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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This report addresses the County Council’s invitation to the City Council to
meet part or all of the net cost of administration and enforcement of residents’
priority parking in Oxford. The report contains the following appendices:-

1.  Appendix 1 - report considered by the County Council’s Executive on
21st September 2004

2. Appendix 2 - resolution of the County Council’s Executive of 21st
September 2004

3. Appendix 3 — extract from Government Guidance on Local Authority
Enforcement of Waiting and Parking Controls

4. Appendix 4 — County Council’s On-Street Parking Account Summary —
2003/04

This report argues that residents’ parking is but one of a number of inter-
related transport policy elements designed to bring about environmental
benefits for all who work, shop, visit or live in Oxford and those benefits
should be paid for, not by one group of beneficiaries (i.e car owners who live
in Residents’ Parking Zones) but by all beneficiaries through Council Tax. It
also points out that there is no need to charge for residents’ parking permits
because the County Council’s car parking account is in surplus and not in
deficit.
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The report argues that the County Council cannot justify the injection of
further funding into the Oxford and Botley Special Parking Area. 1t suggests
that it is inappropriate, against Government Guidance and against Oxford’s
transport and traffic policies that Oxford City residents should be charged for
residents’ parking permits. Moreover, the Executive Board may want to
resolve that it would be inappropriate for a charge to be made for residents’
permits even if the Special Parking Area is extended to the whole of
Oxfordshire.

Balanced Transport Policy and Oxford Transport Strateqy

1.

Residents’ priority parking was one of the five essential elements of the
Balanced Transport Policy, adopted by the Council in March 1973. Each of the
elements were inter-related. The adoption of the Balanced Transport Policy
followed the Council’s rejection of new road building which favoured the private
motorist at the expense of other road users. New road building would have
brought about negligible environmental benefits in Oxford outside the City
centre. The Balanced Transport Policy sought to achieve a balanced approach
to provision for public transport, cycling, walking and the private car. The
introduction of residents' parking schemes in pursuance of the Balanced
Transport Policy was never intended to be an end in itself. Rather, the purpose
was to prevent the transfer of non-residential parking to residential areas from
areas or employers where parking is restricted, and thereby to encourage the
use of other modes of transport, in particular park and ride and public transport.

The first Residents' Parking Zones were introduced in South and East Oxford in
Autumn 1973 and in West Oxford and Jericho in early 1974, Other residents’
parking schemes followed, including for the City centre, so that there are now
20 residents' parking schemes in various parts of the City. There has never
been a charge for residents’ parking permits. There is a charge for business
permits and for hotel and guest house permits.

The Oxford Transport Strategy, which represents the current transport policy
framework, is essentially focused upon traffic movement in the City centre. But
the Strategy does include the extension of residents’ parking and the more
effective enforcement of on-street parking confrols.

Charging for Residents’ Parking Permits

4.

Following the introduction of the first residents’ parking schemes in 1973 and
1974, and the steady development of residents’ parking in Oxford, the City
Council undertook two major policy reviews, one in 1981 and one in 1991. The
1981 review resulted, among other things, in the introduction of visitor parking
and the extension of the hours of parking control to 24 hours a day (and the
rejection of charging for permits). Later, in 1991 a subsequent review resulted
in a decision to consult upon charging on a pilot basis for permit parking in the
South Oxford Residents’ Parking Zone because of the cost of operating
residents’ parking schemes. Eventually however, this decision was overtaken
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by one (in June 1992) o pursue the introduction of a limit on the number of
permits per household.

In 1985/1996, in the context of the decriminalisation of parking offences, the
City Council initially rejected a proposal to charge for residents’ parking
permits. Officers were asked to look at increasing pay-and-display parking and
charging for park and ride parking to ensure that the Special (decriminalised)
Parking Area (comprising the whole of the City area and Botley) would be self-
financing. However, the City Council subsequently accepted that charging
needed to be introduced "in order to offset any deficit in anticipated revenue” on
focal authority enforcement of waiting and parking controls.

