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1. Introduction 
1.1. Battle Town Council (BTC), through the East Sussex Highways (ESH) Community Highways 

programme, has applied for a feasibility study to be carried out on options to improve parking  
along Coronation Gardens, Battle. BTC report that due to there being insufficient formal 
parking along Coronation Gardens, vehicles are being parked on the existing verges, resulting 
in the formation of deep ruts and uneven ground. BTC are concerned that in this condition the 
verges are dangerous and present a risk to pedestrians, particularly at night.   

1.2. BTC request that consideration be given to the introduction of surface materials that would 
allow parking but restore safety for pedestrians, including Grasscrete and flexible surfacing, 
but are open to alternative suggestions.  

1.3. The purpose of this report is to review the available data and assess the site to determine 
what options, if any, are available. This review will then seek to provide an indication of 
potential costs to implement any scheme option that may arise from the study as well as risks 
to the delivery of this.  This will help BTC decide whether to make a formal application for 
Community Match funding at a later date. 

2. Objective of Scheme 
2.1. BTC report that the Town Councillor, Cllr Brown, has received complaints from the residents 

about the state of the verges along Coronation Gardens.  

2.2. The objective of the scheme is to improve parking provision along Coronation Gardens and 
prevent damage to the existing verges, in turn improving the safety of pedestrians. 

2.3. Measures to improve the situation are supported by the County / District Councillor, Cllr Field.  

3. Existing Situation 
General 

3.1. Coronation Gardens is a circular residential road linking with Marley Gardens at either end. 

3.2. The road is a single carriageway and is within a 30mph speed limit. The length of the road 
measures approximately 620m. 

3.3. The road has a rural feel with an abundance of grass verge along both sides along much of its 
length. A footway is provided along the inner side over the whole length and along 
approximately 65% of the northern side, starting just north of its junction with Marley Close. 



3.4. Limited street lighting is provided at the eastern end of the road between its junction with 
Marley Gardens and a small suite of garages adjacent to property No. 34.  No lighting is 
provided along the remaining length. 

3.5. Over the majority of its length the existing road measures approximately 4.8m in width with 
combined footway / verges either side measuring approximately 3m in width. 

3.6. Most of the properties at the western end benefit from off-street parking but there is very 
limited off-street parking at the eastern end.  Currently the only formal parking is by way of a 
suite of 7 garage units adjacent to No. 34, opposite of which is a formal layby.  

3.7. It is evident that vehicle ownership exceeds the amount of formal parking available, resulting 
in vehicles being parked along the side of the road and also on the existing verges.  

3.8. Figure 1 shows the location of Coronation Gardens. 

` 

 
Figure 1 – Site location  

 

3.9. ESCC Road Safety have advised that previous attempts to restrict parking by the installation 
of bollards within the verges has been unsuccessful, resulting in damaged bollards becoming 
hazards themselves. 

3.10. A site visit was undertaken on 22 March 2021. Damage to the verges caused by parking was 
evident along two lengths, the eastern verge between Marley Gardens and Queen Elizabeth 
Close (Section 1) and the inner verge adjacent to the garage units (Section 2).  

3.11. A third length of verge adjacent to the recreation ground (Section 3) was showing evidence of 
damage but recent attempts appear to have been made to repair this with topsoil.  

3.12. The following images indicate the condition of the verges during the site visit:- 
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Image 1 – Section 1 - damage to verge at eastern end of road. 

 

 

Image 2 – Section 2 - evidence of recent repairs to damaged verge adjacent to the recreation 
ground. 

 



 
Image 3 – Section 3 - damaged verge and car parking adjacent to garage units. 

 

Speed Limit 

3.13. The speed limit along the whole of Coronation Gardens is 30mph. 

 

Crash Data 

3.14. Crash data has been obtained from the Sussex Safer Roads Partnership for the 5-year period 
ending 22 March 2021. During this time no crashes were recorded along Coronation Gardens. 

