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1. Executive Summary

1.1 Shepway District Council approved and published its parking strategy for
the district in 2006. The parking strategy highlights a number of study areas where
existing parking activity and provision should be reviewed and public consultation
undertaken with the local community. The central Folkestone study area was the first

area to be reviewed and this report sets out the results of that process.

1.2 A widespread public consultation exercise with the residents and
businesses in central Folkestone on the possible introduction of a controlled parking
zone (CP2Z) or revisions to the current parking controls was carried out in late May/early
June 2008. Its objective was to respond to requests primarily from residents wanting
better parking protection and businesses wanting a turnover of parking spaces in the
town centre. The timing also takes into account the need to have restrictions in place

prior to the opening of the high-speed rail link to London.

1.3 There was a better than average response from both residents and
businesses. The following report sets out the process adopted for the consultation and
analyses the results with recommendations. A summary of the results and

recommendations is set out below.

2. Recommendations

Recommendation 1
Based on the analysis of questions 5 to 8 for zone 1, it is recommended that parking

controls are progressed in the streets listed in table 4.

Recommendation 2
Prior to the implementation of parking controls, it is recommended that further localised
consultation with residents in the adjacent streets listed in tables 5 and 6 is carried out

to establish the final boundary of zone 1.
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Recommendation 3
If recommendation 2 is approved that it is made clear to residents that any further
review would not be carried out for at least six months after implementation of controls

in the Folkestone Central zones.

Recommendation 4
Based on the analysis of questions 5 for zone 2, it is recommended that parking

controls are progressed in all streets in this zone.

Recommendation 5

Based on the analysis of questions 5 and question 8 for zone 3, it is recommended that
parking controls are progressed in the streets where there was support for controls but
are not progressed in those roads where it was not supported or where there was an

indeterminate response and listed in table 11.

Recommendation 6
Based on the analysis of questions 5 and question 8 for this zone, it is recommended

that parking controls are progressed in all of the streets in zone 4.

Recommendation 7
Based on the results to question 6 and question 7 it is recommended that the

operational days of control for the zones should be Monday to Friday.

Recommendation 8
A review of the operation of the zone is carried out after six months operation and
further consultation is carried out with residents and businesses within the zone about

its operation.

Recommendation 9
It is recommended that the operational hours in the network of streets immediately

adjacent to the Leas CIiff Hall and detailed in the table below are 9:30am to 8pm.
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Recommendation 10
It is recommended that the operational hours in The Bayle should be Monday to

Saturday between 8:30am to 7:30pm.

Recommendation 11
Based on the implementation of recommendation 2, it is further recommended that the
consultation should include a question to establish the preferred operational hours and

days of control for zone 1.

Recommendation 12
It is recommended that Kingsnorth Gardens is made a sub-zone of zone 3 and The

Bayle is made a sub-zone of zone 2.

Recommendation 13

It is recommended that parking proposals are drawn up to include Ingles Way the
omitted section of Rendezvous Street, Bayle Street, and The Parade and localised
door-knocking consultation is carried out with frontagers of these roads and with The

Bayle Residents’ Association.

Recommendation 14
It is recommended that a small number of resident only bays are provided within the
retail town centre for residents that live in flats above businesses and that these are a

further sub-zone of zone 2 and operate ‘at any time’.

Recommendation 15
It is recommended that two disabled resident permit holder only bays, linked to
residence of Aspen House are provided adjacent to the entrance of Aspen House with a

limited stay of two hours but controlled ‘at any time’.

Recommendation 16
It is recommended that a goods vehicle loading bay is provided on Pound Way

immediately adjacent to the entrance to Westcliff House.
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Recommendation 17
It is recommended that traffic regulation orders are advertised for the implementation of
parking controls in central Folkestone and the following statement of reasons be

approved:-

In furtherance of the approved Shepway Parking Strategy which was published in
November 2006 and in exercise of the powers conferred under Sections 1(1) and (2),
2(1) to (3), 4, 32, 35, 36, 45, 46 and 49 of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 (the
Act) and mindful of its duties as a local authority, including the duty under Section 122
of the Act to secure the expeditious, convenient and safe movement of vehicular and
other traffic (including pedestrians) and the provision of suitable and adequate parking
facilities and having taken into the account the matters under s122(2), it appears to the
Authority that it is expedient to make this Order, giving effect to changes to parking
controls in the town centre of Folkestone. The Authority considers that, taken as a

whole, this Order would contribute to:-

a) avoiding danger to persons or other traffic using the roads in the area or reducing
the likelihood of any such danger arising

b) facilitating the passage of traffic (including pedestrians)

c) preserving or improving the amenities of the area

d) maintaining reasonable access to premises

e) reducing the environmental impact of traffic within the area

f) facilitating the passage of public service vehicles

g) relieving or preventing traffic congestion

h) encouraging more efficient use of the existing on- and off-street parking stock;
and

i) the furtherance of national and local policies and the achievement of national and
local targets concerned with global warming, sustainable transport, health and

the economic vitality of the town centre.

Recommendation 18
It is recommended that the Cabinet Member for Economic Development and Transport
be delegated to consider and resolve objections to the traffic regulation orders and

report these decisions to the Cabinet at a later date.
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Recommendation 19

In accordance with the interests of the local community, this report and the results of the
consultation process are published on the Council’'s website.
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3. Introduction

3.1 A recent national report' indicated that the percentage increase in car
ownership is currently about 16% and in parts of Kent the growth is within the top ten
locations in the UK at around 25%. The increase in car ownership also brings problems
associated with their use and in particular where vehicles are parked. Local authorities

cannot prevent people owning vehicles or trying to park them on the highway.

3.2 There is already parking congestion in many streets in Folkestone and the
situation will get worse year on year if the predicted increase in car ownership occurs in
Folkestone. Other factors, such as the inauguration of the high-speed rail link to London
in 2009 may put further pressure on parking space in roads close to the railway stations.
Shepway District Council cannot make more space on the roads for people to park but
they can try to achieve a more equitable distribution of the available space by displacing

commuters through the introduction of controlled parking zones.

3.3 The Council published the document “A Parking Strategy for Shepway” in
November 2006 which set out the authorities approach to the issue of parking and
included a priority list of defined areas to be reviewed and consulted about their parking
situation. The first four areas focused on the streets in central Folkestone and the
Council invited tenders from suitably qualified and experienced consultants to assist
them with the development of parking options for this area. Alpha Parking Ltd was the

successful tenderer and work started on developing the projects in November 2007

3.4 To date, four tasks have been carried out:

® parking occupancy counts to establish the level of parking in the study

areas
" development of proposed parking layout including prioritisation of use
® stakeholder consultation

" public consultation based on the proposals

! Campaign for Better Transport — slams Government plans for ‘Traffic Hell’ — 10™ September 2007



Shepway District Council a
Report on the analysis of public consultation
35 Report objectives

This report is divided into the following five parts:

® Sets out the background and process of consultation

¥ Examines the response to the consultation

" Explains the methodology adopted for the analysis

® Analyses the results of the public consultation for each question

® Makes recommendations based on the analysis

3.6 General: In accordance with the initial commitment to the public, the
results of the consultation and this report should be widely publicised, including use of

the Council’s parking website.
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4. Background to the consultation

41

The results of the parking occupancy surveys carried out in the central
Folkestone area establish in broad terms the parking patterns that occur in each street
in the area at various times during the working day and in the evening and overnight.

