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Survey Summary 
To inform the Borough Parking Strategy, the Council sent a questionnaire to around 43,000 

households, including those in existing Controlled Parking Zones (CPZ) and those in Areas of Parking 

Pressure (APP).  The objective of the survey was to establish residents’ experience of parking 

problems on their street, their current parking arrangements and response to a range of possible 

solutions. 

 

A total of 5,324 residents responded to the survey, of which 1,893 were from the Sutton Local 

Committee Area.  Responses were received from 232 different streets within the Local Area, spread 

across three wards: Central (593), North (625) and West (675). 

 
Key findings for the Local Area are: 

Is there a parking problem? 

 68% of Local Area respondents indicated that in the survey that parking problems occurred in 

their street, whereas 26% felt there was not an issue.  For the remainder, 5% of respondents 

were undecided, with no clear indication and 1% did not reply to the question 

 the majority of residents from within the APP (66%) and current CPZ (74%) were likely to report 

a problem.  There were differences between wards, with residents in the Central (73%) and 

North wards (69%) more likely to report a problem than the West (63%) 

Which day is it worst? 

 Weekdays are the main concern.  79% of Local Area respondents reported the main parking 

problems occurring on weekdays 

 84% of those in the APP reported a problem on weekdays, compared to 65% in the CPZ part of 

the Local Area.  In the North (81%) and West wards (85%) weekends as the problem, compared 

to 71% of residents from the Central ward 

What time of day is it hardest to park? 

 There were no specific times throughout the day when parking problems occurred.  Overall, 76% 

of all respondents indicated one or more times of day when parking was a problem 

 28% of residents reported difficulties parking all day and 32% in the evenings.  Mornings were a 

problem time for 23% of residents 

 APP residents reported problems across a wider time span, including; all day (31%), evenings 

(26%) and mornings (24%).  In the CPZ the main issues are evenings (48%) 

 there are differences in the timing of parking problems across the wards.  Mornings are more 

likely to be a problem in the West (28%) than in the Central (19%) or North (20%), whereas, 

evenings and overnight parking are a problem in the Central and North Wards rather than in the 

West.   
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Parking solutions for your street 

 41% of residents favoured CPZs, with 38% of those in the APP in support , compare to 50% of 

those in an existing CPZ 

 within the three wards there were significant differences in the results, with 51% from the 

Central ward in favour of a CPZ, compared to 37% elsewhere 

Support for a Controlled Parking Zone 

 36% of residents in the APP favoured the introduction of a CPZ.  There is an even split between 

those in favour (36%) and those against (36%) a CPZ on their street.  A significant percentage of 

residents were undecided (12%) or did not reply (14%) to the question. 

 support for a CPZ is consistent across the wards; Central (41%), North (38%) and West (35%) 

Vehicles at the household 

 90% of households responding to the survey had one or more cars. 

 35% of households have 2 + cars, with households in the APP (38%) more likely to be in this 

position than those in the CPZ (26%) 

 there are high level s of car ownership across the three wards; 83% in the Central ward to 93% 

in both North and West wards 

 in the North and West households are more likely to have multiple cars (37%), compared with 

those in the Central ward (28%) 

Parking at home 

 In the Local Area, 47% used driveways and 38% parked on the road.   

 there are significant differences in parking arrangements between households in the CPZ and 

APP.  In the CPZ, 47% park on the road, with only 26% having access to a driveway and 11% a 

garage.  In contrast, within the APP, there is a far high use of driveways (54%) and garages 

(15%), with around a third of households (35%) using roadside parking 

 there are significant differences in parking arrangement across the three wards.  On-street 

parking is significantly higher in the Central area (52% of households) compared to the North 

(37%) and West (29%) 

 only a quarter of households (25%) in the Central ward are able to use driveways, compared 

over half of those in the North (54%) and West (58%).  Likewise there is limited use of garages in 

the Central ward (9%) compared with the North (15%) and West (16%). 
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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 consultation processes.  In late 2017/early 2018 

the first residents survey on the Parking Strategy was undertaken.   

