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     Agenda 

item: 

  

 The Executive                                           On 24th April 2007 

 

Report Title: Highgate Station Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) Review   
 
 
Forward Plan reference number (if applicable):  

Report of: Niall Bolger, Director of Urban Environment  
 
 
Wards(s) affected: Highgate/Crouch End 

Report for: Key Decision  

 

1.  Purpose   

 
1.1 To summarise the feedback from the Statutory Consultation process carried out in 

March/April 2007. 

 
1.2 To seek approval to authorise the making of the Traffic Management Orders (TMO) 

necessary to introduce a Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) in specified roads in 
Highgate, as shown in Appendix IV of this report. 

 

2.  Introduction by Executive Member 

2.1 This report is brought to the Executive to outline the feedback from Statutory 

Consultation and to seek approval to carry out the proposed proceedings in order to 
continue to create a cleaner and greener environment. The measures will assist to 
provide priority for residents parking against all day commuter parking.   

 

3. Recommendations 

 
3.1 That the Council’s Executive, after duly considering the objections as set out in this 

report, decide whether or not to proceed with the implementation of the Highgate 
Station (Outer) Controlled Parking Zone, as shown in Appendix IV of this report.   

 
3.2 If it is agreed to proceed to implementation: 
 
3.3 Authorise Council Officers to make the Traffic Management Orders (TMOs) and take 

all the steps necessary for the introduction of a Highgate Station (Outer) CPZ, 
operational between 10am and 12noon on Monday to Friday. 

 
3.4 Inform residents of the Council’s decision and implementation programme by means 

of a letter to all properties within the original Highgate Station review area. 
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Report Authorised by: Niall Bolger, Director of Urban Environment  
 
 
Contact Officer: Alex Constantinides, Head of Highways 
 

4.  Director of Finance Comments 

 
4.1 The 2006/7 budget provision allocated for the Highgate Station CPZ Review is 

£40,000. Actual 2006/7 spend is £14,000. The balance of £26,000 is subject to carry 
forward request for 2007/8. The costs of implementing the measures set out in this 
report will need to be met from the carry forward if successful. Final costs must not 
exceed the provision. 

 
4.2 Any income generated from the extension of the Highgate Station CPZ Review will   

contribute towards the parking income budget for 2007/8.  

 

5.  Head of Legal Services Comments 

5.1 Before reaching a decision to make the necessary Traffic Management Order to 

implement a CPZ scheme, the Council must follow the statutory consultation 
procedures pursuant to the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 (“RTRA”) and the Local 
Authorities Traffic Orders (Procedure) (England and Wales) Regulations 1996.  All 
objections received must be properly considered in the light of administrative law 
principles. 

 
5.2 The Council’s powers to make Traffic Management Orders are conferred by Sections 

6,45,45,122 and 124 and schedules 1 and 9 of the RTRA  

 
5.3 When determining what paying parking places are to be designated on the highway, 

Section 45(3) of the RTRA requires the Council to consider both the interests of traffic 
and those of the owners and occupiers of adjoining properties.  In particular the 
Council must have regard to: (a) the need for maintaining the free movement of 
traffic; (b) the need for maintaining reasonable access to premises; and (c) the extent 
to which off-street parking is available in the neighbourhood or if the provision of such 
parking is likely to be encouraged by designating paying parking places on the 
highway. 

 
5.4 By virtue of Section 122 of the RTRA the Council must exercise it powers so as to 

secure the expeditious, convenient and safe movement of vehicular and other traffic 
including pedestrians, and the provision of suitable and adequate parking facilities on 
and off the highway.  These powers must be exercised so far as practicable having 
regard to the following matters: (a) the desirability of securing and maintaining 
reasonable access to premises; (b) the effect on the amenities of any locality affected 
including the regulation and restriction of heavy commercial traffic so as to preserve 
or improve amenity; (c) the national air quality strategy;(d) facilitating the passage of 
public service vehicles and securing the safety and convenience of their passengers; 
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and (e) any other matters appearing to the Council to be relevant. 

 
 

6.  Local Government (Access to Information) Act 1985 

 
6.1 The following background papers have been used in the preparation of this report: 
 

•  Representations received during the Statutory Consultation period. 

•  Delegated report dated 18 January 2007 – Highgate Station CPZ report. 

