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Survey Summary 
To inform the Borough Parking Strategy, the Council sent a questionnaire to 14,513 households in 

Consultation Area 2, that included four wards: Belmont, Carshalton Central, Carshalton South & Clockhouse 

and Cheam.  The objective of the survey was to establish residents’ experience of parking problems on their 

street and their response to a range of possible solutions.  A total of 1,323 households from the 

Consultation Area responded to the survey – a response rate of 10%, from the four wards.  Responses were 

received from 176 streets within the Consultation Area.   

 

Key findings are: 

 

Support for the proposed parking scheme on your street 

▪ 74% of respondents were against the introduction of parking controls, with 19% in favour and the 

rest undecided. 

▪ The highest level of support was in Carshalton Central (33%), followed by Belmont (23%) and 

Carshalton South & Clockhouse (19%), while the lowest level of support (16%) was in Cheam 

 

Support for parking scheme if one was introduced in a neighbouring street/other part of your street 

▪ The prospect of a scheme in a neighbouring street made little difference to the response of residents 

when compared to the previous question. 

▪ 71% would still not support a scheme on their street, 21% were in favour and the rest were 

undecided. 

 

Alternative schemes for your street 

▪ 58% of those who did not support the proposed scheme would not support any alternative measure. 

▪ Out of those that supported an alternative to the proposed scheme, 50% favoured a Free Bay 

Scheme, around a third (34%) favoured a PPA while 18% would support a CPZ. 

▪ The level of support for alternative proposals varied from one ward to another.  In Carshalton Central 

and Carshalton South & Clockhouse there was a mixed response to alternative measures, in Cheam 

there was clear support for Free Bays and in Belmont the preference was for PPA.   

 

Days that parking controls should operate 

▪ 64% of those in favour of parking controls, would support the implementation Mon – Fri, 25% 

support parking controls every day and 11% favoured Mon – Sat. 

▪ There are differences by ward.  The responses are similar for Carshalton Central, Carshalton South & 

Clockhouse and Cheam, with between 63%  - 69% in favour of Mon- Fri.  In Belmont, there is a mixed 

response, with 45% favouring Mon-Fri and 40% every day. 
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Operating hours of PPA or CPZ 

▪ 45% of those in favour of a CPZ or PPA supported controls from 8am – 6:30pm, 19% supported the 

use from 10am – 4pm and 36% support other operating hours. 

▪ There are differences by ward.  In Belmont, 70% favour 8am-6.30pm, in Cheam, the leading response 

(49%) was in favoured of other minimum controls and 35% supported the 8am-6.30pm option.  The 

responses from Carshalton Central and Carshalton South & Clockhouse is similar, showing a mixed 

response. 

 

Operating hours of Free Bay Scheme 

▪ 69% of those in favour of a Free Bay scheme would like this to operate in the morning, and 31% of 

respondents are in favour of afternoon operating hours. 

▪ There are differences in views by ward. In Cheam, 78% of respondents favoured the morning. In 

Carshalton South & Clockhouse and Cheam, most (56% to 60%) favour the morning, but with 

significant levels of support for the afternoon.  
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Introduction 

Background 

Following adoption of the Parking Strategy in September 2016 the London Borough of Sutton has 

undertaken a range of information gathering and consultations to take stock of parking across the borough 

and enable residents to ‘have their say’ on parking on their street.  The review of parking has been 

undertaken in three phases, each one covering a different geographical area. This report is for Geographical 

Area 2 – Stage 2.  The consultation for Geographical Area 2, covers parts of four wards: 

▪ Belmont 

▪ Carshalton Central 

▪ Carshalton South & Clockhouse 

▪ Cheam 

A map of Geographic Area 2 is presented in Appendix 6.  

 

The initial Stage 1 consultation for Geographic Area 2 was undertaken in February-March 2019.  The results 

of the Stage 1 consultation have been used to develop specific parking schemes in areas where there are 

parking pressures.  Parking schemes included: 

▪ Controlled Parking Zones (CPZ) 

▪ Parking Permit Areas (PPA) 

▪ Free Bays 

The Stage 2 consultation on parking and the proposed schemes was undertaken, 13th January to the 24th 

February 2020.  The response to the Stage 2 consultation will inform the Council’s decision on whether or 

not to proceed with the proposed schemes. 

Method 

The consultation for Stage 2 included a resident’s survey.  The Council designed a questionnaire to gather 

the views of residents and businesses on the proposed parking schemes in their street.  The consultation 

documents set out details of the proposed schemes and a questionnaire, inviting residents views on the 

following key issues: 

▪ Support for the proposed parking scheme on your street 

▪ Support for the proposed parking scheme on your street, if one was introduced on a neighbouring 

street/part of your street 

▪ Support for a different parking scheme on your street 
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▪ If in favour of parking controls, what days should it operate 

▪ If in favour of a CPZ or PPA what hours should it operate 

▪ If in favour of a Free Bay scheme, what hours should it operate 

Respondents were also given the opportunity to provide any additional comments on parking on their 

street.  The questionnaire included a standard set of equality monitoring questions. 

The Council sent a letter and leaflet about parking to all 14,513 households in the consultation area, inviting 

them to give their views on parking proposals, via an online questionnaire.  Residents also had the option 

of requesting a paper version of the questionnaire.  Residents from the Area were invited to review street 

design proposals either online or at one of seven drop-in sessions held at local community venues with the 

Council’s parking team.  A copy of the survey questionnaire and supporting literature (leaflet, covering 

letter) are presented in Appendix 6 of this report – Consultation materials. 

Survey responses 

The Council sent a questionnaire to 14,513 households in the Consultation Area.  The survey accepted one 

response per household.  If there was a duplicate response from the same person or another individual 

from the same address, only the last response was accepted for analysis.  Any additional responses from a 

household were not included for analysis.  Any responses from outside the Consultation Area were also 

excluded from the analysis.   

Overall, 
 
▪ There were a total of 1,323 responses to the survey from the 14,513 households in the consultation 

area 

▪ The overall response rate from households was 10% 

▪ There were responses from 176 streets in the Consultation Area 

▪ Responses for the Consultation Area were from four wards: Belmont (n= 175), Carshalton Central 

(n=166), Carshalton South & Clockhouse (n=640), Cheam (n=332). 

▪ The total includes 10 valid cases (not duplicates) from within the area but did not provide sufficient 

information to match to a particular Ward. 

 

The majority (65%) of the 1,323 respondents had heard about the survey through the Council’s letter 

delivered to their home address.  Responses were also generated through a number of other channels, 

such as: word of mouth (14%), Facebook (9%) and the Council’s website (4%). 
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Reports and analysis 

In this Area Report, the survey results have been broken down to show: 

▪ Overall response from households in the consultation area 

▪ Results for the four wards 

▪ All responses for each ward (Appendix 1- 4)  

▪ Respondent profile, covering the equality monitoring questions on: age group, gender, disability, 

ethnic group, caring duties, etc (Appendix 5). 

 

The base size (n=) shows the total number of respondents included in the analysis for each question.  The 

questionnaire used single response questions.  The percentage response for single response questions will 

total to 100%.  For readability, percentages are rounded to a whole number, which means in some 

tables/charts the total may not always sum to exactly 100%.   
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Survey Results 

Support for parking controls in your street? 