In addition to the main Survey Report, a number of Local Area Reports provide results down to the 

ward level.  This report focusses on the Sutton Local Committee Area, comprising:  Sutton Central, 

Sutton North and Sutton West wards.  

Local Area Report – Sutton Local committee Area 

The analysis presents the key findings, including;  

 overall results for the Local Area 

 differences between the Local Area and rest of the Consultation Area 

 note any difference between those in an existing Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) or Area 

of Parking Pressure (APP)  in the Local Area 

 highlight any differences between the three wards:  Central, West and North 

Street level analysis: 

 count of responses received by street in the Local Area 

 percentage breakdown of responses by street  

 results by street 

Method 

The Council designed a questionnaire (Appendix A) to understand residents’ views on parking in 

their street, covering the key issues: 

 Is there a parking problem 

 If so, which day is it worst 

 What time of day is it hardest to park 

 Support for parking solutions on your street 

 Support for a Controlled Parking Zone 

 Number of vehicles at the household 

 Parking at home – on street, driveways, garage, other. 
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The questionnaire was sent to around 43,000 households in a defined Consultation Area within the 

Borough (see Map 1).  

Survey Response 

A total of 5,324 completed questionnaires were returned, giving a response rate of 12.4%.  Of the 

completed questionnaires,  

 1,893 (36% of all returns) were from residents within the Local Area 

 523 (27%) of the Local Area returns were in the current CPZ and 73% in the APP 

 there is a broadly even spread of responses from across the Local Area, with 31% from 

the Central Ward, 33% from North and 36% from West ward 

 in the Central ward 49% of respondents were in an existing CPZ.  In the North (22%) and 

West wards (14%) the proportion of respondents from a CPZ was relatively low. 

 response came from 232 different streets within the Local Area 

The count of responses, response rate and percentage breakdown by street is presented in 

Appendix B. 

Map 1.  Consultation Area 
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Local Committee Area - 
Wards 

Responses Percentage of 
respondents 

Central 593 31% 

North 625 33% 

West 675 36% 

   

 1,893 100% 

Analysis Note 

The base size shows the total number of respondents included in the analysis for each question.  For 

completeness and comprehension, the base includes No Replies to a question.  If all Local Area 

respondents are asked a question the base size equals 1,893 residents.  However, for certain 

questions, those that were Not Asked to respond have been excluded from the analysis, resulting in 

a smaller base size.  For example, if a resident did not indicate that there was a parking problem on 

their street, they have been excluded from analysis of the following question concerning which day 

a problem occurred.  The change in base size is noted against relevant questions. 

The questionnaire used single response and multi-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%.   

Multi-response questions, allow more than one response option per question eg, “which parking 

solutions would you support - tick all that apply”.  The analysis shows the percentage of the base 

sample that selected each answer code.  As some respondents will have selected more than one 

option, the percentages are not expected to total 100%.  For example; 60% of all respondents may 

have favoured double yellows and 80% of all respondents favoured single yellow lines. 

Where there is a statistically significant difference between groups, this has been noted in the 

report as a “significant difference”.  However, a significant difference may not necessarily mean that 

the difference is ‘important’.  It will also need to be considered in practical terms i.e. “does the 

difference matter?”  

Sampling errors should be taken into account when assessing the accuracy of any sample base.  This 

allows us to be more specific about how accurate each percentage value is from a survey.  The 

confidence interval shown below is reported to give an indication of the precision of the results, but 

are not an absolute measure. With 1,893 completed surveys, this means that at a confidence level 

of 95% the results are within +/-2% of the calculated response.  For example, a figure where 50% of 

residents were in support of a CPZ could in reality lie within the range of 48% to 52%.  
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Survey Results 
The analysis presents the key findings, including;  

 overall results for the Local Area 

 note any differences between the Local Area and other parts of the Consultation Area 

 difference between those in a CPZ or APP within the Local Area 

 differences between wards:  Central, West and North 

Street level analysis. 

 count, response rate and percentage breakdown by  street 

 results by street 

Parking problems on your street 

Local Area residents were asked if they thought there was a parking problem in their street. 

 seven out of ten (68%) residents in the Local Area felt that there was a parking problem 

on their street 

 residents from the current CPZ (74%) were significantly more likely to report a problem 

than those living in the APP (66%) 

 residents in the Central (73%) and North wards (69%) were significantly more likely to 

report a problem than those in the West (63%) 

Table 1.  Do you think parking problems exist in your street? 