 
6.2 For access to background papers or any further information please contact Vincent 

Valerio on 0208 489 1325     

 

7. Strategic 

Implications 

 

7.1 

The proposals considered in this report are in accordance with the objectives of the 
Mayor’s Transport Strategy, which are reflected within the Council’s Local 
Implementation Plan. This plan contains the policy framework for both parking and road 
safety and is summarised below. 

      

Local Implementation Plan (LIP) 
 
Parking: Section 7.0 of the Parking and Enforcement Plan (the ‘PEP’), which forms 
part of the LIP reiterates the Council’s intentions to improve parking conditions in the 
Borough. The overall aim of the PEP is to support a better and safer environment for 
the borough.  
 
Key PEP policies include:  

 

ƒ  The Council will assess the need for parking controls at junctions. 
ƒ  The Council will allocate on-street kerb space in accordance with the Council’s 

defined hierarchy of parking need. 

ƒ  The Council will monitor, manage and review on-street pay and display parking to 

help manage long-stay commuter parking and promote short stay and visitor 
parking. 

 
Road Safety: Section 6.0 of the LIP contains the Council’s Road Safety Strategy which 
details initiatives to make borough roads safer for all road users. The Council’s UDP 
also contains strategic transport policies for the benefit of road safety. The key polices 
include:  

 

ƒ  To tackle congestion by reducing the level and impact of traffic in town centres and 

residential areas. 

ƒ  To make the borough’s streets safer and more secure, particularly for pedestrians 

and other vulnerable street users through traffic management measures. 
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ƒ  To manage better use of street spaces for people, goods and services, ensuring 

that priority is allocated to meet the objectives of the strategy. 

ƒ  To improve the attractiveness and amenity of the borough's streets, particularly in 

town centres and residential areas. 

ƒ  Encourage the use of more sustainable modes of transport 

8. Financial 

Implications 

 

8.1 

The 2006/7 budget allocated to this scheme is £40k. The actual spend to date is £14K 
this leaves an under spend of £26k. The measures set out in this report will be funded 
by this under spend.         

9. Legal 

Implications 

 

9.1 

The proposals as recommended appear to be in accordance with the Local 
Implementation Plan and subject to consideration of the objections there does not 
appear to be any legal impediments to the implementation of the proposals 

10. Equalities 

Implications 

 

 

10.1  The Statutory Consultation documents were distributed to all households / businesses 

within the agreed consultation area. 

 

10.2  The statutory document included a section offering translation into minority languages 

and affords any interested party the opportunity to make a representation regarding the 
scheme.  

11. 

Statutory Consultation Process   

 

11.1  The Council conducted a review of the Highgate Station CPZ in November / December 

2006. The review indicated that residents within the existing zone were satisfied with its 
operation and that there was support for an extension of the zone. 
 

11.2  A report detailing the feedback of the review and recommending proceeding to 

Statutory Consultation for a Highgate Station (Outer) CPZ was approved under 
delegated powers on the 18 January 2007.  
 

11.3  To inform the community of the feedback from the review and the next steps, two 

Statutory Consultation notification letters were developed; one for the existing zone and 
one for the surrounding roads. Ward Councillors were afforded the opportunity to 
provide their views/comments prior to the finalisation of the notification letters.  
 

11.4  The notification letters provided feedback of the review and details of those roads that 

will be considered for a possible extension. It further provided details of the Statutory 
Consultation process, a location plan and translation sheet.  The letters were delivered, 
by hand, to all properties within the original review area during the week commencing 
19 March 2007.The deadline for responses was 12 April 2006; however responses 
were accepted until the 13 April 2006. See Appendix I for notification letters. 
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11.5  A total of 4000 letters were distributed, of which 1500 were distributed to existing roads 

within the CPZ (Area A) and 2500 to the surrounding roads (Area B).  
 

11.6 Statutory 

Consultation 

is 

the legal part of the process required before implementing 

parking controls.  In summary, before making an Order to implement parking controls, 
the Council must notify its intentions in the London Gazette, local press and on site 
where the measures are proposed.  
 

11.7  This section of the report is divided into three sections, consisting of:  

 

a)  Analysis of the representations received during Statutory Consultation. 
b)  Highlighting responses from Statutory Bodies with the Council’s considered 

response. 

c)  Highlighting a summary of the key objections received together with the 

Council’s considered response. Each objection with the appropriate response is 
considered in turn. 