All respondents were asked specifically about support for the introduction of parking controls in their 

street.  In the Consultation Area: 

▪ 74% of respondents were against the introduction of parking controls, with 19% in favour and the 

rest undecided 

 

Figure 1. Support for parking controls 

Base size: 1,323 

No, 74%

Undecided, 7%

Yes, 19%

No Undecided Yes
 

▪ In each ward, the majority of residents do not support the introduction of parking controls in their 

street.  

▪ The highest levels of opposition were in Cheam (74%) and Carshalton South & Clockhouse (75%), 

followed by Belmont (70%) and Carshalton Central (58%). 

▪ The highest level of support was in Carshalton Central (33%), followed by Belmont (23%) and 

Carshalton South & Clockhouse (19%), while the lowest level of support (16%) was in Cheam 

▪ Relatively few respondents (6% to 11%) were undecided 

Table 1. Support for parking controls – by ward 

Ward Yes No Undecided 

Belmont (n= 175) 23% 70% 7% 

Carshalton Central (n=166) 33% 58% 9% 

Carshalton South & Clockhouse (n=640) 19% 75% 6% 

Cheam (n=365) 16% 74% 10% 
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Support for parking controls on your street if one was introduced in a 
neighbouring street? 

The survey sought to explore the issue of parking controls displacing parking problems onto surrounding 

areas. Respondents were asked if they would support parking controls on their road, if parking controls had 

been introduced in a neighbouring street or other parts of their own street.  The response from residents 

in the Consultation Area shows that: 

▪ The prospect of parking controls being introduced in a neighbouring street made no significant 

difference to the response from residents about the introduction of such a scheme on their street 

▪ Compared to the previous question (20% in favour), the percentage favouring parking controls 

increases by just 1 percentage point, to 21%, with those against dropping from 72% to 71%.  

 

Figure 2. Support for parking controls if introduced in a neighbouring street 

Base size: 1,323 

 

▪ The response by ward shows a consistent pattern to the previous question, with the majority in each 

area rejecting a scheme on their street. 

▪ The highest levels of opposition were in Cheam (72%) and Carshalton South & Clockhouse (72%), 

followed by Belmont (66%) and Carshalton Central (53%). 

▪ By ward, the highest level of support was in Carshalton Central (37%), followed by Belmont (28%) and 

Carshalton South & Clockhouse (21%), while the lowest level of support (16%) was in Cheam.  

 

Table 2. Support for parking controls if introduced in a neighbouring street – by ward 

Ward Yes No Undecided 

Belmont (n= 175) 28% 66% 6% 

Carshalton Central (n=166) 37% 53% 10% 

Carshalton South & Clockhouse (n=640) 21% 72% 7% 

Cheam (n=365) 16% 72% 10% 

 

No, 71%

Undecided, 
7%

Yes, 21%

No Undecided Yes
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Measures supported in their road, if not in favour of parking controls. 

The questionnaire presented residents with a list of four possible options to choose from if they were not 

in favour of the proposed scheme for their street: CPZ, PPA, Free Bay, None. Respondents were asked to 

select one of the proposals if they did not favour the proposed scheme.  

▪ 58% of those that did not support the proposed scheme, did not support any of the alternative 

measures.  

Figure 3. Support for alternative parking controls 

Base size: 1,237 

 

 

The base of 1,237 respondents excludes those that did not reply to the question. 

Out of those that supported an alternative to the proposed scheme (521 respondents): 

▪ 50% favoured a Free Bay Scheme, around a third (34%) favoured a PPA while 18% would support a 

CPZ. 
 

Figure 4. Supported measures 

Base size: 521 

 

None, 58%

Alternative, 
42%

None Alternative

18%

50%

34%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

CPZ Free Bay Scheme PPA



                                                 Measurement  Evaluation Learning: Using evidence to shape better services            Page 12 

There was some clear variation in the level of support for alternative proposals across the Consultation 

Area. Out of those that supported an alternative to the proposed scheme: 

▪ In Belmont, the leading option was a PPA (57%), followed by a CPZ (29%) with only 14% favouring 

Free Bays.  

▪ In Cheam there is a clear preference for the use of Free Bays (83%), with few supporting a CPZ (7%) or 

PPA (10%). 

▪ In Carshalton Central there is mixed response, with 56% favouring a PPA, 23% Free Bays and 21% Free 

Bays.  

▪ In Carshalton South & Clockhouse equal proportions of residents supported PPA (39%) and a Free Bay 

Scheme (39%). 

 

Table 3. Supported measures – by ward 

Ward CPZ PPA Free Bay 

Belmont (n= 92) 29% 57% 14% 

Carshalton Central (n=61) 23% 56% 21% 

Carshalton South & Clockhouse (n=171) 22% 39% 39% 

Cheam (n=162) 7% 10% 83% 
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Days that parking controls should operate 

Those in favour of parking controls were asked which days they would like them to operate. Most 

respondents (64%) would support the implementation of parking controls during weekdays (Monday to 

Friday), a quarter would support parking controls every day, while 11% would like to have them operate 

between Monday to Saturday. 

Figure 5. Days parking controls should operate 

Base size: 566 

 

▪ The leading response across all four wards is Mon-Fri.   

▪ The responses for three wards are broadly similar, with 63% – 68% of respondents from Carshalton 

Central, Carshalton South & Clockhouse and Cheam in favour of controls operating Mon- Fri. 

▪ In Belmont, while most respondents favour Mon-Fri (45%), there is a clear difference to the rest of 

the consultation area, with a significantly higher level of support for controls that are in place every 

day (40%). 

▪ Across all four wards, the lowest level of support is for the use of controls from Mon-Sat. 

Table 4. Days parking control should operate – by ward 

Ward Mon-Fri Mon-Sat Every day 

Belmont (n= 119) 45% 9% 40% 

Carshalton Central (n=88) 65% 17% 18% 

Carshalton South & Clockhouse (n=228) 68% 11% 21% 

Cheam (n=156) 63% 12% 26% 
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Operating hours of PPA or CPZ 

Those in favour of a CPZ or PPA were asked to indicate which hours they would like such a scheme to 

operate.  Most respondents (45%) would support the implementation of parking controls from 8am – 

6:30pm, while around a fifth (19%) would support parking controls between 10am – 4pm.  A little over one 

third (36%) support other operating hours for the proposed schemes. 

Figure 6. Operating hours of PPA or CPZ 

Base size: 510 

 

The preferred timeframe for three out of four wards (Belmont, Carshalton Central and  Carshalton South & 

Clockhouse) is the implementation of parking controls from 8am to 6:30pm (44% - 70%). In Cheam, the 

preference is for other minimum controls (49%).  

▪ There are significant variations in the preferred operating hours by ward. 

▪ In Belmont, there is a clear preference for the 8am-6.30pm operating hours (70%) 

▪ In Cheam, the preference is for other minimum controls (49%) with 35% in favour of the 8am-6.30pm 

option 

▪ The responses from Carshalton Central and Carshalton South & Clockhouse is similar, showing a more 

mixed response, with significant levels of support for each option.  

 

Table 5. Operating hours of PPA or CPZ– by ward 

Ward 8am-6:30pm 10am-4pm Other minimum controls 

Belmont (n= 115) 70% 14% 17% 

Carshalton Central (n=92) 47% 21% 33% 

Carshalton South & Clockhouse (n=214) 44% 23% 33% 

Cheam (n=107) 35% 17% 49% 
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Operating hours of Free Bay Scheme 

Those in favour of a Free Bay scheme were asked which when they would like their one hour of operation 

to be. Most respondents (69%) would like this to be in the morning, from 9am – Midday, with 31% want it 

to be in the afternoon, from Midday – 5pm.  