 

4. Scheme Review 
 

4.1. A site visit was carried out on 22 March 2021 to walk the site, take measurements and check 
the feasibility of options to resolve the issues associated with vehicles being parked on the 
verge / footway. The information gathered was used to undertake this review and assess 
possible options.  

4.2. Five options have been considered to prevent damage to the verge and / or improve parking 
along Sections 1 and 2 and an assessment of each option is discussed below. The options 
considered are:- 
 
 Option 1 - Remove the on-street parking over the affected sections by Traffic Order; 
 Option 2 - Provide a formal half-off / half-on parking arrangement; 
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 Option 3 - Widen the road along one side to provide a formal 1.8m wide layby, retain 
the existing, narrow, footways; 

 Option 4 - Widen the road along both sides, retaining the 4.8m road width, provide a 
1.8m wide layby on one side and provide minimum 2m wide footways both sides; 

 Option 5 – low-cost solution – repair damaged verges with an off-the-shelf product 
e.g. precast concrete or recycled plastic units. Retain existing kerbing. 

 
Option 1 
 

4.3. This option would be the cheapest and easiest (in terms of physical work) to implement, 
involving the introduction of double yellow lines and / or the introduction of a second Traffic 
Order to make it illegal to park on the verge / footway.  

4.4. This should deter drivers from indiscriminate parking but these measures are unlikely to be 
popular and enforcement is likely to be irregular. 

4.5. The main issue with this option is that being a rural, residential road, drivers are used to 
parking their vehicles where space is available and, as such, it is unlikely that the introduction 
of parking restrictions by Traffic Order alone would be sufficient to change driver behaviour. 
This is likely to result in the problem persisting. Added to this is the knowledge that Traffic 
Orders are unlikely to be enforced except on rare occasions. As such it is unlikely that this 
option would solve the problem. 

4.6. For these reasons it is not recommended that this option is progressed. 
 
Option 2 
 

4.7. This option proposes to make improvements to the current parking provision by formally 
allowing drivers to park half-off / half-on the verges. With this option the verges would be 
replaced with either flexible material or other materials, such as Grasscrete units, to provide 
a surface that is suitable for vehicular loading. The existing footways would be retained 
unaltered. 

4.8. It is usual to replace the existing kerbing with splay kerbing where this type of parking is 
permitted to ensure that vehicle tyres are not damaged when parking. 

4.9. The site inspection confirmed that there is sufficient verge width available to provide this type 
of layout.  

4.10. With this Option vehicles would be permitted to park in this fashion subject to the processing 
of a Traffic Order, and the limits of the permitted parking would be marked on the ground 
similar to the following image of a similar arrangement in Eastbourne:- 
 
 



 
 
 Image 4 – official layout permitting vehicles to be parked on the footway.  

 
4.11. Although this option appears to offer a relatively simple solution to the current problems 

there are a number of potential safety concerns that need to be taken into consideration when 
determining whether or not to progress with such a layout as follows:- 

 The effectiveness of the marked bays would be dependent on driver compliance and 
ultimately the level of enforcement that the markings are likely to receive. The bays 
indicated in Image 4 are within a controlled parking area very close to the centre of 
Eastbourne Town Centre and therefore uniformity in vehicles parking wholly within 
the marked area is regulated. Parking along Coronation Gardens would not be 
enforced and therefore there is little to deter vehicles from being parked over the 
back of the markings on the footway, which would lead to obstruction of the wider 
footway and resultant safety concerns.  

 As there is no enforcement, the markings would receive minimal maintenance and as 
they wear, drivers will lose guidance on correct positioning leading to the problem 
already highlighted.  

 Due to the semi-rural nature of the area partially sighted pedestrians may not be 
expecting such an arrangement and experience difficulty in navigating through the 
area of partial footway parking. 

 With limited street lighting drivers manoeuvring at night may not be aware that 
pedestrians are present. 
 