 

(Base:  All respondents) 
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On what day is parking worst?  

All those that indicated in response to the previous question that there was a parking problem (69% 

of respondents) on their street were asked to indicate on which day was it worst; Weekdays, 

Saturdays or Sunday.   

Only those reporting that parking was a problem (N=1,291) have been included in the analysis to 

this question.  As a multi-tick question, responses do not total to 100% as respondents could tick 

more than one option. 

In the Local Area: 

 eight out of ten (79%) residents reported that weekdays are the worst time 

 residents also indicated that there were problems on Saturday (22%) and Sunday (27%) 

 the overall pattern of responses in the Local Area is similar to the rest of the 

Consultation Area. However, there are differences to note, with weekday issues being 

lower and Sunday higher than the rest of the Consultation Area  

 there is a significant difference in the experience of those living in the CPZ and APP.  In 

the CPZ, 65% of residents reported a problem on weekdays, compared to 84% of those 

in the APP 

 there are significant differences in what is considered the worst days, from within the 

three wards, with those in the North (81%) and West (85%) reporting weekends as the 

problem, compared to 71% of residents from the Central ward.  

Table 2.  On what day is it worst?  (Tick all that apply) 

 

(Base: Excludes those without a parking problem.  Multi response question)  
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What time of day is it hardest to park?  

All residents from the Local Area (N=1,893) were asked to indicate which times of day were hardest 

to park on their street.  As a multi-tick question, residents could tick more than one option. 

In the Local Area: 

 parking problems are not restricted to a particular time of day 

 round three in ten residents reported difficulties parking all day (28%) and in the 

evenings (32%).  Mornings were a problem time for 23% of residents.  Around one in ten 

(12%) felt that overnight parking was an issue. 

 the majority of those in the ‘no reply’ group (24%) were not car owners or had not 

experienced parking problems 

There are significant differences between those in the CPZ and outside.   

 within the existing CPZ the main issues are evenings (48%), followed by all day (22%) 

and mornings (18%).  In contrast, the APP residents reported problems across a wider 

time span, with 31% having problems all day, 26% in the evenings and 24% in the 

mornings. 

The survey highlights differences in the timing of parking problems, at the Ward level. 

 all day parking problems are similar across the three Wards, ranging from 31% in the 

Central ward to 28% in the North and 27% in the West 

 mornings are significantly more likely to be a problem in the West (28%) than in the 

Central (19%) or North wards (20%) 

 evenings and overnight parking are significantly more likely to be a problem in the 

Central and North Wards than in the West.  Evening parking was a problem for 40% of 

residents in the Central ward, 35% of those in the North and 22% of those in the West. 
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Table 3.  What time of day is it hardest to park in your street?  (Tick all that apply) 
 

 
 
(Base: All respondents.  Multi response question) 

Which parking solutions would you support in your road?  

The questionnaire presented residents with a list of four possible parking solutions.  All residents 

(N=1,893) were asked to select one or more of the options. 

In the Local Area: 

 the most popular solution was CPZs – parking bays in operation and enforced during 

certain times of the day.  Only residents with a paid-for permit and visitor permits can 

park these bays. 

 41% of residents favoured CPZs 

 38% of those in the APP supported a CPZ , compare to 50% of those in an existing CPZ 

 within the three wards there were significant differences in the results, with 51% from 

the Central ward in favour of a CPZ, compared to 37% of those in both the North and 

West wards 

 the introduction of restricted parking was less popular, with only 15% supporting the 

use of double yellow lines and 16% in favour of single yellow lines 

 single yellow lines had significantly more support in the West (21%) than in either the 

Central (11% or North ward (16%) 
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 no replies (26%) were mainly residents that did not currently experience parking 

problems. 