Figure 7. Operating hours of Free Bay scheme 

Base size: 388 

 

The preferred timeframe for all four wards is the implementation of parking controls from 9am – Midday 

(56% - 78%). At the ward level, there are significant variations in the preference for the introduction of a 

Free Bay scheme, operating hours. 

▪ In Cheam, there is a clear preference for the morning, 9am -Midday (78%) 

▪ The responses from Carshalton South & Clockhouse, Carshalton Central and Belmont the response is 

similar, showing most in favour of the morning, but with significant levels of support for the 

afternoon.  

Table 6. Operating hours of Free Bay scheme– by ward 

Ward 9am – Mid. Mid. – 5pm 

Belmont (n= 40) 60% 40% 

Carshalton Central (n=34) 56% 44% 

Carshalton South & Clockhouse (n=127) 59% 41% 

Cheam (n=150) 78% 22% 
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Additional comments 

Respondents were asked to add other comments about parking in their street.  Additional comments 

provide a valuable insight into the issues and concerns that have guided the response to the survey 

questions and are a useful reference for informing decisions on the introduction of the proposed schemes.   

A review of comments revealed ten leading themes, which in order of frequency were: 

1. The impact of non-residents taking up parking spaces in the area, including comments about 

commuters, school drop off, trade/commercial vehicles, shopping and events.  

 

“Living on the road with a train station means as a resident I rarely ever have  parking near my 
home. It is filled with commuters’ vehicles all year around.” 

"The parking restrictions for the Cheam Village area should be designed to discourage day 
commuters from parking…” 

“Commuter parking/school drop off parking is the main problem. A time slot during school pick 
up/drop off would prevent commuter parking.” 

 

2. Most respondents to the question were concerned about dangerous parking, on bends/road 

junctions, road safety for pedestrians, access for emergency and refuse vehicles 

“…needs parking measures desperately. People park on double yellow lines, on pavements, on 
greenery,  over drives, in disabled bays and anywhere they can find to be honest. It is ridiculous 

and dangerous, especially when going round corners at these junctions.” 

“We regularly have people parking right up to the edge of the junction day/night to go to the 
shops and causing danger. No one cares.” 

 

3. Respondents were concerned that introducing new schemes such as a CPZ were not addressing the 

underlying cause(s) of the parking problems and were only moving the problem to a neighbouring 

area that did not have controls. 

“My street appears to be OK at present with the existing controls, but some of the controls 
proposed elsewhere will naturally lead to displacement parking which will create future parking 
problems elsewhere. For goodness sake consider what WILL happen as an area solution. You are 

creating a problem rather than solving one.” 

“Displacement of parking is already obvious in my road. With the restrictions as planned this will 
increase, just shifting the problem to here. How many years will it be before the same exercise will 

become a necessity for my road and we shall be doing this all over again?” 

 

4. Council should focus on the enforcement of existing yellow line parking controls 

“If there were ACTUALLY traffic wardens that ticketed the cars that park school time over the 
existing double yellow lines, crossing the roads would be less dangerous, and the dustmen and 

buses would have less aggravation.” 
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“Existing parking restrictions e.g. double yellow lines are NOT enforced so people park there any 
way” 

“These roads do not need parking permits they are only congested at school drop off /  pick up 
times and would be better served with a traffic warden.” 

“If more double yellow lines are painted will there be traffic wardens? I've lived in my road 30+ 
years and haven't seen one in all that time.” 

 

5. Concerns that the proposed schemes will have a detrimental impact on the retail areas (High 

streets) as shoppers are deterred from parking. 

“The high street would lose a lot  of people coming into the village!” 

“This will kill the high street and all the businesses will suffer leaving no high street or shops !!” 

 

6. Some respondents did not think there was a problem or indicated that they were not car owners. 

“I do not believe there are currently parking issues in my road.” 

“I am not sure why there is a need to introduce restricted parking near my house , I am not aware that it is 
difficult to park “ 

“The parking arrangements already in place work well and do not need to change.” 

 

7. General points, against the proposals for controlled parking. 

“The current parking restrictions work well and do not need adjusting.” 

“Keep the parking as free and uncontrolled.” 

8. The number of flats/households with a high number of cars taking up a disproportionate amount of 

on-street parking spaces. 

“There are flats who do not have parking and need to park in the road. Some households have more than 
one car.” 

“Why does the Council give planning permission for buildings in High Street to converted to Flats etc., that 
have minimal or no parking provision, and thereby making a problem which previously didn't exist? “ 

“Given the huge number of flats that have gone up over the past few years without adequate parking it 
makes a mockery of those decisions to then stop your own residents from being able to park their car.” 

 

9. There were comments for and against the introduction of double/single yellow lines. 

“ Double yellow lines on bends would help” 

“Residents should also be able to use the single yellow lines during restricted times.” 

“Several years ago double yellow lines were put outside our house so we could no longer park on our drop 
curb.” 
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10. The idea that this proposal might be a money-making scheme for the Council was an issue noted by 

respondents, as was dissatisfaction about paying in order to park in front of their home / their 

street.  

“We do pay road tax to park on our road.  We don’t need another tax.” 

“I do not think the council introducing parking controls will help in my street and is just a money-making 
exercise.” 

 



Ward Report:  Belmont 

Responses to the consultation from residents of Belmont ward are set out in Appendix 1 of this report, with 

results for each question, for each street.  

A total of 175 completed questionnaires were received from Belmont ward, from 37 different streets 

▪ 23% of respondents from Belmont expressed support for parking controls, 70% were not in favour 

and 7% were undecided. 

▪ 28% were in support of parking controls, if introduced in a neighbouring street, 66% were against and 

6% undecided. 

▪ For those who did not support the proposed scheme on their street, 29% favoured a Controlled 

Parking Zone (CPZ), 57% the use of Parking Permit Areas (PPA) and 14% Free Bays. 

▪ For those supporting the use of parking controls, 45% favoured parking controls from Monday to 

Friday, 40% every day and 9% from Monday to Saturday.  

▪ For those supporting the use of a CPZ or PPA, 70% favoured parking controls from 8am to 6:30pm, 

14% from 10am to 4pm, while the remaining 17% favoured other minimum controls.  

▪ For those supporting the use of Free Bays, 60% favoured a one-hour Free Bay scheme from 9am to 

Midday, while the remaining 40% favoured a one-hour Free Bay from Midday to 5pm. 

 

Respondents were asked to add other comments about parking in their street.  A review of comments from 

across the ward indicate that there were similar concerns to those expressed for the wider area, namely; 

▪ dangerous parking, on bends/road junctions, road safety for pedestrians and access for emergency 

vehicles 

▪ non-residents taking up parking spaces in the area, including comments about commuters, school 

drop off. 

▪ households with a high number of cars taking up a disproportionate amount of on-street parking 

spaces 

▪ parking schemes (CPZ, PPA etc. ) were simply moved the problem elsewhere 

▪ general comments against the proposals for controlled parking 

▪ the focus should be on the enforcement of parking controls eg.  no parking on yellow lines  

▪ that parking was not actually a problem on their street 
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Ward Report:  Carshalton Central 

Responses to the consultation from residents of Carshalton Central ward are set out in Appendix 2 of this 

report, with results for each question, for each street.  

