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PARKING MANAGEMENT - GREENHITHE 
 

Castle, Stone and Greenhithe. 
 
1. Summary 
 

1.1 This is a Key Decision as it is significant in terms of its effects on 
communities living or working in an area of the Borough comprising 
two or more wards. 

 
1.2 Cabinet agreed to undertake statutory consultation regarding parking 

management for residential streets close to Greenhithe railway station on 26 
February 2009 (Min 148). Statutory consultation took place between 8 
October 2009 and 2 November 2009. 

 
1.3 This report summarises the results of that statutory consultation and 

proposes revisions to the draft proposals based on residents’ expressed 
preferences. It seeks authority for the revised traffic regulation order (TRO) 
to be submitted to Kent County Council with a request that the TRO be made 
and sealed. 

 
2. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
2.1  That Cabinet note the responses to the consultation as discussed in the report 

and summarised in Appendix B, and take into account the objections received; 

2.2  That on the basis of the responses received to the consultation, Cabinet 
approve the inclusion in the TRO of the following areas only, as identified in 
Appendix A. 

• Eagles Road 

• High Street 

• Riverview Road 

• Worcester Park 

• Charles Street (part only) 

2.3  That, the detailed proposals for on-street parking control set out in the 
thematic map signed by the respective ward Councillors for the designated 
areas referred to in recommendation 2.2 above and shown in Appendix A, be 
approved and a request be submitted to Kent County Council for the 
appropriate Traffic Regulation Order to be made and sealed; 

2.4  That subject to the making of the Traffic Regulation Order, the proposed 
parking controls be implemented; 

2.5  That residents in the areas covered by the consultation be informed of the 
outcome. 
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3. Background and Discussion 
 
3.1. There have been two rounds of non-statutory consultation with 

residents about parking related issues; the first took place during 
October 2007 and the second during January 2009. 

3.2. The results of these consultations were taken into account when 
drafting initial proposals for kerb-space management in the Greenhithe 
area. The proposals were developed in discussion with, and with the 
endorsement of, the ward Councillors representing the areas covered. 
Cabinet at its meeting of 26 February 2009 (Min 148) agreed to 
commence the statutory process for introducing a Traffic Regulation 
Order which would give effect to the proposals. 

3.3. The statutory consultation took place between 8 October 2009 and 2 
November 2009 with letters delivered to every household and business 
in the streets where kerb-space management was proposed; all were 
invited to write in expressing their support or objection stating the 
reasons for any objection. Additionally, statutory street notices were 
placed at various locations in the area. 

3.4. The table below illustrates the percentage of respondents in each 
street supporting or objecting to the proposals. 

Area 
Total No. 
of replies 

Response 
rate 

Support Object 

All 235 24.6% 172 73.2% 53 22.6% 

Central (King Edward Road) 25 21.7% 8 32.0% 16 64.0% 

Central (Riverview Road) 23 35.4% 20 87.0% 3 13.0% 

Charles Street access 12 48.0% 8 66.7% 4 33.3% 

Northeast (Eagles Road) 77 38.1% 72 93.5% 4 5.2% 

Northeast (High Street) 18 22.5% 10 55.6% 3 16.7% 

Northeast (Worcester Close) 5 26.3% 1 20.0% 3 60.0% 

Worcester Park 59 13.1% 39 66.1% 18 30.5% 

3.5. Appendix B summarises the issues raised by respondents. The 
majority of respondents supported the proposals and raised various 
points in support. Consideration is given below to the main points of 
objection: 

i) a small number of respondents considered that the permit cost 
(£50) should be reduced. The cost has been set at a level which 
will enable the cost of administering and maintaining the parking 
scheme to be recovered. The scheme would otherwise not be 
capable of being funded from the Council’s agreed budget. 

ii) Some respondents are concerned that by restricting the 
availability of multiple permits, two and three car households 
which need permits will not be able to have extra ones. Data on 
car ownership in the relevant streets and the amount of daytime 
parking by residents has been analysed, and it is considered 
that there will be sufficient controlled space available to offer a 
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permit or other form of controlled space to those who need 
them; 

iii) Many residents expressed concern about the amount of 
obstructive parking in Greenhithe. It is not clear to what extent 
residents may expect the proposals to contribute to this – some 
were general observations about prevailing conditions in the 
area. There is no reason to suppose that the proposals will 
make these problems worse, and by regularising parking they 
may improve the situation in some cases. 

iv) Some residents consider that the parking problems in 
Greenhithe should be addressed by providing a station car park, 
rather than by managing on-street spaces. Southeastern Trains 
were consulted on this point. They have confirmed that they do 
not propose to provide additional parking at Greenhithe, 
although they do expect Ebbsfleet to take up some of the 
parking demands from commuters as the high speed domestic 
business develops. 

3.6. Only those areas where the majority of respondents support their 
respective parking management proposal (shown in green in the Table 
at 3.4 and in more detail at Appendix A) have been recommended for 
inclusion in the final TRO. There are two areas where the majority of 
respondents have objected to the proposals and those areas are being 
recommended for deletion from the draft TRO consulted on. 

 

4. Relationship to the Corporate Plan 
 
4.1. This work will contribute to the objectives of the corporate plan by 

involving Dartford’s communities in the decisions that affect their lives 
and encourage a sense of community involvement and pride in 
Dartford. 

