's
anywhere availed. ' Check before you buy or rent’ isn't much help to
edult children returning to the family home.

Optional question (67 response(s), 546 skipped)
CQuestion type: Single Line Question
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Q% Do you feel this policy supports the Council's corporate commitments?
https://www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/council finance-and-budget/business-plans

Guestion options
@ Dontknow @ No W Yes

Oiptional quastion (581 respanses), 32 skiped)
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Q10 Please provide details on why you feel this policy doesn't support the Council’s
corporate commitments?

Anonymous You have provided no informatson about your commitments !

Ancnymous The document placas the Council's interests ahead of those of
corparales.

Ancnymous ‘Your to provide & link to the palicy in the lefter you send.

Ancnymous Wi have to pay to not be able to park down our street. There are 5
spaces for 40 houses

Ancnymous It is not clear how it would do so. again as specific areas are not
discussed. Which is, once again, hostile to all residents and not
transparent.

Anonymous Changes are unclear. We didn't want. still don't want or nesd &
scheme.

Anonymous There was a no consideration of sustainability objectives through e-
vehicles. Inadequate consideration of equality issues, especially
imtersectionality.

Anonymous Specifiaw

Ancnymous The objectives could achieved by having & short period of operation

in the middie of each day with potentially & reduction in enforcement
costs. Currently this scheme Is simply another resident tax &amp;
increases costs for basic maintenance on our property.

Anonymous no information given

Ancnymous not enough help for local businesses operating in the city but with
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Anonymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

HIENnEEE VLSS LY

The best way to grow the local economy and support the poorest in
society is to iImprove the public transit. This is also & much better way
of discouraging car use without baing anti-car

| think the council need to make it easier for tradesmen to operate.
The £14 plus £9 administration charge is an additional burden for us
home owners in the city. The cost should cover up 1o three days

parking.

Survey is poorly designed &amp; does not allow residents o
comment fully on parking schemes. Gives no opportunity to suggest
other changes (such as inadequate maximum visitors permits or
ovemight motor home parking). Shockingly inadequate consultation!

Mot clear

Criteria based on the length of a vehicle seem not to be related to
council aspirations towards reducing carbon output. The palicy is not
relevant to the council's aims.

| don't agree with & paid resident parking permit. \We were not
consulted and the scheme had came on without any discussion woth
the residents. t's a very expensive parmit to park in a public area
whara we live . We pay already & lot of council taxes

The profits from the scheme does not alleviate the damage that the
scheme caused. For example many front gardens have baen
converted into car park places, increasing the level of vel of flash
fliooding. The scheme could encourage the conversion of gardens.

There should be greater provisions for electric cars and charging at
home to promate the green agenda and cleaner transportation.
Ideally bays to charge at home or more provisions for shared electric
chargers.

The Council has a commitment to residents, this is primarily &
residential area.
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Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anocnymous

Lowis

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Anocnymous

Anonymous

There is no transparency on the nature of the changes being made
so residents are not in & position to comment constructively on the
proposad changes

Mo need to make these changes where | live.

Cambridge, fastest growing town in the LK. But the world is on fire.
Meed to give Trades eg builders mone flexibility to park. Discowrage
large cars. Ration vehicle movements, introduce 'sensible’ congestion
charging. Culiure change to Public Transport.

Ppl are buying larger cars by choice (luxury) not need. Our sireets
are too narrow. They use more space = fewer cars can park. They
consume more fuel. Less green, less tair. Fve yet to see 8 PCN
issued to cars that don't fit in designaied bayslines.

Allowing longer wehicles also means that thosa vehicles will be
heavier, making them more dangerows for people outside the vehicle
and increasing emission. | think allowing the maximum wehicle size to
imserse to 5.4m goes against ambition 1 and 2.

Increasing allowed vehicle size goes against ambition 2 “fravel acroas
the county is safer and more emdronmentally sustainable®. Larger
vehicle create more emissions and are more dangerous.

Used often to raise revenue only.

Mot enough free parking.

How can I. You don't you provide the document as part of this survey.
Am | supposed to search for it Where???

| don't beleve it supports Ambition 5, as you are asking people 1o pay
to park at their home.
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ANDNYMOous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

1S IS MOFe 8 CONCEM OYer MONManng of Me SCNeme &s 1ar Me 185!
5+ years there has been no enforcement of parking - will this be
rectified with immediate effect?

| do not see how this will raise significantly more money. |t will mean
that wisitors! tamily will not be able to visit and stay over night without
& cost to the residents. This is inherently unfair and unjust.

