
Appendix 4: Resident Association, Petition and Ward Councillor Responses to Public Notice 

1) Representations from East Bassett Residents’ Association (EBRA) 

 
£15 Temporary Resident Parking Permit 

• Introduction of a charge would only be acceptable if payment of a fee would not lead to an increase in 
the number of applications. 

• Concern has been expressed by members of this Association that users of temporary permits might be 
students and encouragement of any additional parking by use of such permits would undermine the aims 
of residential parking schemes in the reduction of on-street parking. 

• Introduction of a charge would only be acceptable if the circumstances for issue of a temporary 
permit will be clearly laid down and firmly adhered to. 

• Introduction of a charge would only be acceptable if it is shown that the income gained would 
be significantly greater than the administrative cost of  collecting the money. 

• Any increase in the use of temporary permits would place a greater burden on Traffic 
Officers which could lead to a greater incidence of unrecorded infringements. 
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2)  Representation on behalf of Highfield Residents’ Association (HRA) 

This is a provisional comment made on behalf of the Highfield Residents' Association, pending its 
committee meeting on 9th September. There are questions raised (in bold) below to which 
response is needed before the end of the consultation period so that a supplementary response 
can be made.  Please confirm by return that you will be providing these responses in 
time.  
 We are encouraging members to respond to the consultation on their own behalf also, but some 
may not do so in the knowledge that the HRA is representing their interests.  Please therefore 
give this response weight that reflects the fact it represents the views of multiple 
residents. 
 The comment is provisional because the Association's committee meets monthly - not an unusual 
pattern for many community groups. Your consultation period however started after our August 
meeting and is intended to finish before our September meeting (on Monday 9th).  This is the 
subject of our first objection.   
 Our comments are: 

 1) The consultation period is too short for many to respond - it does not allow time for the 
monthly meeting cycle of associations such as the HRA to consider the proposals. Furthermore it 
is taking place during the main holiday period for the UK when many anticipated respondents will 
be away from home.  If this was inadvertent then it is incompetent.  If it was not inadvertent 
then it is cynical, as its only effect can be to deprive people who may have wanted to comment 
the opportunity to do so.  Please confirm by return that the consultation period will be 
extended until at least 16 September.  Assuming that is agreed, could you please 
respond by 9 September to the queries we raise, to enable a return response in time.  
 2) The consultation letter dated 16 August is not clear to those without a prior knowledge of the 
terminology used.  This writer for one has no idea what 'Residents First Parking Permits' refers 
to.  Is it the first permit issued to any particular resident? Or is it a sobriquet describing the fact 
that residents are meant to come first in the allocation of permits? Or some other meaning? What 
is a 'Temporary Resident Parking Permit? Is it a permit for a someone who intends being resident 
only for a short time in the area?  Or is it a temporary permit for any resident?  And is it valid 
only for 3 months, or only in those areas where currently no charges are levied.  How does this 
relate to the visitor parking permits that residents have to enable friends etc to park nearby for a 
day or so?  Is it the same thing?  If so, why have they only got a life of 3 months, when what is 
needed is a supply that can be used as and when over a much longer period?  Please respond 
to these queries.      
 3) The Council's logic for the schemes being self funding and not being subsidised from other 
budgets is understandable.  However the main cause of the need for the parking schemes in the 
HRA area is the University.  Before its expansion over the last 20-30 years there was no need for 
parking controls on residential streets nearby.  It should thus be the University who is 
responsible for the funding the parking schemes, not residents.   
 4) The implementation of the scheme in the Battle roads/Highfield Road was paid for by the 
University as part of the planning agreement for the Avenue Campus permissions.  That 
agreement should have included a commuted sum for ongoing maintenance/management of the 
scheme.  If it did not, that was a failure of the officers who drew up the planning 
agreement/Panel who agreed it, for which residents are now being asked to pay.   If it did, then 
there is no legal justification for charging residents, at least within the Avenue Campus 
hinterland.  Please clarify the position on this matter.   
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5) Similarly, many recent developments such as Boldrewood, the new buildings either side of 
University Road and redeveloped halls of residence should have been subject to s106 planning 
agreements and a DAS which should have explained what transport arrangements were being 
made for the additional activity generated by those buildings.  The inevitable result of the 
increased activity and what is presumed to be sustainable transport encouragement would have 
been known to be the control of on-street parking in the area to manage the effects of 
the inability/unwillingness of the developer to meet the full anticipated parking requirements on 
its own land. For this there should have been s106 monies required by SCC of the developer to 
finance not only specific works, but the ongoing cost of managing the schemes.  If these monies 
were not required by SCC then this is a failure of its responsibilities for which residents (already 
inconvenienced by the destruction of family housing areas through the creation of HMOs - its self 
a result of the failure of the University to meet the accommodation requirements of the additional 
students that result from its expansion plans) are being asked to pay.  In other words, are 
residents are being asked to subsidise the business cost of the University because SCC has failed 
to apply its statutory powers effectively?  If commuted sums have already been taken to 
administer residents' parking schemes, then the current proposal is of suspect validity and could 
mean that the University could apply in the courts for return of previously paid monies.   Please 
therefore confirm by 9 September the position on s106 requests and payments for 
transport/parking (including management of residents' parking schemes) in 
association with planning permissions granted to the University over the last 20-30 
years.    
 6) If there have previously been insufficient or no monies received from the University towards 
the administration of residents' parking schemes, has the University been asked to make an 
adequate contribution voluntarily, given that it is the sole cause of the need for schemes in the 
Highfield area?  Please confirm the position.   
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3) Representation by Newtown Residents’ Association with Petition (146 people) 
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4) Representation from a Trustee of the Portswood Resident Gardens Trust 
 
Subscribers make up nearly 90% of the households in the Portswood Resident Gardens 
Conservation Area (PRGCA) which includes a number of the roads within Zone 12.  
 