 

5. Financial, legal, staffing and other administrative implications and risk 
assessments 

 
Financial Implications The set up costs of implementing the proposal 

are estimated at £34,700. This can be met from 
the existing car park budgets (mainly for lines 
and signs) of £21,000 and £13,700 from the 
transport promotion budget. The Managing 
Director will need to agree budget virements 
under his delegated authority. 
 
The ongoing costs of maintaining and 
administering the scheme are set out below, 
together with the anticipated income. 
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 £  

Expenditure   

Employees 42,600 

Permits and Postage 5,500 

Maintenance 12,850 

Total estimated cost 60,950 

   
Income   

Direct income from 
residents parking 

30,200 

Additional income from 
new on street parking 

32,000 

Total estimated income 62,200 

Net estimated income 1,250 

 

It is very difficult to estimate the additional 
income from new on street parking but the figure 
of £32,000 is a conservative estimate based on 
careful analysis. Officers are confident that 
income from this source will be sufficient to 
ensure the total scheme is self financing. Any 
surplus from on street parking must be used for 
transport in accordance with the Traffic 
Management Act 2004, and could be used to 
help fund the implementation cost of other 
schemes. 

Legal Implications The statutory process for the introduction of 
TROs is underway and if approved, the 
necessary TRO for this scheme will need to be 
advertised in a local newspaper and the TRO 
‘sealed’ by Kent County Council. 

Staffing Implications Enforcement patrols of this area will change from 
a driving patrol to a walking one. This can be 
done by existing CEOs, but other areas of the 
borough will be patrolled slightly less frequently. 

Administrative Implications Permit issue can be done by existing Council 
staff using an upgraded version of existing 
software. 
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Risk Assessment Not all displaced vehicles can be accommodated 
within the scheme areas and some may choose 
to park in streets neighbouring the scheme 
areas. 

The effect of the scheme on displacement will be 
monitored. It is expected that while some drivers 
may park in nearby streets, others will be 
displaced to designated parking areas, and some 
may opt to travel to the station by different 
means, including walking, cycling or being taken 
as a passenger. 

  
6. Details of Exempt Information Category 
 

Not applicable 
 
7. Appendices 
 

Appendix A - Greenhithe: Parking management areas 
Appendix B - General consultation feedback 

 

BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 

Documents consulted Date / 
File Ref 

Report Author Section and 
Directorate 

Exempt 
Information 
Category 

 
Parking Demand and 
Management 

26 February 2009 Lewis Boudville 
(01322) 343410 

Project Delivery 
- Regeneration 

N/A 

Parking Demand and 
Management 

22 January 2009 Lewis Boudville 
(01322) 343410 

Project Delivery 
- Regeneration 

N/A 

Parking Demand and 
Management 

23 October 2008 Lewis Boudville 
(01322) 343410 

Project Delivery 
- Regeneration 

N/A 

Parking Demand and 
Management 

20 March 2008 Lewis Boudville 
(01322) 343410 

Project Delivery 
- Regeneration 

N/A 

Parking Demand and 
Management 

28 June 2007 Lewis Boudville 
(01322) 343410 

Project Delivery 
- Regeneration 

N/A 
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Appendix B 

General consultation feedback 

• Delivery of parking proposals: 59 responses (25.1%) supporting the proposals asked 
that they be delivered as soon as possible (all consultation areas requested this, but 
about 60% of these were from the Eagles Road area). 

• Enforcement patrols: Residents supporting the proposals request regular and active 
enforcement to ensure that any benefits are retained. 

• Permit cost: Although residents tend to support the Resident Permit solution, a few 
residents (6) have asked that the permit cost be lowered especially the older residents. 

• Multiple permit issue: Many residents believe that ‘everyone’ has two cars; the 
vehicle ownership data collected from the first round of non-statutory consultation has 
been used to estimate resident demand against on-street parking capacity. The areas 
where it is recommended that streets be taken forward to the statutory traffic regulation 
order process, vehicle ownership ranges between 1.5 and 2 per household (based on 
fairly low disaggregated data [by street] – a more reliable estimate based on larger 
numbers is 1.55), but approximately 50% of households drive their cars to work. 

• Obstruction: Many residents for and against the proposals ‘complain’ about parked 
cars blocking footways, carriageways and junctions. Cars also block access/egress to 
driveways and business premises. 

• Provide commuter parking: Some residents (mostly non-supporters) say that 
residents should not be ‘punished’ because of commuters and that the Council should 
provide a car park for commuters. Aside from the facts that the cost of building car 
parks is ‘prohibitive’ (£12k-£15k per space for a multi-storey and £1,500-£1,750 per 
space for a surface car park excluding land acquisition and project management) and 
that all of those commuters are Southeastern’s customers, some form of on-street 
parking management would still be required in order to encourage commuters to use it 
unless any car parks were provided for use at no charge. 

• Southeastern’s advice: It is not looking to provide parking capacity for its ‘classic’ line 
stations; instead it is looking for its customers to migrate to Ebbsfleet International. 
(Commuters’ comparisons: Travel – Greenhithe to Charing Cross 50mins at £14.10 
return; and Ebbsfleet to St Pancras 17mins at £24.20 return. Parking charges – Car 
parks and on-street for free in Greenhithe (£4/day & £60/month proposed); and 
Ebbsfleet = £8 for a 24hour period or £37 per 7day week.) 