▪ A total of 166 completed questionnaires were received from Carshalton Central, from 23 different 

streets. 

▪ 33% of respondents from Carshalton Central expressed support for parking controls, 58% were not in 

favour and 9% were undecided. 

▪ 37% were in support of parking controls on their street, if controls were introduced in a neighbouring 

street, 53% were against and 10% undecided. 

▪ For those who did not support the proposed scheme on their street, 23% favoured a Controlled 

Parking Zone (CPZ), 56% the use of Parking Permit Areas (PPA) and 21% Free Bays. 

▪ For those supporting the use of parking controls, 65% favoured parking controls from Monday to 

Friday, 18% every day and 17% from Monday to Saturday.  

▪ For those supporting the use of a CPZ or PPA, 47% favoured parking controls from 8am to 6:30pm, 

21% from 10am to 4pm, while the remaining 33% favoured other minimum controls.  

▪ For those supporting the use of Free Bays, 56% favoured a one-hour slot from 9am to Midday, while 

the remaining 44% favoured a one hour Free Bay from Midday to 5pm. 

 

Respondents were asked to add other comments about parking in their street.  A review of comments from 

across the ward indicates that there were similar concerns to those expressed for the wider area, namely; 

▪ non-residents taking up parking spaces in the area, including comments about commuters, school 

drop off etc.  

▪ parking schemes (CPZ,PPA etc. ) simply moved the problem elsewhere 

▪ general comments against the proposals for controlled parking 

▪ comments for and against the introduction of double/single yellow lines 

▪ the focus should be on the enforcement of existing parking controls ie.  yellow lines  

▪ parking not being a problem in their street 

  



                                                 Measurement  Evaluation Learning: Using evidence to shape better services            Page 21 

Ward Report:  Carshalton South & Clockhouse 

Responses to the consultation from residents of Carshalton South and Clockhouse ward are set out in 

Appendix 3 of this report, with results for each question, for each street.  

▪ A total of 640 completed questionnaires were received from Carshalton South & Clockhouse, from 59 

different streets. 

▪ 19% of respondents from Carshalton South & Clockhouse expressed support for parking controls, 75% 

were not in favour and 6% were undecided 

▪ 21% were in support of parking controls on their street, if controls were introduced in a neighbouring 

street, 72% were against and 7% undecided 

▪ For those who did not support the proposed scheme on their street, 22% favoured a Controlled 

Parking Zone (CPZ), 39% the use of Parking Permit Areas (PPA) and 39% Free Bays. 

▪ For those supporting the use of parking controls, 68% favoured parking controls from Monday to 

Friday, 21% every day and 11% from Monday to Saturday.  

▪ For those supporting the use of a CPZ or PPA, 44% favoured parking controls from 8am to 6:30pm, 

23% from 10am to 4pm, while the remaining 33% favoured other minimum controls.  

▪ For those supporting the use of Free Bays, 51% favoured a one-hour Free Bay from 9am to Midday, 

while the remaining 41% favoured a one-hour Free Bay from Midday to 5pm. 

 

Respondents were asked to add other comments about parking in their street.  A review of comments from 

across the ward indicates that there were similar concerns to those expressed for the wider area, namely; 

▪ dangerous parking, on bends/road junctions, road safety for pedestrians and access for emergency 

vehicles 

▪ non-residents taking up parking spaces in the area, including comments about commuters, school 

drop off, shopping and events.  

▪ that this proposal might just be a money making scheme for the Council  

▪ parking schemes (CPZ,PPA etc.) would simply move the problem elsewhere/not a solution 

▪ general comments against the proposals for controlled parking 

▪ that parking was not a problem on their street 
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Ward Report:  Cheam 

Responses to the consultation from residents of Cheam ward are set out in Appendix 4 of this report, with 

results for each question, for each street.  

▪ A total of 332 completed questionnaires were received from Cheam, from 57 different streets. 

▪ 16% of respondents from Cheam expressed support for parking controls, 74% were not in favour and 

10% were undecided. 

▪ 16% were in support of parking controls on their street, if controls were introduced in a neighbouring 

street, 72% were against and 10% undecided. 

▪ For those who did not support the proposed scheme on their street, 7% favoured a Controlled 

Parking Zone (CPZ), 8% the use of Parking Permit Areas (PPA) and 83% Free Bays. 

▪ For those supporting the use of parking controls, 63% favoured parking controls from Monday to 

Friday, 26% every day and 12% from Monday to Saturday.  

▪ For those supporting the use of a CPZ or PPA, 35% favoured parking controls from 8am to 6:30pm, 

17% from 10am to 4pm, while the remaining 49% favoured other minimum controls.  

▪ For those supporting the use of Free Bays, 78% favoured a one-hour Free Bay from 9am to Midday, 

while the remaining 22% favoured a one-hour Free Bay from Midday to 5pm. 

 

Respondents were asked to add other comments about parking in their street.  A review of comments from 

across the ward indicates that there were similar concerns to those expressed for the wider area, namely; 

▪ households with a high number of cars taking up a disproportionate amount of on-street parking 

spaces. 

▪ parking schemes (CPZ,PPA etc ) would simply move the problem elsewhere/not addressing the 

problem. 

▪ general comments against the proposals for controlled parking. 

▪ that the Council should focus on the enforcement of existing controls, such as parking on yellow lines. 

▪ that parking was not a problem. 
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 Appendix 1.  Belmont 

 

 

Yes No UnD Yes No UnD CPZ PPA
Free Bay 

Scheme
None

Not 

Ans.

Mon-

Fri

Mon-

Sat

Every 

day

Not 

Ans.

8am-

6.30pm

10am-

4pm

Other 

minimum 

controls

Not 

Ans.

9am - 

Mid.

Mid. - 

5pm

Not 

Ans

ARUNDEL ROAD 38 3% 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

AUTUMN DRIVE 151 1% 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1

AVENUE ROAD 74 5% 4 0 3 1 2 1 1 1 0 0 1 2 2 1 0 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 3

BALMORAL WAY 49 4% 2 1 1 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2

BANSTEAD ROAD SOUTH 195 6% 12 3 9 0 2 9 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 9 2 0 1 9 1 1 10

BARON CLOSE 13 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

BASILDON CLOSE 18 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

BASINGHALL GARDENS 220 1% 3 1 2 0 1 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 2

BASSETT CLOSE 12 17% 2 1 1 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

BAWTREE CLOSE 47 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

BELMONT RISE 76 1% 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0

BELMONT ROAD 66 29% 19 3 15 1 3 15 1 0 8 1 9 1 6 1 4 8 8 1 3 7 1 2 16

BERESFORD ROAD 145 1% 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2

BICKNOLLER CLOSE 13 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

BRADLEY CLOSE 17 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

BRASTED CLOSE 21 5% 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0

BRIGHTON ROAD 282 0% 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0

CALIFORNIA CLOSE 39 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CHALE WALK 8 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CHELMSFORD CLOSE 26 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CHEVIOT CLOSE 16 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CHIDDINGSTONE CLOSE 23 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CHILTERN ROAD 91 10% 9 1 8 0 1 7 1 3 2 1 0 0 4 0 1 4 1 2 3 3 2 2 5

CHIPSTEAD CLOSE 87 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CLIFTON AVENUE 19 5% 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

COMMONSIDE CLOSE 37 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CORNWALL ROAD 96 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

COTSWOLD ROAD 59 3% 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1

COURTENAY AVENUE 39 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CUDHAM CLOSE 15 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

If you are in favour 

of a Free Bay 

Scheme would you 

prefer your one hour 

of operation to be 
Road Name

Properties 

in Road

Response 

Rate

No of 

responses

Do you support 

the proposed 

Parking Controls 

that have been 

designed for 

Would you be in 

favour of these 

parking controls 

IF your 

neighbouring 

If you are not in favour of these 

parking controls, which of the 

following measures would you 

support?