Me no understand the question

The council just want to get rd of all vehicles, They don't care what
effects it will have on working people.

Parking permits should be able to be purchased by those that pay for
council tax, pay into the services for the community. Parking permits
should be allowed down to discration of individual cases eg if you are
& property owner not a8 passing tenant.

Unused wisitors parking permits in res parking areas should be
renewable | g5 always used to be the case_Apart from parsimony.
thera is no justification for not permitting renewal.

Allowing extra long vehicles of 5.4m would give opportunities for
matorhomes to be parked in residential streets. These could be a
property's sacondary, leisure vehicles for

Some residents may take advantage of 5.4m vehicle allowance o
park motorhomes on streets and these taller vehicles block light from
homes on narmow terraced streets. They should not be allowed
permits.

Duty of care for ALL residents

we disagree with the ops

It is undemocratic to impose new changes. We hawe parmit parking
slready. We do not need 1o extend the hours or the days.
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Anonymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

I'm not really sure what kink they can possibly be between exiending
the hours of an unnecessary parking scheme, and those
commitments

Mone of theses changes seem to bear any relation to any of the goals
described in the corporate plans

‘You're clearly trying 1o find a way 1o fund other projects. This is not a
benefit to residents. I's contrived and unfair to residents. It's not
helping our parking issues

There's arguments that these proposals are in direct conflict with
embitions 2 4.5&amp;6.

Council supposedly promoting communities and accass o things. The
approach to parkiing makes it difficult for me to visit many places and
puts me off visiting or being visited by friends | long o see in the city
inwhich | live.

well it does not appear to promote or support the green agenda
(electric cars have to pay for parking) and thera appears o be no
aciively discouragement of students who are living in university
owned accommodation having vehicles.

The proposals (like extending to bank holidays), wauld adversely
gffect residents without providing any benefit (as there is currently no
parking problem on bank holidays). The consultation also doesn't
eddress other resident concemns like hours.

As far gs | can tell, none of the policies work towards satisfying any of
the sewen stated ambitions, and at least one of them--entorcing the
parking rules on bank holidays--might wark against some (4. 5. and
g).

Does not take into account the redsidents and their requirements

Keeping the spaces smaller enables more spaces thus more income.
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Anonymous

Anonymous

Ancnymious

Anonymous

Ancnymious

Anonymous

Anocnymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Bigger cars should be discouraged.

These palicies are unclear and it's a too generic question - it should
specify what policies it's trying to support and why ie raise more more
maney from the motorist

Do not encourage larger cars. They are bad for every reason. More
embodied CO2, more CO2 in use, more highway maintenance, more
danger to athers paricularly pedestrians and cyclisis. You should be
encouraging Cars to get smaller, not bagger.

It iz making life more difficult for residents that have lived here for
some time. There have been no communication with the people that it
affect. it

Bigger cars do not support net zero policy

W should encourage smaller cars which causa less congestion,
poliution and are safer

Encaouraging larger wehicles is worse for the environment. against
ambition 15amp:2. Prioritising based on existing usage will not halp
reduce usage. Lack of any mention of residents’ cycle parking goes
apgainst every ambition!!

The policy could be & fantastic tool for change in Cambridgeshire -
imagine if it dictated that exery street had at least one or two car
parking spaces transformed to allow 5-6 bicycles/scooters/cargo bikes
o be orderdy secured?

‘Your commitment to a FAIRER Cambndgeshire s compromised by
variable operating hours: 8 hrs in de Freville but just 3 hrs in
MNewnham. Residents in De Freville have to pay much more for short
visitor parking than Mewnham. This is UMFAIR

It is untair that variable APS operational hours exist throughout
Cambridge, wiz ditferences between Mewnham and de Freville.
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ANOMYmous

AnonymoLs

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Ancnymous

Anonymous

AnonymoLs

Ancnymous

Falls to support commitment to active trevel and reduction in
pollution. Motor vehicles are a big problem a significant sector of the
Cambridge population are trying to deal with it on & daily basis.why
are they getting so lithe support from the Gouncil?

If you prowide large spaces for SUVs which are antisocial cars. then
you must charge (disproportionately) for users of these cars. This will
sarve o discourage their use, but also may raise revenue.

‘You're mot moving towards clean green and accessible mobility
solutions.