Table 4.  Support for parking solutions 

 

(Base: All respondents.  Multi response question)  

Support for a controlled parking zone in your street? 

Local Area respondents that live in the APP (N=1,370) were asked if they would support the 

introduction of one in their street.  The base of 1,370 respondents includes those that do not own a 

car and those that do not currently experience parking problems. 

In the Local Area: 

 there is an even split between those in favour (36%) and those against (36%) a CPZ 

 a significant percentage of residents in the APP were undecided (12%) or did not reply 

(14%) to the question 

 comments suggest that, before giving a definitive response, these residents require 

more detailed information about a CPZ on their street eg. operating times, permit cost, 

permits per house, visitor permits, allocated spaces, enforcement, marking of bays 

The breakdown by ward shows some interesting differences. 

 the percentage of respondents that are clearly in favour of a CPZ is broadly similar 

across the three wards; Central (41%), North (38%) and West (35%) 

 for Central ward there is a significantly lower proportion that object (25%) compared to 

the North (41%) and West (39%). 
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 there is a difference in ‘no reply’ with Central ward having a high proportion (24%) 

compared to North (9%) West (14%) 

 overall, residents in the Central ward are clearly in favour of a CPZ, whereas in the North 

and West opinions are evenly divided on such a proposal 

Table 5.  Support for a controlled parking zone in your street 

 

(Base: Excludes residents from the current CPZ) 

Number of vehicles in the household 

All residents in the Local Area were asked to indicate how many cars there were in the household. 

 90% of households had one or more cars 

 over half (55%) of all residents had one vehicle at the household, with 28% having two 

and 7% had three or more  

 car ownership is similar for the CPZ (86%) and APP (91%) 

 multi car ownership is significantly higher in the APP, with 38% of households having 2+ 

cars compared to 26% of households in the CPZ 

 across the three wards, the majority of residents reported one or more vehicles per 

household, ranging from 83% in the Central ward to 93% in both North and West wards 

 in the North and West households are more likely to have multiple cars (37%), 

compared with those in the Central ward (28%) 
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Table 6.  Vehicles in the household 

 

(Base: All respondents) 

Current parking arrangements 

Residents were asked to indicate from a list, where they are most frequently parked.  Those without 

a car (N=152) are excluded from the analysis.  This was a multi-tick question, where residents could 

select more than one option.   

In the Local Area: 

 around half (47%) used driveways and 38% parked on the road 

 comments included as ‘other’, were residents who used allocated parking spaces with 

flats. The remaining ‘other’ comments included; car parks, friends/relatives/neighbours, 

kerbs/off road parking, off street etc. 

 residents in the Local Area (38%) are more likely to be using on street parking than the 

rest of the Consultation Area (34%) and less likely to use driveways (47% and 54% 

respectively) 

 there are significant differences in parking arrangements between households in the 

CPZ and APP.  In the CPZ, 47% park on the road, with only 26% having access to a 

driveway and 11% a garage.  In contrast, within the APP, there is a far high use of 

driveways (54%) and garages (15%), with around a third of households (35%) using 

roadside parking 
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 there are significant differences in parking arrangement across the three wards. on-

street parking is significantly higher in the Central area (52%) compared to the North 

(37%) and West (29%) 

 only a quarter of households (25%) in the Central ward are able to use driveways, 

compared over half of all those in the North (54%) and West (58%).  Likewise there is 

limited use of garages in the Central ward (9%) compared with the North (15%) and 

West (16%). 

Table 7.  Where are they most frequently parked when at home?  (Tick all that apply) 

 

(Base: Excludes non car owners.  Multi response question) 

Additional comments 

Additional comments provide a valuable insight into the issues and concerns that have guided the 

response to the main survey questions and are key points to address in the next stages of the 

consultation programme.  

Of the 1,893 Local Area respondents who returned a completed questionnaire, (64%) made one or 

more comments.  All comments have been analysed and coded into key themes to reflect the 

concerns and proposed solutions/calls for action.   