Charging for residents’ parking permits (at a charge of £50 per permit) in all
Residents’ Parking Zones was advertised for public comment. In the light of
the responses, the City Council decided in November 1996 “to make no charge
for residents’ parking permits and that they should continue to be issued
without limit on numbers per dwelling”. The City Council also decided:~

“(1} That enforcement should be by negotiation with local residents (for
example during the hours and in the areas where enforcement was felt
most {o be needed);

(2) That each Controlied Parking Zone featuring a residents’ parking scheme
be treated equally as far as enforcement was concerned, the financing of
enforcement under a local authority enforcement regime being met from
fines for illegal parking, from on-street parking surpluses and, if necessary
and as achieved, off-street parking surpluses;

(3) That if residents of particular Controlled Parking Zones wanted additional
enforcement, that would be available at an extra annual charge.”

The resolution set out above is therefore the Council's current policy position.

Highways Agency Agreement and Decriminalised Parking

7.

The City Council terminated the Highways Agency Agreement (whereby the
City Council acted as the County Council's agent on traffic management
matters) with the County Council in November 2002. The County Council as
highway authority is therefore now solely responsible for traffic management
and on-street parking in Oxford. The City Council runs City centre and
suburban off-street car parks. The County Council is now considering how to
meet the cost of residents’ parking in Oxford. But when the Highways Agency
agreement was handed back to the County Council there was no intention that
the City Council would itself continue to meet the costs of residents’ parking.

In establishing decriminalised parking enforcement and setting up a Special
Parking Area for Oxford City and Botley the County Council had to and still has
to have regard to Government Guidance, and the law. The relevant part of the
Government Guidance n local authority enforcement of waiting and parking
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controls forms Appendix 3 to this report. The Guidance says, in summary, that
the arrangements have to be self-financing. The Guidance does not separate
out different elements of car parking income (i.e. it does not separate out
income from on-street (pay and display) parking charges) but, rather, it looks at
income and expenditure in the round. It therefore requires that the Special
Parking Area is self-financing taking into account the income from on-street pay
and display parking and the income and expenditure from enforcement.

The County Council’s On-Street Parking Account

9.

10.

A summary of actual expenditure and income on the County Council on-street
parking account (which includes residents’ parking enforcement under the
Special Parking Area) as reported to the County Councils Executive on 16"
June 2004 is contained in Appendix 4 to this report. This shows the account in
surplus by nearly £1million. Most of that surplus relates to the Oxford City
Special Parking Area. The final column of Appendix 4 (not reported in that form
to the County Executive) “strips out” the Abingdon and Henley details and
shows just the figures that relate to Oxford.

Back in 1988 the County Council resolved that "any surplus accruing to the on-
street parking account should be used, as far as legislation permits, for agreed
projects in the Oxford City area within the responsibility and scope of the
(relevant Committee), such projects and expenditure to be in line with and
supportive of the Oxford City Council’s Balanced Transport Policy”. The
commentary in the covering report to the County Executive on 16" June 2004
says that accumulated surplus on the on-street parking account for the end
2003/04 is £1.020 million. The Executive decided that the accumulated surplus
be carried forward in 2004/05.

Local Transport Plan — Extension of Special Parking Area

11.

The County Council’s current Local Transport Plan 2001 — 2006 contains as an
objective “to provide or seek the provision of effective parking enforcement”.
The Plan then discusses parking policies in the County (with particular
reference to Oxford) and acknowledges that the decriminalised parking system
for Oxford and Botley has provided effective at improving enforcement. The
Plan then says that “the potential for introducing special parking areas and
decriminalised parking powers in other towns will be investigated”. 1t now
appears that the County Council, in its consultation on the Local Transport Plan
for 2006 onwards is seeking to firm up on an expansion of decriminalized
parking arrangements to cover the whole of Oxfordshire.

Response to the County Council

12.
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The County Council's accounts for the Special Parking Area show the account
in overall surplus. It is therefore unnecessary to charge for permits to balance
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income and expenditure as this would increase the surpius contrary to
Government Guidance.

13. Residents’ parking in Oxford is designed to address wider objectives than
simply enabling residents to park outside or near to their homes. ltis partofa
broader City-wide (and beyond) fransport and parking policy. It is designed to
encourage a switch from car to public transport as part of a carrot and stick
approach. The “carrot” is the park and ride and the "stick” is the removal of
general public parking from residential streets in the residential areas that ring
the City centre, and in residential ~reas that adjoin or in which exist major
employers or suburban shopping centres. Minimising non-residential traffic on
the City's radial roads, together with the provision of bus lanes, assists park
and ride and other bus services to keep to time and represents an atiractive
alternative to the private car. The reduction of non-residential traffic also
improves environmental conditions for all those who live on or adjacent to the
radial roads.