The schema in our area had long hours of operation imposed on us
from the start. Other ereas were alliowed much shorter hours and this
is not FAIR. A couple of hours between 12 and 2pm would achieve
the same result and be cheaper o polica.

The policy is counter to the Council's sustainable transport ambitions.
It should be usad &s & tool to help shift towards more active transport,
by increasing charges for larger &amp; mare polluting vehicles,
&amp; by considering bike parking as an integral part.

It goes against the council's commitment to more active travel by
facilitating, and therefore encouraging. car use; and proposing to
eccommodate the minority who choose larger, more dangenows
Eamp; polluting vehicles.

Proposals are divisive favouring larger vehicles

Should be discouraging car ownership, e specially |

Should be discouraging car awnership. especially in narrow streets.
And more cycle parking in residential areas definitely needed

We should not have to pay for visitors parking permits for a whole day
when they are only in use for half an hour or an hour. This is unfair
and costly to the homeowner. We should be grven the choice pay for
less hours. Too many pay and display bays.
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Ancnymous There are three elaments:

Anonymous There are three elements: 1 the size of the maximum permited car
should be increase to 5.5m. 2 the fact that visitor permits expire after
one year s just wrong, the time limit should be indefinite. 3 the
number of cars allowed should be increased to 3.

Optional question (72 response(s], 541 skipped)
Question type: Single Line Question
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Other Correspondence (Email & Postal)

Suggestion

| have just read through both the policy and started the survey. | see, however, that there is no 'box’ for free comment - only multiple choice answers. Whilst | am
happy to tick Yes to most of the guestions, | would like to note my disagreement with the move to "All waiting restrictions are active on statutory Bank and Public
Holidays and will be subject to enforcement activity.” These dates are when local, ‘permit-paying’ residents are most likely to have visitors. Why not maintain the
goodwill of free parking’ on those days instead of introducing an unnecessarily mean element to the policy (and upsetting those caught out by this change) ?

paf—

Visitors permits :

The current method of five permits/sheet is inflexible from two viewpoints. 1} | end up paying for a day's use even if someone ends up visiting for just 30 minutes
and we don't always know how long they will need to visit. 2) occasionally we have a visitor drive off with a sheet that is partially used which is even more
annoying.

Cther authonties offer tickets that are for one hour, two hours. . that is far more flexible.

Al=o, why is necessary to have an expiry date on visitors permits?

Permit Free Parking

[ would think that most residents have someone turn up for just a few minutes and either end up nervously keeping an eye out for a warden or wasting a ticket for
the whole day. Allowing 30 minutes free parking would be a fairer system that would be less subject to complaints at the cost of making the warden's task slightly
more complicated.

Better website

-an account or some mechanism which would allow residents to track status of requests for visitors permits and the number purchased - as there is a limit on
number of visiter's permits allowed within a year.

-ability to track no of resident’s permits allocated to a property

-be able to automatically renew parking permits as the current system is unclear to me (a relatively new resident) as to when or how a permit is renewed
Alternative system

Consider a change to a system like Ringo which other authorities use as they tend to provide more flexibility and possibly remove the inflexibility of the current
visitor permits

Cad

The section that struck me forcibly in the review is 6.5, on parking on footways. Ifthis i= 'not an offence’, except in certain cases, it should be sensibly discussed.
The two paragraphs telling us what a menace it is to pedestrians are just patronising: we know that. Needless to say, it does not appear in the survey, although |
realise it's not something in CCC can control.

We would suggest that section & - scheme design, should be stronger on cycle parking. Whereas in the proposed pelicy it's just in a bullet point list of things to be
considered. Something along the lines of ‘we will aim to include the installation of cycle parking as part of residential parking schemes where there is a demand'
should be added.

This could also be included in the Informal and Formal stages in 7 4. We would suggest ‘we will consult on the level of demand for on street residents cycle
parking.'




The residents’ scheme should be extended to cover all Sundays and public holidays. In our area of Castle Ward, very close to the city centre, our
residents’ spaces are always immediately filled on Sundays by people who walk easily into the shops. This means that we cannot drive away from cur spaces on a
Sunday and hope to return there later in the day. Having lived here for [deleted] odd years, | can assure you that the congestion is becoming more acute,
especially in University term and at Christmas. Sundays are nowadays like any other working day, and there is no ground for treating Sundays as excepticnal in
respect of the operation of the parking scheme.

