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Highways Committee 
22 January 2015 

Report from the Head of 
Transportation 

For Action 
  

Wards Affected: 
Sudbury  

  

Proposed review of the SH Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ). 

 
 

1.0 Summary  
 
1.1  This report informs the Committee of the results of a consultation on the review 

and proposed changes to Controlled Parking Zone SH, which includes 
Fernbank, Maybank and Rosebank Avenues, Sudbury. 
 
 

2.0 Recommendations 
 

2.1 That the Committee notes that a consultation was carried out to review the 
operation of the SH CPZ following petitions from residents both for and against 
changes  
 

2.2       That the Committee notes the results of the consultation and analysis by 
officers in section 5 of this report. 

  
2.3    That, the Committee instructs the Head of Transportation not to make any 

alterations to the operational days or times in the SH CPZ.  
 
2.4 That the main petitioners be informed of the outcome of the Highways 

Committee decision in regard to this matter. 
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3.0 Details  

 
3.1 The zone SH operates on Monday to Saturday, 8am to 6.30pm. The area is 

mainly residential.  
 

3.2 Members are reminded that Highways Committee on 10 October 2013 
considered a petition from local residents and businesses worded as follows;  

 
 ‘ In view of the recent increases in Residents Parking Permit Charges and 

reductions in number and increased charges for visitors permits we call on 
Brent Council to undertake an early  review of the controlled parking zone 
operating in Fernbank, Maybank and Rosebank Avenues, Sudbury.’ 

 
3.3 At the meeting members resolved to include the review of the operation of the 

SH zone in the 2014/15 financial year. 
 
3.4 In January 2014 the Council received a further petition in the form of survey of 

the opinions of local residents and businesses of Fernbank, Maybank and 
Rosebank Avenues which was considered by the Highways Committee on 17 
July 2014. 

 
3.5 The objective of this petition/survey was then to find out whether the views of 

the local residents expressed in the October 2013 petition were representative 
of the majority of residents and the main petitioner claimed that of those that 
responded, 63% of residents would like the SH CPZ to remain unchanged. 

 
3.6 In view of these results the main petitioner argued against the decision of the 

Highways Committee on 10 October 2013 to undertake a review of the 
operation of the CPZ. However, officers doubted the impartiality and reliability 
of the information as it was not carried out in accordance with the Councils 
normal consultation process which would include a questionnaire for equalities 
analysis and give residents the option to request the information in a larger font 
or have it translated. 

  
3.7 The Highways Committee of 17 July 2014 instructed officers to proceed with a 

consultation on the review of the zone SH as previously agreed in order to 
validate the data, as the results from the residents survey may not be 
representative of the views of the local community. 

 
3.8 Members also instructed the Head of Transportation to report the results of the 

consultation to a future Highways Committee with recommendations on 
whether or not to proceed with any amendments to existing restrictions in CPZ 
SH.  
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4.0       Background  
 
4.1 The Controlled parking zone SH (CPZ SH) is located in Sudbury (see map 

below) and was introduced in two phases. The original scheme included 
Rosebank and Fernbank Avenues and was introduced in December 2003 and 
the zone was then extended in November 2005 to include Maybank Avenue.  

 
 

 
  
4.2 The scheme was implemented to: 
 
• Remove commuter and long-term non-residential parking from the area; 
• Improve road safety by removing obstructive parking from junctions; 
• Reduce the level of traffic in the area by regulating parking on-street; and 
• To attract more customers to local shops / businesses by allowing greater 

turnover in parking spaces. 
 
4.3 The scheme’s operational times were agreed with residents and businesses at 

the time of the original scheme consultation and it currently operates from 
8.00am to 6.30pm, Monday to Saturday excluding bank holidays.  

4.4   The zone is located between two railway lines with Sudbury Hill station to the 
west and Sudbury and Harrow Road to the east. Many of the properties in the 
zone are residential terraced houses and the vast majority do not have the 
option of off-street parking spaces.  
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4.5 In February / March 2007, officers carried out a review of the zone by 

consulting with residents and businesses on how the CPZ was operating and 
on how the scheme could be improved.  