4.12. Whilst this option appears to offer a good solution to the problem it is unlikely that the layout 
would be accepted by ESCC due to the safety concerns identified above. As such it is not 
recommended that this option is progressed further. 
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Option 3 
 
4.13. This option proposes to create additional, formal, on-street laybys by removal of the verges 

to widen the road along one side. This would involve the removal of the existing kerbing and 
installation of new kerbing set approximately 1800mm back to create additional lengths of 
formal layby.  

4.14. This would be achievable over two lengths. The first length is along the eastern side of the 
Coronation Gardens between Queen Elizabeth Close and its eastern junction with Marley 
Gardens (Section 1), a length of approximately 128m. This equates to approximately 21 car 
parking spaces. 

4.15. The other length is along the northern side of Coronation Gardens immediately adjacent to 
the recreation ground (Section 3). In this location a layby measuring approximately 90m could 
be provided, equating to approximately 15 car parking spaces. 

4.16. The width of the existing footways, measuring approximately 1.2m, would remain unaltered 
but this could be considered a safety issue as there would be less space for pedestrians to 
manoeuvre to avoid impact with open vehicle doors. To mitigate against this it is 
recommended that consideration be given to acquiring a strip of land immediately behind the 
footways so that these can be widened to a minimum of 1.8m. 

4.17. This option would be expensive to construct but would provide the formal parking 
arrangements sought.  

4.18. It is important to note that whilst on site the presence of a number of BT chambers were 
observed to be in the existing verges and these would require alteration if this option was 
developed though to construction. At this stage it is not known what apparatus is located 
within the chambers or what alterations would be necessary, but the risk is highlighted as 
alterations to BT apparatus can be extremely costly. In addition, it is likely that UKPN 
apparatus (electricity cables) is present in some, if not all, of the verges, which, again, is likely 
to require alteration. 

4.19. Due to the presence of Statutory Undertakers apparatus early consultation with the Statutory 
Undertakers is strongly recommended in order to determine the impact of the works on 
existing apparatus and the likely alteration costs. 

4.20. This option would involve excavation of the existing verge, laying of new concrete kerbing 
along the back of the new layby, widening of the existing carriageway and footway works.  

4.21. If additional land can be acquired to widen the footways this option would deliver the required 
parking facilities and retain pedestrian safety and, as such, is likely to receive support from 
ESCC. 

4.22. An estimate of the cost of implementing these measures is provided in the Section 5 – Scheme 
Costs. This estimate assumes that additional land is available in which to widen the footways. 
 
 
Option 4 

 
4.23. This option proposes to create the formal, on-street laybys as discussed in Option 3 above but 

involves the widening of Coronation Gardens along both sides of the road through both 
Sections 1 and 3. This type of layout would remove the verges along both sides and create 
additional road space in which to provide a 1.8m wide layby along one side whilst retaining 
the existing 4.8m wide carriageway. Footways approximately 2.1m wide would be provided 
along both sides. No additional land would be required. 



4.24. This option would provide the safest layout and would not require any additional land, but 
would also be the most expensive to construct. The benefit of incurring this additional cost 
against the cost of acquiring an additional strip of land with Option 3 would need to be 
evaluated but initial views are that the additional cost would not be considered good value 
for money. As such it is recommended that early consideration be given to acquiring the land 
required for Option 3 first as this is likely to be the more cost-efficient option. 
 
Option 5  
 

4.25. The remit of this feasibility study is to investigate options to improve the parking provision 
along Coronation Gardens and introduce measures that prevent the damage currently caused 
to the verges. Option 3 above delivers a potential solution to this but ESH have also considered 
a simple low-key option to repair the verges only. This option does not make any provision for 
parking but would resolve the safety concerns associated with the uneven verge caused by 
errant parking.  

4.26. The option suggests that the verges are repaired using an off-the-shelf product that is 
designed for such use. Several products are available including Grasscrete and Netpave which 
are precast concrete / recycled plastic units. These units are laid on a minimum 150mm thick 
sub-base material and infilled with either gravel or topsoil / grass-seed to provide a more level 
surface that will withstand the occasional loading of a vehicle wheel. The existing kerbing 
would be retained unaltered.  