Surveys were also repeated at the weekend to enable the parking patterns for each

road in the study area to be established. The study area was divided into four sub-

zones where parking trends were similar.
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Figure 1 - Folkestone sub-zone boundaries
4.2 The parking occupancy data confirmed the widely held view that parking
demand was very high in much of the area from a combination of residents’ own
vehicles parking near to their homes and commuter? vehicles driven into the area that

remained parked for most of the working day. This in turn lent weight to the option to

% In the context of this report, we are using the term ‘commuter’ to include any non-resident vehicle that is
parked throughout the working day including workers in the town centre, workers at local businesses,

including the police and council, students at the nearby college as well as motorists who park and then
use public transport to get to their place of work.

X
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develop a controlled parking zone proposal where parking could be controlled by use

and length of time parked.

4.3 Controlled parking zone proposals

4.3.1 The CPZ proposal was considered the most appropriate option to resolve

the various parking issues by:

=  Prioritising parking for residents and local businesses

=  Revising the areas where waiting restrictions were necessary for safety (e.g.
junctions)

. Revising loading provision and areas where it was not appropriate

. Revising the provision for disabled badge holders and limit their parking

where it was inappropriate or unsafe to do so
. Reducing the amount of yellow line restrictions

= Establishing a better turnover of parking in the short stay on-street parking

spaces

4.4  The consultation process

4.4.1 The public consultation process was designed to engage as wide a
number of households and businesses within the consultation area itself; to inform the
wider population that the consultation was happening and to provide opportunities for

input into the process. The consultation strategy consisted of:

" Consultation packs delivered to 5,365 households and businesses by post in

the consultation area
" Information about the proposals was made available on the Council’'s website
® Telephone ‘hotline’ with an out-of-hours voicemail

" Public exhibition at the Civic Centre on Thursday 29" May, 11am — 3pm,
Friday 30™ May, 3pm — 7pm, Saturday 31%' May, 11am — 3pm
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4.5 Consultation packs

4.5.1 Residents and businesses in the consultation area received by Royal Mail

the consultation packs which contained:

® A proposals booklet
® Questionnaire

® Freepost return envelope

452 Copies of the consultation pack including the questionnaires sent to

residents and businesses can be found in Appendix 1.

10
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5. Response to the Consultation

5.1 One of the measures of the success of a public consultation exercise is to
assess the level of engagement of businesses and households. The attendance
numbers at the exhibitions and the numbers of telephone calls, letters and emails that
were received during the consultation also gives an indication of how successful the

consultation was in reaching its target audience.

5.2 Response rates generally

5.2.1 When considering the response rates and their validity in informing
decisions it is important to remember that the process that is undertaken is not a
referendum about the local authority or parking generally, but the consideration of
specific parking issues for residents and businesses in specific streets. As such,
households and businesses have the option to participate in the consultation and fill in
and return the questionnaires or not engage with the consultation process. We have
assumed that residents or businesses who did not respond to the consultation have ‘no

opinion’ about the parking proposals.

52.2 Establishing an acceptable percentage response rate to validate a public
consultation is not easy and is dependent on a number of factors, such as the time of
year, weather and of course, the subject of the consultation and the relevance of the
subject to the person being consulted. Areas where there is a high percentage of rented
accommodation or the population is transient will generally result in a lower response
rate. The layout of the consultation documents and the ease of use are also contributory
factors. A number of local authorities have set down in their consultation polices the
response rate they consider to be the minimum acceptable level. A very rough average
appears to be a minimum response rate of somewhere between 15% and 25%. A
number of these authorities have received Charter Marks for their consultation process

and it would not be unreasonable to take these response rates as a benchmark.

11
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523 In considering the results of the consultation it is worth mentioning some
market research carried out by MORI® (Market and Opinion Research International) for
a London borough who wished to establish the validity of responses to its parking
consultation in reflecting the views of the community. The council wished to establish if
a percentage response rate in a group of streets could be considered to accurately
reflect the views of the overall community. MORI® was commissioned to ‘door-knock’
every household in a sample of streets to establish the views of residents and then to
compare the results with the percentage response rates in the council’s own public

consultation.

5.2.4 The outcome showed that the percentage response rate ratio
for/against/don’t know was consistent and within one or two percentage points for both
the council consultation and the MORI® sample. Further opinion polls carried out by
MORI® confirmed that the ratio of the results was consistent irrespective of the overall

response rate®.

5.3 Shepway consultation response rate

Table 1 — Consultation response rates

Number of

consultation packs lr\leusmber of Response rate
despatched ponses (Percent)

Questionnaires 5365 998 19%
Tel hotline 93
Comments book 99
letters 47
emails 83

TOTAL 1320 25%

5.3.1 It can be seen that the response rates to the central Folkestone

consultation are within the parameters that other leading local authorities consider

acceptable. From this, it is reasonable to assume that the central Folkestone

*Summary of a report for London Borough of Wandsworth

12
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consultation is valid; the results do reflect the general views of the community and can
therefore be used to inform the decision making about parking controls within the

consultation area.

5.4 Business consultation

5.4.1 The Chamber of Commerce claimed that businesses had not received the
consultation packs and were therefore not properly consulted. As a result, the Chamber
of Commerce were requesting the consultation period be extended by six months to
allow businesses the opportunity to respond to the proposals. This call was taken up by

other representatives of the business community.

5.4.2 Every effort was made to ascertain if there was truth in the Chamber’s
claim. A number of requests were made for details of businesses that had not received
consultation packs. No information was provided by the Chamber of Commerce to
substantiate their claim. There were also no calls from individual businesses to the
Council or via email or the telephone hotline asking for extra consultation packs to be

sent out.

5.4.3 The actual response rate from businesses who returned the
questionnaires equates to approximately 25% of the membership of the Chamber of
Commerce. This figure is significantly higher than usual for business responses to this

type of consultation where a response rate of around 3% is typical.

5.5 Correspondence

5.5.1 Forty-seven letters were received during the consultation period. The
majority of this correspondence was in response to the earlier Stakeholder consultation
which commenced in mid-April and is detailed elsewhere in the report. The balance of
comments or issues raised by letter has been coded and analysed with comments from

emails and questionnaires and are detailed with the results of question 9.

13



Shepway District Council
Report on the analysis of public consultation
5.6 Email correspondence

5.6.1 During the consultation period, there was the opportunity to email the
consultants and 83 people chose to do so. This number is higher than was expected
(over five times greater than received during the Eastbourne parking consultation in
2006) and equates to around 8% of responses overall. The comments received have
been coded and analysed with other comments received and are reported with the

results of question 9.

5.7 Parking exhibitions

5.7.1 A stakeholder seminar was held on Friday 18™ April where representatives
of business, public sector and transport organisations were able to discuss the
proposals with representatives of the Council. Three further public parking
surgery/exhibitions were held where further information was available for the public and
gave an opportunity for the local community to discuss parking issues with
representatives of the Council. Comments books were available at each exhibition for
visitors to record their own views about the proposals. Ninety-nine comments were
recorded and coded by type and analysed as part of the comments results for question

9 below.