 
4.6  The consultation showed that the majority of respondents were fairly satisfied 

with the CPZ overall. The majority stated that the hours of operation 8.00am - 
6.30pm should remain unchanged, but they were very dissatisfied with the 
days of operation from Monday to Saturday and preferred to change it to 
Monday to Friday.  

 
4.7  The results of the consultation were reported to the March 2008 Highways 

Committee. Members noted the results of the consultation. However, the 
Committee felt that the results did not show decisive support to amend or 
retain the operational times of the zone and members decided to keep the 
operational times of 8.00am to 6.30pm, Monday to Saturday unchanged.  

 
4.8 Members were also asked at this time to note that residents from Rosebank 

and Fernbank Avenue had expressed concerns about the level of parking 
within the SH Zone, particularly from residents of Maybank Avenue. It was 
noted that it would be difficult to create a separate zone for Rosebank Avenue 
and Fernbank Avenue exclusively (as requested by residents to prevent 
parking by Maybank residents), but that the Council would continue monitoring 
the situation in the new financial year. 

 
4.9 Consultants Urban Flow have been commissioned by The WestTrans Sub-

Regional Partnership to undertake a comprehensive public realm and station 
access study in Greenford Road in the vicinity of Sudbury Hill and Harrow 
stations. The study area is seen as representing  the ‘missing piece’ in linking 
up past, present and future schemes and initiatives that could unlock this part 
of west London and address the objectives of the West London Sub-Regional 
Transport Plan and wider TfL and Mayoral objectives. 

 
4.10 WestTrans have been working with Officers from Ealing, Harrow and Brent in 

developing a vision for this section of the Greenford road, which is a boundary 
between the three boroughs. 

 
4.11 The study is considering a variety of movement, economic and social issues 

and is looking to provide a comprehensive planning approach which supports 
an underlying vision for the improvement and regeneration of the local area. 
This vision is summarised as: 

 
 “Creating a vibrant, interesting and flexible street for local people and visitors 

alike, offering a sociable ‘village’ like environment with convenient facilities”. 
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4.12 The 3 year study began in June 2014 and is programmed for completion in the 
summer of 2016. While the study area lies outside of Brent’s borough 
boundary, the scheme will consider and is likely to impact on parking 
conditions in local residential streets including Fernbank Avenue and 
Rosebank Avenue.  

 
4.13 Urban Flow will shortly be undertaking a very extensive public engagement 

exercise to gather local views on potential improvement options.  
 
4.14 Officers are of the view that the results of the public engagement exercise and 

details of the scheme should be fully considered before making any decision 
on future parking and loading arrangements in the vicinity of the Sudbury Hill 
area.   

 
 

5.0 Results of the public consultation 
 

5.1  A public consultation was carried out starting from 16th December 2014 for 
three weeks. A copy of the consultation documentation is appended to this 
report (see Appendix A). The informal public consultation asked residents if 
they wanted changes to be made to the operational days and times of the 
zone. The consultation questionnaire suggested three options based on the 
standard CPZ operational times used in the borough, however, respondents  
also had the opportunity to make comments for consideration by Officers. 

 
5.2  A summary of the results of this consultation is as follows; 
 

Number of questionnaires sent   473 
Number of questionnaires returned 124 
Percentage response   26% 
 
Question 1: What would you like the CPZ operational hours to be? 
 

Option 1 - Remain unchanged (8 am to 6.30 pm)       60% 
Option 2 - Shorter (10 am to 3 pm)                             27% 
Option 3 - Longer (10 am to 9 pm)                             14% 
 

Question 2: What would you like the CPZ operational days to be? 
 
Option 1-  Remain unchanged (Monday to Saturday)  43% 
Option 2 - Monday to Friday                                          43% 
Option 3 - Monday to Sunday                                        13% 
 

Appendix B provides a street by street analysis of the results of the 
consultation. 
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5.3 74% of respondents want the hours of restrictions to remain unchanged or be 

extended, only 27% want the operational hours reduced. There was a 
significant majority of residents in all streets that did not want the operational 
hours reduced. Reducing hours in one street in the CPZ is likely to result in 
additional vehicles parking in that street. 