Table 8, presents the full set of codes and a breakdown by area.  The coded comments are available 

as a separate excel spreadsheet. 
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Key themes in the Local Area are: 

Concerns 

1. Concerns about the impact of non-residents parking in the area (commuters, school drop 

off, events) and displacement effect of the CPZs/restrictions.  

2. Need to address the issue of hospital staff and visitor parking in the residential streets 

around St Helier hospital. 

3. Need to deal with trade and commercial vehicles taking up spaces in residential areas. 

4. Concerns that there is an increased demand arising from new developments that do not 

provide any/enough new parking spaces. 

5. Concern about dangerous parking and emergency access. 

6. No parking problems 

Solutions 

1. Positive and negative comments on existing and possible CPZ. 

2. Requests for an increase/introduction of resident parking permits. 

3. Increase parking spaces by converting off-street areas into parking. eg. use verges, front 

gardens. 

4. Support for the increased use of parking restrictions – yellow lines. 

5. Need to enforce the existing parking restrictions. 

6. Increased the provision of free parking places. 

7. A general call for an increase in the number of public car parking spaces, lower charges and 

to address the impact arising from the closure of a multi storey car park. 

Comparing comments from the CPZ to APP and across the three Wards shows a consistent pattern 

of responses (as above), with the notable exception, that: 

 one in five APP residents (20%) commented on parking pressure from “commuters, 

schools, events and displacement”, compared to 11% in the current CPZ. 
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 22% of residents from the West ward commented on parking pressure from 

“commuters, schools, events and displacement”, compared to 16% in the North and 

14% in the Central ward. 

Table 8.  Additional comments – themes 

 
 
(Base: All respondents.  Multi response question) 
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Street level analysis 

Responses were received from across 232 different streets within the Local Area.  The count and 

percentage breakdown of responses by street is presented in Appendix B.   

Given the small sample sizes at the street level, the results should be treated with due caution.  

Appendix C shows results for each question for those streets with a sample size of 25 or more 

respondents, broken down by by ward. 
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Appendix A:  Questionnaire 
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Appendix B:  Response by Street 

Street Properties 
surveyed 

Number of 
respondents 

Street 
response rate 

Percentage of 
all respondents 

Albert Road 27 5 18.5% 0.3% 

Alberta Avenue 156 21 13.5% 1.1% 

Alexandra Avenue 65 5 7.7% 0.3% 

Alfred Road 27 1 3.7% 0.1% 

All Saints Road 158 27 17.1% 1.4% 

Angel Hill 87 4 4.6% 0.2% 

Angel Hill Drive 21 6 28.6% 0.3% 

Antrobus Close 16 3 18.8% 0.2% 

Ashcombe Road 28 5 17.9% 0.3% 

Ashleigh Gardens 52 18 34.6% 1.0% 

Ashton Close 13 1 7.7% 0.1% 

Aultone Way 86 19 22.1% 1.0% 

Avon Close 20 3 15.0% 0.2% 

Beauchamp Road 78 8 10.3% 0.4% 

Beech Tree Place 21 3 14.3% 0.2% 

Benfleet Close 74 16 21.6% 0.8% 

Benhill Avenue 209 10 4.8% 0.5% 

Benhill Road 247 33 13.4% 1.7% 

Benhill Wood Road 318 26 8.2% 1.4% 

Benhilton Gardens 45 7 15.6% 0.4% 

Berwick Gardens 13 2 15.4% 0.1% 

Betchworth Close 8 1 12.5% 0.1% 

Beulah Road 78 4 5.1% 0.2% 

Bishops Close 15 3 20.0% 0.2% 

Blenheim Road 40 5 12.5% 0.3% 

Bourne Way 28 1 3.6% 0.1% 

Bramley Road 20 7 35.0% 0.4% 

Brandon Road 26 3 11.5% 0.2% 

Bridgefield Road 21 4 19.0% 0.2% 

Broomloan Lane 59 6 10.2% 0.3% 

Brunswick Road 336 16 4.8% 0.8% 

Burford Road 17 3 17.6% 0.2% 

Burgess Road 46 10 21.7% 0.5% 

Burnell Road 150 3 2.0% 0.2% 

Bushey Lane 13 2 15.4% 0.1% 

Bushey Road 111 6 5.4% 0.3% 

Cadogan Court 46 8 17.4% 0.4% 

Calthorpe Gardens 49 5 10.2% 0.3% 

Camden Road 54 2 3.7% 0.1% 

Carlisle Road 41 14 34.1% 0.7% 
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Street Properties 
surveyed 