If you are in favour of 

parking controls, which 

days would you like the 

controls to operate?

If you are in favour of a CPZ or 

PPA, which hours of operation 

would you prefer?
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DORSET ROAD 53 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

DOWNS ROAD 87 1% 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0

DUNSBURY CLOSE 19 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

FAIRWAY 55 9% 5 3 1 1 3 2 0 4 0 0 1 0 4 0 0 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 3

FELBRIDGE CLOSE 20 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

FURZEDOWN ROAD 68 4% 3 2 1 0 1 2 0 2 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 2 0

GATTON CLOSE 8 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

HADLEIGH DRIVE 40 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

HARDEGRAY CLOSE 9 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

HATFIELD CLOSE 23 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

HEATH DRIVE 29 69% 20 0 20 0 0 20 0 0 19 0 1 0 3 3 14 0 19 0 1 0 0 0 20

HILLSIDE ROAD 58 16% 9 5 3 1 6 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 2 5 0 0 2

HOLLAND AVENUE 131 2% 2 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1

HOMELAND DRIVE 25 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

HULVERSTON CLOSE 180 1% 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

KINGS ROAD 54 41% 22 5 16 1 6 15 1 1 0 0 9 0 7 2 5 8 11 1 2 8 3 1 18

KINGSWOOD DRIVE 106 2% 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1

KNOCKHOLT CLOSE 10 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

LYMBOURNE CLOSE 9 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

MAPLE WALK 12 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

MOORE WAY 10 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

MOTTISTONE GROVE 17 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NETTLECOMBE CLOSE 54 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NORTHDOWN ROAD 19 5% 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0

PATRICIA GARDENS 30 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

PELTON AVENUE 36 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

PENSHURST WAY 27 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

PORCHFIELD CLOSE 19 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

QUEENS ROAD 67 7% 5 2 3 0 2 3 0 1 0 1 3 0 0 1 1 3 1 0 0 4 0 1 4

RIVERHEAD DRIVE 7 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

ROOKLEY CLOSE 24 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

ROSEWOOD 3 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

SACKVILLE ROAD 46 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

SEVENOAKS CLOSE 84 1% 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0

SINCLAIR DRIVE 17 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

STATION APPROACH 97 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

STATION ROAD 124 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

SUNNYMEDE AVENUE 49 8% 4 2 1 1 4 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 3 1 0
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TEGAN CLOSE 3 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

THE BYWAY 22 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

THE CAUSEWAY 20 15% 3 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3

THE CRESCENT 103 15% 15 3 12 0 4 11 0 1 3 1 8 2 2 1 3 9 4 1 1 9 3 0 12

THE GALLOP 66 2% 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

THE HIGHWAY 52 21% 11 0 11 0 1 10 0 0 11 0 0 0 2 0 9 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 11

THE LINKWAY 11 18% 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 2

VINCENT AVENUE 13 15% 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2

WESTERHAM CLOSE 7 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

WESTMORELAND DRIVE 39 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

WESTOVER CLOSE 26 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

WOODBURY DRIVE 47 4% 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 2

WYNDHAM CLOSE 14 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

YARBRIDGE CLOSE 21 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

YORK ROAD 128 1% 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
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Appendix 2.  Carshalton Central 

 

Yes No UnD Yes No UnD CPZ PPA
Free 

Bay 
None

Not 

Ans.

Mon-

Fri

Mon-

Sat

Every 

day

Not 

Ans.

8am-

6.30p

m

10a

m-

4pm

Other 

minimu

m 

controls

Not 

Ans.

9am - 

Mid.

Mid. - 

5pm

Not 

Ans

Ashcombe Road 28 7% 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1

Beynon Road 46 2% 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0

Blakehall Road 63 17% 11 2 8 1 3 5 3 0 4 0 7 0 3 1 0 7 2 2 0 7 0 0 11

Brookside 18 33% 6 3 3 0 3 3 0 0 2 0 3 1 1 1 1 3 2 1 0 3 1 1 4

Carshalton Park Road 185 16% 29 15 13 1 17 11 1 5 10 2 8 4 18 3 0 8 8 6 6 9 6 4 19

Carshalton Place 16 31% 5 4 1 0 4 1 0 0 2 0 1 2 0 0 4 1 4 0 0 1 0 0 5

Cator Road 6 17% 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

Cedar Close 13 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Church Hill 24 4% 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Corbould Close 15 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Deroy Close 4 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Doral Way 4 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Gordon Road 103 22% 23 14 7 2 14 8 1 1 6 1 8 7 10 5 2 6 11 2 3 7 4 4 15

High Street - Carshalton 191 4% 7 0 7 0 0 6 1 0 0 1 6 0 1 0 0 6 0 1 3 3 0 0 7

Hill Road 24 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lakin Close 6 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Park Avenue 12 8% 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Park Close 14 7% 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Park Hill 169 1% 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0

Park Lane 62 10% 6 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 1 5 0 0 6

Pound Street 44 20% 9 0 6 3 1 6 2 0 1 0 6 2 3 0 0 6 0 1 2 6 0 0 9

Rayner Close 9 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Rotherfield Road 27 11% 3 0 2 1 0 2 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 1 1 0 0 3

Ruskin Road 99 4% 4 1 2 1 0 3 1 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 2 2 1 0 1 2 0 1 3

Salisbury Road 96 1% 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

Scawen Close 24 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Seymour Road 6 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Talbot Road 33 15% 5 3 2 0 2 2 1 0 1 0 2 2 1 1 1 2 2 0 1 2 0 0 5

The Park 36 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

The Square 25 36% 9 1 7 1 1 7 1 0 0 1 7 1 2 0 0 7 0 0 2 7 1 0 8

Wallace Crescent 71 24% 17 9 7 1 7 8 2 1 6 2 6 2 8 1 2 6 6 3 2 6 2 2 13

Wilmot Road 14 7% 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

Woodstock Road 56 39% 22 0 19 3 7 13 2 7 1 3 11 0 8 2 1 11 3 3 5 11 3 2 17

If you are in 

favour of a Free 

Bay Scheme 

would you 

prefer your one 

hour of 
Road Name

Properties 

in Road

Response 

Rate

No of 

responses

Do you support the 

proposed Parking 

Controls that have been 

designed for your road?

Would you be in favour 

of these parking controls 

IF your neighbouring 

road/s or part of your 

road were included?

If you are not in favour of 

these parking controls, 

which of the following 

measures would you 

support?

If you are in favour of 

parking controls, which 

days would you like the 

controls to operate?

If you are in favour of a 

CPZ or PPA, which hours 

of operation would you 

prefer?
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Yes No UnD Yes No UnD CPZ PPA
Free 

Bay 
None

Not 

Ans.

Mon-

Fri

Mon-

Sat

Every 

day

Not 

Ans.

8am-

6.30p

m

10a

m-

4pm

Other 

minimu

m 

controls

Not 

Ans.

9am - 

Mid.