 

11.8  Before making the relevant Traffic Management Orders the Council must consider all 

duly made objections submitted in response to the consultation. A full list of all the 
representations received is detailed in Appendix II of this report.  

 

ANALYSIS 
 

11.9  A total of 78 representations have been received by the Council. A breakdown is as 

follows.  

 

ƒ  36 were individual representations supporting the scheme. 
ƒ  18 were individual representations requesting the scheme include their road within 

the scheme.  

ƒ  18 were individual objections. 
ƒ  1 representation objected to the scheme but requested their road is included should 

the scheme progress. 

ƒ  3 were individual representations commenting on the proposals. 
ƒ  2 were individual representations requesting more information.    
 

11.10  Of the 78 representations received 45 were from residents within the proposed 

Highgate Station (Outer) area. Of which 33 were in favour of the scheme and a further 
10 were opposed. The remaining two representations were requesting further 
information. 
 

11.11  In total 33 representations were received from outside of the proposed Highgate 

Station (Outer) CPZ. Of those representations 8 objected to the scheme and a further 3 
were in support. The remaining 22 representations were a combination of requests for 
their road to be included or requesting additional information. 
 

11.12  In particular representations were received from Claremont Road (6), Denewood Road 

(7) Stanhope Road (2) and Shepherds Hill (3) to be included in the proposed CPZ. 
 

Report Template: Formal Bodies / Member Only Exec 

5



[bookmark: 6] 

11.13  A petition was received with five signatories requesting that North Hill Avenue is 

included in the proposed zone. A copy of the petition can be found in Appendix III of 
this report.  
 
 

11.14  VIEWS FROM STATUTORY BODIES  AND COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM WARD 

COUNCILLORS AND RESIDENT ASSOCIATIONS  

 
11.15  Statutory Bodies - As part of both the Statutory Consultation periods the views of the 

following bodies were sought: AA, London Transport, Police (local), Fire Brigade, 
London Ambulance Service, Freight Transport Association, Road Haulage Association, 
RAC, Metropolitan Police (traffic), Haringey Cycling Campaign, Haringey Accord and 
LB Islington. With the exception of LB Islington none of the bodies made any 
representation.   
 

11.16  Comment from London Borough of Islington: LB Islington confirmed in a letter 

dated 22 March 2007 that they had no objection to the Council’s proposal. Please see 
Appendix II for a copy of the letter.  
 

11.17  During Statutory Consultation the Council also met with LB Islington officers to discuss 

cross borough programmes. Both boroughs are in the process of discussing future 
programmes to ensure a joined up approached to any future consultations / reviews.        
 

11.18  Comments from Ward Councillors: A response was received from the Highgate 

Ward Councillors commenting that they had received representations from roads not 
included in the proposed extension stating they would like to be included. It was 
requested that should residents’ express a favourable view towards being included in 
the zone they should be considered. Please see Appendix II for a copy of the e-mail.   
 
Council’s Response: The Council will duly consider all representations received 
during the statutory process and also take into account the views received during the 
review when considering roads for inclusion.     
 

11.19  Comments from Mantra Ltd Freehold Company for Highpoint Residents:  The 

company represents the residents of the building and have requested that the Council 
extend the zone to include the section of North Hill outside the Highpoint building which 
is a residential dwelling.  
 
Councils Response: The Council will conduct Statutory Consultation to extend the 
existing Highgate CPZ area to include North Road, from its junctions with Castle Yard 
and Hillcrest, in May 2007.  
 

11.20  OBJECTIONS AND COMMENTS RECEIVED WITH COUNCIL RESPONSE 
 
11.21  A list of objections received is detailed in Appendix II of this report.    

 

11.22  Although the majority of representation was generally in favour of the proposals there 

were a number of representations opposed or highlighting additional issues and 
comments, not all directly related to the proposal. These have been split into three 
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categories, Objection, Comment and Request and are summarised below along with 
the Council’s response. 
 

11.23  Objection: A resident from within the existing Highgate Station CPZ has stated that the 

extension will make the situation in their road revert back to how it was pre-CPZ.   
 