Coupled with the extension of the scheme's timetable, it will be essential to ensure that it is properly — that is, frequently and regulary — policed by your wardens

My biggest concemn with the current resident parking scheme is the antiquated process for resident visitor parking. Can we not get an electronically activated
resident visitor parking permit?

The current resident visitor parking permits are really bad because each permit covers 3 visits and therefore you need to make sure that you get the permit back
after each use.

2nd Email Mow | know what I'm being asked about, | can confirm that I'm supportive of all the proposed changes. However, | wish there was also an improvement in
the process for using resident visitor permits

For clarity, | would be against extending parking restrictions beyond the existing days and times, and | would be against permitting vehicles longer than private-
USE Cars.

The survey also does not engage reasons for the likert scale - please find attached comments in the attached policy. For example, there are no time frames
included in any of the process to which the Council must adhers to or eguality across the city nor does it reguire transparency of how many permits are issued per
arealreasonable # of househelds. While Council cannot guarantee a space, they are responsible for not overselling permits for revenue without resident getting a
reascnable change to park since they are bearing the cost of it. A process which relies on Councillors or transient resident households is problematic as many are
nct engaged o responsive.

See attached document

['would like to highlight rmy issue on the topic of length of vehicles . Currently | am finding it harder to find parking spaces for my small [deleted] in the area where |
Inve . | have been a resident in CB1 [deleted] since 2000. Larger vehicle owners pay the same amount to park as | do . This does not seem fair especially as | am
now being obstructed .

[ 'would do everything suggested in your email. | would also suggest restricting permits to one per household.

More importantly, current and future restrictions need to be enforced. adopting AMPR: (used in other towns and cities) would reduce your costs, significantly
increase efficiencies (speed of applications) and improve enforcement.

"

| completely disagree with operating the scheme on public holidays and bank holidays. The idea was to stop commuters parking in our road, most people don't
work on these days anyway, =0 why operate the scheme on these days? You have enough money out of residents as it is, so why not just exclude the days.

For information, my [dealate] holds a residents permit in Bristol. There is no paper, she can purchase this on line and it automatically registers her car/permit. She
can purchase visitors permits online too. Everything is with immediate effect. Why do you insist on doing everything by paper, it's a waste of money and is terrible
for the environment. .. please try to move with the times! Your online system often doesn't work and then you still send out paper permits and they can take days to
arrive, which is particularly dificult with visitor permits.
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| am pleased to see proposal 4, increasing the length definition for a family car and therefore an eligible vehicle from %M to 5.4m.
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[}

| have just completed the survey on the Resident Parking Scheme Pelicy Review. | suggest a review of policy must account for the changes that will occur as more
of us move to electric vehicles. Good policy here will increase EV uptake in accordance with local and national strategy, and poor policy will hinderit. | live in a
terraced house with parking on both sides of the street- a very common scenaric. Our househeld has one car. | estimate the average width of a plot is 6m.
Everyone typically tries to park in front of their own house and about 50% of the time | can do so.

| suggest that EV owners should get a single protected bay in front of their house to allow domestic charging on streets where this is possible. There is precedent
for this with dizabled residents’ bays. | am not suggesting the considerations cutlined are in any way as important as accessibility, only that the council
accommodates for private benefit within the general parking scheme. The benefits are clear: mainly to the EV owner but also economic and environmental. | have
nct yet seen a resultant harm. Conversely a strategy of purely public chargers is unsustainable and will cause preblems for all car-cwning residents.

Please can you detail how the council plans for all residents’ vehicles becoming EV's over the next couple of decades? Public charging bays seem to have very
low occupancy rates (collecting data on this is surely essential for planning) and are presumably expensive to install. They are hugely expensive and inconvenient
for EV drivers who must move or block ancther user. This strategy will also cause problems for all residents:

[fthe planned model is to charge then move, this isn't simply an exchange of general residents’ parking for residents’ EV parking; installing public chargers
reduces available parking space. Efficient use of space would allow more permits, or even bike parking or tree planting.

[finstead the idea were to leave the EV in the space when not charging:

lUze of each charger would be very low giving poor value for money.

the chance of finding an available charger would be low.

This would result in 3 great installation cost, a poor service, or both.

To detail the costs: have a relatively efficient electric car. Charging on my renewable domestic tanff would cost £2 per 100 miles. Charging at the council-provided
public BP Pulse station costs £21 /100 miles. An efficient diesel carwill cost about £10-15. The household and societal benefits of vehicle to grid infrastructure
(both financial and envircnmental ) further make the case for home charging wherever possible.

| welcome the trial for cross-pavement charging gullies, although note this has already had a positive outcome in other councils such as Milton Keynes and don't
see the sense in every council repeating the same trial. |t would be a shame for a parking policy review to conclude with policy prohibitive to such innovative
scluticns.

