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Type of activity: Budget Proposals
Lead officer: Tina Brooks

Bob Wenman Head of Streetcare Please include your name,

Approved by: job title, service and directorate

Date completed: January 2015
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review: charging policy If and when applicable

Did you seek advice from the Corporate Policy & Diversity team? Yes

Does the EIA contain any confidential or exempt information that

would prevent you publishing it on the Council’s website? No




1. Equality Impact Assessment Checklist

The Equality Impact Assessment (EIA) is a tool to ensure that your activity meets the
needs of individuals and groups that use your service. It also helps the Council to meet its
legal obligation under the Equality Act 2010 and the Public Sector Equality Duty.

Please complete the following checklist to determine whether or not you will need to
complete an EIA. Please ensure you keep this section for your audit trail. If you have any
guestions, please contact the Corporate Policy and Diversity Team at
diversity@havering.gov.uk

About your activity

1 | Title of activity Changes to fees and charges

2 | Type of activity Budget Proposals/Strategy/Policy

To amend charges for parking activities within the
authority. To provide the amenity of parking spaces for
business and residents to ensure adequate turnover of
parking space and to maintain road safety through
encouraging better driver behaviours.

Changes to price and short stay tariffs to support local
3 | Scope of activity business.

To implement new permitted parking areas and to review
mechanisms used for parking payment including the
introduction of cashless parking facilities.

To make changes to enforcement operations to ensure
compliance with moving traffic regulations and to improve
driving standards.

Is the activity new or

2! changing? Yes.
Is the activity likely to v
. es
4b | have an impact on
individuals or groups?
5 | If you answered yes: Please complete the EIA on the next page.
6 If you answered no: N/A

Tina Brooks Assistant Group Manager Traffic & Parking

Completed by: Services

Date: 12/01/2015



https://www.gov.uk/equality-act-2010-guidance
mailto:diversity@havering.gov.uk

2. Equality Impact Assessment

Background/context:

The Council provides 8422 parking spaces borough wide, off street (2643) on street (779
a number of which are dedicated for use of blue badge holders, in accordance with the
recommended ratio given by the Office for National Statistics) and 5000 resident only
parking spaces.

Parking Spaces are provided to accommodate either long or short stay parking suitable
for each specific area e.g. long stay commuter parking or short stay shopping either on or
off street.

Short stay parking charges are designed to promote the responsible use of the available
parking spaces by shoppers to ensure turnover of space and to promote the local
economy

Permit parking reserves spaces for specific parts of the community e.g. local business or
residents who would otherwise be unable to have reasonable access to parking close to
their properties if space was not controlled through means of a permit system due to
commuter or retail activities. Changes to visitors permits to be considered to allow
purchase of hourly or daily permits. This may be facilitated through cashless parking
providers using virtual permits.

Increases in charges will ensure the costs of providing these services are met; any
surplus income derived from the on street parking service may only be used in
accordance with section 55 of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984, which includes
provision and upgrade of parking facilities, highway and environment provision and
provision of public transport e.g. freedom passes.

It is proposed to review parking charges and the payment mechanisms through upgrading
existing pay and display equipment and to consider the introduction of cashless parking
facilities for all that use parking facilities within the borough.

Cashless parking system will provide an alternative payment mechanism as an
enhancement to customer service. Payment by phone, text or online will eliminate the
need for the driver to have the correct change available upon parking and will provide the
additional facility of allowing a top up payment to be made without the need to return to
the vehicle if the driver is delayed. This service has proven successful in other authorities
where increasing usage of this payment method has led to reduced costs in respect of
machine maintenance and cash collection. The reduced volume of cash collection
improves security of both staff and Council income.

Where free parking sessions are offered for limited time periods this will require motorists
to input vehicle registration numbers at the machines and to place pay and display tickets
within the windscreen of their vehicles.