5.8 Parking exhibition attendance

5.8.1 The number of people visiting and taking an interest in the exhibition is a
measure of its success and is further support for the effectiveness of the consultation

process adopted for Folkestone. A table of exhibition venue and attendance is shown

below.

14
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Table 2 — Parking surgery details

venue Attendance (approx.)
29" May Civic Centre 120
30" May Civic Centre 95
31% May Civic Centre 75

5.9 Telephone ‘hotline’

5.9.1 A telephone hotline was set up with a local number diverted to the
consultant’s offices for the duration of the consultation period. During the working day
(9am — 6pm) calls were answered by Alpha Parking staff and logged against a brief
outline of the issues/comment made. A voicemail operated outside office hours and any

calls made during this time were returned the following day.

59.2 A total of 93 enquiries were received during the consultation period some
of which related to ‘housekeeping’ issues around the consultation process itself (e.g.
requests for more consultation packs, details of exhibitions). Specific comments relating
to specific parking issues were logged, coded and analysed alongside other comments

made.

5.10 Website information

5.10.1 Information about the parking consultation was put on the Council’s
website. The consultation information could be viewed along with the proposed parking
bay layout for each area. There were reports at the beginning of the consultation period
that the maps were difficult to read and this was immediately rectified with higher

definition mapping.

15
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5.10.2 It should be noted that the use of the website and the email link for
correspondence was higher than expected and is an indicator that residents in

Folkestone at least are comfortable using this medium.

6. Methodology for the analysis

6.1 Following the end of the public consultation period on the 7 June 2008
the results from the questionnaires were entered into a database using Snap® Surveys
software, an industry standard for questionnaire analysis and one that is widely used by
local authorities. Road and house number/name identifiers were included in the
address line on the printed questionnaires. This information was used in the analysis to

enable the results to be broken down in greater detail on an individual street basis.

6.2 Snap® also allows for the cross-referencing of responses to specific
questions which is essential for the understanding of issues relating to the proposed
hours and days of control. So, for example, if a response to question 5 (Are you in
favour of parking controls?) was ‘no’ it is possible to cross reference this with the
response to question 7 (Would you agree with different times?) to establish exactly what

the respondents preferences were.

6.3 In assessing the results the following criteria were used:

® More than three responses were received per street (less than three were

deemed as not being a sufficient sample)
" Straightforward maijority response either for/against/no opinion was recorded

® An indeterminate response for a street was determined if the main responses
were equally distributed between say 48% for, 48% against or where there

was a difference of only one response between options.

16
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7. Detailed analysis of the questions asked

7.1 Question 1

7.1.1 Question 1 asked for the respondent to indicate if they were responding as
a resident, business or ‘other’ such as NHS or a Charity. In order to comply with the
Data Protection Act, responses are not recorded against individual properties. The raw

data for each question can be found in Appendix 2.

7.2 Question 2 - How many cars does your household/business own or use?

7.2.1 The results to this question indicate the ratio of household/business
vehicle ownership in the consultation area. Not every respondent completed this section
but of those that did, the ratio between the numbers of vehicles per property is likely to

be representative for the area.

722 The CPZ proposals allowed for an initial allocation of up to 2 vehicle
permits per household. Only if there were spare capacity would additional permits be
available for residents on a first come, first served basis. In very densely parked areas,
this could penalise households with two or more vehicles as the additional vehicles may
not be able to obtain a permit to park during the operational hours of the proposed zone.
Such households are more likely to object to parking controls as they have more to lose

if parking controls are introduced.

7.2.3 Business permits while also restricted in number can be obtained for a
single zone or for use in all zones. What is interesting from the results is that 86% of
those who responded had at least one car and nearly a third of those who responded
have two or more vehicles which is further evidence of the increase in car ownership in

Folkestone in recent years.

17
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Figure 2 - Question 2 - Numbers of cars per household

4 vehicles
5%

3 vehicles No reply
3% 14%

2 vehicles
21%

1 vehicle
57%

7.2.4 The number of vehicles per household will also be a contributory factor in

residents’ difficulty in finding a parking space on their street, particularly in the evening

and at weekends where there is a greater likelihood of more resident’s vehicles wanting

to park at the same time. The situation will be exacerbated in terraced streets where

there is only sufficient space to park one vehicle in front of each property, particularly if

the property has been sub-divided into flats.

18
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7.3 Question 3 — Do you have a problem finding a parking space in your road?

7.3.1 This question asked respondents to tick boxes indicating the times when
there were problems in finding a parking space in their road. Respondents were able to
tick more than one box for this question. Part of the rationale for asking this question
was to compare the parking occupancy survey data with the perception from
respondents in their street. It may be for example that while a street is heavily parked
throughout the day, if residents leave and take their car to work and in turn that space is
filled by a commuter, and the reverse happens at night, there is not a problem finding a
space. A problem would only occur if there was an overlap with commuters leaving and
residents returning or if there were more resident vehicles wanting to park than kerbside

space available for them to do so.

7.32 As expected, parking problems are reported at being greatest during the
working week, dropping by about 10% at the weekend which is reported as the second
most difficult problem time. The parking proposals do not address the issue of parking
at the weekend and it will be necessary to look in some detail at the results to questions
six and seven to assess if the operational hours and days of control are right for
Folkestone.

7.3.3 Difficulty parking in the evening was the third and fourth most difficult
parking times. The main contributory issue is likely to be residents returning home from
work. This could result in a desire for parking controls to operate later into the evening
and in certain areas (e.g. the roads adjacent to the Leas CIiff Hall) this was requested.
Where the parking problem is primarily an issue of too many residents’ vehicles looking
to park the situation is not so easily resolved. Maximising the amount of available
parking space by the reduction of existing yellow lines and allowing vehicles to park on
single yellow lines will help to an extent but will not be a total solution if car ownership

continues to increase.

19
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7.4
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Question 4 — What do you believe are the causes of parking congestion?

7.4.1 This question asked respondents to tick boxes indicating the reasons for
parking problems in their road. Respondents were able to tick more than one box for
this question. It should be noted that this question inevitably produces a subjective
response and a certain amount of caution needs to be used when considering these

results.

742 Respondents have highlighted 64% of the parking problems are caused
by typical ‘commuter’ parking from a combination of people from outside the area
(27%), and businesses nearby parking their work vehicles (16%) and workers from
nearby businesses parking (21%). From this kind of feedback it would be expected that

there would be general support for the introduction of some form of parking controls.

Figure 4 — Question 4 — Causes of parking congestion

No reply
8%
Workers for nearby
businesses parking
21%

Too many cars from
residents on your

road

12%

Too many cars from
residents of nearby
roads
16%

Businesses nearby
parking their work
vehicles
16%

People from outside
the area parking
(e.g. shoppers,

commuters)
27%
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7.4.3 It should be noted however, that a combined 28% of respondents said that
residents’ vehicles were the cause of parking problems. If this was concentrated in a
particular area or group of roads, the parking controls as proposed would not be of

particular benefit and could result in and indeterminate or opposition to the proposals.

7.5 Question 5 — Are you in favour of the parking controls as proposed?

7.5.1 This question asked respondents to tick a box that most closely
represented their views. Three options were given; yes, no or don’t know. The high level
of support for parking controls (as opposed to those against parking controls) shows
that in the main there is support for the introduction of parking controls in central
Folkestone but in itself it does not provide sufficient detail to ascertain if the controls

were supported across the study area.