11.24  Council’s Response: Should the scheme proceed it is proposed that it will be known 

as the Highgate Station (Outer) CPZ. Residents of this zone will not be permitted to 
park in the existing Highgate Station CPZ during its hours of operation and vice-versa.         
 

11.25  Objection: The Council has ignored the views of local people in Milton Avenue by 

proposing to extend the Highgate Station CPZ.  
 
Council’s Response: The feedback from the review indicated that roads within the 
Miltons area, with the exception of Milton Avenue, were in support of CPZ controls for 
their roads. In view of this it was not possible to omit Milton Avenue from the proposals, 
as it is situated in the middle of the proposed area. 
 

11.26  Objection: It is a money making scheme and will not provide me with value for money.   

 
Council’s Response: The charges for permits are one of the lowest in London. If the 
scheme does go ahead it must be self financing. Any surplus may be spent on 
highways improvements, highways maintenance and on concessionary travel. 
 

11.27  Objection: The Council originally consulted on a permit fee of £25 however are now 

proposing an increased fee under a new proposed pricing structure. 
 
Council’s Response: Existing permit charges in Haringey are extremely low and have 
not been increased in since 2002. The charge is intended to cover the costs of 
operating and enforcing the scheme and the proposed banding represents an increase 
of £5 for 41% of our existing permit holders. While the proposed banding structure will 
translate into an increase for some of the vehicles within the borough, the charges are 
still one of the lowest amongst other local authorities in London. Haringey Council has 
recently signed the Nottingham Declaration, committing itself to take positive steps to 
reduce the impact of local green house gas emissions on climate change. The 
introduction of parking controls will have an impact on CO2 emissions by prioritising 
parking availability.   
 

11.28  Objection: The Council is going ahead with the scheme despite the Highgate Station 

Review showing an overwhelming majority of those in the surrounding against the 
extension of the CPZ. If the catchments area is taken as a whole, the majority is 
opposed to the CPZ. 
 
Council’s Response: The review was conducted to obtain views regarding the 
operation of the existing Highgate Station CPZ and also afforded residents on the 
periphery of the zone the opportunity to provide views on parking issues in their road. 
The feedback has enabled the Council to consider a possible extension of the zone 
where feedback indicated support for the introduction of parking controls.  
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11.29  Objection: There is no evidence to suggest that the parking problems are a direct 

result of non-resident parking and therefore the scheme may not work.   
 
Council’s Response: The Council conducted a review of the Highgate Station CPZ 
and this included roads on the periphery of the zone. The feedback received indicated 
that a number residents on the periphery of the existing zone felt that non-resident 
parking was an issue and were in favour of parking controls for their roads.  
 

11.30  Objection: The obvious answer in this situation would be the removal of the existing 

Highgate Station CPZ and yet this was not offered as an alternative in your 
consultation. If it had been I believe that your results would have been even more 
overwhelmingly against extension of the CPZ. 

 

Council’s response: The Highgate Station CPZ was introduced as a direct result of 
requests from local residents for protection against long stay commuter parking. The 
review carried out in November/December 2006 confirmed that the scheme was 
meeting the needs of residents of the zone. Overall the feedback received from the 
existing Highgate Station CPZ Review indicated that: 
 
ƒ  86% of respondents are either Very or Fairly Satisfied with the CPZ. 
ƒ  85% of respondents are either Very or Fairly satisfied with the days of operation of 

the CPZ. 

ƒ  85% of respondents are either Very of Fairly satisfied with the hours of operation of 

CPZ. 

 

11.31  Objection: The Council is not adhering to its policy of encouraging the use of 

sustainable modes of transport by not providing parking availability around the station 
to enable motorist to continue their journey by public transport. Additional parking at the 
station can be created by the development of the redundant overland station site which 
is accessible from Priory Gardens.  
 
Council’s Response: The Council’s Local Implementation Plan, which includes the 
Parking and Enforcement Plan (the ‘PEP’) sets out the Councils strategy and 
objectives to support a better and safer environment for the borough. Through the CPZ, 
the Council is reducing the levels of commuter parking around Highgate Station for the 
benefit of the local community. It also encourages sustainable modes of transport for 
entire journeys rather than using the private vehicle for short journeys and this in turn 
reduces congestion and associated pollution.  
 