Number of 
respondents 

Street 
response rate 

Percentage of 
all respondents 

Cecil Road 29 9 31.0% 0.5% 

Chaucer Gardens 213 15 7.0% 0.8% 

Cheam Road 292 24 8.2% 1.3% 

Chester Close 10 1 10.0% 0.1% 

Chilworth Gardens 16 5 31.3% 0.3% 

Chudleigh Gardens 14 2 14.3% 0.1% 

Clarence Road 102 10 9.8% 0.5% 

Clensham Lane 86 9 10.5% 0.5% 

Cliffe Walk 15 2 13.3% 0.1% 

Clowser Close 59 2 3.4% 0.1% 

Clyde Road 17 5 29.4% 0.3% 

Collingwood Road 438 31 7.1% 1.6% 

Conifer Gardens 34 3 8.8% 0.2% 

Constance Road 43 11 25.6% 0.6% 

Coombe Walk 2 1 50.0% 0.1% 

Cornwall Road 104 1 1.0% 0.1% 

Cranleigh Gardens 21 5 23.8% 0.3% 

Cressingham Grove 160 10 6.3% 0.5% 

Crown Road 186 9 4.8% 0.5% 

Dale Road 2 1 50.0% 0.1% 

Danescourt Crescent 52 5 9.6% 0.3% 

Deans Road 15 3 20.0% 0.2% 

Denbigh Close 23 2 8.7% 0.1% 

Derby Road 40 6 15.0% 0.3% 

Dibdin Close 12 1 8.3% 0.1% 

Dibdin Road 76 15 19.7% 0.8% 

Dovercourt Lane 3 1 33.3% 0.1% 

Duchess Close 17 2 11.8% 0.1% 

Duke Street 10 3 30.0% 0.2% 

Edinburgh Road 24 3 12.5% 0.2% 

Elgin Road 35 7 20.0% 0.4% 

Elizabeth Close 25 2 8.0% 0.1% 

Elm Grove 73 4 5.5% 0.2% 

Elmbrook Road 26 4 15.4% 0.2% 

Ennerdale Close 38 4 10.5% 0.2% 

Evesham Close 8 1 12.5% 0.1% 

Fairholme Road 22 3 13.6% 0.2% 

Fairlands Avenue 42 8 19.0% 0.4% 

Falcourt Close 33 6 18.2% 0.3% 

Farrier Place 10 1 10.0% 0.1% 

Frederick Close 12 3 25.0% 0.2% 

Frederick Gardens 14 3 21.4% 0.2% 

Frederick Road 108 16 14.8% 0.8% 

Gander Green Lane 323 43 13.3% 2.3% 

Gauntlett Road 65 17 26.2% 0.9% 
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Street Properties 
surveyed 