If the number of issued permits is limited by the available space in a scheme area, | don't see how my suggestion would be the detriment of the residents at large.
Those with a second car may have to park it further away- but this directly trades-off for somecne else's first/preferred car being closer to home. If instead you
issue 50 many permits (excluding visitors) that if everyone was parked at once it would exceed capacity, please can you confirm this?




Some further suggestions:

This could be conditional on a maximum length of car, perhaps even less than the maximum length allowed in the overall scheme. Myself and [deleted] could be
limited to 5mvehicle length rather if we couldn't all park cars of the proposed 5.4m in read space matching our plots.

| would, and suggest others would, be happy to pay for the administrative overhead and works cost of designating a persenal bay.

The single protected bay could of course be offered to all residents. | don't see how that would cause an issue but having it as an EV perk might stimulate
adoption.

| note the disabled bays in a scheme are open to all blue badge holders. The same could apply to EV bays (sub-optimal | think, but perhaps there are statutory
reasons or concems about private individuals capturing a public space). Asking your EV-owning neighbour to switch spaces =0 you can charge is a mutual
benefit, in compariscn to begging an ICE car owner to move.

| look forward to hearing back from you. | would be very happy to discuss this further and make this case in an appropriate forum. It would be excellent to see
Cambridge County Council lead in this area.

1
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This is an opportunity to state my objection to a sudden introduction of vehicle-size.
Meodern families need larger vehicles . Has consideration been given to clder residents like myself ?

The Teniscn read area has an increased number of vehicles since | began living in my current house in 2000. So far my small [deleted] is able to fit into spaces
near to my home . More residents with vehicles ,now larger vehicles is not going to improve my hopes of parking easily in the nearest roads to my house .

| would appreciate comments on the concemns for older residents in this area. Previously | have already raised the issue that car owners with larger vehicles pay
the same price for a permit as | do . Unfair
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| have completed the survey questicnnaire. However it failed to provide an opportunity to express opinicns cutside a very narrow set of guestions, and gave no
space to explain why one might disagree. Are you really interested in a genuine consultation? Even the web address that one has to type in is unnecessarily long
and complicated as if to discourage participation.

On the guestion of increasing vehicle size we/you should not be encouraging the trend towards larger anti-social vehicles. They already create problems in car
parks such as the Grand Arcade: longer vehicles tend also to be wider and higher, making it impossible see or manouevre around them and that is also a problem
on narrow residential streets. They also tend to be more polluting and carbon-intensive — restricting their parking is a good way of discouraging their use.

[ would also like to highlight the administrative ineficiencies of the current scheme: a sheet with 5 parking permits means that one has to recover the permit from
each user at the end of the parking period, which can be difficult if it is a trader who simply leaves at the end of the job. And at the end of 12 months one has to
discard unused permits, wasting money. The Oxford residents parking scheme employs a single-use scratch card which has many years validity so one can buy a
substantial number and keep them for years.

The payment system is also extremely clunky. After entering one's details to order permits one is transferred to a generic payment site where all the details have to
be entered again. And every application gets two emails so one applies for 5 at a time 10 cenfirmation emails arrive!




L
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| have recently requested a guest parking permit for an address eligible for such permit. | have been asked to provide a proof of address which doesn't really
make sense to me and potentially adds to unnecessary admin work.

1} I've been paying Cambridgeshire council tax for the last 11 years. It would be great if the person issuing the parking permit could look it up.

2} If | am reguesting a parking permit for an address that is eligible for that permit and the permit is going to be sent to that address, is there really any need to
provide a proof of my address?
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| have just completed the survey on changes to the residents parking permit policy. | was disappointed to see no section for comments to expand or explain
answers. |t is a very basic survey.

Please can | ask you to consider the following:
Extending residents parking days to include Bank Holidays:

Please could the number of visitor parking permits able to be purchased be increased as | often have family members visiting over Bank Holiday periods thus extra
permit days will be required. | am sure | am not the only resident this will affect.

ehicle Eligibility:
Vehicle size: Increasing the length of vehicles from Smetres to 5.4metres is excessive. We often have a builders flat bed van taking up two car spaces in our
resident parking streets which I'm sure is at least Smetres long.  This length extension will undoubtedly take the space of 3 small cars which makes the scheme

very unegual.