We object to the proposed introduction of new charges for the residents parking 
scheme in vicinity of the PRGCA for the following reasons:- 
 
1. The RPZ 12 was extended early in 2012 to include Abbotts Way and Russell Place. 
The improvements to access and health and safety for residents has been welcomed and 
residents have accepted they must pay a charge if they require more than the first 
permit. However, the imposition of a charge for the first parking permit is now seen 
as another unwelcome tax by the Council, particularly when many households are under 
financial pressure. The imposition of this charge is particularly unwelcome in the 
PRGCA as most residents consider the problems caused by non-resident parking are 
mainly generated by the University of Southampton failing to manage the demand for 
parking facilities by its staff and students. 
 
2. The Council has in the past recognised the importance of the management and 
control of all day parking in residential areas by non-residents and, until now, have 
maintained the principle of first Residents Permits being free of charge. This 
approach has been welcomed by residents and should be maintained. The imposition of 
the charge for the first Residents Permit is particularly contentious in the PRGCA 
where the majority of households are paying Council tax in band F, G or H. 
 
3. We are also concerned that the consultation period for this proposed change is 
too short and has not been sufficiently well advertised to allow those household that 
will be affected by the proposed charge to become aware of the proposal and respond 
within the consultation period. 
 
4. The principle that the parking scheme should not be an additional financial 
burden on the Council's already strained resource is understood. However, there is a 
strongly held view that as the main cause of the problem of non-resident all day 
parking is caused by the University, it is the University that should be required to 
meet the cost of a parking scheme to mitigate the problem it has created and failed 
to manage effectively. 
 
5. Given the recent developments at the University such as Bolderwood, the new 
buildings either side of University Road and the redeveloped halls of residence, 
there has been ample opportunity for the Council to negotiate terms by means of s106 
conditions in the granting of planning permission whereby appropriate parking  
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arrangements and ongoing financial contributions could be required as a condition of 
the planning permission. Failure to obtain such mitigation and safeguards to offset 
the increased demand for parking reflects poorly on the competence of the Planning 
Department. Furthermore, it now appears a proportion of the cost of this failure is 
being imposed on local householders through the imposition of these charges for first 
parking permits. 
 
These additional charge should not be imposed on local residents and household. The 
University should, as a condition of granting permission for future development, be 
required to provide sufficient funds to effectively manage the parking problem they 
have created in the PRGCA and RPZ 12. 
 
I look forward to hear that this proposal to impose a charge for the first Residents 
Parking permit is withdrawn. 
 

5) Representation by Coxford Ward, Councillor Thomas and Councillor Morrell 

Consultation on Charges for Residents Parking Permits in Zones 1-12 and 16  
    
We wish to jointly object to the proposed charges for residents’ parking permits in 
Zone 7 (Coxford). 
 
We trust that, although the consultation period has just ended, our objection will be 
registered. 
 
Residents’ parking zones were created in Coxford Ward because of the parking 
pressures caused by the close proximity of the General Hospital. Patients, visitors 
and staff were using neighbouring roads to park in order to avoid the cost of parking 
on the hospital site. Prior to the introduction of parking permits residents had to 
put up with wholly unacceptable levels of street parking, made worse by the fact that 
many houses in Coxford do not, and cannot, have off-road parking. Despite the 
introduction of parking restrictions, residents still have to contend with ‘illegal’ 
parking even during the periods the restrictions are in force. 
 
Councillor Simon Letts was quoted in the ‘Daily Echo’ on 6 September 2013 as saying 
“The council subsidises parking permit schemes across the city, and that costs 
£230,000 a year to do. This scheme will fund half of that. We’re currently asking 
ratepayers across the city and not in permit zones to fund a service they don’t 
receive, and we think that the balance is right that the council should charge a 
relatively small sum which seems a fair compromise.” 
 
Councillor Letts, assuming he is quoted correctly, seems to be saying that the 
residents of Coxford are receiving a ‘service’ which other residents across the city 
do not receive. The residents living in parking zones in Coxford had to put up with 
their roads being used as overflow car parks for the General Hospital. Parking 
restrictions were introduced in recognition of an intolerable situation. In no way 
can that be interpreted as a ‘service’. 
 
To suggest, as does Councillor Letts, that the City Council is acting equitably in 
that City ratepayers are being relieved of a financial burden by placing it onto the 
residents of Coxford, is disingenuous. The people who use residential roads in 
Coxford to park up while they are at the General Hospital, for whatever reason, come 
from all over the city and from outside it. Coxford residents should not be 
financially penalised for the failure of the Hospital authorities to provide adequate 
parking on-site at a reasonable cost to staff, patients and visitors. 
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Obliging Coxford residents to pay more for the privilege of (possibly) parking 
outside their own homes is unreasonable and unfair and is penalising them for having 
the misfortune to live in close proximity to a very busy hospital. 
 
Councillors Keith Morrell and Don Thomas Coxford Ward 
 

6) Petition from residents of Dale Valley Road 

DALE VALLEY ROAD RESIDENTS’ PETITION 
We, the undersigned, being residents of Dale Valley Road, Southampton, hereby register our 
Objection to the City Council’s proposal to introduce new charges for residents’ parking permits. 
We do not believe that the City Council has stated any relevant or good reasons to introduce any new 
residents’ parking scheme in this area and therefore any new residents’ parking charges are improper 
and unjustified. 

233 signatures 