Currently Blue Badges issued to disabled persons may be used without charge on all
permitted parking bays in the Borough with the exception of specific voucher bays which
are specifically signed. There is no anticipated change to the existing arrangements at
this time.

Parking in Parks




The parking proposals include applying charges to all car parks in parks and changing the
charging arrangements. Before the consultation there were two separate EIAs; one for
car parking in parks and one for Parking. However as car parking in parks was included in
the Parking Budget Consultation, the two EIAs have been merged post consultation and
the impact on park service users is therefore within the scope of this Equality Impact
Assessment.

Parking restrictions in car parks are designed to prevent long term parking by residents,
commuters or shoppers which could be to the determent of parks users. However, we
recognise that parking restrictions do have the potential to displace parking to adjacent
areas and also have cost implications attached to them, which may be detrimental to
others, particularly to disabled residents and people from socio-economic groups.

Current charges

In July 2012, parking charges were successfully introduced in Cottons Park, Lodge Farm
Park (in both Carlton Road and Main Road car parks) and at Upminster Park (in both the
New and Old Windmill Hall car parks) at the following times:

Cottons Park Car Park (Cottons Approach):
Monday — Friday (8:00 — 18:00 hours)

Saturday (8:00 — 18:00 hours)

Lodge Farm Park (Main Road end):

Monday — Friday (8:00 — 18:00 hours)

Saturday (8:00 — 18:00 hours)

Lodge Farm Park (Carlton Road end):
Monday — Friday (8:00 — 18:00 hours)

Saturday (8:00 — 13:00 hours)

New Windmill Hall Car Park (St. Mary’s Lane):
Monday — Friday (8:00 — 18:00 hours)

Saturday (8:00 — 13:00 hours)

Old Windmill Hall Car Park (St. Mary’s Lane):
Monday — Friday (8:00 — 18:00 hours)

Saturday (8:00 — 13:00 hours)

Charges start at 20p for 0-2 hours and go up to £8.00 for 8-12 hours. There is no charge
from 6pm to 8am. Saturday afternoons are free from 1pm (due to sporting events) apart
from Main Road Lodge Farm Park. Sundays are free of charge.

New proposals

It is proposed that new parking charges will replace the charges listed above and be
introduced into the viable parks. A full list of the Parks this might apply to are.

Bedfords Park

Bretons Outdoor Recreation Centre (main)
Bretons Outdoor Recreation Centre (overflow)
Brittons (Ford Lane)

Brittons (Rainham Rd)

Broxhill Centre

Central Park

Cranham Brickfields




Dagnam Park

Gidea Park Sports Ground Depot
Gidea Park Bowls

Hacton Parkway and Playsite

Harold Wood Park (Harold View)
Harold Wood Park (Recreation Ave)
Harrow Lodge Park (Sports Centre)
Harrow Lodge Park (Rainham Rd)
Harrow Lodge Park (Warren Drive)
Haynes Park (Slewings Lane)
Haynes Park (Northumberland Ave)
Hornchurch Country Park (Sqn App)
Hornchurch Country Park (South end Rd
Hylands Park

King Georges Playing Field (r/o café)
King Georges Playing Field (f/o café)
Parklands

Rise Park

Rainham Recreation Ground

The Dell

Tylers Common

Upminster Hall Playing Field
Westlands Playing Fields

It is proposed that the charges will be as follows:

20p for 3 hours;

50p for 3-5 hours;

There will be a maximum stay of 5 hours;

Free on Saturday and Sunday

Charges apply from 8.00am to 6.30pm from Monday to Friday.

No free period at the beginning of a stay but a 10 minutes grace period at the end.

Consultation on Parking Budget Proposals

The Council launched a public consultation on the 2015 — 18 budget proposals on the
29" September which ran for three months closing on 29" December 2014. In addition to
the general Budget Consultation, the Council launched a specific statutory consultation
on proposals related to the Parking Service. There were 364 responses to the Parking
Service consultation of which approximately 44% (159 surveys) were completed on line
and 56% (205 surveys) were completed via a paper copy.

