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Feedback Overview – Summary

› 3433 letters were sent to properties within the proposed 

scheme promoting the consultation survey. 723 

responses were received, a response rate of 21%.

› Respondents were asked if they liked the general idea of 

a permit scheme in their area (shown on the graphic to 

the right):

› 43% Yes

› 50% No

› 6% Don’t know

› 1% Did not answer (not shown on the graphic)

› Its important to note that the informal consultation, is not 

a vote, but used to understand the local views. 

› In this case, slightly more respondents did not like the 

idea of a permit scheme than did. The comments left by 

respondents were analysed further to determine why this 

was the case.
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Do respondents like the idea of a 

permit scheme in their area?

Percentage(%)

Yes 43

No 50

Don’t know 6

Did not answer 1



Feedback Overview – Recategorisation
› The comments from people that did not like, or were not sure of, 

the idea of a permit scheme (Table A); were further analysed.

› This resulted in four key concerns being highlighted:

› The benefits of the scheme (believing there is a parking 

problem but the scheme will make things worse).

› The economic aspects of the scheme (permit/visitor voucher 

cost, believing the scheme is only for revenue-raising 

purposes).

› How the scheme restrictions will operate (concern over 

operating hours, visitor waiting time restrictions).

› The overall Traffic Restriction Order (TRO) consultation 

process (concern about how changes are made, and not 

understanding that any TRO changes will give people 

another chance to be consulted with).

› Therefore, through addressing these key points (in the table 

overleaf), and through using your feedback as part of the detailed 

design phase, we are confident that ~40% of the total

responses can be re-categorised as ‘support with changes’ 

(Table B).
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Do respondents like the idea of a 

permit scheme in their area?

Percentage(%)

Yes (and Yes with Changes) 82

No 18

Do respondents like the idea of a 

permit scheme in their area?

Percentage(%)

Yes 43

No 50

Don’t know 6

Did not answer 1

A.

B.



Feedback Overview – Responses to key themes
› The comments from people that did not like, or were not sure of, the idea of a permit scheme, were further analysed. With the response to 

each point presented below.
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Key Themes from feedback comments Response

The benefits of the scheme (believing there 

is a parking problem but the scheme will 

make things worse).

Parking management is needed when the pressure in an area means you can’t often park close to home. Parking surveys demonstrated that there are 

existing parking problems and the responses to the current consultation also highlight that many people considered parking an issue. 

We are reviewing parking across the neighbourhood, so that any solution in one road wont adversely impact the surrounding roads and we can prevent 

displacement of commuting and non-local cars. By managing the permit numbers and providing permit spaces in roads with less pressure, we manage kerb

space effectively and prioritise residents parking. The scheme will have shared use bays, for visitors, and to accommodate parking for local businesses. 

All kerb space in the area will be marked for parking bays or with yellow lines in areas unsuitable for parking to prevent any unsafe parking. 

The economic aspects of the scheme 

(permit/visitor voucher cost, believing the 

scheme is only for revenue-raising 

purposes).

To ensure effective operation there is a cost to the operation and enforcement of a permit scheme. The permit costs are set at County level so those with a 

permit scheme across the county contribute the running cost. 

The cost of the first permit is £61.80 for the year, which can be paid monthly (£5.15 – the equivalent of £1.18 a week). The cost of the second permit is 

higher, as a means to manage numbers, costing £123.60 for the year, or £10.30 monthly. Visitor vouchers can be purchased in sets of 10 (a maximum of 

50) for £12.50 per set. These are only needed if you have someone stay an extended period who can’t use the shared use parking. Given the daytime 

operating hours, there is no need for vouchers overnight.

Carer permits are free to those that provide essential care to someone who lives within the scheme. 

How the scheme restrictions will operate 

(concern over operation hours, visitor 

waiting time restrictions).

The key benefit to the permit scheme is managing kerb space within an area. All kerb space, will be either marked for parking bays, or with yellow lines.

Visitors, who need to come regularly can use the shared use permit bays, where they can park for free for a time period (usually 2 or 4 hours). Once the time 

limit is up you can’t come back for a few hours so it can be used by your neighbours’ visitors.

Details of the scheme are still being decided and the final scheme will go to consultation again where final comments can be made. The restrictions could 

run until 8pm to give residents the best chance of finding a space in the area. The risk of displacement has been considered and is why an area wide 

approach has been taken. The ‘About page’ of the consultation portal, provided an example of all the various parking restrictions. 

The overall Traffic Restriction Order (TRO) 

consultation process (concern about how 

changes are made, and not understanding 

that any TRO changes will give people 

another chance to be consulted with).

A Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) is required to bring about changes on the highway. TROs must follow strict guidelines set out in Traffic Signs Regulations 

and General Directions (TSRGD). TROs are made by the highway authority (Gloucestershire County Council). Permanent TROs follow a statutory process 

and are a legal document. It is the local authority's responsibility to make sure a fair process is undertaken. A key part of this process is consultation. For 

Permanent TROs, most schemes include two consultations: informal consultation (Typically 6-8 weeks – the first was undertaken between 31 August to 15 

October 2021), and a formal consultation – only after this stage will any changes come into effect. 

Once a formal consultation has started no changes in restrictions can be made. Therefore, we consult (at informal stage) with a large area, including some 

roads who might not currently be experiencing issues, for two reasons: to ensure that people are aware that nearby roads might be considered for TRO 

changes, so that they can consider the displacement impacts, and to ensure the review area is big enough because of the complexities of the Formal TRO 

consultation process, where no changes to the design can be made.

https://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/highways/parking/parking-permits-and-zone-maps/
https://gccparkingschemes.co.uk/site/schemesPage


Feedback Overview – Roads in 
Scheme

› The map to the right shows the roads within proposed Gloucester 

Scheme, colour coded by the total response to whether the 

respondent would like the idea of a permit scheme in their area 

(support) or not (object).

› The majority of roads within the review are neutral (covered by 

existing permit zones) or supportive.

› The most supportive area is within the centre of the proposed 

scheme.

› Alexandra Road

› Henry Road

› Oxford Road

› Estcourt Road had the most objections of any road. The most 

common reasons for objection are:

› Not agreeing that there is a parking problem on this road.

› Objecting to Pay and Display, on Estcourt Road, due to the lack 

of a parking problem.

› Following this feedback, the proposed scheme area has been 

reconsidered (overleaf).
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Gloucester Revised Zone

› The Stage 3 revised zone proposal for Gloucester is 

shown in the map to the right.

› Estcourt Road:

› Removed from the permit scheme due to the 

negative response.

› Will still be considered for safety concerns such as 

double yellow lines to protect resident’s accessing 

properties.

› The remaining roads in the scheme will all be included 

for the next phase, including:

› The detailed design, which will be reviewed with 

stakeholders

› Before we commence the TRO consultation stage, 

which will give everyone the chance to comment on 

the full scheme details. 
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Next Steps

› The letter to the right of the slide has been sent to everyone who 

responded to our stage 2 informal consultation that left a contact email. 

› Respondents who completed the online survey were emailed and 

respondents who sent in hard copies were sent a letter.

› The next steps will be to update and create a detailed plan (Feb – Mar)

› Review the plans with stakeholders (Mar – Apr)

› Draft the legal documents for the TRO (Apr – May)

› Advertise and consult with the public and statutory bodies (police fire 

and freight associations). (expected early summer)
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