However, if having work done and builders or other trades need to park for a few days during the working day it is usually easy to find a space which does not affect
neighbours as their cars out out during the working day. But these trades rarely have anything larger than a Transit size van.

It iz the parking of very long vehicles from arcund Spm which takes up excessive car spaces which are the preblem, and a majornity of trades have finished for the
day by that time.
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Dear Sir/Madam
| am writing to you in response to your letter dated 31 October 2024.

I am concerned about proposed changes to the residents parking scheme. In particular, | am against
proposals to increase the size of vehicles allowed. This will reduce the number of spaces available
and will encouraging larger vehicles with higher CO2 emissions. This proposal is not compatible with
the sustainable transport policy and the councils net zero ambitions. Neither is it compatible with
the Equality Act.

Concerns About Vehicle Size Limitations

While | support many of the proposed changes, | strongly oppose the suggestion to allow vehicles up
to 5.4 meters in length to be included in the scheme.

Currently, finding available parking spaces has become increasingly difficult, and allowing larger
vehicles to park in residents’ areas will only exacerbate this issue. Vehicles longer than 5 meters often
occupy more than one parking space. The attached photo of a three-car bay clearly shows a large
vehicle taking up one and a half spaces, thus depriving another resident of a parking spot.

The justification for increasing the vehicle length from 5 meters to 5.4 meters is based on the claim
that family cars are growing in size.




4. Viehicle Eligibility (Section 10.3) Proposed: With the increase in the size of o family car,
extending the maximum vehicle length from 5m to 5.4m (see highlighted below).

However, while some cars may exceed 5 meters, this is relatively uncomman. In fact, many large
vehicles remain below the 5-meter threshold:

+  AudiQ8-4.992m

« Mondeo Estate — 4.871m

« W Passat Estate — 4.917m

«  \olvo V90 — 4.936m
«  \olvo XC90 — 4.953m

It is important to note that larger vehicles are generally more polluting and should not be
encouraged. Even if these vehicles are electric, which is unlikely given that most electric car owners
have off-street parking, their size could still be a problem for the overall parking situation.
Encouraging larger vehicles would conflict with the goal of reducing pollution and promaoting
sustainable transport.

Alignment with Council's Commitments

Allowing larger vehicles to park in residents’ parking areas contradicts the council’s own corporate
commitments. Specifically, the business plan outlines ambitions to achieve net zero and promote
environmental sustainability. Permitting larger, less efficient vehicles to take up more parking spaces
undermines these goals.

Additionally, | believe this proposal does not fully comply with the Equality Act 2010. The Act
requires authorities to consider the socio-economic impact of their decisions and reduce
inequalities. Increasing the size limit for parking spaces disproportionately benefits wealthier
individuals who can afford larger vehicles (e.g., SUVs or vans). Meanwhile, lower-income residents,
who may drive smaller, more affordable cars, could be at a disadvantage if these vehicles are
displaced by larger ones. This may worsen socio-economic inegualities in our area.

Suggestions for Further Improvement

I am also disappointed that residents were not consulted on other aspects of the parking scheme
that could contribute to improvements. For instance, | suggest limiting the number of parking
permits per address to two. Additionally, if a property has off-road parking, the number of permits
should be reduced. For example, if a property has one off-road space, it should only be eligible for
one oermit. If two off-road soaces are available. no parking nermits should be issued. In our area.




there are instances where people park on the road while leaving their off-road spaces empty, which
is inefficient and unfair to residents without off-road parking.

Thank you for considering my views. | hope that the council will take these concerns into account in
the final decision regarding the Residents’ Parking Scheme.
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| feel compelled to make a complaint after attempting to complete your latest survey on residents’ parking and being left feeling frustrated.

The policy document wasn't easy to follow and I'm still unclear on the proposed changes.
The proposals should have been included alongside each question, not in a separate clunky document, to make it easier to follow and easily understood.

There is insufficient space to include one's views, 255 characters in total - utterly infuriating!

| wanted to add my views;

- Each househaold should be limited to one parking permit unless there are exceptional circumstances such as hours Blue Badges.

- Hours should be extended from Bam to 6pm excluding Sundays and Bank Holidays.

- Marrow side streets such as these off Mill Read should net have parking rights either side. Parking should only be granted on cone side, with the inclusion of cargo
bike parking provision and EV charging.