Figure 5 — Question 5 — Are you in favour of parking controls

No reply
2%

Don't know
13%

Yes
52%

No
33%
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7.5.2 The analysis was carried out on a zone by zone and on a street by street
basis. This was further refined and broken down for the longer roads/avenues by
analysing the results on a junction to junction basis. This is particularly important at the
edge of the consultation areas where there is a greater likelihood of opposition to the

introduction of parking controls.

7.5.3 Zone 1 (Radnor Park & Broadmead) response

7.5.3.1 In zone 1, the overall response to this question about support for parking

controls broke down as follows:-

Table 3 — Question 5 — Are you in favour of parking controls in zone 1?

Zone 1l In favour Against Don’t know No reply
Response (%) 35.8% 36.7% 23.3% 4.2%
7.5.3.2 The headline response shows an indeterminate response with less than

1% difference between those for and against parking controls. Looking on a street by
street basis it shows that the area is consistently indeterminate. Only four streets or

parts of streets had a majority view in favour of controls. These were:-

Table 4 — streets in favour of parking controls in Zone 1

Cheriton Road — part (between Radnor Park West and Radnor Park Road)

Broadmead Road — part (between Cheriton Road and Radnor Park Crescent)

Radnor Park Road — part (between Radnor Park Avenue and Pavilion Road)

Pavilion Road

23
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The streets where residents were opposed to the introduction of parking controls were:-

Table 5 — streets against the introduction of parking controls in Zone 1

Radnor Park Road — part (between Cheriton Road and Bournemouth Road,

Broadmead Road — part (Radnor Park Crescent to Bournemouth Road

Boscombe Road Bradstone Avenue

Radnor Park Crescent Victoria Road

The streets where there was an indeterminate response were:

Table 6 — streets indeterminate about the introduction of parking controls in Zone 1

Bournemouth Gardens Bournemouth Road
Ship Street St. Johns Church Road
Radnor Park Avenue Radnor Park West

Wiltie Gardens

7533 It can be seen that Cheriton Road and Broadmead Road (nearest the
station) are in support of parking controls as these are the current areas most affected
by commuter parking related to the station. The northern section of Radnor Park Road
and Pavilion Road are also supportive of parking controls where the proposals would
prioritise more parking for residents on the through route. The fact that there is an
indeterminate or negative response from the predominantly residential core of zone 1 is
not surprising as the main contributor to the parking problem is caused by residents own
vehicles trying to park in the network of streets to the east of Radnor Park Road. It
appears that residents do not feel that the parking proposals as proposed would
sufficiently benefit them. Before reaching a final recommendation, it will be necessary to

consider responses to the other questions about hours and days of operation.
7.5.3.4 Consideration of the response to questions 6 and 7 (what operational

hours do you support) and detailed later in the report show that Radnor Park Crescent

and Radnor Park Road (part) favoured the introduction of 24 hour controls rather than
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the shorter working day controls proposed in the scheme. Even including these streets
with those that showed support for the proposals still does not provide a clear majority
either for or against the proposals and in this situation it would not be reasonable to
apply the adjacent street question when neighbouring streets include those both for and

against the introduction of parking controls.

7.5.3.5 One option would be to implement controls only in those streets where
there is support for them and leave the others unrestricted. While this approach can be
justified on the basis of the results, it would compound the parking difficulties for the
streets left out of the controls and almost certainly lead to criticism of the Council. An
alternative and recommended approach would be to progress the scheme for the
streets in favour of controls but carry out localised consultation with the residents in the

surrounding and indeterminate streets listed in tables 5 and 6. The consultation would:-

Inform households that parking controls will be implemented in the roads
listed in table 4

" Inform households that it is not intended to implement controls in their street
" Ask them to confirm they are happy being left out of the scheme

® For those that indicate a change of view, ask what hours and days of control

they would favour

® State that a review of the operation of the parking scheme will be carried out

after a minimum of six months operation

Recommendation 1
Based on the analysis of questions 5 to 8 for zone 1, it is recommended that

parking controls are progressed in the streets listed in table 4.

Recommendation 2
Prior to the implementation of parking controls, it is recommended that further
localised consultation with residents in the adjacent streets listed in tables 5 and

6 is carried out to establish the final boundary of zone 1.
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Recommendation 3
If recommendation 2 is approved that it is made clear to residents that any further
review would not be carried out for at least six months after implementation of

controls in the Folkestone Central zones.

7.5.4 Zone 2 (town centre east) response

Table 7 — Question 5 — Are you in favour of parking controls in zone 2?

Zone 2 In favour Against Don’t know No reply
Response (%) 57.3% 25.2% 14.6% 2.9%
7.5.4.1 The headline response is matched by the detailed results for each street

where all support the introduction of parking controls. Only Christchurch Road (between

Shorncliffe Road and Ingles Road) is indeterminate.

Recommendation 4
Based on the analysis of questions 5 for zone 2, it is recommended that parking
controls are progressed in all streets in this zone.

755 Zone 3 (town centre west) response

7.5.5.1 In zone 3, the overall response to this question about support for parking

controls broke down as follows:-

Table 8 — Question 5 — Are you in favour of parking controls?

Zone 3 In favour Against Don’t know No reply

Response (%) 51.5% 38.4% 9.1% 1%
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7552 The headline response only tells part of the story and it is necessary to
look at the results on a street by street basis for a true picture of opinion. The majority
view in each street supported the introduction of parking controls. The exceptions where

residents were opposed to the introduction of parking controls were:-

Table 9 — streets opposed to the introduction of parking controls in Zone 3

Grimston Avenue, Westbourne Gardens

Sandgate Road — part (between Grimston Avenue and Westbourne Gardens)

Earls Avenue — part (Shorncliffe Road to Jointon Road and Sandgate Road to Clifton Gardens).

7553 There was an indeterminate response (neither for nor against) parking

controls in:-

Table 10 — streets indeterminate about the introduction of parking controls in Zone 3

Grimston Gardens Metropole Road West

Bouverie Road West — part (between Grimston Avenue and Earls Avenue)

The Leas — part (between Metropole Road West and Earls Avenue)

7554 Question 8 — the adjacent street question asked respondents who had
said no to parking in question 5 if they would change their view if controls were
introduced in adjacent streets. A certain amount of difficulty arises in applying this
question to the roads between Grimston Avenue which is against controls and Earls
Avenue which in the main is in favour of them as it can be argued both ways whether

question 8 should be applied.

7555 Looking at the wider picture, Metropole Road West and the southern end
of Earls Avenue do not change their view which taken as a whole with the other
indeterminate/no roads forms a logical boundary if the roads to the west of Earls

Avenue are excluded from the zone.
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Recommendation 5

Based on the analysis of questions 5 and question 8 for zone 3, it is
recommended that parking controls are progressed in the streets where there
was support for controls but are not progressed in those roads where it was not
supported or where there was an indeterminate response and listed in the table

below.