 
5.4 56% of respondents want the operational days to remain unchanged or be 

extended, 43% want the operational days to be reduced. The majority of 
residents in Maybank Avenue want the operational days reduced to Monday to 
Friday, however, reducing the operational days in this street would result in 
displaced parking from other streets. 

 
5.5  In conclusion, it is recommended that the existing CPZ zone operational days 

and times remain unchanged.  
 

 
6.0 Financial Implications 
 
6.1 As a result of revenue budget savings there is currently no revenue funding 

available for reviewing or introducing new CPZ’s. The only circumstance where 
a new area CPZ could be introduced is where funding becomes available as a 
result of a major planning development application and significant changes in 
the local area.  

 
6.2 There is an £80,000 budget available through our Transport for London funded 

Local Implementation Plan (LIP) budget allocation in 2014/15 for reviewing 
waiting and loading restrictions. This limited funding is prioritised to schemes 
which address a specific problem highlighted by the community and where 
there is clearly a high level of support from local residents and businesses.  

 
6.3      The cost of consultation is estimated at £1,500. This cost of this has been 

covered from the LIP waiting and loading review 2014/15 budget. 
 
6.4 There are financial implications on the revenue budgets as a result of this 

report.  
 
 
7.0 Legal Implications 
 
7.1      Any changes identified in the review and approved for implementation would 

require the amendment of the existing traffic regulation order under the Road 
Traffic Regulation Act 1984. 
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7.2 No changes to existing restrictions have been recommended and therefore 
there are no legal implications arising from this report and its 
recommendations. 

 
 
8.0 Diversity Implications 
 
8.1 S149 Equality Act 2010 provides that the Council must have due regard to the 

need to eliminate discrimination, and advance equality of opportunity and 
foster good relations between those who share a protected characteristic and 
those who do not.  

 
8.2 An equality analysis of the results of the consultation on changes to the 

operation of the CPZ SH has been carried out (details in Appendix C). Officers 
consider that the responses to the equality questionnaire broadly reflect the 
diversity of the local community. 

 
8.3 Officers are also of the opinion that no groups with protected characteristics 

will be disproportionally affected and that there are no diversity implications 
arising from this report and its recommendations.  
 
 

 Appendices 
 

Appendix A – SH CPZ Review Public Consultation Documents 
Appendix B -  Street by street consultation analysis 
Appendix C -  Equalities monitoring analysis   

 
 

Background Papers 
 
10th October 2013 Highways Committee report. 
18th July 2014 Highways Committee report. 
 
Contact Officers 
 
Sandor Fazekas, Projects Development Manager (ext 5113) 
Hossein Amirhosseini, Team Leader Highways and Traffic Design (ext 5188)  
 
Brent Civic Centre 
Engineers Way 
Wembley HA9 0FJ 
Tel: 020 8937 1234 
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Appendix 1 – SH CPZ Review Public Consultation Documents 
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APPENDIX B -  Zone SH review street by street consultation analysis 
 
 

The table below provides a breakdown of the responses to the consultation 
questionnaires. 

 
 

Road Name Questionnaires  Questionnaires  Percentage  
Question 

1     
Question 

2     

  delivered returned Response Opt 1 Opt 2 Opt 3 Opt 1 Opt 2 Opt 3 

Brewery Close 1 0 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Fernbank Ave 125 41 33% 30 (73%) 5 (12%) 6 (15%) 21 (51%) 13 (32%) 7 (17%) 

Maybank Ave 197 51 26% 31 (61%) 16 (31%) 4 (8%) 19 (37%) 28 (55%) 4 (8%) 

Rosebank Ave 148 32 22% 13 (41%) 12 (38%) 7 (22%) 13 (41%) 13 (41%) 5 (16% 

Windmore 
Close 2 0 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 473 124 26.% 74 (60%) 33 (27%) 17 (14%) 53 (43%) 54 (43%) 16 (13%) 

 
 
The questions asked were as follows: 
 
Question 1. What would you like the CPZ operational hours to be? 
 