‘Yes’ / ‘No’ (quantitative) questions

There were five ‘Yes’ / ‘N0’ questions as part of the Parking Budget Proposals
Consultation, as follows:

Q1. These proposals would allow for half an hour free parking (20 minutes free parking,
plus 10 minutes ‘grace’ period) in on-street pay and display bays and in car parks outside
Romford. We believe this would support local businesses and shoppers. Do you agree
with this proposal?




Q2. Would you prefer no free period, but lower charges for longer stays?

Q3. Do you agree that parking tariffs should be set in a way that supports short term
parking and deters long-stay commuters (higher charges for longer stays)?

Q4. Do you agree with the proposal that car parking in parks should cost less than it does
in town centre car parks?

Q5. The ‘school run’ causes many issues for pedestrians, parents, children and motorists.
Would you support more parking restrictions and enforcement around schools?

When looking into respondents’ feedback on questions 1 to 5, the data shows that of
those who answered the question:

Q1 - 57% of respondents agreed with the proposal for half an hour free parking (20
minutes free parking, plus 10 minutes ‘grace’ period) in on-street pay and display bays
and in car parks outside Romford, white 38% disagreed.

Q2 — 62% disagreed with the proposal of no free period but lower charges for longer
stays, while 29% agreed with the proposal.

Q3 — 74% agreed that parking tariffs should be set in a way that supports short term
parking and deters long-stay commuters (higher charges for longer stays), while 18%
disagreed.

Q4 — 80% agreed that car parking in parks should cost less than it does in town centre
car parks, 12% disagreed.

Q5 — 73% are supportive of more parking restrictions and enforcement around schools,
while 23% are against the proposal.

Bar chart illustrating the percentage of Yes/No responses for the 5 questions listed
above

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Q1 57% 38% 59
Q2 29% 62%

i M Yes

H No

Q3 74% 18% 8%

| = Unanswered
Q4 80% 12% 9%
Q5 73% 23% 49

Open ended (qualitative) questions




Additionally, there were three open ended questions that respondents were invited to
comment on:

Q6. The proposals would amend the arrangements for a number of parking permits used
by residents and businesses in certain circumstances. Do you have any comments on
these proposals?

Q7. The Council wants to help local people park near their homes. If you have any
requests for additional parking bays, residents’ parking schemes or changes to parking
restrictions in your local area, please list them here and we will consider them (subject to
separate, local consultation).

Q8. Do you have any other comments on the parking proposals and strategy that you
have not addressed in previous responses?

Of the 364 responses to the consultation, 232 respondents provided answers to the open
ended question in the survey (Q8). Of these, the majority of comments (158) were
referring to parking in parks and were against this proposal.

The feedback on the Parking Service has been considered by Cabinet in January and is
reflected in this Equality Impact Assessment that will inform the final decision on the
parking proposals in February.

Age: Consider the full range of age groups

Please tick (v) the | Overall impact:
relevant box:

It is envisaged the proposals will impact positively on all age groups

Positive who wish to visit the outlying town centres.

Neutral v The introduction of a free limited stay tariff will allow for shorter visits

and a greater turnover of parking space availability which will
particularly benefit the public who will have improved opportunities
to park.

Further positive impact will arise from increased enforcement
around schools to improve driver behaviours and road safety.

Parking in Parks

Parking restrictions in unrestricted car parks are designed to prevent
long term parking by residents, commuters or shoppers which could
be to the determent of parks users.

Negative

It is envisaged that the proposals will impact positively on all age
groups who wish to use the Borough’s parks, but particularly older
people, people with disabilities and parents / carers with young
children; as they will have greater chance of being able to park their
cars in the parks where charges are to be introduced.

There were a number of comments in the budget consultation




survey about the impact of charges in Parks on the Walking for
Health Programme, which is primarily attended by an older
demographic. This group may therefore be disproportionately
affected by the proposals.