Table 11 — Parking controls NOT implemented in roads in zone 3

Earls Avenue (part) — between Sandgate Road and The Leas

Earls Avenue (part) — between Shorncliffe Road and Jointon Road

Grimston Avenue Grimston Gardens

Metropole Road East Metropole Road West

The Leas (part) — between Metropole Road West and Earls Avenue

Bouverie Road West (part) — between Grimston Avenue and Earls Avenue

Sandgate Road (part) — between Grimston Avenue and Earls Avenue

Westbourne Gardens

756 Zone 4 (Guildhall North) response

7.5.6.1 In zone 4, the overall response to this question about support for parking

controls broke down as follows:-

Table 12 — Question 5 — Are you in favour of parking controls?

Zone 4 In favour Against Don’t know No reply
Response (%) 69.3% 21.7% 7.4% 1.3%
7.5.6.2 The headline response is matched by the detailed results for each street

where all bar two streets support the introduction of parking controls. Darby Place and
Bradstone Road had an indeterminate response. When the analysis of the adjacent
street question (question 8) is taken into account for Darby Place and Bradstone Road,

of those responding both streets show support for being part of a surrounding scheme.
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Recommendation 6
Based on the analysis of questions 5 and question 8 for this zone, it is

recommended that parking controls are progressed in all of the streets in zone 4.

7.6 Question 6 — Do you support the proposed hours of the scheme of 9:30am

— 4:30pm Monday to Friday?

7.6.1 This question asked respondents to tick a box that most closely
represented their views. Three options were given; yes, no or don’t know. If
respondents ticked the ‘no’ box, question 7 asked them to express their preference from
a further series of options. It is therefore necessary to consider the response to both
questions together before making a recommendation for the operational hours of any

scheme.

Figure 6— Question 6 — Support for the proposed hours

Don't know No reply
9% 7%

Yes
34%

No
50%
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7.6.2 From the results above, it can be seen that overall the proposed
operational hours and days of control are not favoured. None of the areas showed

support for these controls and it is necessary to consider the options in question 7.

7.6.3 The proposed operational hours were chosen as being the optimum hours for
addressing the all day commuter parking problem while providing flexibility for residents
and businesses at both ends of the working day. They were designed to enable 1%
hours of the trading day to have unrestricted parking controls for the benefit of the retail
community. They also enabled the school run to be largely unaffected by parking
restrictions and to offer residents who commute by car outside of the proposed zones to
do so without having the need to purchase a permit. Weekends were unrestricted.
These proposals may not be desirable if residential areas suffer from commuter parking

at the weekend or where there is difficulty parking in the evening.

7.7 Question 7 - If you answered ‘No’ or ‘Don’t know’ what are your preferred

hours and days of operation?

7.7 Eight different options were offered to ascertain a respondent’s preference
to the hours and days of operation including the option ‘other where the ability for
additional comment was provided. In all areas, the single biggest preference was for

‘other’ where a wide range of comments including:

¥ the desire for longer hours of control
" the reiteration of people opposed to the proposals or

" people opposed to the concept of paying for prioritised parking

There was no single overwhelming issue from this option so the remaining responses

were then considered further.
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Figure 7 — Question 7 — What are your preferred operational hours

No reply
Other 2204

Monday - Friday

9am - 6pm 6%

11%

Monday - Saturday
8am - 5pm 7%
7%

9am - 5pm

5% Monday - Sunday

(seven days)

Saturday and 17%

Sunday only
2%

7.7.2 Support for longer operational controls

7.7.2.1 The single largest preference at 17% was for parking controls to operate
every day of the week. If the 7% of those wanting controls on a Saturday are also
included, it can be seen that 24% support controls including the weekend. However,
34% overall support the proposed five day controls and a further 6% showed support for

five day controls albeit with different operational hours.
Recommendation 7

Based on the results to question 6 and question 7 it is recommended that the

operational days of control for the zones should be Monday to Friday.
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Recommendation 8
A review of the operation of the zone is carried out after six months operation and
further consultation is carried out with residents and businesses within the zone

about its operation.

7.7.2.2 While the responses to question 7 show that a combined total of 23%
supported the three options for longer hours of control and still more of the ‘other’
wanted hours extending into the evening or to operate 24 hours a day, this does not

represent an overall majority view for extending operational hours.

7.7.3 Areas with proposed longer hours of control

7.7.31 Certain areas did consistently request longer operational hours to address

specific problems. These were:-

®= The streets closest to the Leas Cliff Hall where it was requested that controls
should operate beyond the usual start of performance time so as to force
visitors to park in the car park rather than on the street.

= The Bayle where longer operational hours were favoured.

= Radnor Park Crescent and Radnor Park Road (zone 1), over 50% of those

who said ‘no’ to the proposals were in support of 24 hour controls.

7.7.3.2 The Leas CIiff Hall area

There were a number of comments from local residents about the difficulty they faced in
parking in the evening due to visitors to the hall parking on-street rather than using the
car park. Claims that parking spaces were blocked if vehicles parked on the single
yellow lines in Langhorne Gardens and Clifton Gardens and of difficulty to find any
space close to home suggest that extending the operational hours to say 8pm would be

beneficial. These issues did not appear to be a problem on The Leas itself.
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Recommendation 9
It is recommended that the operational hours in the network of streets
immediately adjacent to the Leas CIiff Hall and detailed in the table below are

9:30am to 8pm.

Table 13 — Streets with extended operational hours around the Leas CIiff Hall

Castle Hill Avenue (part) — between Sandgate
Langhorne Gardens _
Road and Bouverie Road West

Sandgate Road (part) — between Castle Hill
Avenue and Christ Church Road

Clifton Gardens

7.7.3.3 The Bayle area

This is currently the only permit holder zone in Shepway and it is understood that it was
introduced to protect the unique residential nature of the area in what is otherwise a
predominantly retail/business part of the town centre. The current proposals would not
improve the current situation and individual residents and The Bayle Residents’
Association have requested that operational hours and days of control should be longer.
Their preferred operational controls are Monday to Saturday (as at present) and with

operational hours of 8:30am to 7:30pm.

Recommendation 10
It is recommended that the operational hours in The Bayle should be Monday to

Saturday between 8:30am to 7:30pm.

7.7.3.4 Radnor Park/Broadmead area

In Radnor Park Crescent and Radnor Park Road there was support for parking controls
to operate for 24 hours. Other streets in the area also showed support for extended
operational hours although no clear consensus view as to what these extended hours
should be. Recommendation 2 proposes localised consultation with residents to
establish the final boundaries of zone 1 and it would be logical to include within this

consultation, questions about the preferred operational hours and days of control.
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Recommendation 11
Based on the implementation of recommendation 2, it is further recommended
that the consultation should include a question to establish the preferred

operational hours and days of control for zone 1.

7.8 Question 8 — if parking controls were introduced in the road next to yours,

would you want your road to be included in the scheme?

7.8.1 This question is included in the questionnaire as a means to establish final
boundaries of any parking zone. It is based on many years experience of undertaking
parking consultations where an element of strategic opposition voting may take place

initially but a viewpoint may change if parking controls are going to be implemented.

Figure 8 — Question 8 — Adjacent street response

Don't know

No repl
9% ply

11%

No
19%

61%

7.8.2 The inclusion of this question allows a respondent to be opposed to the principle
of on-street parking controls or ‘pay to park’ but who may also recognize the desire to
be part of a scheme if a zone is introduced in the adjacent street. Alternatively, a

respondent can register their continued opposition with a ‘no’ to question 5 and a no to
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question 8. The headline analysis of the question is only useful as a broad indicator of

opinion and should not be used for any other purpose.