14. Itis not generally the residents in Residents’ Parking Zone that create the
parking problems in residential areas and it might be considered unjust to
expect residents to pay for permits. Charging for permits would also bear more
heavily upon those residents on low incomes but who nevertheless need
access to a vehicle. Moreover, it might well be considered unjust to expect
residents of Residents’ Parking Zones to pay for permits to support a County
wide Special Parking Area. If such an initiative came to fruition, the County
Council account would in my view be uniikely to show a surplus. Any deficit
should, in my view, be made up in"ways other than expecting one section of the
community (i.e. residents’ parking permit holders) to cover that deficit.

15. The County Council is inviting the City Council to meet part or all of the cost of
residents’ parking in Oxford as it used to do before the Highways Agency was
handed back. Atthe current time there does not seem to be a need to inject
any funding into the Special Parking Area account either by introducing a
charge for residenis’ parking permits or by the City Council subsidising
residents’ parking because of the overall surplus on the parking account. It
would, in my view, be difficult for the County Council to sustain an argument
that more funding is needed unless it is to fund an extension of the Special
Parking Area to the whole of the County. And it would be unjust to expect car
owners in Residents’ Parking Zones to provide that funding.

THIS REPORT HAS BEEN SEEN AND APPROVED BY:

Brian Johnson — Interim Legal and Democratic Services Business Manager
Sharon Cosgrove — Strategic Director, Physical Environment

Councillor Turner — Portfolio Holder, Strategic Planning, Housing and Economic
Development

Councillor Hollingsworth - Leader

Background papers: Minutes of the City Council and its Highways and Traffic
Committee in 1981, 1988 and 1991
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ITEM EX10
EXECUTIVE - 21 SEPTEMBER 2004

CHARGING FOR RESIDENTS' AND VISITORS’ PARKING PERMITS
Report by Head of Transport
Introduction

s report reviews the existing Council policy and its operalion with particular reference to
irreni pasition in Gxford whare no charges are made for residents’ parking permits. The
leues in relation to bringing in charges in Ouxford and elsewhere are explaingd.
Recommandations arg made to consuit on he introduction of charges in Oxford and to adont
ated policy an sharging generally.

Bachground and Reasons for a Review

urdy Council has a long standing palicy fo make a charge for residents’ parking (see
But it is not operating thal policy consislently. I brief the existing palicy is thal the
5 Lahhnlm g 'ﬁmi oprrdlnm residents’ parking schemeas is fully recaverad by charging
_ andfor subsidy from District Caungils, Charges of £100 and
far i"r?c'i"ir’;ﬂ{‘i' parking permits in Ahingdon and Henley but no charges are
is” parking in Oxford and no subsidy is received from Oxford City Council lo
1 forioss of income as envisaged in the Counly Council's policy.

Aernenitation and operation of residents’ parking and managemen! measures in
e enforcement of raffic regulations in tha cily, has changed significantly
Council’s palicy on residanis” parking was drawn up. The existing residents’
chernes in Oxford were intraduced by the City Council quite some time ago whan
; ey for iraffic management. The City Council had a policy of not charging for
s parking permits and stood the cost of the administration of these fram their budget,
then no enforcement costs because this was undertaken by pofice traffic
e was here any incomie from enfercemaenl.

County Council now pays for enfercement casls within he decriminalised parking regima
arted in 1997 An attempt was made to introduce a £50 charge for residents’ parking in
with the order (hat trought in decriminalised parking enforcemaent. Mowever the
siian to the charge was such that it made it difficult to confirm the decriminalised parking
2 and therefore the proposal to charge for residents’ parking was dropped. | understand
the Ch} Coungil agreed instead to make a budgsl provision to cover any loss on the
fents parking zones which would have continued their policy and been consistent with
Lounly Council's policy. Howsver [alse undersland that no payment has ever beén made
e cost of operating the residents’ parking in Oxford has slways been met from revenue
rking account. The practical effect of this has been to relieve the City Council of a
cost they once bore and transfer that cost lo the Counly Council centrary to its policy. There is
nolunger an agancy agreement with the Cily Council for raffic management.

v !h

sarking in Oulord oparatss al @ net cost which is increazing. As more zones are

se conts will incraass,

énf:it.xding residents’ parking schemas, is an integral part of the Ouxford
I5 it vlso a kay feature of Integrated Trarsport Schemes in other towns. 1t
a2 a cansistent poiley to aoply when these schemeas are imploemantad and
ement of ham can be afforded.

sl condrol
ans ‘"'Dfl "‘!r

Scruting Commitlee st itls meeting in Hovember 2003 requested the
ot f.-u considar the inlroduction of charges for residents” parking permits in Oxford.
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EX10 —page 2

Legal issues (o be Considered

The Councit has an existing poicy which craates a presumptian in favaur of making charges
for residents’ parking permils in Oxford (and in any other locations in the fulure). Any
proposal to inlroduce charges for residenis’ parking will need to ba drawn up wilh care to

ensure complianee wilh the relevant legistation and guidance on charging for permits.