Evidence:

No data on the age profile of service users is available, so we have used the available
diversity profile data of the Borough and respondents’ diversity profile (where disclosed)
to inform our proposals and EIA.

Age profile of Havering’'s population:

Percentage of

2013 Number population (%)
All persons 242,080 100.0
0-4 years 14,808 6.1
5-10 years 16,867 7.0
11-17 years 20,445 8.5
18-24 years 21,048 8.7
25-64 years 124,097 51.3
65-84 years 38,306 15.8
85+ years 6,509 2.7

(Source: 2013 Mid-year population estimates, Office of National Statistics)

Age profile of Parking proposals consultation respondents:

13-24 4 1%
25-44 61 17%
45-64 125 34%
65+ 142 39%
Unanswered 32 9%
Total 364 100%

(Source: Parking proposals consultation, 2014)

The comparison of the age profile of Havering’s population with respondents’ age profile
shows that 51% of respondents are of working age (25-64) which is comparable to the
proportion of working age residents in the Borough (51.3%) and therefore could be
concluded that the results from the survey are a representative reflection of their views.
From the above data it is also evident that the views of residents aged 24 or below are
underrepresented as only 1% of respondents were from this age group. Respondents
who are 65 and over, on the other hand are over-represented (39%) compared to the
Borough profile (18.5% of Havering’s population are in this age group).

When looking into responses to Council’s short- and long-term parking proposals (Q1, Q2
and Q3), the majority of respondents were supportive of short-term parking proposals and
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agreed with Council’s approach to deter long-term parking. Of the minority of respondents
who were concerned with Council’s proposals on short- and long-term parking, those
aged 25-64 were over-represented. However, their proportion wasn’t disproportionately
higher that respondents aged 25-64 who were supportive of the proposals.

In terms of the question on parking restrictions and enforcement around schools (Q5),
while the majority of respondents (74%) were in favour of the proposal, 23% disagreed.
Of those who weren’t supportive of the proposal, the majority were aged 24-44 or 45-6,
which could be explained with the fact that they are more likely to have children of school
age.

Of those who responded to the question related to parking charges in parks (Q4), a great
majority (80%) were supportive of lower parking charges in parks thank town centre car
parks. However, it's also worth considering the qualitative feedback on Q8 inviting for
further comments.

Of the 364 responses to the consultation, 232 respondents provided answers to the open
ended question in the survey (Q8). Of these, the majority of comments (158) were
referring to proposed changes to parking charges in parks and were against this proposal,
particularly where Havering Walking for Health schemes were operating or at the Leisure
Centres. Of those, 56% were aged 25-64, followed by 38% 65+, and 2% 13-24.

Respondents aged 65 and over are over-represented in the survey (both qualitative and
guantitative responses) and working age respondents are slightly over-represented in the
gualitative responses. This over-representation could be due to the perception of these
age groups that they will be negatively affected through proposed charges, including
charging in parks and at leisure centres. .

Sources used:
2013 Mid-year population estimates, Office of National Statistics

LB Havering Public Consultation on the 2015 — 18 budget proposals and Parking
proposals consultation, 2014

Mayor of London The Outer London Commission (2012): Second Report

London Councils report The Relevance of Parking in the Success of Urban Town Centres,
2012

Disability: Consider the full range of disabilities; including physical mental, sensory and
progressive conditions

Please tick (v) | Overall impact:
the relevant
box: Currently Blue Badges issued to disabled persons may be used without

charge on all bays in the Borough with the exception of specific

Positive voucher bays which are clearly signed. There is no anticipated change




Neutral

Negative

to the existing arrangements at this time.

The introduction of a free limited stay tariff will allow for shorter visits by
the general public and in turn allow greater turnover of parking space
which may particularly benefit people with disabilities who will have
improved opportunities to park.