Option 1 – Remain unchanged (8am to 6.30pm) 
 
Option 2- Shorter (10am to 3pm) 
 
Option 3- Longer (10am to 9pm) 
 

Question 2. What would you like the CPZ operational days to be? 
 

Option 1. Remain unchanged (Monday to Saturday) 
 
Option 2. Monday to Friday 
 
Option 3. Monday to Sunday 
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APPENDIX C - Zone SH review equalities monitoring analysis 
 
 

The tables below provide details of the responses to the equalities monitoring 
questionnaire (Appendix 1). 
 

 

 
Ethnic Group - Asian Or 

Asian British 

 
Black British 

Other 
Ethnic 
Group 

 
White 

55 16 3 27 

 
 
 

Indian 

 
 
 

Pakistan 

 
Asian 
British 

or 
Asian 
other 

 
 

Carib- 
bean 

 
 
 

African 

 
 
 

Somali 

 
 
 

Afghan 

British/ 
English/ 
Welsh/ 

Scottish/ 
Northern 

Irish 

 
 
 

Irish 

 
 

White 
other 

 
 

Prefer not to 
say 

28 10 17 11 1 2 3 18 3 6 10 

Do you consider yourself to a 
disabled person? 

 
Gender 

 
Sexual Orientation 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
Preferred  
not to say 

 
Male 

 
Female 

 
Preferred 
not to say 

 
Heterosexual 

 
Bisexual 

 
Preferred not to say 

14 85 13 70 34 9 60 2 43 

What age group you belong?  
 

 

 
16-24 

 
25-34 

 
35-44 

 
45-54 

 
55-64 

 
65-74 

 
75+ 

Preferred 
not to 
say 

 

- 8 12 16 30 14 22 10  

What is your religion?  
 

 
 

 
Agnostic 

 
Buddhist 

 
Christian 

 
Hindu 

 
Muslim 

 
Sikh 

 
No religious 

belief 

 
other 

 
Preferred not to say 

2 2 39 30 16 4 4 4 11 
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APPENDIX C - Zone SH review equalities monitoring analysis (Continued)  
 
 
Summary 

 
113 respondents completed and returned the equalities monitoring questionnaires.  
Officers analysed the results in comparison with 2011 census information for Sudbury 
Ward. It should be noted that the comparison is for several streets within the ward, 
that the data available is several years old and that therefore it would be reasonable 
to expect some variations when comparing the results to the ward profile data.  
 
Of the responses to the ethnicity question, 49% were from Asian or Asian British; 14% 
were from black British and 24% were white. These results are broadly representative 
of the range of ethnicity for Sudbury Ward (56% were Asian or Asian British; 23% 
were White and 3.7% were Black).  

 
For gender: 62% were male and 30% were female while the gender profile for 
Sudbury Ward is 51% male and 49% female. Officers note that a higher proportion of 
males returned the questionnaire. 

 
For religion:  1.8% of the respondents were Agnostic, 1.8% Buddhist, 35% Christians, 
27% Hindu, 14% Muslim, 3.6% Sikh, 3.6 % with no religious beliefs, 3.6% other and 
9.8% preferred not to say while the Sudbury ward profile data indicates that for the 
community,  32% Christians, 2.4% Buddhist, 34% Hindu, 0.2% Jewish, 18% Muslims, 
1% Sikh, 1.2% other, 5.1% with no religion and 5.5% prefer not to say. 
Officers note the variations when compared to the ward data but consider the results 
representative. 
 
For disability and age groups, 12% of residents who filled in the questionnaires 
consider themselves disabled and 32% of residents who filled in the questionnaires 
were between the age group of 65 years and over. These figures are slightly higher 
than the ward profile which indicates that 0.8% of population in the ward are disabled 
and 10.6% are 65 years old and over. This also demonstrates a high participation by 
disabled persons and older people. 

 
 In conclusion, Officers consider that the responses to the equality questionnaire 

broadly reflect the diversity of the local community. 
 
 
 
 