Trafiic Requlation Act (RTRA) 1984 contains the powers io designale on-sirest
a6 for permit holders and 10 charge for the use of thoss spaces. Our legal advice
', dhat the grounds for action under the RTRA must be not ta raise revenue but to maks

With regard 10 Oxiord, the Council also should ke account of OFT Cireular 1/95, Guidance
on Decriminalised Parking Enforcament outside London. The kay paragraphs are 4.1 and 4.9
(attachad as Annex 2). The tenor of these is that the local authority’s safety and lrafiic
manzagement objectives are fundamenial to selting any charges but subject to this the aim
zhould ba to make decriminalised parking enforcement at least self-iinancing. However, ihe
Guidance doas nol meke the aim of baing self-financing a limit en the income raised -
pravidad the charges are justified on valid safety and raffic management grounds, income
ey lagitimately excead expendiure,

& judgeinent on a judiclal review of a proposal o introduce a controfled parking zone in
Landon with charges for residents' permits also provides useful pointers o what needs (o be
considerad and recorded in making a decision 1o iniroduce charges. The key points ara:

(&) Tha purpose of the RTRA Actis nol to raise revenue (as above)
it The right to occupy a vacant spaca in @ residents’ parking place has a value in the

e thai the expenditure on lines and signs and enforcement is required o keep
ces frae for residents. It was nod unreasonable or unlawiul for the local

=tent 1o which the selling of a permit charge should take accounl of incoms
forcement and perhaps the income from pay and display spaces in the zone
raust be for the local authority to determine, remembering slways that the 1984 Act is
not o be used Lo raise revepues.

{i}) Wowas nol a malerial consideration to set charges by reference to what other
authorities charged.

decision in this case was o quash the controlled parking zone order bacausa

suitation and consideration of objactions were s0 flawed as to be prejudicial.

e Tact st most authorities with on-sireel parking schemes charge for, residents' permits
1 mean that this is a widely accepted principle. tn a sampie of 54 non-London authorities
rched for iInformation on charges for residents” parmits only 8 made no charge and 2 of
g are reviewing their scheme with a view to introducing charges. A further 2 authorities
have g free first permit but charge for second and subsequent permits, There is a wide range
of zune-based differantial charges and charges for permils addilional ta the first or second
parrall. {(See Annex 3} Although we should not set charges by reference to other auihorities,
e charges do provide a test of reasonableness for our chargas.

Tiie Case for Charges for Residents’ Permits

The Councit has an existing policy on the introduclion of residents’ parking schemas which is
Basedl on traffic management reasons, and provides for lhe cost of implementing ond
aperdting thers o e recoversd. This existing policy would gpply 10 80y new rasidants’
parking proposals and permit charges, allhough the policy could do with updating to include
reasons othar than road safely and nuisance {or residents - (o allow, for example, for
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EX10 - page 3

ration of restraint by pricing in setling charges. A drafl amended policy is atiached as

I Crsford ihe comprehensive network of residents’ parking zones is a fundamental part of the
Oxiord Transport Strategy, designed to reduce unnecessary car use in the city by deterring
«m;,um? zr parking and address nuisance caused to residents by not being able to park near
their homes. The provision of fhe facility is thersfore consistent with the lerms of lhe
plished policy, although the pnllrys stipulation (hat the provision should be self-ii snancang
tcurrently met.  An icome is Qamc-d from cnforcmmrnt but does not mcct Lhe cOSts

u:u"] thi zones e e T T T e

Enfifcement of parking requlations in the Oxford | Special Parking Area is aimead al meeling
both safety and traffic management objectives. The Penalty Charge of €40 was set with
rence in mind, but at @ level which at the discouriad rate of £20 equaled with the
tional fixed perialty charge. 1Uis sel &t the lowest rate of these permilted but still provides
sffective enforcement. The cost of enforcement exceeds the income from penaily charges.