In terms of the proposal to introduce a cashless parking system and
usage of mobile phones as an extra means of payment, there is no
anticipated negative impact as these new arrangements will be
supplementing current payment mechanisms.

Parking in Parks

Parking restrictions in unrestricted car parks are designed to prevent
long term parking by residents, commuters or shoppers which could be
to the determent of parks users.

It is envisaged that the proposals will impact positively on all age
groups who wish to use the Borough’s parks, but particularly older
people, people with disabilities and parents / carers with young
children; as they will have greater chance of being able to park their
cars in the parks where charges are to be introduced.

Disabled Badge Holders must pay for parking unless the vehicle is
exempt from road tax and has a tax classification DISABLED in which
case 3 hours free is permitted with normal charges applying after 3
hours.

Disabled customers are not restricted to using disabled bays only and
may use any car parking bay in a car park, excluding of course,
motorcycle bays if not used for the purpose of parking such a vehicle,
or bays set aside for permit holders only.

Evidence:

Comprehensive data on disability profile of service users is unavailable so comments are
based on available disability profile data of Havering’s population and respondents’
disability profile data (where disclosed) .

Disability profile of Havering’s population:

Based on 2011 Census data, 8.2% of the Havering residents have a long term heath
problem or disability (day to day activities limited a lot) and further 9% have a long term
heath problem or disability (day to day activities limited a little).

According to the Annual Population survey (2012-13), 31,400 (21%) working age people
(16-64) and 22,320 (52%) of older people (65+ years old) living in Havering have a
disability or long term iliness/health condition.
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Disability profile of Parking proposals consultation respondents:

lliness or

disability Count Percentage
Yes 47 13%
No 261 72%
Unanswered 56 15%
Total 364 100%

(Source: Parking proposals consultation, 2014)

As seen from the above data, the views of disabled residents are under-represented in
the survey results as only 13% of respondents who responded to the disability question
have a disability / long-term illness. It's worth noting that the numbers of respondents
disclosing their disability is very small (47 respondents) and further 56 (15%) respondents
chose not to disclose their disability. It is therefore hard to draw conclusions based on the
available data.

Analysis of responses to Q1, Q2, Q3 and Q4, shows that both respondents with and
without disabilities are generally supportive with Council’s proposals. Fewer disabled
respondents are concerned about a no free parking period and a smaller charge for a
longer period of time compared to respondents without disabilities. This is probably
because many disabled people are Blue Badge holders. However, a slightly higher
number (40) of disabled residents were in favour of more parking restrictions and
enforcements around schools. This may be because more restrictions could help improve
accessibility to schools.

Of the 364 responses to the consultation, 232 respondents provided answers to the open
ended question in the survey (Q8). Of these, the majority of comments (158) were
referring to proposed changes to parking charges in parks and were against this proposal.
Of the 158, 14% stated they had a long standing illness or disability, which is lower than
the disability profile of the Borough.

Sources used:

2011 Census, Office of National Statistics
2012/13 Annual Population Survey, Office of National Statistics

LB Havering Public Consultation on the 2015 — 18 budget proposals and Parking
proposals consultation, 2014

Sex/gender: Consider both men and women

Please tick (v) | Overall impact:
the relevant
box: Although no data on sex/gender profile of service users is currently

available, the breakdown of responses to the survey does indicate that

Positive more women than men are concerned about lower charges for longer
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Neutral | stays in car parking in park_s. This could potentially be influenced by
taking family members (children) to the park. Also, women are less
supportive of more parking restrictions and enforcement at schools
compared to men, which could partly be because women are more
likely to be responsible for taking their children at school.