Mid. - 

5pm

Not 

Ans

Ashcombe Road 28 7% 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1

Beynon Road 46 2% 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0

Blakehall Road 63 17% 11 2 8 1 3 5 3 0 4 0 7 0 3 1 0 7 2 2 0 7 0 0 11

Brookside 18 33% 6 3 3 0 3 3 0 0 2 0 3 1 1 1 1 3 2 1 0 3 1 1 4

Carshalton Park Road
185 16% 29 15 13 1 17 11 1 5 10 2 8 4 18 3 0 8 8 6 6 9 6 4 19

Carshalton Place 16 31% 5 4 1 0 4 1 0 0 2 0 1 2 0 0 4 1 4 0 0 1 0 0 5

Cator Road 6 17% 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

Cedar Close 13 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Church Hill 24 4% 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Corbould Close 15 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Deroy Close 4 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Doral Way 4 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Gordon Road 103 22% 23 14 7 2 14 8 1 1 6 1 8 7 10 5 2 6 11 2 3 7 4 4 15

High Street - Carshalton 191 4% 7 0 7 0 0 6 1 0 0 1 6 0 1 0 0 6 0 1 3 3 0 0 7

Hill Road 24 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lakin Close 6 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Park Avenue 12 8% 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Park Close 14 7% 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Park Hill 169 1% 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0

Park Lane 62 10% 6 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 1 5 0 0 6

Pound Street 44 20% 9 0 6 3 1 6 2 0 1 0 6 2 3 0 0 6 0 1 2 6 0 0 9

Rayner Close 9 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Rotherfield Road 27 11% 3 0 2 1 0 2 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 1 1 0 0 3

Ruskin Road 99 4% 4 1 2 1 0 3 1 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 2 2 1 0 1 2 0 1 3

Salisbury Road 96 1% 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

Scawen Close 24 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Seymour Road 6 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Talbot Road 33 15% 5 3 2 0 2 2 1 0 1 0 2 2 1 1 1 2 2 0 1 2 0 0 5

The Park 36 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

The Square 25 36% 9 1 7 1 1 7 1 0 0 1 7 1 2 0 0 7 0 0 2 7 1 0 8

Wallace Crescent 71 24% 17 9 7 1 7 8 2 1 6 2 6 2 8 1 2 6 6 3 2 6 2 2 13

Wilmot Road 14 7% 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

Woodstock Road 56 39% 22 0 19 3 7 13 2 7 1 3 11 0 8 2 1 11 3 3 5 11 3 2 17

If you are in 

favour of a Free 

Bay Scheme 

would you 

prefer your one 

hour of 
Road Name

Properties 

in Road

Response 

Rate

No of 

responses

Do you support the 

proposed Parking 

Controls that have been 

designed for your road?

Would you be in favour 

of these parking controls 

IF your neighbouring 

road/s or part of your 

road were included?

If you are not in favour of 

these parking controls, 

which of the following 

measures would you 

support?

If you are in favour of 

parking controls, which 

days would you like the 

controls to operate?

If you are in favour of a 

CPZ or PPA, which hours 

of operation would you 

prefer?
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Appendix 3.  Carshalton South & Clockhouse 

 

Yes No UnD Yes No UnD CPZ PPA

Free 

Bay 

Schem

None
Not 

Ans.

Mon-

Fri

Mon-

Sat

Every 

day

Not 

Ans.

8am-

6.30pm

10am-

4pm

Other 

minim

um 

Not 

Ans.
9am - Mid. Mid. - 5pm Not Ans

Alexandra Gardens 52 10% 5 0 4 1 1 4 0 0 1 2 2 0 0 0 2 3 2 0 0 3 1 1 3

Anglesey Court Road 44 18% 8 2 6 0 2 5 1 1 0 1 6 0 4 0 0 4 3 0 1 4 0 2 6

Anglesey Gardens 37 41% 15 4 11 0 4 11 0 1 1 1 11 1 3 1 2 9 2 1 3 9 3 1 11

Balfour Road 12 25% 3 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 2 0 2 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 1 0 2

Barrow Avenue 33 9% 3 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 2 1 0 2

Barrow Hedges Close 12 17% 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 2

Barrow Hedges Way 32 50% 16 6 9 1 6 7 3 1 4 2 7 2 6 1 3 6 6 2 1 7 1 1 14

Beeches Avenue 107 16% 17 6 10 1 6 10 1 1 3 5 8 0 7 0 2 8 2 1 6 8 4 2 11

Beeches Walk 37 8% 3 1 2 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 2

Beechwood Avenue 69 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Burns Close 36 19% 7 3 2 2 2 3 2 1 1 1 4 0 2 0 1 4 0 1 2 4 1 1 5

Carshalton Road 42 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Central Way 44 45% 20 3 17 0 7 13 0 1 1 3 12 3 11 0 0 9 1 7 3 9 3 1 16

Corrigan Avenue 12 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Courtney Crescent 117 7% 8 1 5 2 1 6 1 0 0 2 6 0 0 0 1 7 0 1 1 6 1 1 6

Cranfield Road East 21 52% 11 1 10 0 0 10 1 1 0 0 10 0 1 0 0 10 1 0 0 10 0 0 11

Cranfield Road West 20 15% 3 1 1 1 1 2 0 1 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 1 0 2

Crichton Road 41 66% 27 6 20 1 7 19 1 1 5 1 18 2 6 2 1 18 2 6 2 17 2 1 24

Croydon Lane 2 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Damson Way 65 14% 9 0 8 1 2 6 1 0 1 6 2 0 3 0 1 5 2 1 0 6 3 3 3

Diamond Jubilee Way 45 9% 4 1 3 0 0 4 0 0 2 0 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 3

Dingwall Road 30 7% 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 2

Downland Close 14 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Downside Road 1 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

East Drive 51 10% 5 1 4 0 0 5 0 0 0 3 2 0 1 0 0 4 0 0 2 3 0 3 2

Fairlawn Road 2 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Farmdale Road 16 50% 8 2 6 0 3 5 0 0 1 1 5 1 3 0 0 5 2 0 0 6 0 1 7

Fir Tree Grove 19 53% 10 1 9 0 1 9 0 1 1 0 8 0 4 0 0 6 2 0 2 6 2 1 7

Forelle Way 34 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Fountain Drive 21 14% 3 0 3 0 1 2 0 0 1 1 1 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 2

Fryston Avenue 44 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Fullerton Road 22 14% 3 2 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 3

Gaynesford Road 10 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Gordon Road 103 32% 33 19 11 3 18 13 2 2 7 1 12 9 15 5 3 9 12 3 6 11 8 4 20

Grosvenor Avenue 138 7% 9 2 4 3 3 4 2 2 3 0 4 0 5 0 0 4 2 3 0 4 0 2 7

Grove Lane 92 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Harbury Road 36 11% 4 0 4 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 4 0 0 4

Hillcrest Parade 30 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ingleton Road 6 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

June Close 18 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

If you are in favour of a Free Bay 

Scheme would you prefer your one 

hour of operation to be between;Road Name
Properties in 

Road

Response 

Rate

No of 

responses

Do you support 

the proposed 

Parking 

Controls that 

have been 

Would you be 

in favour of 

these parking 

controls IF your 

neighbouring 

If you are not in favour of these parking 

controls, which of the following 

measures would you support?

If you are in favour of parking 

controls, which days would you 

like the controls to operate?