4.27. Whilst appearing to be a simple and logical solution to the current problems this option does 
not deliver any improvement to the parking arrangement and vehicles are still most likely to 
be parked half on / half off the verges. This would require drivers to bump up the kerbing, a 
situation that would not be supported by ESCC Road Safety or ESCC Asset Management team. 
As such it is extremely unlikely that ESCC would contribute towards the cost of this option. 

4.28. If the Parish consider this to be an option they would like to develop further it is strongly 
recommended that early discussion is held between the Parish and ESCC first to confirm the 
level of support that would be available. 
 
 
Additional works 
 

4.29. It was noted on site that the existing verge immediately adjacent to the garages (Section 2) 
was in poor condition due to vehicles being parked on it (Image 3 above). Consideration has 
been given to the construction of a formal layby here but as this lies on the inside of the bend, 
parked vehicles would introduce visibility problems. This, in turn, would increase the risk of 
collision and because of this safety concern it is unlikely that ESCC would support such a 
measure.  

4.30. It is recommended, instead, that measures are introduced to ensure that this corner is kept 
clear of parked vehicles. This could be achieved by installing concrete bollards at regular 
intervals around the bend.  

4.31. The installation of bollards would give the opportunity to improve the condition of this verge 
with imported topsoil and seed. 
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5. Scheme Costs 
Construction Cost 

5.1. An outline estimate of the cost of improving the parking provision along Sections 1and 3 has 
been prepared based on the measures identified in Option 3 above and the installation of 
bollards in Section 2.  For the purposes of this estimate it has been assumed that additional 
land is available allowing the footways to be widened to 1.8m. This estimate includes the 
following:- 

 

 Re-alignment of the existing kerbing between Marley gardens and Queen Elizabeth 
Close and adjacent to the recreation ground, lengths of approximately 128m and 90m 
respectively, to create new on-street parking laybys; 

 Full-depth carriageway construction including earthworks; 

 Kerbing and Footway works; 

 Drainage alterations; 

 Traffic signing and road markings;  

 Installation of new bollards and verge works to tidy up the existing verge adjacent to 
the garages. 

 

5.2. Implementation of a scheme of this nature on this road will require traffic management, given 
that the existing carriageway widths may prevent construction activities taking place whilst 
safely providing a route for traffic to pass. It is unlikely that the contractor would be restricted 
to using traffic management during off-peak hours only so the estimate has been prepared 
assuming standard working hours. If restricted working hours were required this is likely to 
increase the cost of the works as they would take longer to construct.  

5.3. The estimated cost of delivering a scheme of this nature would be in the region of £110,000 
although this does not include for the following costs which would be additional:- 

 

 The cost of any alterations to Statutory Undertakers apparatus. 

 The cost of acquiring additional land. 

 

Design and Supervision Cost 

5.4. The construction cost provided above is exclusive of design and supervision costs. These costs 
cover the development of the design from concept through to implementation of a scheme 
and post construction. Typical activities will include (where appropriate): 

i. Procurement of topographical survey; 

ii. Stakeholder consultation during design development; 

iii. Preparation of preliminary design; 

iv. Undertake Environmental Review/Assessment; 

v. Undertake Stage 1 road safety audit; 

vi. Provide support to Parish during consultation process (assumed to be led by EHHPC) 

vii. Preparation of detailed design;  



viii. Undertake stage 2 road safety audit; 

ix. Preparation of contract documents (drawings and specification) 

x. Preparation of health and safety package to support construction phase; 

xi. Site supervision during construction phase; 

xii. Undertake Stage 3 road safety audit; following completion of works; 

xiii. Update health and safety documents and asset register post construction. 