Number of 
respondents 

Street 
response rate 

Percentage of 
all respondents 

Glena Mount 24 2 8.3% 0.1% 

Gloucester Gardens 28 3 10.7% 0.2% 

Godstone Road 17 7 41.2% 0.4% 

Greenford Road 35 3 8.6% 0.2% 

Greenhill 34 11 32.4% 0.6% 

Grennell Close 18 4 22.2% 0.2% 

Grennell Road 90 12 13.3% 0.6% 

Greyhound Road 67 4 6.0% 0.2% 

Grove Road 359 23 6.4% 1.2% 

Haddon Road 45 2 4.4% 0.1% 

Hallmead Road 51 6 11.8% 0.3% 

Hawthorne Close 13 4 30.8% 0.2% 

Heather Gardens 8 2 25.0% 0.1% 

Heron Close 20 1 5.0% 0.1% 

High Street 992 24 2.4% 1.3% 

Hilldale Road 95 14 14.7% 0.7% 

Hillview Road 68 11 16.2% 0.6% 

Homefield Park 228 17 7.5% 0.9% 

Hope Close 42 4 9.5% 0.2% 

Horse Shoe Green 14 2 14.3% 0.1% 

Hove Gardens 22 2 9.1% 0.1% 

Hunting Gate Mews 22 2 9.1% 0.1% 

Hurstcourt Road 119 11 9.2% 0.6% 

Ivydene Close 11 2 18.2% 0.1% 

Jeffs Road 29 7 24.1% 0.4% 

Kendal Gardens 29 6 20.7% 0.3% 

Keswick Close 25 4 16.0% 0.2% 

Kirk Rise 45 2 4.4% 0.1% 

Kittiwake Place 3 2 66.7% 0.1% 

Landseer Road 33 1 3.0% 0.1% 

Langley Park Road 251 1 0.4% 0.1% 

Lavender Road 13 1 7.7% 0.1% 

Leafield Road 25 6 24.0% 0.3% 

Lenham Road 129 19 14.7% 1.0% 

Lewis Road 92 7 7.6% 0.4% 

Lind Road 180 13 7.2% 0.7% 

Litchfield Road 39 4 10.3% 0.2% 

Lodge Place 11 1 9.1% 0.1% 

Longford Gardens 37 9 24.3% 0.5% 

Lower Road 112 6 5.4% 0.3% 

Lymescote Gardens 60 12 20.0% 0.6% 

Manor Lane 33 6 18.2% 0.3% 

Manor Park Road 59 5 8.5% 0.3% 

Manor Place 26 3 11.5% 0.2% 

Marlborough Road 17 3 17.6% 0.2% 
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Street Properties 
surveyed 

Number of 
respondents 

Street 
response rate 

Percentage of 
all respondents 

Marlins Close 13 1 7.7% 0.1% 

Marshalls Road 33 3 9.1% 0.2% 

Meadow Close 21 5 23.8% 0.3% 

Milford Grove 20 3 15.0% 0.2% 

Milton Road 16 3 18.8% 0.2% 

Minster Avenue 5 1 20.0% 0.1% 

Monksdene Gardens 24 4 16.7% 0.2% 

Montana Gardens 24 4 16.7% 0.2% 

Montpelier Road 36 15 41.7% 0.8% 

Montrose Gardens 27 4 14.8% 0.2% 

Morland Road 52 8 15.4% 0.4% 

Mulgrave Road 702 64 9.1% 3.4% 

Munslow Gardens 19 2 10.5% 0.1% 

Myrtle Road 47 9 19.1% 0.5% 

Norman Road 80 28 35.0% 1.5% 

Northpoint Close 18 2 11.1% 0.1% 

Nursery Road 3 1 33.3% 0.1% 

Oak Close 14 3 21.4% 0.2% 

Oakhill Road 219 20 9.1% 1.1% 

Oakwood Gardens 10 2 20.0% 0.1% 

Oldfields Road 55 1 1.8% 0.1% 

Oliver Road 41 9 22.0% 0.5% 

Orchard Gardens 14 2 14.3% 0.1% 

orchard road 63 8 12.7% 0.4% 

Osprey Close 10 2 20.0% 0.1% 

Overton Road 336 9 2.7% 0.5% 

Palmerston Road 67 2 3.0% 0.1% 

Parkhurst Road 64 6 9.4% 0.3% 

Petersham Close 14 4 28.6% 0.2% 

Princes Street 26 6 23.1% 0.3% 

Pylbrook Road 14 3 21.4% 0.2% 

Quarry Park Road 85 30 35.3% 1.6% 

Quarry Rise 26 4 15.4% 0.2% 

Ranfurly Road 33 5 15.2% 0.3% 

Reading Road 27 4 14.8% 0.2% 

Rectory Road 49 9 18.4% 0.5% 

Reigate Avenue 102 1 1.0% 0.1% 

Revell Road 24 9 37.5% 0.5% 

Ripley Gardens 19 1 5.3% 0.1% 

Robin Hood Lane 165 10 6.1% 0.5% 

Rose Hill 122 8 6.6% 0.4% 

Rosebery Gardens 46 8 17.4% 0.4% 

Rosebery Road 41 11 26.8% 0.6% 

Rosehill Gardens 37 11 29.7% 0.6% 

Rosehill Park West 92 25 27.2% 1.3% 
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Street Properties 
surveyed 