The Council does not own the existing Highgate Station Car Park or the land adjacent 
to the station. It is not the Council’s policy to support the provision of additional public 
off-street car parks in the borough.         
 

11.32  Objection: The timing of the formal consultation exercise over the Easter period has 

significantly reduced the opportunity for people to participate in the consultation. 
Certainly against the DCLG guidelines on good practice in consultation processes. The 
current exercise should be cancelled and guidance sought on correct procedures. In 
any event the views should actively be sought of those streets immediately outside the 
boundary of the proposed extension, since these will be the residents most directly 
affected by inevitable decanting of parking demand. 
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Council’s Response: The Council has fulfilled its statutory requirements by   
publishing a Notice in the London Gazette, Ham and High and The Journal series and 
by erecting copies of the notice on site on 22.03.07. Also, a copy of the Notice and the 
draft Order was sent to statutory bodies.   
 
The legal framework to deal with the consideration of a CPZ proposals is set out under 
the Road Traffic Regulations Act 1984 and the procedure is prescribed under the Local 
Authorities’ Traffic Orders (Procedure) Regulations 1996. Until the law is changed with 
respect to this matter the Council will continue with its current consultation strategy. 
 
It is Regulation 8 of The London Authorities Traffic Order (procedures) (England & 
Wales) Regulations 1996 that enables any person to object to the making of the order 
by the date specified in the notice of proposals or, if later, the end of the period of 21 
days beginning with the date on which the authority has complied with the 
requirements of regulations (published the notice in a local paper and in the London 
Gazette and taken any other such steps as considered appropriate).  
 
The Notice published in connection with the schemes, specifies that objections can be 
made within 21 days of the date on which this Notice is published.  
     

11.33  Comment: Opposed as it will cause displacement parking. 

 
Council’s response: The aim of a CPZ is to prioritise parking in line with the Council’s 
hierarchy of parking need. The Council will seek to review any scheme implemented 12 
months post implementation. 
 

11.34  Comment: The proposed scheme will cause more parking pressures on Archway 

Road, which already has limited parking due to its red route status. This will be a 
particular problem for the residents of 472 – 492 Archway Road and therefore Archway 
Road should be included in the scheme.  

 

Council’s response: Archway Road is under the authority of Transport for London and 
as such is not subject to any Traffic Management Orders the Council make. Residents 
of 472 -492 Archway will however be permitted apply for parking permits to park in the 
CPZs on adjoining side roads. 
 

11.35  Comment: Any scheme that goes ahead must incorporate Claremont Road. The 

Council’s proposals will lead to displacement. The majority of respondents from 
Claremont Road would like the Council to consider including their Road. 
 
Council’s Response: A total of eight representations were received from residents of 
Claremont Road. Two of the representations were objections to the Council’s proposals 
while the other eight requested that the Council include Claremont Road in the 
scheme. During the review 44 responses were received from Claremont Road of which 
34 indicated that they would not support the introduction of a CPZ for their road. It is 
the Council’s view that the representations received during Statutory Consultation are 
not sufficient for Claremont Road to be considered for inclusion at this time. The 
Council will however seek to review the scheme 12 months post implementation.   
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11.36  Comment: Shepherds Hill should be included in the proposed scheme.  

 
Council’s Response:  A total of three representations were received from the 
residents of Shepherds Hill all requesting inclusion of their road in the scheme. During 
the review the Council received 75 responses from Shepherds Hill of which 43 
indicated that they would not support the introduction of a CPZ for their road. Therefore 
the Council will not consider Shepherds Hill for inclusion at this time. The Council will 
however seek to review the scheme 12 months post implementation.     
 

11.37  Comment: I do not agree with the proposal that permit holders in the existing zone will 

not be permitted to park in the new (Outer) zone and vice versa.  
 
Council’s Response: The feedback from the review held in November/December 
2006 highlighted many residents within the existing zone were concerned with the 
possibility of an extension becoming too large as it was their view  that this would 
encourage commuting within an enlarged zone. The introduction of separate zones will 
reduce the possibility of ‘inner CPZ’ commuting. 
 

