Grange/Prestonfield Community Council
S6 Controlled Parking Zone: Response to Consultation
Introduction
Grange/Prestonfield Community Council (GPCC) was pleased to have been involved in the consultation over the proposal to establish a Controlled Parking Zone (S6) in our area.  We welcomed co-operation with City of Edinburgh Council (CEC) in organising two public meetings.  These were extremely well attended with over 300 people participating in often lively debates.  We have also received considerable correspondence and there has been major press coverage of the issues.

This response summarises the views expressed to us by residents.  It has been discussed at a full meeting of the Community Council and as such is our considered view.  The key points are:
1. We object to the introduction of the S6 CPZ proposal unless our particular reservations, about private streets and local shops (see below), are met in full.

2. The scheme as it stands needs major revision and we would be happy to work with CEC to improve it.

3. We think CEC should as soon as possible come forward with a further proposal to cover the remaining southern and eastern parts of the GPCC area. 

The remainder of this response looks at the issues raised in greater detail.

A CPZ, Yes or No?

Opinion expressed at the public meetings was fairly evenly divided, with perhaps a majority in favour; with some strong opinions being expressed both for and against.  It was agreed GPCC would support the scheme subject to our reservations, comments and recommendations being taken into account.

Reasons for:

The S1 zone has displaced commuter parking, and some short stay or S1 residents’ parking into the proposed area, causing increased problems for S6 residents.  This is particularly the case for residents who use their cars during the day; for those who live in the more densely populated parts of the area; or close to the major bus routes or places of employment.
The problems caused are:

· inability to find a parking space in reasonable distance of one’s home

· bad or inconsiderate parking which blocks driveways or sight lines

· parking that causes additional hazards for pedestrians

· over-parking on some of the more ‘arterial’ streets that causes them to become single-track roads, resulting in delays to bus services and difficulties with access for refuse trucks, fire engines etc
There was acceptance of the argument that a CPZ would help discourage commuters from driving into the area, and would perhaps encourage greater numbers to use public transport to get into the city for their work.

Reasons against
· In some streets parking for residents is not too much of a problem and the proposals are an over-reaction (some examples are given in Appendix 1).

· Some people wondered whether the S1 zone had been evaluated and what lessons had been learnt.  They felt there was now a lot of spare space in S1 that could be better used without inconveniencing the residents of that area.  Could CEC revisit the S1 zone and increase the amount of long-stay and short-stay shared use and decrease the amount of residents’ only parking to make better use of the space?

· Some people objected to having to pay for on-street parking when they were presently enjoying it for free.

· People living in private streets objected to restrictions being placed in their areas without their consent.

It should be noted that residents to the south of the railway objected to not being included in the consultation despite it being obvious they would be affected by the proposals.

Revisions
The GPCC has grouped the revisions it would like to see to the scheme into three categories:

1. Required: these are of the utmost importance and unless we receive very firm assurances from CEC that our wishes will be acted upon, we will withdraw our support for the overall proposal.

2. Well supported

3. Suggested

Required Revisions

1. Private streets: The legal situation regarding private streets, and the proposals for parking restrictions therein, must be resolved to their residents’ satisfaction.  It is not for either GPCC or the CEC Head of Transport to determine this.

2. Local Shops: The proposals should not affect the viability of the few local “corner shops” in the area. Most of these rely very heavily on “drop-in” shopping for a few items – if parking is made inconvenient (by e.g. having to pay even as little as 20p) we are concerned this trade will be lost. 

3. We strongly recommend all such shops are protected by being provided with limited free parking – we suggest “30 minutes free, no return within 60 minutes”.  This parking should be designed to maximise the safety of pedestrians on this busy route.  We do not consider it would be abused by drivers and, in any case, the shopkeepers would police the parking areas and notify wardens of any abuses.  We stress that providing this free parking would address many of the objections to the introduction of zone S6. The shops we are concerned to protect are noted in Appendix 1.

4. Some shopkeepers are concerned that no provision has been made for loading and unloading for delivery lorries. There should either be loading bays marked or assurance (in writing) to the shopkeepers that loading will be allowed and not be penalised.  

Well supported revisions
· The GPCC is of the view the overwhelming majority of parking bays should be ‘shared use’.  ‘Residents only’ bays should only be installed where there are the most compelling reasons. This would allow maximum flexible use of parking spaces and minimise poles and signage.

· Poles, signs and other street furniture should be kept to an absolute minimum by the above measure and by utilising railings and walls wherever possible.  We would ask CEC to look at best practice elsewhere in introducing only the minimum legally required.
· We do not support the suggestion that disabled badge holders will simply get a blue badge that allows them to park anywhere and so no disabled bays have to be provided.  We think it is still necessary to have some disabled bays.

· Longer period visitor permits should be introduced, including half-day and full-day permits.  
· CEC should speed up the introduction of the scheme to allow purchase of resident, visitor and other permits on-line, thereby eliminating administration and time-wasting for residents. 