Lin-siresl pay-and-display pariing in central Oxford is designed to provide shorl term parking
and remave tong lerm oan-street parking from the city ceatre in support of the overall parking
policy for the city, The pricing of pay-and-display is geared to ensure a consistent charge for
on-and off-streal car parks in the cily centre and encourage the use of Park and Ride far
ioriger term parking thus serving an exprass trafiic management purposc.

Thee current overall surplus on the parking account in Oxford is @ by-product of parking
R {mc'uding charges) that have 2 positive trafiic management and road safety
alion, frrespective of the suistenca of that surplus | consider that the iniroduetion of
nhﬂuld be seen as reasonable, given: the reievanl Guidance: lhe Council's
hed policy) that residents’ permils are recognised as having a value; and that the
a’ pa r%’mc_; zone element of the parking arrangements run at a lass. A case could also
2l using permit charges as a restraint mechanism in zones where the pﬂr}zmg
wrders do nolincludae 3 limit on the nurmber of permits per nousehold.

Determination of the Level of Charge for a Residents’ Permit

Lpphving the prirsc;ipiz:- of the Counc's existing policy — the recovery of the cosls of operating
residents’ parking zones - raisss the question of whether a charge in Oxford should be
d o the aross cost before taking account of incame from enforcement, or oo tha nel cost
Howing for this. Taking everylhing into consideration it is suggested that the net cost of
aperating all the axisling and fulure zones is used as the basis of the parmit charge and thal
one parmil charge apolies across Gxiord. Taking inlo consideration that higher enforcament
i be neaded in some zones, thal additiona! zones planned will increase he net
it over the current level, and a risk that enforcement income does not match the incomae
from the cenbial area zones, it is calculated thal an annusl charge of £40 a permit would be
le.JlIll*:;L

Ming of the existing Oxford residents’ parking zones have a Hmil of two permits per
household. For traffic resiraint reasons it is recommended that in zones where there is a
Bigher or no Bmil on permits per household the first two p-’ rmnits should be charged al £40, a
third ot £80, and & fourth or more permils ot £120. This wotld be in kKeeping with {raffic
policiss for the ity

The mazich day only residents parking scheme around fhe Kassam Stadiumn should be trealed

y to the other zanes in Oxford. There are some exceptional cosls in the sioning of
i 23 (the signs need to be regularly updaled lo show the date of the nexl event).
! n"; Qe nml ur the cost of adminisiration in issuing a permil, the numbers of days a year
e sche eration, and these exceptional enforcement costs, a charge of £10 a year

b wluj an. zoncs acound the stadium e slill coversd Iy an experimental tratfic order,
ne cnarges should be made untih the orders are confirmed as pumennni

esidants’ parking zones in other lowns the chargs for a permit would be sl to
of the costs particular o that scheme. The revised policy would aflow
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implarmeaniation costs o be included in the caleulation if this was considered 1o be justifiable. It
may be that in towns where an Integrated Stralegy is being pursued, the implemantation
oOs z el as part of the slrategy.

Visitors’ Parking Permits

Al the rasidenis’ parking in Oxfordshire has so far included provision of visilor parking
sermils, Mot all authoriies give visilors' permits: a sizeable proportion of authorities
researchad do nol make provision for these. There is no generally applied policy in
Oifordshire on whether we do or do not slways provide for visitor parking and it is probabiy
hest 1o leave sach zone 1o be considered on ils own marits. But a decision is needed on
wheiher to charge for visilor permils in existing zones and in future zones where provided for.

An argumant against charging'is @ social one: that it would penalise elderly and infirm
rasidents who find it difficult fo gzt out and rely on visitors for care amd social contacl.
However, medical carers can get ‘Carers Permits’ and sormie short term non-permit parking is
available In most zones, which other visitors could use.