Negative

Evidence:

No data on sex/gender profile of service users is currently available so comments are
based on gender profile of Havering’s population and respondents’ gender profile data
(where disclosed)

Gender profile of Havering’s population:

Percentage of population

2013 Number %

All persons 242,080 100.0
Male 116,232 48.0
Female 125,848 52.0

(Source: 2013 Mid-year population estimates, Office of National Statistics)

Gender profile of Parking proposals consultation respondents:

Male 164 45%
Female 172 47%
Unanswered 28 8%
Total 364 100%

(Source: Parking proposals Consultation, 2014)

Of those respondents to the survey who disclosed their gender, 47% were female and
45% were male (8% did not disclose their gender), compared to respectively 52% female
residents and 48% male residents in the Borough. While based on the disclosed data, the
views of both men and women seem to be under-represented, it should be noted that 8%
did not disclose their gender profile so it’s likely that the results from the survey are fairly
representative of residents (both men and women) living in the Borough.

When looking into responses to Council’s short- and long-term parking proposals (Q1, Q2
and Q3), the majority of both male and female respondents were supportive of short-term
parking proposals and agreed with Council’s approach to deter long-term parking.

More women than men agreed with lower charges for longer stays (Q2) and that car
parking in parks should cost less than car parking in town centre car parks (Q4). This
could potentially be influenced by taking family members (children) to the park.

Also, in terms of Q5, while the majority of women (as well as men) were supportive of
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more parking restrictions and enforcement at schools, almost one third (27%) of female
respondents disagreed with the proposal, which could partly be because women are more
likely to be responsible for taking their children at school.

Of the 364 responses to the consultation, 232 respondents provided answers to the open
ended question in the survey (Q8). Of these, the majority of comments (158) were
referring to proposed changes to parking charges in parks and were against this proposal.
Of the 158, 52% are female and 45% are male (3% not stated).

Sources used:
2013 Mid-year population estimates, Office of National Statistics

LB Havering Public Consultation on the 2015 — 18 budget proposals and Parking
proposals consultation, 2014

London Councils report The Relevance of Parking in the Success of Urban Town
Centres, 2012

Ethnicity/race: Consider the impact on different ethnic groups and nationalities

Please tick (v) | Overall impact:
the relevant
box: The impact based on ethnicity or national group is not known

Positive

Neutral v’

Negative

Evidence:

Comprehensive data on ethnicity or nationality of service users is currently unavailable so
we have based our assessment on available ethnicity profile of Havering’'s population and
respondents’ ethnicity profile.

Ethnicity profile of Havering’s population:

2011 Ethnic % total
Groups Count population
White 207,949 87.66
Asian or Asian

British 11,545 4.87
Black or Black

British 11,481 4.84
Mixed Ethnic

Background 4,933 2.08

13




Other Ethnic
Group 1324 0.56
(Source: 2011 Census, ONS)

Ethnicity profile of Parking proposals consultation respondents:

Survey Ethnic

Group Count Percentage
White 291 80%
Asian or Asian

British 3 1%
Black or Black

British 7 2%
Mixed background 3 1%
Other ethnic

group 2 1%
Prefer not to say 15 4%
Unanswered 43 12%
Total 364 100%

(Source: Parking proposals consultation, 2014)

16% of consultation respondents preferred not to disclose their ethnicity. Of those who
responded to the ethnicity question, 80% were White compared to just below 88% White
residents living in the Borough. Of known Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) respondents,
2% were Black or Black British (compared to just below 5% of residents), 1% were Asian
or Asian British (compared to just below 5% of residents) and 1% were from Mixed
heritage (compared to 2% of residents). As seen above, the views of all ethnic groups,
including White and BME groups, apart from the Other Ethnic Group, are under-
represented in the survey. It's worth noting, however, that the number of BME
respondents is very small (15) and further 58 (16%) respondents did not disclose their
ethnic background. It is therefore hard to draw conclusions based on the available data.

Of the 364 responses to the consultation, 232 respondents provided answers to the open
ended question in the survey (Q8). Of these, the majority of comments (158) were
referring to proposed changes to parking charges in parks and were against this proposal.
Of the 158, 84%(133 respondents) were White and 13% (21 respondents) preferred not to
disclose their ethnic background and 6% were Blank.