7.8.3 Detailed consideration of this question is only applicable at a localised
level and only where there is a genuine reason for doing so. In the case of Grimston
Gardens (zone 3), the initial response to question 5 was indeterminate but to question 8
the response was in favour of being part of the zone. The adjacent street, Earls Avenue,
was in support of controls and it could be argued that Grimston gardens should be
included. However, Grimston Avenue is also an adjacent street and was against
controls. Taken together, it was decided that the adjacent street question should not be

applied in this case.

7.8.4 It was a similar situation with the indeterminate streets in zone 1 and
again, the decision was made not to apply the adjacent street question. The only
exception was in Radnor Park Road where initially respondents to question 5 between
Radnor Park Avenue and Park Farm Road were in favour of the proposals and those
between Cheriton Road and Radnor Park Avenue were against the proposals. The
response to question 8 showed that the majority view was significantly in favour of being
part of a zone. This in itself was sufficient reason but taking into account the response
to question 7 (preferred hours of control) where respondents wanted longer hours than
those proposed, there was a clear reason for including the whole of Radnor Park Road

in the proposed zone.

7.9 Question 9 — Additional comments from questionnaires

7.9.1 All of the comments made in response to question 9 on the questionnaires
were coded according to the issues raised. These have been combined with the
comments from the telephone hotline and comments books at the exhibitions and
plotted on pie charts for each area. Each category is self explanatory with the possible
exception of the ‘suggested improvements’ label which covers issues to do with

localised parking bay layout etc.
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Figure 9 — Question 9 — Additional comments

Businesses will be
affected
4%

Other

No reply
Specific parking 8%
problem

7%

Proposed zone not
large enough

0,
1% Agree with scheme
Proposed zone too /o 25%
large

4%

Specific changes
needed to scheme
5%

Disagree with cost of

pig;llt Disagree with whole
scheme
Disagree with part of 16%
the scheme
9%
7.9.2 A number of particular issues arose from the comments which need

further consideration; they are:-

= Possible sub-zoning

= Possible Zone extensions

= Permit holder bays in the town centre area
= Permit specific disabled bays

= Future increase in parking charges

= Park and ride

= Business issues
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7.9.2.1 Possible sub-zoning

Two areas of the town have specific and localized pressures which need further
protection from the potential of ‘inter-zone commuting’ by permit holders wishing to park
near amenities. They are The Bayle area which would be the only permit holder parking
area in zone 2 adjacent to the shopping centre. The second is Kingsnorth Gardens
where parking is already at a premium and could be worsened if permit holders from
other areas in zone 3 are allowed to park and use the station. A solution in both
instances is to make each area a sub-zone of the larger area. In such instances the

sub-zone permit holder can park in the wider zone but where the reverse is not allowed.

Recommendation 12
It is recommended that Kingsnorth Gardens is made a sub-zone of zone 3 and

The Bayle is made a sub-zone of zone 2.

7922 Possible Zone extensions

The Bayle area (zone 2)

During the consultation process it became apparent that the consultation study area
boundary needed to be extended to include proposals for The Parade, Bayle Street and
Rendezvous Street (between Grace Hill and Bayle Street. The peculiarities of the street
numbering system suggests that properties that front onto Bayle Street and Bayle Steps
are actually numbered as The Bayle and therefore may have been consulted even if

options did not include their section of the street.

Ingles Way (formerly Ingles Lane) — zone 4
During the consultation process it became apparent that Ingles Way (off Coolinge Road)
should have been included in the parking proposals as it was public highway. This is a

small cul de sac with two houses and needs to be included within the proposals.
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Recommendation 13

It is recommended that parking proposals are drawn up to include Ingles Way the
omitted section of Rendezvous Street, Bayle Street, and The Parade and
localised door-knocking consultation is carried out with frontagers of these roads

and with The Bayle Residents’ Association.

7923 Permit holder bays in the town centre area

During the consultation process it became apparent that a far greater number of
residents lived above shops or where offices had been converted into flats and a need
to provide permit holder only spaces within the predominantly retail area was
necessary. Examples include Longford Terrace and Sandgate Road. A number of
resident only bays have been added to the design by either converting some of the pay
and display only bays or by reducing the amount of existing yellow lines where
appropriate. As with Kingsnorth Gardens and The Bayle (recommendation 12) these
permit holder bays should be protected by specific sub-zoning. Due to their placement
within the town centre and the demand for parking that it generates, it is recommended

that the town centre resident bays have 24 hour protection.

Recommendation 14
It is recommended that a small number of resident only bays are provided within
the retail town centre for residents that live in flats above businesses and that

these are a further sub-zone of zone 2 and operate ‘at any time’.

7.9.2.3 Permit specific disabled bays and other measures in Pound Way

A number of residents in Aspen House whose entrance is on Pound Way are disabled
and are reliant on some form of parking drop off near to the access. Pound Way was
built as a rear service road for goods delivery as well as providing access to Westcliff
Gardens. The existing yellow line restrictions do not prohibit loading and as a
consequence allow for disabled drivers to park throughout Pound Way. This is
problematic, particularly for goods vehicles who find it difficult to negotiate the parked

vehicles particularly at the entrance and around the first bend. Residents at Westcliff
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House have also complained that at times it is difficult to get bulky goods delivered to
the flats due to parked vehicles in front of the entrance. The limited height of the

underground car park makes it impossible for goods vehicles to gain entrance.

7.9.2.3.1 It was a design requirement to introduce a loading ban in Pound Way and
while this will prevent cars displaying a blue badge from using this area to park, it does
not resolve the specific needs of residents in the two blocks of flats. General disabled
parking bays are proposed at Westcliff Gardens (nearest to Sandgate Road) and in
West Terrace. It is proposed to make two ‘disabled permit holder only’ bays immediately
adjacent to the entrance of Aspen House for limited waiting of up to two hours and
linked to residents of Aspen House only. This will prohibit other disabled badge holders
from parking in them but allow the disabled residents of Aspen House to do so. In
addition, it is proposed to provide a goods vehicle loading bay adjacent to the entrance

of Westcliff house that fronts Pound Way.

Recommendation 15
It is recommended that two disabled resident permit holder only bays, linked to
residence of Aspen House are provided adjacent to the entrance of Aspen House

with a limited stay of two hours but controlled ‘at any time’.

Recommendation 16
It is recommended that a goods vehicle loading bay is provided on Pound Way

immediately adjacent to the entrance to Westcliff House.

7.9.2.4 Future increase in parking charges

Great concern was raised during the consultation period about the potential for the
Council to use any potential parking scheme as revenue generating ‘cash cow’ or
‘stealth tax’. While the proposed operational charges are moderate when compared with
other towns, they do represent an increase in cost to the motoring resident, business,
employee and visitor at a time when increasing costs and concerns about the local and
national economy are high on people’s agenda. No local authority can guarantee not to

increase its parking charges over time and it would be wrong for people to expect
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Shepway District Council to be any different. It is worth noting that councils approach
charging reviews differently. Some maintain charges at the same level for a number of
years and then make changes which can result in a significant increase in charge.
Others review their charges annually often linked to the retail price index or other similar
index. The former approach can lead to negative publicity and resentment as everyone
will focus on the rate of increase rather than the years of stability. The later approach
appears fairer but does result in changes year on year and can result in charges of

rather strange amounts if followed too rigidly.