Cna

leden

mson for charging is thal visilor permils have a market value and a charge may be &
rant to residents oblaining them to sell on,

Charges of forty pence and thirty pence a day are made for visitor permils in the Abingdon
and Henley schemes, g0 a precadent for charging is set in Oxfordshire. I is recommended
that the charging policy includes a charge for visitor parking permils. In Oxford, there is an
entiternent to a maximum of Bty days a year per individual, issued in packs of 5«5 day visits,
an gprrangement written into the parking orders. A charge of sixly pence a day Is
recommanded, which would mean a paymeant of fifleen pounds fo oblain one allocation of
visiors' permits. The permils are limited 1o use wilhin a calendar year, a credit would be given
for any unused parmits when buying new onas for the follewing year,

Benefits to Service Levels

Yhile parmits remain free any refinements and improvemeants to the exisling level of service
ior permit holdars that would invalve additional adminisiration costs would increase the loss
on residents’ parking zones, none have been introduced for this reason. The introduction of
charges would enable some helpiul edditional services to be provided. Examples are:

. Sending out reminders that permits need lo be renewed.
4 inlroducing a new style of visitor permit that could be valid for any 24 howrs instead of

a calendar day so allowing overnight visilors o use one permil instead of two.

a introducing a lemporary residents permit capable of being issued o residents using
hire cars for a period {e.0. because thelr car is baing repaired) or by intermitlent or
shiort tenm residents (e.g. working overseas for periods or doing a research project in
Cirdord ), ‘

g Ao bona fide residents who are permitled o use business vehicles not registered
o them for heir personal use lo have a resident’s parmit.

. irtroducing long term visitor permiis for secial/non-medical carers thal would be valid
for 13 waeks,

rlost of these possibiiities would nesd to have rules developed for eligibility and for the use of
e which woulkd have (o be subject lo separate consultalion and cansideration,

Thers would also be the possibility of increasing enforcement in zones whare therg is
avidence tiat this is necessary.,
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EX10 ~poge 5

Process and Timing of the Introduction of Charges

To wraduce chargas for residents parking in Oxfard requires an smendment lo the traffic and
parking arders for the existing residenis’ perking zonas. Formal consullation on the draft
amanding orders would be nacessary, Before this stage howevar it is recommended hat a
non-statutory public consultation should be underlaken on the principles of the proposed for
charges.  If the Exscutive decides to proceed this consultation would tzke place during tha
autumn, with the outcome brought 1o a Ialer meeting of the Executive, probably in December
2004,

Should 2 decision be made lo introduce charges following lhis initial consullation and

subsequant formal consultation on the individuat orders, the timing of the intreduction of
charges for he majority of zonss would be al the first renawal date of permits following the

wnplsmentation of the amending orders. The minimum fime frem a daecision by the Executive
it on the infroduction of charges o being in a posilion to collect the first charges

1 -
b waeks,

[{a2EwT
wotdd e ¢

Therz iz an issue of liming for the new parking zones being inroduced and consulled on &
the mcmant. Orders for three zones have besn approved but have not vel been made (Morth
Crdord, Summertown, Headinglon Central). A furlher three zones have been through informal
consullation and are progressing lo format consultation {(Headington North-East, Headington
Quarry, Girdlestone Road). Should the Executive agres to consult on infroducing charges, tha
least complicated arrangement would be lo include these six zones in the non-statutory
consultalion. This would leave the implementation of the parking measures in these new
Iones o pragress to their conclusion without any reference in the orders o charging.
Subsequent amendment to any made orders along with thase for all the currently existing
wouid then be needed to infroduce parmit chargas.

z Himing of the introduction of charges is likely to give North Oxford and Summartown
5 bwo yzErs of free pernits but only @ vear far rleadinglon Central, In the inleresls of
ntitis suggesied hat the iniroduction of charges s timed to allow 2 years of
:hof these zonas,

rinancial Implications

ihe

disp

costs and charges in respect of all on-streel parking cperations (including pay-and-
¥ End residents' parking) fall wilhine the two speciiic ring-fenced accounts kept under
an 53 of he RTRA - one for the Oxford Special Parking Area and one for the remainder
ot tha Courdy, The current cosls of uperaling the residents’ parking places within the City are
el from the former and are estimaled to amount to approximately £150,000 {(net of
eiGreement incomea.) F a further 10 planned zones sre added the net cost is forecast 10 rise
) taking info account the passible risks menlioned in paragraph 18. Introduction of
25 for residents’ and visitor permits in line with the abava, based on the current numbers
nnits issued, would be expected lo produce a credit of same £300,000 lo the parking
sunt {e oifset the ebove costs,

i

Conciusions

“ouncd has the powers and a case Lo inake for the introduction of charging for residents’
itor permils in Oxford. An updated policy is suggested for any charging for permils in
' parking arangaments (Annax 4.} BRTRA Orders will ba necessary to introduce any
in Oxiord and thus implermentation will entail Tuil consultation on the principle of
¢ oand the level of charges. Consideration of objections and representations on the
izl traffic and parking orders would, under present arrangements, be a matter for the
sport Implamentation Commiltza.
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EX10 - page 6