Sources used:
2011 Census, Office of National Statistics
2012/13 Annual Population Survey, Office of National Statistics

London Councils report The Relevance of Parking in the Success of Urban Town
Centres,2012

Religion/faith: Consider people from different religions or beliefs including those with no
religion or belief
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Please tick (v) | Overall impact:

the relevant

box: No data available.

Positive There is no evidence to suggest that the proposals will have a
disproportionate impact on this protected characteristic.

Neutral v

Negative

Evidence:

No data available.

Sources used:

N/A

Sexual orientation: Consider people who are heterosexual, lesbian, gay or bisexual

Please tick (v) the
relevant box:

Overall impact:

- No data available.
Positive
P P There is no evidence to suggest that the proposals will have a
disproportionate impact on this protected characteristic.
Negative
Evidence:

No data available.

Sources used:

N/A
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Gender reassignment: Consider people who are seeking, undergoing or have received
gender reassignment surgery, as well as people whose gender identity is different from
their gender at birth

Please tick (v) | Overall impact:
the relevant
box:

- No data available.
Positive

P There is no evidence to suggest that the proposals will have a

Neutral disproportionate impact on this protected characteristic.
Negative
Evidence:

No data available.

Sources used:

N/A

Marriage/civil partnership: Consider people in a marriage or civil partnership

Please tick (v) | Overall impact:

the relevant

box: No data available.

Positive There is no evidence to suggest that the proposals will have a
disproportionate impact on this protected characteristic.

Neutral v’

Negative

Evidence:

No data available.
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Sources used:

N/A

Pregnancy, maternity and paternity: Consider those who are pregnant and those who
are undertaking maternity or paternity leave

Please tick (v)
the relevant
box:

Positive

Neutral v

Negative

Overall impact:
No data available.

Parking in Parks

Parking restrictions in unrestricted car parks are designed to prevent
long term parking by residents, commuters or shoppers which could be
to the determent of parks users.

It is envisaged that the proposals will impact positively on all age
groups who wish to use the Borough’s parks, but particularly older
people, people with disabilities and parents / carers with young
children; as they will have greater chance of being able to park their
cars in the parks where charges are to be introduced.

However, we do recognise that introduced charges are likely to
negatively affect parents with children, particularly low income families
and lone parents.

No data is available.

Sources used:

N/A

Socio-economic status: Consider those who are from low income or financially excluded

backgrounds

Please tick (v)
the relevant
box:

Overall impact:

The increased charges for longer term parking may have a negative
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Positive

Neutral

Negative | v~

effect on those on low income or financially excluded backgrounds,
however, free limited stay parking may be seen as of value for short
visits to shops etc.

Parking in Parks

An introduction or increase of charges for car parking and the number
of car parks this applies to in the Borough is likely to have negative
impact on people on low incomes or who are from financially excluded
backgrounds. In particular this could impact those that live and visit
parks in the most deprived areas of the Borough, including older and
disabled residents and their carers.

This was demonstrated in the budget/parking consultation for 2015-
2018 where 44% of the total survey responses objected to the
introduction of charges in parks citing the impact on public health and
well-being.

Evidence:

No socio-economic data of service users is currently available.

Parking in Parks

The table below lists the new Parks (in addition to those that already have car parking
charges) to be affected, the ward of the park and the Ward’s deprivation rank. Residents
who live and visit parks in the more deprived areas of the borough such as Gooshays,
Heaton, Havering Park and Brooklands may be disproportionately affected by the

proposal.