- The Victoria Road end of Stretten Avenue voted against a residents’ permit scheme, which | think should be vetoed because of the constant issues with the
pinch-point. Parking sheuld be considered for removal on one side of the street to allow for safe access and help facilitate active travel.

Please confirm the cost of producing this survey/hinng consultants? It does not appear to be value for meoney, given my above comments.
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| am a Cambridge resident and resident parking permit holder. I've just filled in the survey on the proposed changes to the resident parking scheme policy and was
surprised that there was no place for "other input / comments”.

| wanted to ask if the following had been considered:

1- Reducing the number of parking permits per dwelling to 1. It was somehow, a few years ago, increased to allow 2 cars with permanent parking permits per
dwelling but restrict the amcunt of visitor permit any dwelling could buy during a given year. | still don't understand why that change took place. We are such a
residential area and so close to the city centre and all the amenities surely it would be an acceptable restriction that people living in our area limit to one car. Orif
they absolutely need two, look at other parking options (like renting a garage or private parking space)

2- Have a reduced rate for 0% emission vehicles? Not free, as the issue is still that there isn't enough space to park, no matter what type of vehicle one drives, but
a reduced rate to encourage people to choose less polluting cars would be a positive change | feel.

Also, | strongly oppose increasing the allowed length of cars eligible for a parking permit. 5m is already a very big car! I'm not sure any longer car would even fit
width wise in our narrow streets! Also, would that apply to visitor parking permits for vans for builders etc?




You do not have to give us any personal information. We will not publish any personal
details you do give us, but may publish your response, and include it in public reports,
with personal details removed. Personal data will be held securely, in accordance with
data protection legislation. We will only store it for 12 months after the survey results
have been analysed and the survey summery published.
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Q2.
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Do you live in Cambridgeshire?
X Yes
@ No

Do you currently hold a valid Cambridgeshire County Council resident
parking permit?

X Yes
© No

A small number of changes have been proposed. Some simply offer
more clarity on existing policy and practices and have little effect on the
day-to-day experience of parking scheme permit holders. Other
proposed changes could have a more significant operational impact. We
would welcome your views on the a those prop
changes that are felt to have the greatest impact. How far do you
support or oppose the following sections.

§ - Operational Hours
X Definitely agree

o Somewhat agree

o Neither agree nor disagree

o Somewhat disagree

o Definitely disagree

7.3- Prioritising a Resident Parking Scheme

X Definitely agree

o Somewhat agree

o MNeither agree nor disagree
o Somewhal disagree

o Definitely disagree

10.2 - Property Eligibility

X Definitely agree
o Somewhat agree
o Neither agree nor disagree

o Somewhat disagree
o Definitely disagree

10.3 - Vehicle Eligibility
Definitely agree

B

o Somewhat agree

o MNeither agree nor disagree
o Somewhat disagree
Definitely disagree

10.13 - Revoking permits

o

X Definitely agree

o Somewhat agree

o Neither agree nor disagree
o Somewhat disagree

o Definitely disagree

Do you feel the document Is clear?
X Yes

o No
o Don't know

If you feel the document isn't clear, please provide details on why it isn't clear

Qs.
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What impact do you feel the proposals would have on any person/s or
group/s protected under the Equality Act 20107
o Positive

Please provide details on what the positive impact would be

o Megative
Please provide details on what the negative impact would be

X Don't know

Do you feel this policy supports the Council's corporate commitments?
Busi Plan 2024 10 2025 | C. ) e C. c .

X Yes

o No
o Don't know

Please provide details on why if you feel this policy doesn't support
the Council's corporate commitments
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5 — Operational Hours

o Definitely agree
® Somewhat agree

o Neither agree nor disagree
o Somewhat disagree

o Definitely disagree

7.3 - Prioritising a Resident Parking Scheme

o Definitely agree

o Somewhat agree

o Neither agree nor disagree
o Somewhat disagree

o Definitely disagree

10.2 - Property Eligibility

o Definitely agree
o Somewhat agree
o Neither aaree nor disaaree

County Council resident
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Definitely agree
Somewnhat agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Somewhat disagree
Definitely disagree

10.13 - Revoking permits
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o Definitely agree

o Somewhat agree

o Neither agree nor disagree
o Somewhat disagree

o Definitely disagree

Do you feel the document is clear?

o Yes
o No
o Don't know

If you feel the document isn't clear, please provide details on why it isn't clear

o Positive
Please provide details on what the positive impact would be

o Negative
Please provide details on what the negative impact would be
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Yes
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Q1.