RECOMMENDATIONS
The Execuiive is RECOMMENDED to:
{a} subject {o (b) below, agres:

i the principles for the applying of charges for residents' and visitors’
parking permits as set out in Paragraphs 18-25 of the report; and

{2} the uplziateci poiicy for <Ft1argi:1g for f_'e_lsidpﬂ_ts’..parkiﬂrs sab wufip Arney
‘,’,'_: P, . N I
fo s oot SRRV PP Sy - .
{2)"  authorise consultation on the proposals for introduction of charges for

residents’ and visitors® permiis ir_a,--Oxford, the cutcome to be reported to the
Executive al a later meeting.

2D PCKIBBIN
ad of Transport

-
i

act Officer: Richard Dix, Tel Oxford 01865 845663
Szokground Papers: Mone

2% August 2004
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In cases wheare the District Council did not wish a charge {o be levig
uon residents for participation in @ residents' parking scheme, the Distnict
Council would he expected to meel all costs”
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EX3 -page 6

noling thai the Cily Council's policy had been to make no charges for residents’
parking in Oxiord and that, since the County Gouncil had taken over responsibility for
narking conirol, an anomaly had resulted in the County with the cosls of zones in (he
City falling on 2l the Counly residents  {including those already paying in their own
residents’ parking areas), (o

i}

aifirrn that the Executive was minded to bring Oxford into line with the updated
policy in accordance with {a)(2) above; and

icers to clarify with the City Councit whether it would be prepared to
cast of the residents’ parking schemes in Oxford or pari of them and
repGit hack o ihe Exacutive on progress in November.



EA10 - page 8 e —

Department for Transport Circular 1/93
Guidance on Decriminalised Parking Enforcement ouiside London

Overall fnanciad 41 Edch focal astherity operusing the new sysiem of decrivsing

objectives of  parking eaforcement should ensuve that it is riw effcten ty and

decriminalised  cconomicaliy. Each authority should also aim to niske the nesw system
pucldng enforcement  overall ar feast selfifinancing as so0i it praciicable. Fn arseesin v i3

performance aguinsr this cbiective, a local sntherity m: Y #eait

casts and revesuer froms its offsireet pavking aperations, Howeeeny, the
swecinment of this objective showld not be wz the expense of the suficy and
traffic managernent objectives of decrintinalized parking enfarcescenn or

achieved by secring wereazonable levels of penuley and other charges,

On-srect paridag 4.9 Fhe sersing of cin-strest perinisted parking arges is primurify s
charges  master for individual local authorities axercisin ¢ thedr respornsililisis
accordance with the provisions of the RIRA 1984, rather than for the

Secretary of Sease, Flowever, the Secrevary of Stite vecowmends the
7 3 ¥

new system of deeriminglived perking enfarcemient becomes ar fease
e T ; . ] L
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IRy

Annex 5
ON-STREET CAR PARKING 2003/04 - ACTUAL INCOME / EXPENDITURE - AS AT END MAR 2004

EXPENDITURE £ £ £ £ £
PURCHASE EQUIP 25,322 48,851 24,426 58,599 98,599
MGT CONTRACT 314,199 693,108 310,178 63,197 75,444 1,456,216 1,317,575
STAFF COSTS 32,996 115,485 16,498 164,979 164,979
PARKING SHOP 21,796 15,200 51,100 88,096 88,066
OTHER 890,376 59,205 13,280 984 1,460 165,315 162,871

TOTAL EXPENDITURE 484,689 931,939 415,492 64,181 76,904 0 1,973,205 1,832,120

INCOME
PAY & DISPLAY -1,462,716 -37,390 -32,711 -2,927 -1,535,744 -1,462,716
ENFORCEMENT -262,794 -549,358 -313,550 -15,840 -42,309 -1,283,891 -1,225,742
RES PERMITS -8,255 -9,332 -17,587 0
TOTAL INCOME -1,725,510 -648,398 -313,550 -61,485 -84,352 2,927 2,837,222 2,688,458
NET INCOME -1,240,821 282,541 101,942 i 2,696 -7,448 2,927 -864,0147 -856,338
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