7.9.25 Park and Ride

There were a significant number of comments demanding the introduction of some form
of Park and Ride for Folkestone which is seen as potentially the single most appropriate
measure that could be introduced to offset parking issues in the town. It should be noted
that Park and Ride is only likely to be a viable measure if restrictive parking controls

already operate in the town centre.

7.9.2.5.1 Section 9 of “A Parking Strategy for Shepway” details the measures that
need to be in place before a Park and Ride facility could be considered for Folkestone.
A key factor would be “a very high level of consistent use would be required before a
Park and Ride scheme could be operated economically.” The Strategy did not consider
that Bouverie Place shopping centre would be a sufficient generator in itself but did
recognise that a review would need to take place if/when there was clarity about the

seafront redevelopment.
79252 Other options which could be easier to implement in a shorter space of

time could be a council maintained website database of car share contacts or

assistance to business with green travel plans.
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7.10 Business response

7.10.1 There were a higher than average response from the business
community, representatives who speak on behalf of sectors of the business community

and individual responses to the parking proposals.

Table 14 — Question 5 — Businesses in favour of parking controls?

All Zones In favour Against Don’t know No reply
Response (%) 34% 49% 17% 0%
7.10.2 The single most consistent message was concern that the fragile retail,

business and tourist economy should not be damaged by the introduction of parking
controls in the town. This is a very valid point and one that the design and operational
proposals were designed to reflect. Parking occupancy surveys carried out in 2007 and
the perception of parking problems in the town centre indicates that this is an issue

which cannot be ignored and is not going to go away.

7.10.3 The proposed operational controls are designed to enable motorist to be
able to park for short periods close to all attractions and to ensure that there is a
reasonable turnover of these spaces throughout the day albeit with a charge for parking.
While given the choice, no motorist will chose to pay to park if they can avoid it, most
motorists expect to pay to park in town centres and this in itself should not be a

deterrent to visitors to the town during the working week.

7.10.4 The proposed charges of 20p for 20 minutes and £1 for an hour are
reasonable and should not deter motorists from using the town centre. Longer stay
parking on the highway of up to three hours is allowed in roads further away from the
town centre. It is worth pointing out that for those motorists unable or unwilling to pay to
park, provision has been allowed for unrestricted (unpaid) parking at the beginning

(before 9:30am) and end of the working day (after 4:30pm) and all day at weekends.
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7.10.5 Other factors that will affect choices of people visiting Folkestone and

using the car to get there are:
" the desirability of the destination
" the ease of getting there

® the ability and ease of finding a convenient parking space

7.10.6 In this respect the parking proposals are designed to generate a turnover
of spaces such that motorists can find a space to park on the highway. The proposed
strategy of short stay parking on the highway with long stay parking provided in off-

street car parks is consistent with national guidelines.

7.10.7 It is proposed that permits will be available for hotel and guesthouse
visitors to use which can be purchased in advance by the hotelier. These will be of the
scratch-card type and will allow the guest to be able to park for the day and up to

10:30am of the following day.

7.10.7 Other specific issues relating to individual businesses will be worked
through as part of the finalization of the design and local consultation carried out with
the affected residents and businesses and approved by the Director of Democratic

Services.

711 Response from key Stakeholders

7.11.1 Twenty-one organisations were invited to the Stakeholder event on the
18™ April. A list of organisations can be found in Appendix 3. There were written

responses from the following stakeholder organisations:-

® Bayle Residents’ Association
® Catholic Church of our Lady, Help of Christians (Guildhall Street)
" Channel Chamber of Commerce

" Folkestone Town Centre Management Ltd
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" Folkestone Town Council

® Go Folkestone Action Group

" Guildhall North Residents’ Association

® Shepway Economic Regeneration Partnership (SERP)

® Stagecoach

7.11.2 Bayle Residents’ Association — Responded with specific concerns
relating to sub-zoning for their area and the need to have extended hours of operation.

These are covered in more detail in sections 6.19 and 6.20 of the report.

7113 Catholic Church of our Lady, Help of Christians — Guildhall Street —
responded with concerns about the ability for parishioners to be able to park to attend
services, visit the presbytery or make use of the parish hall behind the church. The
parish is large covering half of Folkestone and extends to Hawkinge, Densole and
Capel. Service attendance for daily mass is around 20-50 each day and around 400 on
Sunday. The church does not want pay and display parking outside of the church. The
letter went on to complain about parking attendants who “come round in what is really a
backwater on Sundays between 9am and noon to give parking tickets while worshippers
are in church” resulting in “...considerable grievance towards the Council” and that the

proposals, if implemented “will only aggravate the situation.”

7.11.4 Response — The Guildhall North area is primarily residential and heavily
parked at all times. The parking occupancy surveys show parking demand of around
90% being the norm and in the evenings rising to over 100% (parking in bays and on
single yellow lines). There is insufficient space on the highway to cater for people

parking and attending services at the church in any number.

7115 Parishioners who drive to church cannot expect to find a space to park in
adjacent streets and by necessity would need to park further away from the church and
walk or use one of the town centre car parks with the closest being the car park

between Foresters Way and Shellons Street. Provided they park legally there would be
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no question of them receiving a penalty charge notice. Only if a motorist chooses to
park in contravention (typically on a single or double yellow line) would they be

penalised.

7.11.6 The parking proposals are designed to be flexible and reflect the particular
needs of the area. The operational hours of 9:30am — 4:30pm mean that activities held
in the church hall in the evenings are unaffected by the parking controls. Visitors to the
church during the day can use the pay and display parking facility provided immediately

adjacent to the church buildings or the car park in Foresters Way.

7.11.7 Channel Chamber of Commerce — responded "recommending that the
consultation period be extended by at least another six months” and gave a number of
reasons why they believed this was necessary. These primarily related to the perceived
fragility of the Folkestone retail and tourism economy and the need for research into
successful parking operations elsewhere. Subsequent email correspondence suggested

that businesses had also not been adequately consulted (see section 5.4).

7.11.8 Response — Shepway’s Stakeholder event on the 18™ April set out the
details of the proposed measures and why they were seen to be appropriate for
Folkestone. These have been ‘tried and tested’ by other towns that have successful
parking operations and similarities with Folkestone. The proposed operational hours
and days of control were specifically chosen to be the minimum needed to combat the
problem of commuter parking while still allowing businesses to operate in periods of

unrestricted or ‘free’ parking.

7.11.9 The Chamber was asked to substantiate their claim that businesses had
not been consulted and to provide details of individual businesses they believed had not
received consultation packs. No information was provided. The actual response rate
shows that around 25% of the Chamber's own membership responded to the

consultation and negates the claim that businesses had not been consulted.
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7.11.10 Folkestone Town Centre Management Ltd — wrote with a list of 19
points. The main concern was that nothing should be done to discourage visitors to
Folkestone or the ‘fragile retail economy’. They ‘strongly recommended’ that a six month

period of consultation should take place.