11.38  Comment: North Hill Avenue should be included in the proposed CPZ.  

 
Council’s Response: North Hill Avenue and the full length of North Hill was originally 
considered for inclusion in the Highgate Station (Outer) CPZ as overall there was 
support from these roads. In discussions with Ward Councillors it was suggested that 
North Hill, from its junction with Storey Road to its junction with Bakers Lane, which 
includes North Hill Avenue be omitted from the proposed extension. This was because 
the views from this section of North Hill and North Hill Avenue did not indicate support 
for the consideration of parking controls during the review and that this area was a 
considerable distance away from the Highgate Station. For the reasons highlighted 
North Hill Avenue was omitted from the proposals that were the subject of Statutory 
Consultation.       
 

11.39  Request: The proposed measures will cause displacement on Stanhope Road and 

therefore it should be included in the proposed scheme. 
 
Council’s Response: A total of three representations were received from the residents 
of Stanhope Road. Two of the representations requested inclusion in the proposed 
zone while the other representation raised concerns regarding displacement. During 
the review 40 responses were received from Stanhope Road of which 32 indicated that 
they would not support the introduction of a CPZ for their road. In view of the feedback 
received during both the review and Statutory Consultation the Council will not consider 
Stanhope Road for inclusion at this time. The Council will however seek to review the 
scheme 12 months post implementation.  
 

11.40  Comment: Denewood Road should be included in any scheme that goes ahead. 

 
Council’s Response: A total of ten representations were received from residents of 
Denewood Road. Seven representations requested the inclusion of Denewood Road in 
the proposed scheme. A further two support the Council’s proposals while the 
remaining representation was opposed. During the review seven responses were 
received from Denewood Road of which four indicated that they would not support the 
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introduction of a CPZ for their road. Although the representations received during 
Statutory Consultation would suggest support for inclusion in the proposed CPZ, it is 
the Council’s view that this road should not be included at this time. It should however 
be monitored and considered further should residents make representations to the 
Council following the introduction of the proposed CPZ.    
  

12. Background 

 

12.1  A review of the Highgate Station CPZ was conducted in November/December 2006. 

The review indicated that respondents of the existing zone were satisfied with its 
operation and no amendments were required.  
 

12.2  The review also consulted roads on the periphery of the zone to obtain their views on 

parking issues within their roads. The feedback indicated that there was support for the 
consideration of parking controls in a number of roads reviewed.   
 

12.3  A report detailing the feedback received during the review and providing 

recommendations to proceed to Statutory Consultation for a Highgate Station (Outer) 
CPZ was approved, under delegated powers, by the Acting Director for Urban 
Environment and the Executive Member for Urban Environment in January 2007. 
 

12.4  Statutory Consultation was carried out between the 22 March and 16 April 2007.  

 

13. Conclusion 

 

13.1  The feedback received during Statutory Consultation process clearly demonstrates that 

there is a high level of support for the introduction of the Highgate Station (Outer) CPZ. 
 

13.2  It further indicates that there is a level of support from some roads on the periphery of 

the proposed zone, particularly Stanhope Road, Denewood Road, Claremont Road 
and Shepherds Hill; although it is not felt that the level of support is sufficient to 
consider the inclusion of these roads at this time.    
 

13.3  When introducing parking controls the council must, under its legal obligations give due 

regard to various factors including traffic issues and the interests of the owners and 
occupiers of properties on the affected roads. 
 
The factors which need to be considered include:  
 

ƒ the need to maintain the free movement of traffic; 
ƒ the need to maintain reasonable access to premises;  
ƒ the extent to which off-street parking is available in the neighbourhood;  
ƒ road safety; 
ƒ impact on local amenities; 
ƒ air quality; and 
ƒ The passage of public service vehicles. 
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13.4  The Executive is requested to decide whether or not to proceed to the implementation 

of the schemes after duly considering the objections outlined in this report.   

14. 

Use of Appendices / Tables / Photographs 

 

14.1  Appendix I- Copies of Statutory Consultation Document  

 

14.2  Appendix II- Summary of representations received 
 
14.3  Appendix III- Copies of petitions received 

 

14.4  Appendix IV – Layout plan of proposed scheme 
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Appendix I 
 
Copies of Statutory Consultation Documents 

 

Existing Highgate Station CPZ area 
Proposed extension of the Highgate CPZ area  
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Summary of representations received 
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Appendix III 

 
Copies of petition received 
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