5.5. It is envisaged that the typical cost for design and supervision will be in the region of £25,000. 
The estimate includes an allowance for County Council time to undertake a Road Safety 
Audit/Review. It has been assumed that no objections to the proposals will be made and no 
significant alterations to the design will be required following the relevant processes given 
that the community would be supportive of the scheme 

5.6. The level of design support will vary depending on the scale and complexity of the measures. 
It is assumed the local community will be in support of the measures. Previous experience has 
shown that schemes where the communities have not been supportive of the proposals result 
in longer design processes as further consultation and re-iteration of the designs are required. 

5.7. Should the Town Council wish to progress with a scheme an itemised design and supervision 
cost will be provided 

 
 

Risks to delivering scheme 

5.8. The following table summarises the risks identified in delivering this package of measures. 

 

Table 1: Risks to delivery  

Risks Mitigation Measures 
Capital Cost to implement scheme 
considered too high for County Council to 
part fund  ( maximum ESCC contribution is 
£50,000). 

Early engagement with County Council 
Offices through Community Match 
Application process 

Scheme not supported by the community 
leading to increased design time and cost 
to address objections to the project.   

Town Council to conduct earlier stakeholder 
engagement before application stage to 
ensure there is support to the project.  

Scheme not supported by Statutory 
bodies and stakeholder groups, including 
ESCC Road Safety leading to abortive 
design costs or protracted design phase 
to re-develop options or address 
objections to the project. 

Early engagement with stakeholder groups 
is required to establish if the principals of 
the scheme are acceptable, preferably 
before application stage. 

 

Insufficient details of the site, such as 
underground apparatus and base mapping 
data to sufficiently develop a design to 
give confidence in scheme costs. 

Appropriate risk/contingency made. This 
will be reviewed at each stage of the 
scheme. 

Land unavailable for acquisition. Early consultation with land owners to 
gauge the level of support for the scheme 
and willingness to enter into land 
negotiations. 
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High Statutory Undertakers alteration 
costs. 

Early consultation with the Statutory 
Undertakers through the NRSWA process to 
determine if any alterations are required. 

 

  



6. Conclusions and Recommendations 
6.1. BTC would like to implement measures to provide additional, formal, parking along 

Coronation Gardens to reduce the amount of damage caused by vehicles parking on the 
verges. 

6.2. Of the 5 options considered Option 1, removing the existing parking by the introduction of 
new Traffic Orders alone, is unlikely to be successful, resulting in the current problems 
persisting.  

6.3. Option 2 to permit drivers to park half-on / half-off the footway / verge is unlikely to be 
supported by ESCC due to safety and enforcement concerns and it is not recommended, 
therefore, that this option is progressed. 

6.4. Option 3 provides formal laybys by removal of two of the grass verges but would retain the 
existing, narrow, footways.  This is likely to raise safety concerns due to potential conflict 
between pedestrians on the narrow footway and manoeuvring vehicles. This option is worth 
considering if additional land could be acquired along the back edge to widen the footways. 

6.5. Option 4 provides a more formal version of Option 3 but would be the most expensive of the 
four options considered, requiring significantly more work.  

6.6. Option 5, repairing the existing verge by the introduction of concrete or recycled plastic 
materials is unlikely to be supported by ESCC and, as such, unlikely to receive funding through 
the Community Match initiative. If the Parish wish to consider this option further it is strongly 
recommended that early discussion is held with ESCC to confirm that such measures would be 
acceptable. 

6.7. Based on the findings of this study it is recommended that initial consideration be given to the 
acquisition of additional land so that Option 3 could be developed to the next design stage.  
This would enable a firmer idea of line, level and cost to be determined.  

6.8. If it is determined that the acquisition of additional land is possible it is also recommended 
that a detailed topographical survey is carried out of the proposed areas.  

6.9. Finally, early consultation with the Statutory Undertakers is strongly recommended to provide 
an indication of the likely cost of any alterations. 
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Appendix A – Drawings  
HGN-ABSL-1011-DR-CH-0001 – Feasibility Design - Existing Layout 

HGN-ABSL-1011-DR-CH-0002 – Feasibility Design – Options Considered 
 