If you are in favour of a CPZ or 

PPA, which hours of operation 

would you prefer?
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Kenny Drive 57 5% 3 2 1 0 2 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 3

Kings Avenue 27 11% 3 1 1 1 0 1 2 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 2 2 0 1

Lawson Walk 20 5% 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Little Woodcote Lane 18 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lloyd Avenue 20 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Longlands Avenue 72 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

North Avenue 20 45% 9 4 5 0 5 4 0 1 3 0 4 1 1 0 3 5 3 0 0 6 0 0 9

Northwood Road 39 41% 16 3 13 0 3 13 0 1 1 0 13 1 1 1 1 13 3 0 1 12 0 1 15

Oakhurst Rise 20 20% 4 1 2 1 1 3 0 0 0 1 2 1 1 0 1 2 1 0 0 3 0 2 2

Oaks Track 12 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Oaks Way 35 20% 7 1 6 0 0 6 1 1 1 0 5 0 3 1 0 3 2 1 1 3 2 0 5

Parkview Close 3 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Pembury Close 20 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Pine Crescent 8 13% 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Pine Ridge 86 45% 39 0 36 3 5 31 3 0 0 8 30 1 6 0 3 30 0 1 5 33 6 5 28

Pine Walk 84 12% 10 1 8 1 0 8 2 0 0 1 9 0 1 0 0 9 0 0 1 9 0 1 9

Princes Avenue 38 11% 4 2 2 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 0 0 3 0 1 0 3 0 1 3

Queen Marys Avenue 7 14% 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Radcliffe Gardens 75 31% 23 1 21 1 2 20 1 1 1 1 19 1 8 0 2 13 3 2 5 13 6 2 15

Redford Avenue 40 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Richland Avenue 40 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Richmond Road 1 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Roman Way 26 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sandown Drive 15 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

South Avenue 20 55% 11 3 7 1 3 6 2 0 4 0 7 0 3 1 1 6 3 1 1 6 1 0 10

South Rise 32 6% 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 2 0

Southdown Road 20 5% 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

Southway 53 25% 13 5 8 0 4 8 1 3 1 1 6 2 7 0 0 6 4 1 2 6 5 2 6

Stanhope Road 58 33% 19 2 16 1 2 16 1 0 1 2 16 0 2 0 0 17 0 0 1 18 1 1 17

Stanley Park Road 207 11% 22 3 17 2 1 17 4 1 0 2 18 1 2 0 1 19 0 2 2 18 2 1 19

Stanley Road 215 33% 70 4 64 2 4 61 5 0 5 5 57 3 5 1 5 59 6 2 3 59 4 3 63

Stanley Square 53 8% 4 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 4

Staplehurst Road 14 21% 3 0 3 0 1 2 0 1 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 2

Sussex Road 44 57% 25 8 15 2 9 15 1 2 7 3 10 3 9 4 2 10 7 4 3 11 2 3 20

Telegraph Track 26 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

The Close 16 13% 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 2

The Mount 118 1% 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

The Warren 46 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Upper Pillory Down 5 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Warnham Court Road 85 58% 49 5 44 0 5 43 1 5 4 4 33 3 9 1 3 36 5 2 6 36 6 0 43

Waverley Way 31 16% 5 1 4 0 2 3 0 1 0 0 3 1 3 0 0 2 1 1 1 2 0 1 4

Wellfield Gardens 36 19% 7 3 3 1 1 5 1 0 0 1 5 1 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 7 0 0 7

West Way 34 3% 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Whitethorn Avenue 56 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Whittlebury Close 3 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Windborough Road 79 39% 31 4 25 2 7 24 0 1 2 0 26 2 3 2 2 24 5 1 1 24 1 0 30

Woodcote Grove 16 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Woodcote Road 61 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Woodfield Avenue 19 32% 6 3 3 0 3 3 0 0 3 0 2 1 1 1 2 2 4 0 0 2 1 0 5

Woodmansterne Lane 48 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Woodmansterne Road 107 8% 9 2 4 3 1 4 4 0 0 0 8 1 1 1 0 7 1 0 1 7 0 2 7
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Appendix 4.  Cheam 

 
  

Yes No UnD Yes No UnD CPZ PPA
Free 

Bay
None

Not 

Ans.

Mon-

Fri

Mon-

Sat

Ever

y 

day

Not 

Ans.

8am-

6.30p

m

10am-

4pm

Other 

mini

mum 

contr

ols

Not 

Ans.

9am - 

Mid.

Mid. - 

5pm

Not 

Ans

ABBOTTS ROAD 118 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

ALDRICH GARDENS 13 8% 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

ANNE BOLEYNS WALK 66 21% 14 3 10 1 2 11 1 1 0 10 2 1 9 2 0 3 1 1 6 6 9 2 3

ARUNDEL ROAD 38 8% 3 0 3 0 0 3 0 1 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 2 0 1

BANSTEAD ROAD 95 14% 13 3 8 2 4 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

BELMONT RISE 76 3% 2 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 7 1 4 9 8 1 4 8 2 2 17

BURDON LANE 184 9% 16 1 13 2 0 15 1 0 1 2 13 0 2 0 1 13 0 1 0 15 2 0 14

BURDON PARK 6 17% 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

CHALGROVE ROAD 1 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CHAMPNEYS CLOSE 12 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CHARTWELL GARDENS 48 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CHARTWELL PLACE 36 6% 2 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 2

CHATSWORTH ROAD 112 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CHEAM PARK WAY 3 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CHELSEA GARDENS 48 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CHESHAM CLOSE 6 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CHEYHAM WAY 42 12% 5 3 2 0 3 2 0 0 0 1 4 0 1 0 0 4 0 0 1 4 0 0 5

CHURCH FARM LANE 12 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CHURCH HILL ROAD 116 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CHURCH ROAD 6 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

COOKES LANE 15 13% 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

CUDDINGTON PARK CLOSE 18 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CUDDINGTON WAY 39 13% 5 1 4 0 1 3 1 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 5 0 0 5

Road Name
Properties 

in Road

Response 

Rate

No of 

responses

Do you support the 

proposed Parking 

Controls that have been 

designed for your road?

Would you be in favour of 

these parking controls IF 

your neighbouring road/s 

or part of your road were 

included?

If you are in 

favour of a Free 

Bay Scheme 

would you prefer 

your one hour of 

If you are not in favour of 

these parking controls, 

which of the following 

measures would you 

support?

If you are in favour of 

parking controls, 

which days would you 

like the controls to 

operate?