Number of 
respondents 

Street 
response rate 

Percentage of 
all respondents 

Rosewood Grove 12 2 16.7% 0.1% 

Russell Way 14 2 14.3% 0.1% 

Salisbury Avenue 71 19 26.8% 1.0% 

Saltash Close 12 2 16.7% 0.1% 

Sandpiper Road 64 5 7.8% 0.3% 

Shearwater Road 14 4 28.6% 0.2% 

Sherwood Park Road 209 25 12.0% 1.3% 

Silverdale Close 16 1 6.3% 0.1% 

Sorrento Road 49 10 20.4% 0.5% 

St Albans Road 100 18 18.0% 1.0% 

St Barnabas Road 97 19 19.6% 1.0% 

St Dunstans Hill 59 1 1.7% 0.1% 

St James Avenue 119 27 22.7% 1.4% 

St James Road 562 57 10.1% 3.0% 

St Johns Road 77 4 5.2% 0.2% 

St Nicholas Way 214 1 0.5% 0.1% 

Stanley Road 221 7 3.2% 0.4% 

Stanmore Gardens 27 2 7.4% 0.1% 

Stayton Road 195 24 12.3% 1.3% 

Strathearn Road 48 3 6.3% 0.2% 

Summerville Gardens 52 15 28.8% 0.8% 

Sunningdale Road 81 12 14.8% 0.6% 

Sunnyhurst Close 27 8 29.6% 0.4% 

Sutton Common Road 270 22 8.1% 1.2% 

Sutton Court Road 427 12 2.8% 0.6% 

Sutton Park Road 122 6 4.9% 0.3% 

Sydney Road 145 20 13.8% 1.1% 

Tate Road 35 9 25.7% 0.5% 

The Crescent 133 5 3.8% 0.3% 

The Green 30 4 13.3% 0.2% 

Thicket Crescent 79 17 21.5% 0.9% 

Thicket Road 300 17 5.7% 0.9% 

Thomas Wall Close 31 1 3.2% 0.1% 

Thorncroft Road 13 3 23.1% 0.2% 

Throwley Way 254 7 2.8% 0.4% 

Tilia Close 11 1 9.1% 0.1% 

Tormead Close 15 4 26.7% 0.2% 

Turnpike Lane 85 2 2.4% 0.1% 

Upper Vernon Road 30 4 13.3% 0.2% 

Vale Road 69 12 17.4% 0.6% 

Vermont Road 68 6 8.8% 0.3% 

Vernon Road 54 8 14.8% 0.4% 

Vicarage Road 52 5 9.6% 0.3% 

Victoria Road 64 7 10.9% 0.4% 

Village Row 39 10 25.6% 0.5% 
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Street Properties 
surveyed 

Number of 
respondents 

Street 
response rate 

Percentage of 
all respondents 

Warwick Road 89 19 21.3% 1.0% 

Waterloo Road 58 12 20.7% 0.6% 

Waverley Avenue 79 26 32.9% 1.4% 

West street 256 4 1.6% 0.2% 

Western Road 112 7 6.3% 0.4% 

Westfield Close 12 2 16.7% 0.1% 

Westfield Road 78 6 7.7% 0.3% 

William Road 80 15 18.8% 0.8% 

Woodend 51 11 21.6% 0.6% 

Woodside Road 90 8 8.9% 0.4% 

Worcester Road 458 17 3.7% 0.9% 

York Road 69 10 14.5% 0.5% 

     

 18032 1893 10.50% 100% 
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Appendix C:  Results by Street 

NOTE:  Given the small sample sizes, results by street should be treated with 
due caution. 
 
Results are shown for streets with a sample size of 25 or more respondents.  The table below shows 
the Ward for each street and count of responses from a CPZ and APP. 
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