Qz.

Q3.

Do you live in Cambridgeshire?

O Yes

Do you currently hold a valid Cambridgeshire County Council resident
parking permit?

O Yes

A small number of changes have been proposed. Some simply offer
more clarity on existing policy and practices and have little effect on the
day-to-day experience of parking scheme permit holders. Other
proposed changes could have a more significant operational impact. We
would welcome your views on the following sections, those proposed
changes that are felt to have the greatest impact. How far do you
support or oppose the following sections.

5 — Operational Hours
o MNeither agree nor disagree

7.3 - Prioritising a Resident Parking Scheme
o Neither agree nor disagree

10.2 - Property Eligibility

o Somewhat disagree

10.3 - Vehicle Eligibility
o Definitely disagree

10.13 - Revoking permits
o Somewhat disagree

Do you feel the document is clear?
o Yes

If you feel the document isn't clear, please provide details on why it isn't clear
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Qs.

Qsé.
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What impact do you feel the proposals would have on any person/s or
group/s protected under the Equality Act 20107

o Megative
Please provide details on what the negative impact would be

The restriction on permitting new properties to secure parking permits
potentially discriminates where building are constructed or adapted to meet the
needs of people with disabilities.

Do you feel this policy supports the Council’'s corporate commitments?
Business Plan 2024 tp 2025 | Cambridgeshire County Council

o Mo

Please provide details on why if you feel this policy doesn't support
the Council’s corporate commitments:

| object to the proposal to increase the permitted length of vehicle. The reason given is due to the
"increase in size of a family car”. I'm not sure what the officers proposing the change regard as a family car
but it seems to be to be a very retrograde step and out of keeping with the County’s ambitions set out in

its Business Plan 2024-2025.

Currently the 5m limit accommodates not only small family cars such as the Toyota Yaris (3.94m) but also
larger family cars such as a Kia Sportage SUV (4.67m), an Audi Ad Estate {4.76m) or a Toyota Corolla
(4.37m). Even quite large SUVs such as the BMW X5 (4.94m) or Porsche Cayenne (4.93m) are covered by
the current scheme. All dimensions from:

]
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@ I https/fwww.carsguide.com.aufcar-dimensions

Cars that might currently not be permitted that would sneak in under the 5.4m limit include some
versions of the Audi Q8 SUV and the Toyota Lexus LHS00. Both these vehicles cost between £75,000 and
£100,000, depending on the specification. These are hardly “family cars™ in any normal meaning of the
phrase.

| don't think Cambridgeshire should be complicit in supporting the growing trend to car-size inflation.
Paris has recently voted to introduce triple parking charges for large SUVs (measured by weight rather
than length, though the two are correlated). This is a precedent for cities to regulate the size of cars on
public roads.

According to the EU Commission:

"MNew cars are getting 1cm wider every two years in Europe, driven by the rise in SUV sales. Over 50% of
average vehicles sold are now larger than the 180cm width of typical on-street parking spaces found in
major cities such azs Paris, with large SUVE (at 200cm wide) no longer fitting. Larger vehicles restrict the
fair use of public space in urban areas and coniribute to greater road congestion.

Due to their larger size and weight, SUVs also pose a greater risk to vulnerable road user safety. A collision
with a heavier car increases the risk of death for vulnerable road users by 30% compared to a car 300kg
lighter, whilst the risk of fatal injury increases by 30% for a pedestrian or cyclist hit by a car with a bonnet
10 cm higher than average.”

Source:
https/furban-mobility-observatory.transport.ec.europa.eu/news-events/news/paris-introduces-triple-
parking-fees-suvs-2024-02-12_en

The County's own business plan include the aims that:

=> 2. Travel across the county is safer and more environmentally sustainable™

> 6. Places and communities prosper because they have a resilient and inclusive economy, access to
good quality public services and social justice is prioritised.”

=>7. Children and young people have opportunities to thrive™

As noted by the EU Commission, large SUVs restrict the fair use of public space in urban areas and
contribute to greater road congestion. The proposed increase in size of vehicles is incompatible
to 6 above.

As noted by the EU Commission, collisions with heavier cars increases the risk of death for
vulnerable road users such as children and people who walk or cycle. The proposed increase in
size of vehicles is incompatible to 2 and 7 above.



Introducing a regulatory change that is contrary to the Council’s own policy would be ultra vires
and could be challenged by way of a judicial review.