If you are in favour of a 

CPZ or PPA, which hours 

of operation would you 

prefer?
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DALLAS ROAD 10 10% 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

DEVON ROAD 62 18% 11 3 7 1 2 7 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 2 6 0 1 4 6 4 0 7

DOWNS SIDE 40 13% 5 0 3 2 0 5 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

EWELL ROAD 121 3% 4 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 0 2 1 0 1 0 2 1 2 0 1 1 1 2 1

FIELDSEND ROAD 52 6% 3 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 3 1 0 2

FORGE LANE 16 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

FROMONDES ROAD 48 2% 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

GANDER GREEN LANE 4 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

GILHAMS AVENUE 71 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

GLEBE ROAD 46 67% 31 2 29 0 2 29 0 1 22 6 2 15 1 2 13 0 3 5 23 18 5 8

GODOLPHIN CLOSE 6 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

GOLF SIDE 51 6% 3 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 3

HANOVER CLOSE 12 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

HIGH STREET - CHEAM 158 1% 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 0

HIGH VIEW 35 9% 3 1 2 0 1 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 3

HIGHER DRIVE 111 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

JUBILEE ROAD 28 11% 3 2 1 0 2 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 2 0 1

KILLICK MEWS 12 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

KINGSDOWN ROAD 73 3% 2 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1

KINGSWAY ROAD 6 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

LOVE LANE 7 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

LUMLEY GARDENS 14 7% 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

LUMLEY ROAD 51 2% 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

MALDEN ROAD 204 6% 12 0 12 0 1 10 1 0 1 4 7 0 1 1 2 8 1 2 1 8 3 2 7

MANOR ROAD 54 13% 7 0 4 3 0 6 1 1 0 3 3 0 1 1 0 5 1 0 0 6 1 0 6

MATLOCK CRESCENT 153 1% 2 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2

MATLOCK GARDENS 12 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

MATLOCK PLACE 12 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

MEADOWSIDE ROAD 39 10% 4 2 0 2 2 0 2 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 1 3 0 0 1 3 0 1 3

MICKLEHAM GARDENS 106 1% 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

NETLEY CLOSE 53 4% 2 0 2 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1

NORTHDOWN ROAD 19 5% 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NORTHEY AVENUE 50 4% 2 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NORTHFIELD CRESCENT 23 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

OLD BARN CLOSE 8 13% 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

ONSLOW AVENUE 37 14% 5 2 3 0 2 3 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 2 3 0 1 1 3 1 0 4

PARK LANE 62 10% 6 0 6 0 2 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 3

PARK ROAD 78 4% 3 2 0 1 2 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 3

PARKSIDE 17 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

PEACHES CLOSE 76 25% 19 10 6 3 11 6 2 1 7 3 3 5 8 2 6 3 10 2 3 4 5 3 11
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POND HILL GARDENS 75 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

QUEENS ACRE 20 10% 2 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0

ROBERTS CLOSE 14 7% 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

SANDY LANE 170 8% 13 2 10 1 2 10 1 0 0 5 7 1 1 1 2 9 0 0 2 11 4 2 7

SCARBOROUGH CLOSE 10 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

SCOTSDALE CLOSE 23 48% 11 0 10 1 0 10 1 0 0 9 1 1 8 0 0 3 0 0 3 8 9 0 2

SHIRLEY AVENUE 44 20% 9 0 8 1 0 8 1 0 0 0 8 1 1 0 0 8 0 1 0 8 1 0 8

SOUTH DRIVE 47 17% 8 1 7 0 0 8 0 0 0 5 3 0 1 0 2 5 0 0 3 5 5 0 3

SPRINGCLOSE LANE 32 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

ST DUNSTANS HILL 136 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

STAFFORD CLOSE 20 10% 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 0 1 1 0

STATION APPROACH 97 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

STATION WAY 159 1% 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

STOUGHTON AVENUE 81 1% 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

TABOR GARDENS 69 26% 18 0 18 0 2 14 2 1 0 14 3 0 7 0 3 8 1 0 3 14 11 3 4

THE AVENUE 59 17% 10 1 7 2 1 8 1 0 0 4 6 0 1 0 1 8 1 0 0 9 1 0 9

THE BROADWAY 119 2% 2 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 2

THE CRESCENT 103 9% 9 2 7 0 3 6 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 5 2 1 1 5 3 0 6

THE DENE 35 11% 4 0 3 1 0 3 1 0 0 1 3 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 1 3 2 0 2

THE DRIVE 59 5% 3 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 3

THE GLADE 9 11% 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

THE LAWNS 3 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TILEHURST ROAD 52 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TUDOR CLOSE 47 2% 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0

UPPER MULGRAVE ROAD 150 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

VILLIERS GROVE 6 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

WALNUT TREE CLOSE 8 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

WARREN AVENUE 26 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

WEST DENE 6 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

WEST DRIVE 60 52% 31 2 28 1 2 28 1 0 0 29 1 1 12 0 3 16 0 1 6 24 20 7 4

WHYTE MEWS 27 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

WILBURY AVENUE 33 15% 5 0 2 3 0 4 1 0 1 3 1 0 3 0 1 1 1 0 1 3 2 1 2

WRAY ROAD 4 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Appendix 5.  Repondent profile  

The survey questionniare included a standard set of questions for equality monitiring. 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
  

Which of the following best describes your gender? Count %

Female 603 54%

Male 522 46%

Prefer to self-describe 1 0%

Grand Total 1126 100%

 In which age group are you? Count %

16 - 24 years 17 1%

25 - 34 years 90 8%

35 - 44 years 282 25%

45 - 54 years 262 23%

55 - 64 years 226 20%

65 - 74 years 175 15%

75 - 84 years 77 7%

85+ years 14 1%

1143 100%

How would you describe your ethnic group or 

background?

Count % 

Asian/ Asian British 64 6%

Black/ African/ Caribbean/ Black British 16 2%

Mixed or multiple ethnic groups 12 1%

Other ethnic group 19 2%

White 928 89%

1039 100%

Do you consider yourself to have a disability? Count % 

No 1001 75%

Yes, affecting mobility 58 4%

Yes, affecting hearing 14 1%

Yes, affecting vision 6 0%

Yes, a learning disability 4 0%

Yes, mental ill-health 14 1%

Yes, another form of disability 14 1%

1329

Do you have any caring responsibilities? Count % 

 No 497 37%

Yes, Children 440 33%

Yes, Children with disability or additional need 47 4%

 Yes, Parent with disability or additional need 32 2%

 Yes, Partner with disability or additional need 29 2%

 Yes, Other dependents 57 4%

1329

What is your marital status? Count % 

Civil partnership 7 1%

Cohabiting 68 7%

Divorced 37 4%

Married 782 75%

Other 2 0%

Separated 12 1%

Single 72 7%

Widowed 65 6%

1045 100%
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Are you pregnant or on maternity leave, or have you 

recently returned from maternity leave (within the last 

year)?

Count % 

No 1023 96%

Yes 43 4%

1066 100%

What is your faith/ religion/ belief? Count %

Agnostic 41 4%

Atheist 63 7%

Buddhist 3 0%

Christian 539 59%

Hindu 26 3%

Humanist 4 0%

Jewish 3 0%

Muslim 12 1%

No religion or belief 212 23%

Other religion or belief 15 2%

Sikh 1 0%

919 100%



Appendix 6.  Consultation materials 

11. Letter to residents 

12. Leaflet 

13. Questionnaire 
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Letter 
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Leaflet 
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Questionnaire 

 
 
  



                                                 Measurement  Evaluation Learning: Using evidence to shape better services            Page 43 

 

 
  



                                                 Measurement  Evaluation Learning: Using evidence to shape better services            Page 44 

 
  



                                                 Measurement  Evaluation Learning: Using evidence to shape better services            Page 45 

 
  



                                                 Measurement  Evaluation Learning: Using evidence to shape better services            Page 46 

 
  



                                                 Measurement  Evaluation Learning: Using evidence to shape better services            Page 47 

 

 
  



                                                 Measurement  Evaluation Learning: Using evidence to shape better services            Page 48 

 

 
  



                                                 Measurement  Evaluation Learning: Using evidence to shape better services            Page 49 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 



                                                 Measurement  Evaluation Learning: Using evidence to shape better services            Page 50 

 
 
 
 