· Proposed revisions to the controls in S1 should be speeded up and create greater amounts of shared use parking, including some additional 9 hour parking to make better use of space there.  (To many residents of S6 space in S1 looks under-used.)

Suggested revisions

· Some residents suggested an alternative of extending S1 southwards.  GPCC however believes it would be better to have a separate zone S6.  CEC should consider allowing some joint use of adjacent zones, particularly at the interface of zones S1, S6 and S7.
· In some areas it is proposed single yellow lines will be painted across driveways that are currently marked by discretionary white lines.  GPCC argues there is a moral benefit in continuing to have discretionary white lines as well as the single yellow lines.  The white lines have been beneficial and have the advantage over single yellow lines in operating 24/7.  We therefore would like them retained.
· Traders and Businesses: We are concerned the few small businesses in the area do not suffer from the introduction of the CPZ.  There should be sufficient traders’ (and/or business) permits to allow these businesses (e.g. shops, garages) to continue to trade. 
· There also needs to be enough all-day (9 hour) parking for occasional customers and/or staff. Public transport to this area is not all that convenient (depending where one comes from) and travel by car for some is more essential than for city centre businesses.
Other matters
There has been no impact assessment of the Park and Ride schemes at Newcraighall, Sheriffhall and Straiton.  Residents also wanted to know what CEC was doing to make sure they were used to their maximum capacity.  It was suggested there could be more effective marketing campaigns to persuade commuters to use them.
Residents wanted to know how many spaces overall would be lost as a result of the proposals.  It was thought the proposals would result in more attempts to put in driveways, destroying front gardens.  GPCC considers that a more robust approach should be taken by planners to driveway applications prior to the introduction of the CPZ.

The drafting of the Order for S6 suggests that the Resident’s Parking Permits, limited to 2 cars per household, will be charged the same for each car. Consideration should be given to charging substantially more for the 2nd car compared with the 1st.

There was also some concern that in the ‘rat-run’ streets, like Bright’s Crescent, cutting the amount of cars parked would increase the speeds motorists drive through.  Having parking on both sides of the street effectively turns these into single-track roads and slows the traffic.  We would ask that CEC carefully monitors the situation.

Extension of the proposed zone
We have already noted that people living to the south of the proposed zone, up to Liberton Brae, will be further affected by displaced parking from S6 and should have been included in the consultation.  People living in Prestonfield and Priestfield are already badly affected by commuter parking and yet have not been included in the proposals.  
The railway is no longer the “natural” boundary in the proposed scheme and the implementation of the proposed changes will cause congestion and pollution in arterial routes.  For instance, people in Charterhall Road thought it important to extend the zone into that road; otherwise it would get clogged by commuter parking as has happened in Blackford Avenue.
People wondered if there could be softer controls in the peripheral area, or new technologies could be used to phase in controls more gradually, thereby reducing hard boundaries between zones and minimizing displacement effects.  The softer controls might be shorter restricted hours, e.g. during peak rush-hour times with residents paying correspondingly lower fees for a permit.  Or, Council officials could explore the use of “intelligent “yellow lines at peak periods to deter the long term dumping of cars in the peripheral areas.

Recommendation

GPCC therefore urges CEC Head of Transport to prepare a CPZ scheme and consultation for the area south of the railway as far as Cameron Toll and Liberton Brae.  It would be hoped this can be introduced without delay, bearing in mind the “tidal wave” effect of introducing S6 north of the railway, the King’s Buildings Campus Planning Framework and the planning approval of the 41-43 Craigmillar Park hotel development. 

Appendix 1
Over-restriction

· Ventnor Place is proposed to have no parking spaces provided, but will have yellow lines, thereby reducing day time parking which at present is usefully utilised, through the loss of 14 spaces.

· No parking spaces are proposed on the north side of  Mentone Terrace between Mayfield Road and Moston Terrace, thereby losing 9 spaces near to the shops, which is usually now fully utilised.  The road here seems no narrower than the rest of Mentone Terrace, so it is not clear what the reason is for this omission. 
Local shops

· Blackford Avenue Store and Post Office: The “free area” should include both sides of Blackford Avenue south of Mortonhall Road and West Relugas Road and include the space directly outside the Post Office. (It is very desirable to have parking on both sides to allow vehicles travelling in both directions to be able to park in the direction of travel.) 

· Mayfield Road shops (near junction with Mentone Terrace): We suggest limited free parking on both sides of the road, although this would have to be outwith the rush hour restriction on parking.

· Ratcliffe Terrace shops (Grange Loan to Fountainhall Road): At present these shops have meter parking on Ratcliffe Terrace. However, they also benefit from free parking close by which will disappear if S6 comes in. CEC should consider allowing limited free parking here consistent with the boundaries of the new zone.
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