7.11.11 A second letter was received with suggestions for echelon parking in the
section of Sandgate Road between Shakespeare Terrace and Cheriton Place. This
option has merit and would increase parking capacity in the area. Discussions will need
to take place with the highway authority that would need to approve such measures

before they can be implemented.

7.11.12 Response — Introducing parking controls that aim to generate a turnover
of available parking space in the town centre is beneficial to a town’s economy. The
proposed pricing policy offers low cost, short stay parking on-street and longer stay

parking in the town centre car parks.

7.11.13 Folkestone Town Council — “recognises and supports the District’s level
of consultation and the efforts to seek views on this scheme which, inevitably, will

probably receive more criticism than support.”

7.11.14 Specific issues from earlier observations had been addressed in part but
other observations should be addressed in particular concerns about the ‘fragile’ nature
of the retail/commercial town centre, the need for park and ride and the under-used long

term sea front car parks.

7.11.15 Response — The Town Council’s comments are welcome and most of the
specific observations of the Town Council have been addressed within the design of the
parking proposals or the recommendations in this report. The parking issues of the sea
front, Cheriton and the Folkestone West area are due to be addressed in later stages of

the Shepway Parking Strategy.
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7.11.16 Go Folkestone Action Group — wrote voicing concerns about the
consultation that took place prior to the Shepway Parking Strategy being adopted in
2006. Concerns were voiced that this was a “...stealth tax on Joe public and the poor
old car owner” and concluded with the recommendation that nothing should be done

until after the high speed rail link had been operating for a while.

7.11.17 Response — Doing nothing does not help residents who are already
finding it difficult to park near to their homes. It also is not the view shared by the

majority of respondents to this consultation.

7.11.18 Guildhall North Resident’s Group — responded with a series of points
for clarification about the design and operation of the proposed zone. Apart from these,
two areas of concern related to the operational hours and future cost increases of

permits and parking charges.

7.11.19 The concern about the 4:30pm finish was that it may be too early allowing
‘non-residents to park in resident allocated bays before the residents themselves have
arrived home from work.” They were also seeking assurances that any future increases
in parking charges be “limited e.g. to annual inflation increases covering purely

administration costs and not used instead as a ‘stealth tax’.”

7.11.20 Response — the 4:30pm finish was chosen to provide a balance between
controls to restrict commuter parking during the day while still allowing other activities to
take place outside of the controls. Such activities include parents and children visiting
friends for tea, people visiting late afternoon/early evening surgeries etc. The Resident’s
Group may have a valid point about the finish time of the zone but rather than instigate
longer hours of control from the inception, recommendation 8 of this report proposes
that a review of the operation be commenced after six months of operation. This would

allow for a review of the operational hours to take place at this time.
7.11.21 The issue of future increases in parking charges was one of the issues

raised in response to question 9 of the questionnaire and discussed in section 6.23 of

this report. The Traffic Management Act 2004 requires local authorities to publish an
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annual report six months after the end of the financial year that sets out (among other
things) its parking account. The first of these reports will need to be published in
October. The information published will allow public scrutiny of a local authorities
parking operation and effectively eliminates the claim of ‘stealth tax’ being appended to

the use or increase to parking charges.

7.11.22 SERP — wrote stating their belief that there was ‘no evidence of actual
need for parking controls’, no evidence that all businesses in Folkestone and the
surrounding areas had been consulted’, and there was no evidence of research’. They
requested a “proper and comprehensive six month period of consultation with all

interested parties” should take place.

7.11.23 Response — Shepway’s Parking Strategy published in 2006 set out the
basis for considering parking issues for the district. Detailed research was carried out in
2007 to establish parking demand/occupancy in the study area. This data formed the
basis for the proposed parking controls for central Folkestone. Only businesses and
residents within the study area were consulted in May/June as it was important to find
out their views to the proposals. Organisations representing all businesses in Shepway
were consulted as part of the stakeholder consultation which commenced in April.
Statutory consultation will take place in October when anyone is able to comment on the
proposals. The overall consultation timetable matches SERP’s demand for a six month

period of consultation.

7.11.24 Stagecoach — wrote in support of the proposals for central Folkestone
and said that “we believe it is right that local residents should have priority and reducing
parking for non-residents should benefit the economy by providing a better environment

and reducing carbon emissions.”

7.11.25 Late and unreliable buses do nothing to encourage bus use and the
control of illegal parking (through the implementation of the proposals) would improve
bus journey times. There was also a request for bus stop clearways to be extended to
at least 31m as well as comments on specific issues at various locations which will be

progressed as part of the finalisation of the design.
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7.11.26 Response — The response from Stagecoach is welcome and recognises
the importance of public transport as a means of providing an alternative option to car
use for some journeys. Around 56% of all commuter trips are for less than 5 miles but of
these, 70% are made by car’. If these statistics are to change, encouraging people to
use other modes of transport and buses in particular is key to modal shift and traffic
restraint.

7.11.27 Individual issues relating to waiting restrictions and requests for longer bus

stop clearway marking will be addressed as part of the final design refinement.

8. Conclusion

8.1 There was a good response to the public consultation from residents and
businesses on the proposal to introduce parking controls and charges in the central
Folkestone area of the town. This in turn enables the analysis of the results to be used

to inform the debate and as a basis for the recommendations contained in this report.

8.2 Where the majority of respondents in a street or part of street have shown
support for the introduction of parking controls it is recommended that they be
introduced. Those streets where the majority of respondents are against parking

controls have been excluded from the proposed new parking zones.

Recommendation 17
It is recommended that traffic regulation orders are advertised for the
implementation of parking controls in central Folkestone and the following

statement of reasons be approved:-

In furtherance of the approved Shepway Parking Strategy which was published in
November 2006 and in exercise of the powers conferred under Sections 1(1) and
(2), 2(2) to (3), 4, 32, 35, 36, 45, 46 and 49 of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984
(the Act) and mindful of its duties as a local authority, including the duty under

Section 122 of the Act to secure the expeditious, convenient and safe movement

* Transport 2010: Background analysis DTLR — July 2000
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of vehicular and other traffic (including pedestrians) and the provision of suitable
and adequate parking facilities and having taken into the account the matters
under s122(2), it appears to the Authority that it is expedient to make this Order,
giving effect to changes to parking controls in the town centre of Folkestone. The

Authority considers that, taken as a whole, this Order would contribute to:-

1) avoiding danger to persons or other traffic using the roads in the area or

reducing the likelihood of any such danger arising
2) facilitating the passage of traffic (including pedestrians)

3) preserving or improving the amenities of the area

4) maintaining reasonable access to premises

5) reducing the environmental impact of traffic within the area
6) facilitating the passage of public service vehicles

7) relieving or preventing traffic congestion

8) encouraging more efficient use of the existing on- and off-street parking

stock; and

9) the furtherance of national and local policies and the achievement of
national and local targets concerned with global warming, sustainable

transport, health and the economic vitality of the town centre.

Recommendation 18
It is recommended that the Cabinet Member for Economic Development and
Transport be delegated to consider and resolve objections to the traffic

regulation orders and report these decisions to the Cabinet at a later date.
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Recommendation 19

In accordance with the interests of the local community, this report and the

results of the consultation process are published on the Council’s website.
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