Parks breakdown by ward and deprivation rank:

Park Ward Deprivation Rank of
Ward
Central Park Gooshays 1
Dagnam Park Gooshays 1
Broxhill Park Heaton 2
Bedfords Park Havering Park 4
Westlands Playing Fields Brooklands 5
Harold Wood Park Harold Wood 7
Tylers Common Harold Wood 7
Rainham Recreation Ground Qﬂgzﬂgtggd 8
King Georges Playing Field | Mawneys 9
Bretons Outdoor Recreation | EIm Park 10
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Centre

Brittons Elm Park 10
The Dell St Andrews 11
Harrow Lodge Park Hylands 12
Hylands Park Hylands 12
giedpeoa; Park Sports Ground Pettits 13
Rise Park Pettits 13
Haynes Park Squirells Heath 14
Egc;/t;?eParkway and Hacton 15
Hornchurch Country Park Hacton 15
Cranham Brickfields Cranham 17
Upminster Hall Playing Field | Cranham 17
Parklands Upminster 18

N.b. Rank 1 = Most deprived ward, rank 18 = least deprived ward.
Table of Index of Multiple Deprivation by Lower Super Output Area in Havering Wards.
Department of Communities and Local Government, 2011

The majority of respondents to the consultation were from the following areas RM12 (23%

or 83 respondents), RM11 (14% or 52 respondents) and RM14 (11% or 40 respondents).
As seen from the below map, these postcodes relate but are not limited to: Hacton, Elm
Park, Hylands, St Andrew’s and Squirrel Heath wards.

Postcode areas of respondents overlaid with Council wards map:
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Of the 364 responses to the consultation, 232 respondents provided answers to the open
ended question in the survey (Q8). Of these, the majority of comments (158) were
referring to proposed changes to parking charges in parks and were against this proposal.
Of the 158, 105 respondents provided their postcodes which enabled us to identify the
wards they live in. The table below shows that 16% (17 respondents) were from Hacton,
13% (14 respondents) were from EIm Park, 11% (12 respondents) were from Hylands and
10% (10 respondents) are from St Andrew’s ward.

Respondents’ breakdowns by ward:

Wards count percentage
Hacton 17 16%
Elm Park 14 13%
Hylands 12 11%
St Andrew's 10 10%
Squirrel's Heath 7 7%
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Upminster 7 7%
Harold Wood 7 7%
Pettits 6 6%
Cranham 5 5%
South Hornchurch 5 5%
Emerson Park 4 4%
Romford Town 4 4%
Brooklands 2 2%
Havering Park 2 2%
Gooshays 1 1%
Mawneys 1 1%
Rainham and

Wennington 1 1%
Grand Total 105 100.00%

From the above data it can be seen that the majority of residents who were against the
parking proposals in parks were from Hacton, Elm Park, Hylands, St Andrew’s wards
which are situated in the middle of the Borough deprivation ranks. It is possible many of
the objections received from these areas are related to the leisure centres which are
situated in the parks.

Sources used:
LB Havering Public Consultation on the 2015 — 18 budget proposals.

Table of Index of Multiple Deprivation by Lower Super Output Area in Havering Wards.
Communities and Local Government, 2011




Action Plan

In this section you should list the specific actions that set out how you will address any negative equality impacts you have identified

in this assessment.

Protected
characteristic

Identified
negative impact

Action taken to
mitigate impact*

Outcomes and
monitoring**

Timescale

Lead officer

Socio-
economic
status and
multiple
disadvantage

Disproportionate
impact on low
income or
financially
excluded
backgrounds;
potential
disproportionate
impact due to
multiple
disadvantage
(e.g. lone parents
with young
children)

If the proposals
are implemented,
they will be
regularly
monitored
through surveys
and monitoring of
usage.

Changes will also
be communicated
to the public via
the Councils
website and
public notices

Any potential or likely
negative impact is
minimised

Assessment to be
reviewed in a year’'s
time

Bob Wenman

* You should include details of any future consultations you will undertake to mitigate negative impacts

** Monitoring: You should state how the negative impact will be monitored; how regularly it will be monitored; and who will be
monitoring it (if this is different from the lead officer).
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Review
Group Manager Parking Services to carry out annual review.
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